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Volume V - Comment Response Document 

8.1.1 Low-Level Mixed Waste 

Comment (3761) 
DOE needs to explain which waste volumes will be used in making the final decisions regarding 
ANL-E; the current waste volume of 8,000 cubic meters, or the projected waste volume of 140 cubic 
meters? 

Response 
The analysis of low-level mixed waste in the Draft WM PEIS was performed using waste data derived 
from the 1994 Mixed Waste Inventory Report. Since that analysis, the Mixed Waste Inventory Report 
has been updated using 1995 data. The changes in waste volumes at each DOE site as reported in the 
latest Mixed Waste Inventory Report are addressed in Appendix I. For ANL-E, the estimated 
inventory plus 20 years generation was revised downward from 8,400 cubic meters to 160 cubic 
meters. Those revised inventories were used to estimate impacts in the Final WM PEIS, and will be 
used to compare alternatives and support decisionmaking. 

Comment (3987) 
DOE has projected that the Portsmouth Plant will generate 25,000 cubic meters of low-level mixed 
waste (LLMW) within the next 20 years. Inventory is projected to be 33,000 cubic meters of LLMW. 
Did DOE use USEC operations to arrive at this projected volume of LLMW? 

Response 
LLMW volumes for the Portsmouth Plant include waste generated by USEC operations. The waste 
volumes given in Chapter 6 of the Draft WM PEIS were based on information from DOE's 1994 
Mixed Waste Inventory Report. Updated data from DOE's 1995 Mixed Waste Inventory Report are 
contained in Appendix I in Volume IV of the Final PEIS. The updated data show a decrease in 
inventory plus 20 years of generation from 33,000 cubic meters to 15,500 cubic meters at the 
Portsmouth Plant. 

Comment (3988) 
It is extremely difficult to believe that DOE has not already made some assumptions about what 
treatments and processes will be used and where in order to arrive at the predictions listed in 
Table 6.1-1. 

Response 
Table 6 .1-1 in Volume I lists quantities of low-level mixed waste that have been generated and are 
awaiting treatment, storage, and disposal at waste management facilities, or that are predicted to be 
generated over the next 20 years. These wastes will be generated by other organizations within DOE, 
such as Defense Programs, and will be transferred to waste management facilities. Sizing and siting of 
low-level mixed waste facilities addressed in this document will be based on what is needed to manage 
the waste volumes given in Table 6 .1-1. 

Waste volumes in Table 6 .1-1 of the Draft WM PEIS were based on information in the 1994 Mixed 
Waste Inventory Report. Updated waste-volume data from the 1995 Mixed Waste Inventory Report 
are contained in Appendix I, Volume IV, of the Final WM PEIS . Table 6.1.1 has been changed in the 
Final WM PEIS as a result of the discussion presented in Appendix I. 
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8.1.1 Low-Level Mixed Waste 

Comm ( 989 
Table 6.1-2 indicates that the Portsmouth Plant capable of treating 7,781 ,620 cubic meters per year and 
planned capacity of an additional 84,528 cubic meters . What aqueous treatment facility is currently 
being planned for Portsmouth? Portsmouth current capacity for aqueous treatment already exceeds all 
other listed major sites, according to this chart. 

Response 
The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report describes ,the Portsmouth Plant current aqueous 
waste treatment capacity as a 7,400,000 cubic-meters-per-year 'liquid effluent control facility, three 
groundwater treatment facilities with a total capacity of 267,516 cubic meters per year, and a small 
filtration and neutralization facility. Section 2 .11. 0 of that technical report lists a planned capacity of 
169,098 cubic meters per year for two groundwater treatment facilities under construction. The 
technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the 
Final WM PEIS. 
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8.1.2 Low-Level Waste 

Comment (495) 
"The definition of LLW [low-level waste] is < 100 nCi/g." Not enough attention has been given to 
this definition and the possibility that LLW might be redefined . There needs to be a lower end to the 
definition for LLW, such as how much above background. The definition for LLW needs to be 
definitized . DOE needs to tell the public what would happen to the risks if the nanocurie level defined 
for LL W changed upwards. 

Response 
The WM PEIS uses standard and approved definitions for each of the five waste types . LLW is 
defined in Section 1 l(e)(2) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 USC 2011 et seq.) as waste 
containing radioactivity that is not classified as high-level waste , transuranic waste (TRUW), or spent 
nuclear fuel, and is not byproduct tailings containing uranium or thorium from processed ore. LLW 
can also be test specimens of fissionable material irradiated for research and development if the 
concentration of transuranics is less than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste . It is both beyond the 
scope of the WM PEIS and inappropriate to change the definitions of waste types. It is assumed that 
the reference in the comment to concentrations less than 100 nanocuries per gram refers to the 
boundary between LLW and TRUW. This boundary pertains only to waste containing alpha-emitting 
transuranic radionuclides with half-lives greater than 20 years. There is no limit on the concentration 
of radionuclides otherwise. 

Comment (1089) 
DOE should address wastes with very low levels of radioactivity, including the large quantity of very low
level waste at FEMP. 

Response 
Low-level waste is one of the five waste types analyzed in the WM PEIS, and is addressed in detail in 
Volume I, Chapter 7, of the WM PEIS. DOE assumes the commentor is referring to environmental 
restoration low-level waste, because FEMP has no low-level waste for which the Waste Management 
Program is responsible . Some of FEMP's low-level waste is only slightly radioactive . 

Comment (1358) 
The WM PEIS identifies a total current inventory plus 20-year projected volume of 220 cubic meters of 
low-level waste at the Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory (PPPL). This amount appears to be low 
when compared to the projections made in the Environmental Assessment for the Tokamak Fusion Test 
Reactor Decontamination and Decommissioning Project and the Tokamak Physics Experiment. 

Response 
DOE obtained the low-level waste volume data used in the WM PEIS from the 1992 Integrated Data 
Base and the 1994 Waste Management Information System Database. These sources provided the best 
available data on waste inventories and generation at the time DOE prepared the Draft WM PEIS. The 
information in the Tokamak Fusion Test Reactor (J'FI'R) Decontamination and Decommissioning 
Project and the Tokamak Physics Experiment Environmental Assessment is newer than the information 
used in the Draft WM PEIS. In addition, that environmental assessment includes wastes from 
decontamination and decommissioning that were not included in the WM PEIS waste volumes . 
However, even if DOE considered the 1,450 cubic meters of low-level waste reported in the Tokamak 
environmental assessment in the WM PEIS, PPPL would still be a small generator and not a "major" 
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8.1.2 Low-Level Waste 

site. Therefore, the WM PEIS alternative would not chan e, and PPPL would continue to ship wastes 
to other ite under all WM PEIS alternatives. 

The Final WM PEIS includes updated waste-volume data and an evaluation of how the new data on 
low-level waste, low-level mixed waste, and transuranic waste could affect the analyses of alternatives 
in the PEIS (see Volume IV, Appendix I) . 

Comment (1498) 
One commentor stated that low-level does not mean low hazard and that low-level wastes could be 
contaminated with a number of different radionuclides, up to and including plutonium. 

Response 
Low-level radioactive waste is defined by what it is not (spent nuclear fuel, high-level waste produced 
in reprocessing spent nuclear fuel, transuranic waste). Some low-level waste is slightly contaminated; 
other low-level waste might be highly radioactive. DOE low-level radioactive waste might contain 
small quantities of plutonium. However, since plutonium is a transuranic element (its atomic number is 
greater than that of uranium), the amount of plutonium in low-level waste is greatly limited. Waste that 
contains more than 100 nanocuries per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic radionuclides with half-lives 
greater than 20 years is transuranic waste. 

Comment (1747) 
The low-level waste volumes listed for ORR are not consistent with the solid low-level waste volumes 
data from the DOE ORNL Waste Management Remedial Action Division. If both liquid and solid 
waste volumes are considered in the WM PEIS, the volume of solid waste alone would seem to be the 
more pertinent number, since liquid low-level wastes will probably continue to be treated onsite, and 
only secondary waste streams from liquid waste treatment will be disposed of, with a much larger 
volume of the treated waste stream being discharged under NPDES or air pollution permits. Please 
clarify . Are Table 7 .1-1 low-level waste volumes given prior to compaction of these materials? 

Response 
Table 7 .1-1 of the WM PEIS provides estimates of the current inventory and 20-year projected 
generation volumes for solid low-level waste prior to compaction. It does not include wastewater 
volumes. These estimates were derived from the 1992 Integrated Data Base and are generally higher 
than the estimates contained in more recent reports (see Volume IV, Appendix I). Changes in low
level waste volumes as a result of compaction were taken into account in the PEIS analysis . 

Comment (1929) 
Tpe figure for low-level radioactive waste at the Pantex Plant, which shows a value of 40,000 cubic 
meters for current inventory plus 20 years production, is about 85 times too large. 

Response 
Volume IV, Appendix I, of the Final WM PEIS presents updated waste volume inventories and 
projections, and indicates a much lower amount of low-level waste for the Pantex Plant than was listed in 
the Draft WM PEIS. 
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8.1.2 Low-Level Waste 

Comment (1938) 
How much low-level waste will be stored at ANL-E and what is its half-life? Will this waste be from 
Illinois only or shipped from elsewhere? 

Response 
Low-level mixed waste and low-level waste are described in Volume I, Sections 1.5.1 and 1.5.2, 
respectively, of the WM PEIS . Most low-level waste can be handled without additional shielding or 
remote-handling equipment. Low-level waste could contain isotopes with either long or short half
lives . For example, uranium-238 is a naturally occurring isotope that has a half-life of several billion 
years . Isotopes of other elements in low-level waste could have half-lives of less than 1 year. A full 
discussion of the quantities and radiological profiles of low-level waste and low-level mixed waste used 
in the WM PEIS can be found in the technical reports for those waste types , which are available in the 
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS . 

New waste data became available after DOE prepared the Draft WM PEIS. These data are presented 
in Volume IV, Appendix I, and were used in new analyses for the Final WM PEIS . 

Under the Decentralized Alternatives for low-level mixed waste and low-level wastes , ANL-E would 
manage its own wastes and a small quantity of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste generated at 
Ames and Fermi. Under the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives , all ANL-E wastes would be 
managed at other DOE sites . 

Comment (2080) 
The Draft WM PEIS Summary document says the highest risks to offsite populations would occur at 
FEMP, LLNL, and the Portsmouth Plant when thermal treatment of tritium-contaminated waste is 
assumed . Is the tritium onsite at Portsmouth, and will Portsmouth receive tritium from offsite in the 
future? 

Response 
The tritium that would present the highest risks to offsite populations near the Portsmouth Plant under 
low-level waste Regionalized Alternative 4 and Centralized Alternatives 3 and 4 would originate at 
other DOE sites. 

The Portsmouth Plant does not have tritium-contaminated waste onsite . Any risk that occurs from 
thermal treatment of tritium-contaminated waste would come from waste being shipped to the 
Portsmouth Plant. Sites that have this type of waste and would ship to the Portsmouth Plant under 
various low-level waste or low-level mixed waste alternatives include ANL-E, Princeton Plasma 
Physics Laboratory, and the Mound Plant. Under some alternatives, ANL-E and the Mound Plant 
would ship tritium-contaminated waste to FEMP for thermal treatment. Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 
would ship its tritium-contaminated waste to LLNL. LLNL would also treat its own tritium waste 
under the alternatives in which it conducts thermal treatment of wastes . The WM PEIS Low-Level 
Waste Technical Report identifies sites with tritium-contaminated low-level waste. DOE assumed that 
the low-level waste portion of low-level mixed waste at those sites would have the same characteristics. 
Chapters 6 and 7 of the WM PEIS identify where each site would ship low-level waste and low-level 
mixed waste for treatment. 

8-33 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

8.1.2 Low-Level Waste 

Comment (2200) 
The PEIS failed to include as low-level waste the surplu facility reactor cores and the naval submarine 
cores . 

Response 
The management of spent nuclear fuel is analyzed in the SNF/INEL EIS and is included in the 
WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis (see Chapter 11 in Volume I) . The deactivated reactor vessels 
and their internals are decontamination and decommissioning wastes that are the responsibility of the 
Environmental Restoration Program (at least at Hanford). Environmental restoration waste is included 
in the WM PEIS only to the extent that it might affect the comparison among waste management 
alternatives (see Appendix Bin Volume III). 

Naval submarine reactor compartments are disposed of with the spent nuclear fuel removed. The 
defueled naval submarine reactor compartments are not included in the WM PEIS because their 
disposal is addressed in the SNF/INEL EIS . 

The disposition of some defueled naval reactor plants is discussed in Final Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Disposal of Decommissioned, Defueled Cruiser Ohio Class and Los Angeles Class 
Naval Reactor Plants, issued by the Navy in April 1996. More than 40 defueled naval reactor plants 
have been shipped from the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard to the Hanford Site and disposed of in 
Trench 94 in the Hanford burial grounds . The reactor compartment packages currently in Trench 94 
are regulated as a mixed waste because they contain activated metals, solid lead shielding regulated by 
Washington State, and polychlorinated biphenyls regulated under the Toxic Substances Control Act. 
The preferred alternative in the above-referenced EIS is to continue to ship this material to Hanford for 
disposal in Trench 94. 

Naval reactor compartment packages already disposed of are not subject to additional waste 
management activity and, therefore, are not included in the waste volumes in the WM PEIS . 
WM PEIS Appendix I (Volume IV) lists 37,000 cubic meters of mixed waste to be shipped from Puget 
Sound to Hanford for disposal. Thus, disposal of surplus naval reactor cores is included in the 
WM PEIS to the extent that they are in the 1995 Mixed Waste Inventory Report. 

Comment (2341) 
In the activated bulk metal/equipment category, cobalt-60 is the only one being considered. I believe 
nickel-63 should also be considered in Table 7 .2-1. I mention nickel because of absorption of this into 
the steel beams of old nuclear power plants . These power plants are to be dismantled and I assume will 
be included in your bulk activated items. 

Response 
Table 7.2-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies the radiological categories , but does not list all the 
nuclides in each category. The nuclides in each category, including nickel-63, are listed in the 
WM PEIS Low-Level Waste Technical Report. Nickel-63 is a component of the Induced Activity 
radiological category . DOE has modified the supporting text for Table 7 .2-1 to reference the technical 
report for detail on the radiological categories . 
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8.1.2 Low-Level Waste 

Comm nt ( 440) 
Where does the WM PEIS account for the alpha-contaminated low-level waste stored at INEL's 
Radioactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC)? Approximately 27,000 cubic meters of the 
65,000 cubic meters of transuranic waste stored at the RWMC are of this type. Because the INEL 
alpha waste is to be treated and disposed of along with the INEL transuranic waste, DOE should 
include it in the transuranic waste chapter of the WM PEIS . 

Response 
DOE used standard definitions for each of the waste types analyzed in the WM PEIS that do not 
necessarily reflect site-specific definitions. In the PEIS, transuranic waste is defined as radioactive 
waste having concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram of transuranic elements . Although 
at INEL all alpha low-level waste with greater than 10 nanocuries per gram is considered to be mixed 
and treated and disposed of as transuranic waste, this is not the case in the PEIS. Rather, the PEIS 
accounts for these wastes as alpha low-level mixed waste, and they are included in the low-level mixed 
waste chapter (Chapter 6). 

Comment (2783) 
Use of the 1992 Integrated Data Base is obviously inappropriate for BNL, as it shows BNL producing 
no low-level waste (LLW) . Since there is no quantification of LLW produced at BNL, I assume that all 
LLW risk analyses are fatally flawed, even by DOE standards, because it is also assumed throughout 
that BNL does indeed produce LLW. This must be addressed. 

Response 
The 1992 Integrated Data Base, the source of LLW data for the Draft WM PEIS, did not provide LLW 
data for BNL. Thus, the evaluation in the Draft PEIS for BNL did not include impacts from 
management of LLW. However, Tables 1.6-2 and 7 .1-1 in Volume I of the Final PEIS show that the 
projected LLW volume at BNL is 5,600 cubic meters . The updated data were obtained from the 1995 
version of the Integrated Data Base. Consideration of updated LLW estimates for BNL are included in 
Appendix I in Volume IV of the Final PEIS. Appendix I addresses the issue of how updated waste 
projections affect WM PEIS alternatives . The updated data for BNL were used to estimate impacts in 
the Final WM PEIS. 

The PEIS considers BNL a candidate site for disposal of its own LL W, but not a candidate for receipt 
of off site LL W. Consideration of BNL as a site for disposal of onsite LL W does not mean that it will 
be selected as a disposal site. 

Comment (3796) 
The definition of low-level waste (LLW) is all-encompassing and exclusionary. The definition needs to 
be reviewed. Curie content and half-life should be considered in the definition. 

Response 
It is outside the scope of the WM PEIS to change the definition of LL W . LL W can be only slightly 
radioactive or highly radioactive and can contain radionuclides with a range of half-lives; therefore, 
DOE does not manage all of its LLW in the same way. As discussed in WM PEIS Volume I, 
Section 1.5 .6, DOE manages two classifications of LLW that are not suitable for near-surface disposal. 
These are special-case LLW generated by DOE operations and LLW generated commercially that is 
more highly radioactive than Class C LLW according to the NRC rules in 10 CFR Part 61 (greater-
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than-Class-C LLW). DOE manages special- se and gr at -th -Cl -C LLW differently than other 
LLW. 

DOE does not manage all LLW that is suitable for near-surface disposal the same . Disposal facilities 
impose waste acceptance criteria on the waste that they accept. For example, the waste acceptance 
criteria for the LL W disposal facility at Hanford categorize waste on the basis of the curie content of 
key radionuclides , including those with long half-lives . More highly radioactive or long-lived waste is 
required to be more highly stabilized and immobilized than other wastes. 

Comment (3964) 
Please clarify how FEMP can be listed as having no low-level waste (LL W) yet be listed for 
management of LL W and included in alternatives for disposal and treatment of LL W . 

Response 
When FEMP was identified as a candidate site for LL W treatment and disposal ( disposal of onsite waste 
only), both environmental restoration and waste management wastes were to be evaluated in the 
WM PEIS. Because all LLW at FEMP is currently environmental restoration waste, which is no longer 
within the scope of the WM PEIS, only offsite waste is evaluated for treatment at FEMP. Disposal is not 
evaluated because FEMP disposal is limited to its own onsite waste in the definition of the alternatives . 
DOE revised WM PEIS Table 7.3-1 to make this distinction. 

The PEIS does not evaluate environmental restoration alternatives and, therefore, does not quantitatively 
evaluate environmental restoration wastes at FEMP or other sites . The PEIS does evaluate how the 
comparison among waste management alternatives could be affected by the transfer of environmental 
restoration waste to the Waste Management Program. See Appendix Bin Volume Ill. FEMP is currently 
included in the DOE Environmental Restoration Program. Wastes generated at FEMP will be the result 
of environmental restoration activities. 

New data from the 1995 Integrated Data Base reported no waste management LLW generated or stored at 
FEMP, with no projected waste generation. Details on the amounts and characteristics of LL W that 
would come to FEMP are provided in the WM PEIS Low-Level Waste Technical Report, which is 
available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 
Appendix I in Volume IV of the PEIS provides a comparison of the latest waste volumes reported by 
DOE to the waste volumes used in the Draft PEIS . 

Comment (4069) 
All of DOE's buildings (e.g ., LANL's Chemical and Metallurgical Research Facility) are solid, 
hazardous, low-level waste, and should be shut down, sealed in concrete, and monitored for migration 
of contaminants . 

Response 
DOE does not agree with this approach because of environmental, safety , regulatory, and health 
concerns . 
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Comment (1748) 
Much of the transuranic waste (TRUW) that was retrievably stored was buried in a variety of container 
types that have since degraded. It is very likely that transuranic waste stored in such a manner has 
already or will very soon be released to the environment. Discuss in greater detail the recoverability of 
transuranic waste that has been retrievably stored for the past 25 years. 

Response 
Waste volume source terms and radionuclide and hazardous chemical concentrations of retrievably 
stored TRUW are discussed in the WM PEIS Transuranic Waste Technical Report , which is available 
in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. No 
significant emissions of radioactive or hazardous chemical constituents are expected during recovery of 
retrievably stored TRUW if storage containers remain intact. Corroded or damaged waste containers 
could result in releases during retrieval operations. Preliminary estimates indicate that about 72 % of 
TRUW retrievably stored in drums has been stored for 10 or more years, and up to 30% of the drums 
might be badly deteriorated . Based on actual experience from waste container sampling programs at 
INEL, DOE assumes that 0.01 % of the gaseous hazardous and radioactive constituents and 0.0001 % of 
the hazardous and radioactive particulates would be released from breached containers and become 
airborne during retrieval operations. Retrieval operations, including repackaging, can be performed 
within enclosed structures maintained slightly below atmospheric pressure to minimize potential risk 
from emissions. High-efficiency particulate air filters can be used to reduce particulate emissions. 

Comment (1758) 
Are transuranic waste residues included in the WM PEIS analysis and would they go to WIPP? There 
has been conflicting information regarding disposal of plutonium residues at RFETS. We have been 
told that plutonium residues will go to WIPP. However, a DOE WIPP official told an audience at a 
meeting of the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board on December 1, 1994, that WIPP does not have 
enough room for the RFETS plutonium residues. The WM PEIS ~oes not clarify this issue. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analysis of transuranic waste at RFETS does include plutonium residues , as shown in 
Table 8.1-1. DOE plans to handle these residues like other types of transuranic wastes . Decisions 
concerning disposal of RFETS residues will be based on the analyses in the WIPP SEIS-11 and other 
information. DOE is also preparing a separate EIS on treatment of the RFETS plutonium residues. 

Comment (2071) 
DOE needs to explain why transuranic waste was not included in the WM PEIS for the Portsmouth 
Plant. DOE needs to consider transuranic waste in the analysis because it is being mixed with low
level waste and oil contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls . 

Response 
DOE obtained transuranic waste-volume data from the 1993 Mixed Waste Inventory Report and the 
1992 Integrated Data Base, which were the most current sources at the time the Draft WM PEIS was 
prepared. Neither of these sources reported any inventory or projected generation of transuranic waste 
at the Portsmouth Plant. In preparing the Final PEIS , DOE considered newer sources of waste 
inventory data (see Appendix I in Volume IV). These sources also report no inventory or projected 
generation of transuranic waste at Portsmouth. 
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As discussed in Section 1.6.2 in Volume I, the waste volumes analyzed in the WM PEIS represent a 
"snapshot in time," accurate to the extent existing inventories and future operations were understood 
when the databases were developed. Recognizing these uncertainties, DOE believes the waste volumes 
used for the WM PEIS analysis are sufficiently accurate for programmatic decisionmaking. 

Comment (2343) 
Considering transuranic waste as mixed waste creates the paradox of thermal treatment emitting 
radionuclides or having to abide by rules that require solvents and heavy metals be treated to land 
disposal restrictions criteria. 

Response 
As stated in Volume I, Section 8.1 of the WM PEIS, although approximately 60% of transuranic waste 
contains both radioactive and hazardous components, DOE assumes that all transuranic waste is mixed 
waste only for purposes of the WM PEIS analysis. The WM PEIS analysis includes alternatives under 
which TRUW would be treated to meet land disposal restrictions. Although the WIPP Land 
Withdrawal Act amendments contained in the 1997 Defense Authorization Act exempt waste to be 
disposed of at WIPP from RCRA's provisions regarding land disposal restrictions, land disposal 
restriction treatment alternatives are reasonable in that they allow DOE to evaluate the impacts of 
treating TRUW that might not be sent for disposal at WIPP. WM PEIS conclusions will support 
decisions for siting transuranic waste storage and treatment facili_ties . DOE will evaluate the level of 
treatment needed to support the safe disposal of transuranic waste at WIPP in the WIPP SEIS-11, and a 
decision will be announced in the WIPP SEIS-11 Record of Decision. 

Comment (2441) 
Under Regionalized Alternative 3 for transuranic waste (Table 8.3-5), the 31 % INEL would receive 
from offsite for treatment is more significant than it seems, as INEL has the largest volume of 
transuranic waste of all the DOE sites. 

Response 
The WM PEIS was designed to evaluate a range of treatment, storage, and disposal alternatives for the 
management of DOE's radioactive and hazardous wastes. In the case of transuranic waste, three 
treatment schemes (treatment to meet RCRA land disposal restrictions, treatment to reduce gas 
generation potential, and treatment to meet the WIPP waste acceptance criteria) are considered for 
Decentralized, Regionalized, and Centralized Alternatives . In moving from decentralized to 
regionalized treatment, transuranic waste is transferred to the sites having the most waste because the 
receiving sites have the greatest experience handling this waste and less untreated transuranic waste 
would have to be transported . As the site with the most transuranic waste, INEL is a reasonable 
candidate for a transuranic waste treatment facility . 

Comment (2575) 
What will happen to the transuranic waste that cannot be sent to WIPP either because it is pre-1970 
(buried) transuranic waste or it would not meet waste acceptance criteria? 

Response 
As stated in Section 8.1. 1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, disposal of transuranic waste cannot begin 
until DOE meets a series of regulatory requirements imposed under the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
Land Withdrawal Act of 1992. Before it is shipped for disposal, all transuranic waste will be required 
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to meet the WIPP waste acceptance criteria being established by DOE in consultation with PA and the 
State of New Mexico (DOE, 1991). These waste acceptance criteria are not yet final, but will be 
determined prior to operating WIPP as a disposal facility . For wastes that initially do not meet final 
waste acceptance criteria, further treatment might be necessary for it to be disposed of at WIPP. For 
purposes of analysis, DOE assumed that all transuranic waste will meet final WIPP waste acceptance 
criteria . 

The WM PEIS analyzes retrievably stored defense transuranic waste, which has generally been stored 
since 1970. Before 1970, DOE buried transuranic waste . As it is considered environmental restoration 
waste, it will be managed in accordance with the CERCLA. While management of environmental 
restoration wastes are not within the scope of the WM PEIS, Section 8.15 in Volume I contains 
information regarding transuranic waste generated as a result of environmental restoration activities 
(including retrieval of buried transuranic waste) and the extent to which these waste volumes might 
influence WM PEIS alternatives. 

DOE has prepared the WIPP SEIS-11 to evaluate the potential impacts of disposal of transuranic waste, 
including pre-1970 buried waste , at WIPP. For further information on the WIPP SEIS-11 and its 
relationship with the WM PEIS, see Section 1.8.1 in Volume I. 

Comment (2576) 
How was INEL's transuranic waste inventory calculated? There are currently 65,000 cubic meters of 
transuranic waste stored at INEL. Why does the inventory in the WM PEIS only show 39,000 cubic 
meters stored and generated over the next 20 years? Where is the remaining waste? 

Response 
The transuranic waste-volume data presented in Volume I, Chapter 8, of the Draft WM PEIS as current 
inventory were obtained from the 1993 Interim Mixed Waste Inventory Report and the 1992 Integrated 
Data Base and represent waste management wastes only. The data were extrapolated to estimate waste 
volume totals for the 20-year period of analysis. However, these waste inventories do not include 
wastes projected to be generated as a result of environmental restoration activities , nor do they include 
pre-1970 transuranic waste (also known as buried TRUW). Table B.5-3 in Volume III shows that DOE 
estimates environmental restoration transuranic waste to be 9,700 cubic meters at INEL based on 
updated information from the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report. Appendix I in 
Volume IV of the Final WM PEIS addresses how newer waste-volume data obtained from updated 
versions of the Mixed Waste Inventory Report and the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Transuranic Waste 
Baseline Inventory Report , Revision 2, might affect the analyses of alternatives in the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2780) 
Volume I, Section 1.5.3, states that, after characterization, some waste currently managed as 
transuranic waste may be reclassified as low-level mixed waste . This statement is of great concern as it 
implies that the more radioactive (and, therefore , more hazardous) transuranic waste could be 
reclassified as a less hazardous waste through a simple paper definition. The implication and meaning 
of this statement and policy must be fully revealed in the PEIS . Furthermore, it should be noted that 
BNL is completely inappropriate to receive this type of waste . 
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Respon e 
Radioactive wastes , including transuranic waste and low-level mixed waste , are classified in accordance 
with the waste type definitions provided in Volume I, Section 1.5, of the WM PEIS . The referenced 
statement in the Draft WM PEIS meant to acknowledge that some low-level mixed waste is currently 
managed with transuranic waste at some sites, as a result of previous management practices . As part of 
ongoing characterization efforts, this commingled low-level mix~d waste may be segregated from the 
transuranic waste inventory and be managed separately . 

DOE recognizes that the statement in Section 1.5.3 of the Draft WM PEIS was misleading and revised 
the section in the Final WM PEIS to state that low-level waste and low-level mixed waste could also 
contain transuranic isotopes, but with concentrations less than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste. 

DOE does not consider BNL as a candidate site for receipt of any offsite waste analyzed in the 
WM PEIS. 

Comment (2957) 
Why is transuranic waste-volume data not more recent than 1991? 

Response 
The 1991 data were the most current data available at the time DOE began the WM PEIS . DOE used 
two primary sources to estimate transuranic waste inventory and annual generation rates for the 
WM PEIS. First, DOE relied on the 1993 Interim Mixed Waste Inventory Report and the 1992 
Integrated Data Base. From these reports, waste volumes were extrapolated to provide waste totals for 
the 20-year analysis period. However, since the initial preparation of the PEIS, DOE has issued 
updated information on several types of waste. Appendix I in Volume IV of the Final PEIS addresses 
how updated data on low-level waste, low-level mixed waste, and transuranic waste could affect the 
analyses of WM PEIS alternatives. Also, where large changes in impacts were likely , DOE 
reevaluated the impacts with the more recent data and revised the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3254) 
The Final Supplemental EIS for WIPP estimates 969 shipments of transuranic waste from LLNL to 
WIPP (25-year period) in comparison to the WM PEIS estimate of 260 transuranic waste shipments. 
Although the time period for the estimate differs (20 versus 25 years), the WM PEIS should explain the 
large difference in projected shipments from LLNL. 

Response 
The number of transuranic waste shipments depend on transuranic waste volumes. The reason the 
shipment number for LLNL is much lower in the WM PEIS than in the 1990 WIPP Supplement EIS 
(SEIS-I) is that the estimated volume of transuranic waste at LLNL in the WM PEIS is much lower 
than that in the WIPP SEIS-1. The WIPP SEIS-1 analysis was based on waste volumes presented in a 
1987 database, whereas the WM PEIS analysis is based on more recent waste-volume data. 

Comment (3597) 
A footnote in Section 8.1 .1 is shocking . DOE assumes to include non-defense transuranic waste 
(TRUW) with defense TRUW at WIPP, if all regulatory requirements are met. As you state, the WIPP 
Land With~rawal Act of 1992 provides for disposal of defense TRUW. This is a blatant example of 
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DOE's disregard for the agreements and public acts made with the States, ongress, and the American 
people . WIPP is a project for the potential permanent disposal of defense TRUW. 

Response 
In accordance with the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act, DOE proposes to dispose of only defense TRUW 
at WIPP as stated in Section 8 .1.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. At the time the WM PEIS analysis 
was performed, a small amount of non-defense TRUW was included in the TRUW volumes available. 
For purposes of analysis, all of the TRUW evaluated in the WM PEIS was assumed to be defense 
TR UW. This additional small volume of waste provided for a slightly more conservative analysis as it 
overestimates the amount of TRUW that will be sent to WIPP. DOE has revised the referenced 
footnote to make this clearer. 

Specific information pertaining to the volumes of non-defense TRUW can be found in WIPP SEIS-11 . 

Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS addresses environmental restoration TRUW that might be 
generated at DOE sites and managed in waste management facilities. Again, for purposes of a 
conservative analysis, all environmental restoration TRUW considered in the WM PEIS was assumed 
to be defense TRUW. 

Comment (3598) 
What small percentage of non-defense transuranic waste (TR UW) is destined for WIPP under your 
assumption? Where did it come from? Is there non-defense TRUW in the environmental restoration 
waste? 

Response 
In accordance with the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act, DOE proposes to dispose of only defense TRUW 
at WIPP (see Section 8 .1.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS). For purposes of analysis only, the WM 
PEIS assumed all TRUW is defense TRUW that will be disposed of at WIPP, including environmental 
restoration TRUW. 

DOE has added updated waste-volume data to the Final PEIS (see Volume IV, Appendix I). 
Section 1.4.1 states that the updated data include volumes of the majority of TRUW that is currently 
planned for disposal at WIPP and quantities of TRUW that currently are not planned for WIPP 
disposal. Non-WIPP TRUW, which is about 0.5% by volume of the WIPP TRUW, consists of small 
quantities of non-defense TRUW resulting from several activities . Most of the non-WIPP commercial 
TRUW waste was generated by commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing activities conducted at WVDP, 
while smaller volumes are from nuclear powered pacemakers manufactured by ARCO Medical 
Products. Sealed TRUW radiation sources used in non-defense laboratory operations at ORNL, and 
TRUW generated by life sciences and other types of non-defense research conducted at Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory are some of the other sources of the non-defense TRUW inventory . 

Comment (3601) 
Two-thirds of the volume of WIPP was for waste to be generated until 2010 only by the formerly 
named Rocky Flats Plant. Exactly what waste is going to occupy the two-thirds capacity no longer 
needed for waste coming from Rocky Flats production processes? Since WIPP can only accommodate 
a minute amount of the total current transuranic waste (TRUW), where will the rest of the TRUW go 
once WIPP is full? 
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Response 
The WM PEIS was not intended to address the proposed disposal of TRUW at WIPP. As described in 
Volume I, Section 1.8.1 , the WIPP SEIS-11 discusses the sources and volumes of TRUW planned for 
disposal at WIPP. 

The 1990 WIPP Final Supplement EIS (SEIS-1) identified a little over 2 million cubic feet of newly 
generated TRUW at RFETS that might be disposed of at WIPP. This represented about one-third of 
the 6.2-million-cubic-foot capacity authorized by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act. Current waste 
volume estimates for RFETS in the WM PEIS show about 6,200 cubic feet of TRUW, consisting of 
both existing waste and waste that will be generated over the next 20 years. 

In accordance with the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 102-579), the total capacity of WIPP 
is limited to 6.2 million cubic feet (approximately 175,600 cubic meters) of defense transuranic waste. 
According to recent sources discussed in Appendix I of the Final WM PEIS, approximately 
132,000 cubic meters of current and projected transuranic waste was identified, which is well within 
the capacity of WIPP. 

It is true that during the 35-year planned operational life of WIPP, the amount of transuranic waste 
projected to be available for disposal during this period could exceed the statutory capacity of WIPP. 
DOE is in the early planning stages of evaluating options for disposal of this excess transuranic waste . 

Comment (3602) 
The definitions and explanations of contact-handled transuranic waste (CH-TRUW) and remote-handled 
transuranic waste (RH-TRUW) are insufficient and uninformative. Also, there seems to be no analysis 
of the long-term effects of CH-TRUW and RH-TRUW on humans or the environment, or why 
200 millirems is the dividing line. As stated, the difference between CH and RH is 200 millirems per 
hour . Is this per worker? How many hours total out of a year will a worker be allowed to work under 
CH conditions and be exposed to the 200 millirems per hour threshold, and/or any exposure level 
below 200? Is there a kind of buffer zone around the 200 millirem CH threshold? According to our 
estimates, where the DOE maximum estimated exposure per worker per year is 5 rems, a worker can 
only be exposed to the 200 millirems per hour threshold a maximum of 25 hours per year. This is only 
one parameter/scenario that does not take into account consecutive hours of exposure or how many 
hours of this type of exposure will be necessary to manage TRUW. DOE should fully explain the CH 
and RH classifications and how CH and RH waste classifications will be applied to workers and 
ensuring their safety, as well as for estimating potential costs of handling TR UW at CH levels . 

Response 
The 200 millirems per hour limit on CH-TRUW is found in DOE Order 435 .1. It is consistent with 
definitions at 10 CFR Part 61 and 40 CFR Part 191, and with the maximum allowable radiation at the 
surface of a container transporting spent nuclear fuel or high-level waste codified in 10 CFR Part 71. 
The limit was codified as part of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 102-579). The 
200 millirems per hour is the upper limit on CH-TRUW; most CH-TRUW containers emit much less 
radiation. According to the WIPP Safety Analysis Report , the average radiation dose per CH-TRUW 
container is 5 millirems per hour for waste packed in standard waste boxes and 14 millirems per hour 
for waste packed in standard waste drums . Since the rate of radiation emission is measured at the 
surface of the waste container, and since most CH-TRUW containers are handled by machinery 
because of their weight, the radiation dose to workers is further reduced by their distance from the 
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waste package. The radiation dose to workers is measun:d by do im y vice ; i i not ompute 
based on the time that they spend in waste-handling activities . While it is theoretically possible for a 
worker to receive the 5 rem per worker per year dose limit in 25 hours working with CH-TRUW, 
DOE regulations in 10 CFR 835 limit occupational dose to less than 1 rem per year . The average 
radiation dose to workers from handling CH-TRUW, based on the most recent WIPP Safety Analysis 
Report, is approximately 700 millirems per year. 

Comment (3605) 
The hazardous chemical constituents in transuranic waste based on RFETS data do not accurately 
reflect the hazardous chemical constituents in the transuranic waste from other sites because not all the 
sites did the type of concentrated plutonium work RFETS did. Other sites might have other, just as 
dangerous or more dangerous, hazardous chemical constituents that are not included in DOE estimates 
because they are based on RFETS data, and not on site-specific waste streams. 

Response 
There are limited data on hazardous constituents in transuranic waste, and most of the data come from 
RFETS and INEL. DOE used RFETS data because it was the most complete data available . The 
WM PEIS analysis assumes all transuranic waste is mixed waste, although only 60% is actually mixed. 
Therefore, the WM PEIS overestimates the expected impacts from hazardous constituents in transuranic 
waste. This assumption is believed to be sufficiently conservative to compensate for the lack of 
extensive knowledge about the hazardous constituents in DOE transuranic waste . 

Comment (3606) 
The radionuclide concentrations based on LLNL' s transuranic waste do not accurately reflect the 
radionuclide concentrations for all generators. LLNL's work is more experimental in nature and not 
production oriented. LLNL is listed in Table 8 .1-1 as one of the smallest generators of contact-handled 
transuranic waste . 

Response 
The primary radionuclide data used in the WM PEIS for transuranic waste were from the 10 largest 
generator sites, which together generate approximately 99% of DOE's transuranic waste. The LLNL 
data were used only to represent the smaller generator sites. Because LLNL waste contains relatively 
large amounts of americium and plutonium compared to the waste from the other small generator sites , 
the assumption that the waste from all small generator sites is similar to LLNL includes the radiological 
impacts. 

Comment (3608) 
In Volume I, Section 8.2.3, explain what is meant by: "After the designated work-off period, TRUW 
is assumed to be treated as it is generated on an annual basis; however, this was not analyzed in the 
WM PEIS ." It is unclear what this means . Does this include TRUW currently in inventory? Annually 
generated waste during work-off period? Waste annually generated after work-off period? All of the 
above? 

Response 
Transuranic waste volumes in inventory (storage) and generated during the 20-year period of analysis 
(consisting of 10 years of construction and 10 years of operations during which transuranic waste will 
be generated) are analyzed in the WM PEIS . The 20-year period of analysis includes a full 20-year 
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operations period (i.e., no construction) for the No Action Alternative . Transuranic waste generated 
after this 20-year period is assumed to be treated annually as it is generated; however, the impacts of 
transuranic waste generated after the 20-year period are not analyzed in the WM PEIS. The impacts of 
storage beyond 20 years are analyzed as part of the No Action Alternatives in the WIPP SEIS-11. DOE 
revised Volume I, Section 8.2.3, to explain that, although not analyzed , the waste generated each year 
after the work-off period is expected to be small and its impacts are expected to be included by those 
analyzed in this study. 

Comment (3614) 
In Volume I, Section 8.2.4, what does "not to exceed 3 millirem per hour" for contact-handled 
transuranic waste mean? What does "not to exceed 7 millirem per hour" for remote-handled 
transuranic waste mean? 

Response 
The text in Section 8.2.4 has been corrected. It now states that the average external package dose rates 
were assumed to be 3 millirem per hour for contact-handled transuranic waste and 7 millirem per hour 
for remote-handled transuranic waste shipments at 1 meter from the shipping container. Section 8.2.4 
also explains that these values were derived from site-specific information contained in the WIPP Final 
Supplement EIS , and are less than the regulatory limit of 10 millirem per hour at 2 meters from the 
container. 

Comment (3622) 
No plans are specified for dealing with remote-handled transuranic waste under the No Action 
Alternative. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 8.3.1, describes the No Action Alternative for transuranic waste (TRUW). DOE 
would continue to characterize and package newly generated transuranic waste to meet current WIPP 
waste acceptance criteria for storage at sites where existing or planned facilities are available. 

Although transuranic waste consists of contact-handled transuranic waste and remote-handled 
transuranic waste, no distinction was made in the text because both are managed the same way under 
the No Action Alternative . However, only 6 sites have remote-handled transuranic waste, while 
11 sites have contact-handled transuranic waste, as indicated in Table 8.3.1. 

Comment (3623) 
Under the Decentralized Alternative, will the 6 sites with smaller amounts of contact-handled 
transuranic waste (CH-TRUW) that will be shipped to the nearest of 10 sites continue to generate 
CH-TR UW after the removal of their CH-TR UW? Under Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2, will the 
10 sites with smaller amounts of CH-TRUW that will be shipped to the nearest of 5 sites continue to 
generate CH-TRUW after the removal of their CH-TRUW? Will RFETS continue to generate 
RH-TR UW? Under Regionalized Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, will the 3 sites with smaller amounts of 
remote-handled transuranic waste (RH-TRUW) that will be shipped to the nearest of 2 sites continue to 
generate RH-TRUW after the removal of their RH-TRUW? Under Regionalized Alternative 3, will the 
10 sites with smaller amounts of CH-TRUW that will be shipped to the nearest of 3 sites continue to 
generate CH-TRUW after the removal of their CH-TRUW? · 
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Respon e 
Although it is likely that transuranic waste would continue to be generated after the 20-year period of 
analysis , projection of future waste generation is problematic. This is one of the reasons why the 
WM PEIS limits the analysis of impacts to 20-years. Continuation of the past 20-years activities that 
generate TRUW is uncertain at this time. 

As discussed in Section 1.1.5 in Volume IV, circumstances that may affect future TRUW generation 
includes: 

• Changes in DOE's site missions that are not reasonably foreseeable at this time; 

• Changes in regulations and statutes concerning the definitions of waste types; 

• The success of pollution prevention efforts; 

• Waste characterization techniques that may affect the waste type assigned to a given inventory. 
Some waste currently classified as TRUW, for instance, may not contain 100 nanocuries of alpha
emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste and may require reclassification as LLMW or 
LLW. Conversely, some LLW could be reclassified as TRUW; and 

• Volume reduction of LLMW and LLW during treatment may result in a residue with sufficient 
concentrations of transuranic elements to warrant reclassification of the residue as TR UW. 
Regardless of classification, DOE may choose to manage certain waste streams together, even 
though they are different waste types, because they have similar characteristics and pose similar 
risks, such as alpha LLW and TRUW. 

Transuranic waste volumes in inventory (storage) and generated during the 20-year period of analysis 
(consisting of 10 years of construction and 10 years of operations during which transuranic waste 
would be generated) are analyzed in the WM PEIS. Transuranic waste generated after this 20-year 
period is assumed to be treated annually as it is generated; however, the impacts of transuranic waste 
generated after the 20-year period are not analyzed in the WM PEIS. DOE revised Volume I, 
Section 8.2.3, to explain that, although not analyzed, the waste generated each year after the work-off 
period is expected to be small and its impacts are expected to be bounded by those analyzed in this 
study . 

In January 1992, the termination of nuclear weapons production changed the primary mission of the 
RFETS from nuclear weapons production to cleanup and restoration. Nuclear weapons activities at 
RFETS have ceased, and special nuclear materials and wastes are being stabilized and stored for safe 
final disposition. The 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report (BEMR) assumes that all 
special nuclear material will be transferred offsite by FY 2020. With this material transferred offsite, 
additional waste management TRUW would not be generated. According to the 1996 BEMR, plans 
call for the treatment of all RFETS TRUW by 2028, and the shipment of all TRUW offsite for disposal 
in 2039. 

Comment (3624) 
There is no plan specified for managing remote-handled transuranic waste under the Decentralized 
Alternative . 
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Response 
Under the Decentralized Alternative described in Volume I, Section 8.3.2, DOE would process and 
package remote-handled transuranic waste at the six sites where it is currently located. 

Comment (3625) 
In Volume I, Figure 8.3-2, TRUW Decentralized Alternative, the "Treat(% Rec'd from Offsite)" row 
indicates (0) in all the columns. Is this correct? 

Response 
The figure is correct. Transuranic waste would be treated and packaged at the site of origin under the 
Decentralized Alternative . It would then be shipped to 10 sites, for storage only. 

Comment (3632) 
Is WIPP authorized for the treatment of contact-handled transuranic waste (CH-TRUW)? What 
containers will be used to transport waste to WIPP? 

Response 
WIPP currently has no facilities to treat CH-TRUW and is not pursuing licensing for any CH-TRUW 
treatment facilities . The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 102-579) requires use of containers 
certified by NRC for transporting TRUW to or from WIPP. The only currently available certified 
TRUW container is the TRUPACT-11, which DOE plans to use for shipping CH-TRUW. The RH-72B 
cask, which DOE plans to use for shipping remote-handled transuranic waste, is currently undergoing 
NRC certification. DOE is considering whether to develop and seek certification for other containers 
for transporting waste that currently cannot be shipped efficiently in existing containers because of its 
weight. 

Comment (3808) 
DOE needs to inform the public about the source and volume of transuranic waste onsite at ANL-E. 

' 

Response 
Waste management transuranic waste at ANL-E is generated by the Chemical Technology Division, 
which conducts research on analysis of specimens of nuclear fuel elements. As provided in Table 1.4-1 
in Volume IV of the WM PEIS, new data suggest a waste management inventory of roughly 140 cubic 
meters of contact-handled transuranic waste at ANL-E (current inventory plus 20-year generation). 

Comment (3923) 
The public needs to understand the definition of transuranic waste. 

Response 
Transuranic waste is defined as radioactive waste having concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries 
per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic elements (elements that have atomic numbers greater than 92), 
with half-lives greater than 20 years, with certain exceptions . This definition, as well as a more 
detailed description of transuranic waste, how it is produced, and the nature of its effects are presented 
in Section 6 .1 in the WM PEIS Summary document, and Sections 1.5.3 and 8.1.1 in Volume I. 
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Comment (3941) 
Has DOE projected the capacity of WIPP as sufficient to allow for disposal of existing transuranic 
waste and projected volumes to be produced for the next 20 years? 

Response 
The capacity of WIPP is limited by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 102-579) and by the 
Consultation and Cooperation Agreement with the State of New Mexico. Under these limits , as 
analyzed in the WIPP SEIS-11, WIPP would not be able to accommodate all of DOE's defense remote
handled transuranic waste. 

Comment (3995) 
Please clarify the distinction between contact-handled (CH) and remote-handled (RH) transuranic waste 
(TRUW)? Why does DOE discuss the management of TRUW as a mixed waste with distinctions 
between TRUW and mixed LLW blurred, at least to me. 

Response 
As described in Section 8.1.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, TRUW is categorized as either CH or RH 
based on the level and type of radioactivity it emits. CH-TRUW consists primarily of alpha particles 
and low energy radionuclides with little penetrating power. CH-waste containers can be handled 
directly by humans . RH-TRUW typically contains a greater proportion of radionuclides that produce 
highly penetrating radiation (gamma radiation) and requires special shielding in treatment, storage , and 
disposal facilities. 

Mixed waste includes both radioactive and hazardous constituents. Approximately 60 % of TR UW is 
considered mixed waste because it contains both radioactive and hazardous components . However, 
mixed TRUW is different from mixed low-level waste in the content of the radioactive component. For 
purposes of the WM PEIS analysis, DOE analyzed all TRUW as if it were mixed TRUW. This is a 
more conservative analysis because it increases the hazardous components of the waste for the analysis . 

Section 8.1.1 in Volume I states that because of its radioactive characteristics, TRUW falls under the 
jurisdiction of the Atomic Energy Act. In addition, mixed TRUW's hazardous constituents are 
regulated under RCRA (42 USC 6901 et seq.) . The hazardous components, such as solvents and heavy 
metals, can be subject to RCRA land disposal restrictions (40 CFR 268) promulgated by EPA. 
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Comment (2198) 
The WM PEIS discusses only selected radioactive isotopes contained in high-level waste, and ignores 
the longer-lived isotopes such as cesium-135 , plutonium-242, and uranium-238. 

Response 
The WM PEIS high-level waste analysis does consider longer-lived isotopes such as cesium-135, 
plutonium-242, and uranium-238 . Details on the amounts and characteristics of high-level waste are 
provided in the WM PEIS High-Level Waste Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public 
reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS . 

Comment (2303) 
Let the ultimate best forms of high-level waste drive the decisions, not the size, not the timing of the 
national repository . 

Response 
The WM PEIS addresses only the storage of treated high-level waste prior to its ultimate disposal in a 
geologic repository. The disposal of high-level waste is not within the scope of this PEIS. The 
environmental evaluation for geologic disposal will be presented in the DOE Yucca Mountain 
Repository EIS . 

DOE is proceeding with plans to vitrify high-level waste to process it into a solid form . DOE believes 
that vitrification and encapsulation in stainless-steel canisters is the best final waste form for storing 
high-level waste . 

Comment (2406) 
The high-level waste section of the WM PEIS Summary document should include a section on the high
level waste vitrified product quality that will allow its acceptance at a geologic repository. This is an 
important issue for this PEIS. Analysis should consider what will happen to high-level waste that does 
not meet repository standards. 

Response 
The acceptability of vitrified high-level waste with respect to a geologic repository waste acceptance 
criteria is an issue related to high-level waste treatment, which is not within the scope of the WM PEIS . 
Section 9.1.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies references that provide information about high
level waste treatment at the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. The Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS will address issues related to acceptance of vitrified high-level waste at a geologic repository. 

Comment (3145) 
The WM PEIS does not include adequate consideration of most high-level waste (HLW) because (1) it 
fails to include HLW from commercial nuclear power plants and SRS, INEL, and Hanford; and (2) it 
focuses only on stored vitrified HLW as opposed to other storage, processing, and disposal issues. 

Response 
HL W is the highly radioactive waste material that results from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel 
and irradiated targets in nuclear defense, research, and production activities. Commercial nuclear 
power plants produce spent nuclear fuel, not HLW. 
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The WM PEIS does not consider the storage or disposal of spent nuclear fuel. In addition, the scope of 
the WM PEIS is limited to analysis of the impacts of storing vitrified HL W. The decision to vitrify 
HLW is explained in Volume I, Section 9.1. HLW would be treated and packaged for disposal in a 
licensed geologic repository . HLW is currently stored at the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. 

The impacts of disposing of HLW in a repository are not within the scope of this PEIS, but will be 
analyzed in a DOE NEPA document relating to a geologic repository. Because the Yucca Mountain 
site is the only candidate repository site being studied at present, DOE assumed the existence of a 
geologic repository there to analyze the impacts of transporting the HL W to a potential disposal 
facility. 

Impacts related to HL W treatment, where known, have been added to the revised cumulative impacts 
analysis sections of Chapter 11 for the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. These estimates of 
potential risks from recent sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses (e.g., Hanford Tank Waste 
Remediation System and WVDP Completion and Closure EISs) are based on additional detailed site
specific information. 

Comment (3537) 
The WM PEIS considers management of vitrified high-level waste only, although this is a tiny 
percentage of the high-level waste that will eventually require storage. Thus, the WM PEIS minimizes 
the potential future problems with managing high-level waste. 

Response 
Storage of vitrified high-level waste (HLW) is evaluated in the WM PEIS. Storage of liquid or 
calcined HL W, treatment (vitrification) of HL W, and remediation of liquid HL W storage tanks is 
outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Information about the storage and treatment of liquid and calcine HLW is available in other DOE 
reports. For example, information on Hanford HLW is available in the Safe Retrieval, Transfer, and 
Interim Storage of Hanford Tank Wastes EIS, and the Hanford Tank Waste Remediation System EIS. 
Information on INEL HLW is given in the SNF/INEL PEIS, for SRS it is given in the Defense Waste 
Processing Facility SEIS, and for WVDP it is given in the Completion and Closure EIS. Impacts 
related to liquid HL W storage and treatment, where known, have been added to the revised cumulative 
impacts analysis sections of Chapter 11 for the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. 

The WM PEIS considers storage of virtually all of the vitrified HLW that DOE expects to produce . 
Some confusion may have resulted because Section 9.1.2 in Volume I provides liquid HLW volumes 
that are much larger than the volume of HLW canisters that would be stored. This is because the HLW 
in its present form contains a mixture of radioactive and nonradioactive materials. DOE plans to 
separate the highly radioactive components of this mixture, a small portion of the material currently in 
the tanks, and convert it into a vitrified form. The nonradioactive portion of HLW consists of water 
and chemicals that were added during reprocessing and subsequent treatments . This material could be 
contaminated with some radioactive material and is considered to be low-level waste or low-level mixed 
waste, depending on whether it contains some hazardous materials such as solvents or heavy metals. 
This material will be immobilized and may be managed as low-level waste or low-level mixed waste . 
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Comment (3692) 
Volume I, Table 9.2-1, shows a 2-year canister production period at WVDP under the high-level waste 
No Action Alternative , and 26 years for all other alternatives . Is this true? 

Response 
DOE revised Table 9.2-1 to show that , for WVDP, under No Action and all other Alternatives , the 
time between anticipated start of production and anticipated end of production is 3 years. 

Comment (3929) 
The WM PEIS should include an evaluation of high-level waste treatment and the corresponding direct 
and indirect impacts on human health and the environment. 

Response 
The decision to vitrify high-level waste is explained in Volume I, Section 9.1 , of the WM PEIS . 
Currently, four sites store and manage high-level waste: the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. 
DOE is proceeding with plans to treat high-level waste by processing it into a solid form that would not 
be readily dispersible into air or leachable into groundwater or surface water . This process is referred 
to as vitrification. Vitrification of high-level waste is addressed in other NEPA reviews . Thus, the 
WM PEIS only analyzes the impacts of the stored vitrified high-level waste . However, impacts related 
to high-level waste treatment, where known, have been added to the cumulative impacts analysis 
sections of Chapter 11 for Hanford, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. These estimates of potential risks from 
recent project-level and sitewide NEPA analyses (e.g ., Hanford Tank Waste Remediation System and 
WVDP Completion and Closure EISs) are based on additional detailed site-specific information. 

Comment (4304) 
When will the current high-level waste at Hanford be permanently and safely stored? 

Response 
Approximately 213,000 cubic meters (56.3 million gallons) of high-level waste is currently stored at 
the Hanford Site in 177 belowground storage tanks built between 1943 and 1986. The proposed 
alternatives for vitrified high-level waste storage at the Hanford Site are discussed , along with potential 
impacts associated with each alternative, in Volume I, Chapter 9, of the WM PEIS . 

The WM PEIS assumes , for purposes of analysis , that the Hanford Site high-level waste would be 
vitrified and packaged in canisters, with canister production beginning in 2009 and completed by 2028. 
DOE's preferred alternative is to store these canisters at the Hanford Site while they await disposal in a 
licensed geologic repository. 

Comment (4423) 
The WM PEIS should include alternatives to evaluate impacts , and associated mitigating measures , 
from high-level waste (HLW) treatment, because of the high potential for adverse effects . DOE should 
explain why treating HL W at sites other than where it was generated was not considered a viable 
alternative . DOE should further recognize that the measures (other than cost) that determined that 
these alternatives are inappropriate could be pertinent to continued storage of untreated waste and 
onsite transportation for treatment. Also , since the HLW No Action Alternative evaluates calcine and 
liquid HL W storage at INEL, impacts of pretreatment and vitrification should be addressed . 

8-50 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

8.1.4 High-Level Waste 

Response 
The treatment of HLW is not within the scope of the WM PEIS, as explained in Volume I, 
Section 9 .1.1. However, impacts related to HL W treatment, where known, have been added to the 
cumulative impacts analysis sections of Chapter 11 for the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. 
These estimates of potential risks from recent NEPA analyses (e.g. , Hanford Tank Waste Remediation 
System and WVDP Completion and Closure EISs) are based on additional detailed site-specific 
information. The treatment of HL W at sites other than where it was generated was not considered a 
viable alternative because of the risks associated with shipping untreated high-level waste. 

To the extent known, the impacts of current storage of liquid and calcine HLW, and their subsequent 
treatment into an immobilized form for geologic disposal, are included in the cumulative impacts 
analysis for INEL, presented in Chapter 11 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (4465) 
What alternatives for the containment of the unvitrified high-level waste (HL W) at Hanford were 
considered under the No Action Alternative, and what mitigating measures? If none, what impacts 
from the non-vitrified waste could occur, including accidents, deliberate bombing, etc . The same 
issues apply to the calcine and liquid waste at INEL. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzes only the storage of vitrified HL W; the containment of liquid or calcine HL W 
that has not been vitrified is not within the scope of this document. Information about the storage and 
treatment of liquid and calcine HLW is available in other DOE reports . For example, information on 
Hanford HLW is available in the Safe Retrieval, Transfer, and Interim Storage of Hanford Tank 
Wastes EIS, and the Hanford Tank Waste Remediation System EIS . Information on INEL HLW is 
given in the SNF/INEL PEIS, for SRS it is given in the Defense Waste Processing Facility SEIS, and 
for WVDP it is given in the Long-Term Management of Liquid High-Level Radioactive Wastes EIS 
and the Completion and Closure EIS. These documents are among those listed in Table 11. 2-1 and 
considered in the cumulative impacts analyses discussed in Section 11. 2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 
Impacts of HL W treatment, to the extent known, have been added to the cumulative impacts sections 
for these sites in Chapter 11. 

Section 3.1.3 of WM PEIS HLW Technical Report describes measures being undertaken at the 
Hanford Site concerning enhanced containment of unvitrified (liquid) HLW, namely: 

• Upgrade of three piping systems for radioactive waste transfer; 
• Addition of a large mixer pump in Tank 101-SY to control buildup of gases; 
• Interim stabilization of presumed leaking tanks by removing most of the drainable liquid . 

Section 3.5 .3 in that report addresses similar issues at INEL. The report is available in the DOE public 
reading rooms listed in Section 1. 9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

I 
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Comment (2 ) 
The Molten Salt Oxidation Test Facility should not be expanded to full size until (1) there is further 
public comment; (2) a site-specific EIS is completed; and (3) the WM PEIS is completed . The PEIS 
should identify the proposed treatment technology for LLNL, molten salt oxidation, as a type of 
incineration. 

Response 
DOE used incineration as the representative thermal treatment process for low-level mixed waste 
because it is the best demonstrated available technology for organic destruction of hazardous wastes . 
The WM PEIS describes the molten salt oxidation process as an emerging treatment technology for 
mixed waste (see Volume IV, Section H.3.3) . There are a number of process uncertainties for the 
molten salt oxidation process that must be resolved, including the effect of ash and stable salt buildup 
on melt stability and spent salt processing; retention of particulates in the molten salt bed; and the 
process's tolerance to variations in operating conditions. Due to these technical concerns and the 
cancellation of the full-scale demonstration facility for molten salt oxidation at LLNL, DOE did not 
consider the molten salt oxidation process as the generic treatment technology in the WM PEIS. The 
WM PEIS analyzed the configuration of treatment and disposal sites , but will not support decisions 
regarding specific treatment technologies . Treatment technologies will be analyzed in site-specific 
NEPA reviews . 

Comment (1749) 
Provide updated data for Table 10 .1-1 , as this data fails to bring out current Toxic Substances Control 
Act incinerator totals . 

Response 
Table 10.1-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS lists estimates of hazardous waste volumes at 11 large DOE 
generator sites . These estimates were derived from the 1991 EPA Information System biennial reports 
and DOE Site Inventory Reports. The data are considered sufficiently accurate for the purposes of the 
analysis, which requires a representative data set for a comparison of impacts for offsite commercial 
treatment versus onsite DOE treatment. 

Comment (2038) 
Referring to hazardous waste, EPA stated: "It was unclear where the numbers used to arrive at the 
11 % onsite treatment came from. The amount of waste to be treated does not match the amount of 
waste generated at the contributing DOE sites." 

Response 
DOE has revised Volume I, Table 10.3-5 , which now indicates that a total of about 323 metric tons per 
year of hazardous waste would be treated by incineration and fuel burning at INEL, ORR, and SRS 
under the Decentralized Alternative . This waste is onsite waste; waste would not be received from 
offsite . Since the total volume of hazardous waste is 3,438.2 metric tons per year, this revised total 
volume is about 9 % of the off site commercial treatment hazardous waste totals presented in 
Table 10.3-5 . 

Comment (2118) 
DOE should clarify why hazardous waste was not analyzed under four of the alternatives, even though 
hazardous waste is managed at BNL. 
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pon 
Chapter 10 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the environmental consequences associated with the 
No Action, Decentralized, Regionalized, and Centralized Alternatives for hazardous waste . The 
alternatives were selected to provide representative results for the range of onsite options . Hazardous 
waste has been generated, or is projected to be generated, at about 45 DOE sites. Based on RCRA 
uniform hazardous waste shipping manifests, facility reports, and hazardous waste generation and 
disposal information dating back to 1984, DOE estimates that more than 90% of the total hazardous 
waste (wastewater and nonwastewater) in a given year is generated by 11 or fewer DOE sites, although 
they are not the same every year. In general, only nonwastewater hazardous waste from these 
11 larger sites was analyzed in this PEIS. Because BNL is not one of those 11 largest generator sites , 
the PEIS does not specifically analyze hazardous waste at BNL. However, the PEIS analysis is 
representative of DOE sites in general. In addition, hazardous wastes generated by environmental 
restoration activities are not covered in the WM PEIS. 

Table 10 .1-1 lists the quantities of hazardous waste at the 11 DOE hazardous waste generators used for 
the evaluation of WM PEIS alternatives. 

Comment (2352) 
In the hazardous waste section, incineration (thermal destruction) is emphasized. By the very nature of 
incineration, secondary "new chemicals by fire" are created. I believe these secondary chemical 
compounds should be covered. 

Response 
DOE did evaluate the effects of incineration em1ss1ons from the treatment of hazardous waste, 
including combustion products. Section D.3.3.2 in Volume III of the WM PEIS describes special 
assumptions, including the source term for chlorinated organics and inorganics emitted in incinerator 
flue gases developed from a set of RCRA trial burn data from a commercial facility that currently 
processes similar DOE-generated hazardous waste. 

Thermal destruction is the efficient burning of combustible solid and liquid wastes to destroy organic 
constituents and to reduce the volume of waste . The greater the destruction efficiency, the cleaner the 
air em1ss10ns . The thermal destruction technology assumed in the WM PEIS is incineration. 
Additional information on thermal treatment methods is provided in Section 6 .2.2 in Volume I, which 
states that EPA considers incineration the best demonstrated available technology for treating organic 
waste . Properly designed and operated incinerators have been shown to be as or more effective than 
other proven treatment technologies, and DOE does not preclude their use at any site . 

Comment (2404) 
The WM PEIS Summary document states that 99% of DOE's hazardous waste is wastewater that will 
be treated by DOE, and 1 % of the hazardous waste will be treated and disposed of at commercial 
facilities. The significance of these values and materials involved should be explained more clearly in 
the Summary document. 

Response 
The WM PEIS summary document presents only the highlights of the entire document. Details on the 
significance of these values and materials and the hazardous waste impact analysis are provided in 
Volume I, Chapter 10, of the WM PEIS . 
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Comment (2587) 
Where do the hazardous waste residues end up? Disposal seems to be left out of most of the 
alternatives . Is 1991 the most current data for hazardous waste treatment tonnage? 

Response 
Hazardous waste is stored onsite only for a limited time in order to accumulate sufficient quantities for 
treatment. All of the treatment residues of listed hazardous waste are sent to EPA-permitted commercial 
hazardous waste disposal sites . Since the environmental impacts and risks from the commercial 
treatment and disposal of hazardous waste are covered under RCRA Part B permits, these potential 
impacts are not specifically addressed in the WM PEIS. 

At the time the WM PEIS alternatives for the management of hazardous waste were developed, 1991 
data for onsite treatment and storage volumes and 1992 data for offsite shipment to commercial 
treatment were the latest available data, as described in Volume I, Section 10.1.2. The hazardous 
waste analysis requires representative data to evaluate the alternatives of onsite or commercial 
treatment; the 1991 and 1992 data are considered representative. DOE believes that although more 
recent hazardous waste volume information is now available, the data would not significantly change 
the results of the hazardous waste analysis, including identification of the preferred alternative . 
(See Volume I, Section 3.7). The hazardous waste analysis compared more onsite treatment of 
hazardous waste with continued reliance on offsite commercial vendors. For this analysis, DOE 
required only a representative set of sites and hazardous waste data. The 1991 and 1992 data are 
sufficiently accurate for this purpose. 

Comment (2855) 
The Summary document, Section 8.1, states that most DOE hazardous waste consists of wastewater 
that contains less than a 1 % concentration of organic hazardous waste materials. This might mislead 
the reader into assuming that dilution lessens the hazards compared to hazardous waste in its pure form. 
Hazardous wastewater has the greatest impact to groundwater and surface water resources (e .g., a 1 % 
aqueous solution of benzene would be 2,000 times greater in concentration than the allowable 
maximum contaminant level under the Safe Drinking Water Act). Please clarify. 

Response 
The statement referred to in this comment is a factual statement about a characteristic of the 
wastewater. No information about risk is stated or implied. The reference to 1 % concentration of 
organic material in DOE wastewater refers to the concentration before it goes to wastewater treatment 
and not the concentration in the effluent stream. To avoid the impression that this is the diluted effluent 
concentration, DOE has revised Section 8.1 of the Summary document to read, "Most DOE-generated 
hazardous waste consists of wastewater which, by definition, contains less than a 1 % concentration of 
organic hazardous waste materials." This section was also revised to clarify that DOE hazardous 
wastewater requires treatment before it can be safely discharged to the environment. 
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Comment (1108) 
Commentors prefer for the WM PEIS to include special-case waste and greater-than- la - wa te, 
and asked whether special nuclear material is addressed. They also asked about the location and 
quantity of greater-than-Class-C and special-case wastes . If these are not to be included in the 
WM PEIS , justification is needed. 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not address management of greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) wastes and wastes that 
are frequently designated "special-case" wastes by the generating site. Therefore , locations and 
quantities of such wastes are not provided. Section 1.5 .6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes why 
GTCC waste is not considered for analysis. Because of their high radioactivity levels and long half
lives , special-case wastes and greater-than-Class-C low-level wastes must be isolated from human 
exposure for periods in excess of hundreds or, in many cases, thou~ands of years. Unlike transuranic 
waste and high-level waste, however, neither of these waste types is authorized under the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act (42 USC 10101-10270) for disposal in a geologic repository . Furthermore, both 
special-case wastes and greater-than-Class-C low-level wastes vary considerably in their nature . DOE 
is developing management strategies for both greater-than-Class-C low-level wastes and special-case 
wastes that include disposal. On March 13, 1995, DOE published a notice in the Federal Register 
inviting interested parties to provide input into the development of strategies. Subsequently, two 
workshops were held to discuss preliminary strategies. Based on the input received, alternative 
strategies will be evaluated under NEPA once a proposal is developed. 

The impacts of storage and disposition of special nuclear materials is outside the scope of this PEIS 
except where these impacts could be cumulative with impacts from waste management activities . 
Impacts of the management of special nuclear materials are being or have been evaluated in the Storage 
and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS, the Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched 
Uranium EIS, and certain sitewide NEPA reviews. The relationship between the WM PEIS and these 
other NEPA documents is described in Volume I, Section 1. 8 .1 , of the WM PEIS . DOE has 
coordinated the preparation of its NEPA reviews in an attempt to· provide consistent information to the 
public and account for all cumulative impacts. 

Comment (2267) 
There are concerns about the large amounts of spent nuclear fuel being stored at the K-West and K-East 
Basins at Hanford. DOE should calcine and/or vitrify those wastes. Wet storage is thermally unstable 
and will burn. Placing it in a number of different locations would be a better strategy. 

Response 
Management of spent nuclear fuel is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. The impacts of the 
management of DOE spent nuclear fuel were analyzed in the SNF/INEL PEIS . The Final EIS on the 
management of spent nuclear fuel currently stored in the K-Basins was issued in February 1996, and is 
described in Volume I, Section 1. 8 .1, of the WM PEIS. Cumulative impacts from both these EISs are 
analyzed for the Hanford Site in Volume I, Section 11.6, of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2422) 
The storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous wastewater, sanitary and industrial wastes, 
special-case waste, and commercial greater-than-Class-C low-level waste are not covered in this EIS. 
This is the first of several examples of segmentation. It might be ~easonable to leave out sanitary and 
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industrial wastes and maybe even commercial greater-than-Class-C low-level waste , but why leave out 
special-case waste at DOE facilities? Just because DOE hasn't figured out what to do with it doesn 't 
mean it does not have an environmental impact. 

Response 
As indicated in Section 1.5 .6 in Volume I, some wastes within the radioactive waste type categories , 
such as low-level waste, transuranic waste, and high-level waste, have characteristics that require 
special considerations and different management than most of the other waste within that category. 
These wastes are special-case wastes managed on a case-by-case basis and are not specifically evaluated 
under the WM PEIS alternatives, although the WM PEIS waste volumes largely account for them. 
Section 1. 5. 6 describes waste types not considered in the WM PEIS including non-hazardous and 
nonradioactive sanitary waste, non-hazardous solid waste, hazardous and low-level process wastewater, 
special-case waste, and commercial greater-than-Class-C low-level waste . DOE agrees with the 
commentor that it is reasonable to not consider these waste types . DOE also believes that it is 
reasonable to not consider special-case wastes. 

Because of their high radioactivity levels and/or long half-lives , special-case wastes must be isolated 
from humans for periods in excess of hundreds or, in many cases, thousands of years . Unlike 
transuranic waste and high-level waste, however, special-case wastes are not authorized under the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act (42 USC 10101-10270) for disposal in a geologic repository. Furthermore, 
special-case wastes vary considerably in their nature. DOE is currently developing management 
strategies for special-case waste that include disposal. On March' 13, 1995, DOE published a notice in 
the Federal Register inviting interested parties to provide input to the development of strategies. Two 
workshops were held to discuss preliminary strategies. Based on the input received, alternative 
strategies will be evaluated in a NEPA review once a proposal is developed. 
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Comment (185) 
We need to develop ways to safely store and dispose of waste. 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage and disposal of waste . The WM PEIS describes accepted, readily available technologies for 
managing wastes . DOE would employ improved technologies as they become available. Volume IV, 
Appendix H, describes emerging technologies that could influence the WM PEIS alternatives or mitigate 
impacts. 

Comment (227) 
A commentor is concerned that DOE will choose the least expensive and controversial disposal 
methods and will not provide for development of appropriate technologies for efficient treatment, 
storage, and disposal of each waste type as it is generated. 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage and disposal of waste . The WM PEIS analysis was based on the uniform application of currently 
available treatment, storage, and disposal technologies . The specific technologies used at a site to 
implement an alternative would depend on a number of factors that would be further evaluated at the site 
and project levels. Appendix H in Volume IV of the PEIS describes DOE's ongoing program of 
technology development. The discussion outlines the approach taken by DOE's Office of Environmental 
Management through its Office of Technology Development. DOE will continue to develop alternative 
technologies and implement them as quickly as feasible . 

Comment (1286) 
A commentor asked DOE to include the following environmental technologies in the WM PEIS: 
pollution cleanup, remediation of groundwater, new cleanup technologies, environmental sensing, and 
monitoring . 

Response 
Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS addresses the development of waste management 
technologies, including baseline and emerging technologies . The DOE Office of Technology 
Development will continue its systematic approach to solving key problems in waste management, 
including the assessment of environmental technologies, pollution cleanup, remediation of groundwater, 
new cleanup technologies, and environmental sensing and monitoring. 

Comment (1287) 
The WM PEIS should consider green manufacturing processes, including the production of long
lasting, light-weight materials; recycling technologies; and toxic reduction and resource conservation. 

Response 
DOE is strongly committed to waste minimization. The Office of Waste Management is responsible for 

I 

coordinating and consolidating DOE's Waste Reduction Policy based on Executive Order 12856, which 
requires DOE installations to engage in waste minimization and to have an established program for 
implementing this policy. 
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DOE's waste minimization program applies to all DOE activities and all types of waste that these activities 
generate . ource reduction by waste generators in efense Programs, Energy Research, and other DOE 
programs will reduce the amount and radioactivity level of waste coming into the waste management 
complex, the cost of constructing and operating these facilities, and the human health risks to the public 
and workers . 

Individual DOE sites have site-specific waste minimization and pollution prevention programs and plans in 
place. Waste reduction is achieved through (1) source reduction (reducing the quantity of waste that is 
transferred to waste management facilities) and (2) recycling . Appendix G in Volume IV of the 
WM PEIS addresses pollution prevention on a programmatic rather than site-specific scale. Appendix H, 
also in Volume IV, addresses development of waste management technologies, including baseline and 
emerging technologies. The DOE Office of Technology Development will continue its systematic 
approach to solving key problems in recycling technologies, resource-use reduction, and waste 
management. 

Comment (1450) 
DOE should research even safer and more space-efficient storage in the established areas, as well as 
technologies such as fusion power generation, which have little or no waste . 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage and disposal of waste. For the WM PEIS analysis, DOE used accepted, readily available 
technologies for managing wastes . Improved technologies would be utilized as they become available . 
Appendix H in Volume IV describes emerging technologies that could influence the WM PEIS 
alternatives or mitigate impacts. 

Issues of power-generation technologies are not within the scope of the WM PEIS, which is DOE's 
evaluation of alternatives for managing its radioactive and hazardous waste across the nation. 

Comment (1725) 
DOE should minimize airborne releases by using available temporary containment strategies. 

Response 
DOE assumes the commentor is referring to environmental restoration activities, for which appropriate 
containment strategies will be developed at the project level. DOE intends to undertake environmental 
restoration activities only after completion of appropriate risk analyses and rulemaking decisions . These 
environmental restoration actions will be conducted in accordance with standard safety practices to 
minimize potential releases of contamination and exposures to members of the offsite population and 
environmental restoration workers. DOE also intends to minimize airborne releases from waste 
management activities . 

Comment (1743) 
Given the funding, regulatory and legal delays in siting, construction, and operation of a waste disposal 
facility, is the 10-year period to have facilities operational realistic? 
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po e 
Volume I, Section 6.2 .3, discusses the DOE assumptions about the treatment and disposal facilities u ed in 
the impacts analyses. DOE believes that the estimated 10-year construction period, which includes all 
permitting actions and additional NEPA documentation, is a realistic period in which to have waste 
management facilities operational. 

Comment (1769) 
What about the $150 million allotment for innovative technology development and what, if any, 
outcomes were there at RFETS from this money? 

Response 
The $150 million referred to by the commentor for funding proposed development of innovative 
technologies was not allocated in the current RFETS budget. 

Comment (1774) 
Technologies associated with safety and transportation are important issues that need public discussions . 

Response 
DOE welcomes any suggestions about the relative safety of various waste management and waste 
transportation technologies . The public hearings and comment period following publication of the Draft 
WM PEIS were part of ongoing efforts to involve the public in DOE's decisionmaking. Sitewide and 
project-level NEPA reviews would provide additional opportunities for public comment and dialogue on 
these issues. 

For the WM PEIS analysis, DOE assumed the use of standard, currently available technologies for waste 
management and transportation. These are described in Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I, Appendix D 
in Volume III , and Appendices E and Fin Volume IV of the PEIS. Supporting technical reports provide 
additional information. In addition, DOE has an aggressive technical development program exploring 
alternative waste disposal technologies. Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their 
potential to safely and effectively treat and transport waste. Appendix H describes emerging technologies 
that could influence the WM PEIS alternatives or mitigate impacts. 

Comment (1788) 
There needs to be additional technology development for waste storage/treatment. 

Response 
DOE has an aggressive technical development program exploring alternative waste disposal technologies. 
Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their potential to safely and effectively treat and 
store waste. Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS describes emerging technologies that could 
influence the WM PEIS alternatives or .mitigate impacts. 

Comment (2274) 
One commentor noted that Section 5.2.3 of the Draft WM PEIS states that DOE used a modular 

I 

approach to determine treatment technology requirements, transportation facility requirements , storage 
needs , and disposal requirements. From these modules, generic facility designs were determined for 
each waste type. The commentor asserted the Draft WM PEIS did not provide a detailed description of 
how these modules were designed or what criteria were used to determine design needs, and that 
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although eneric fac ilitie were u ed o e ima acreage requirements, no description of these faciliti 
is provided. Therefore, the assumptions and design criteria used to arrive at a generic design cannot be 
independently verified to ensure estimated acreage requirements are reasonable and appropriate . Due 
to the generic nature of the designs used to produce estimates of pollutant discharges , some 
conservatism needs to be incorporated into these estimates . One commentor asked DOE to send him 
all the waste facility design information used in the WM PEIS. Another commentor asked DOE to be 
more specific about the facility designs. 

Response 
Section C . 3 .1.1.1 in Volume III of the WM PEIS contains a more detailed description of the methods 
used to calculate land requirements for treatment, storage, and disposal facilities . Sections C . 2. 2 and 
C.2.3 contain the assumptions and design criteria used to develop the generic facility designs . 
Additional information about generic designs is provided in the waste management facility cost 
information reports (5 INEL reports), which are available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in 
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

Comment (2674) 
There is no known technology to safely treat and store nuclear waste and it will pollute the environment 
for years to come. 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage and disposal of waste . The WM PEIS analysis uses accepted, readily available technologies for 
managing wastes. In addition, DOE has an aggressive technical development program to explore 
alternative waste disposal technologies. Technology alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on 
their potential to safely and effectively treat waste. Appendix H in Volume IV describes emerging 
technologies that could influence the WM PEIS alternatives or mitigate impacts. 

Comment (2926) 
Can DOE assess the capabilities of different technologies, e.g., mobile compaction, advanced thermal 
technologies, etc., and what waste streams might be appropriate for specific technologies? 

Response 
Since the WM PEIS compares impacts across sites, treatment, storage, and disposal technologies were, 
for the most part, held constant for the analysis. This enabled DOE to compare "apples to apples," 
allowing only site environmental factors to be discriminators . Volume I, Section 1. 7. 3, discusses various 
levels of NEPA documentation. Sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews would provide details on 
treatment, storage, and disposal technology alternatives . Sufficient comparative data would be provided 
in such studies. 

DOE has developed a number of non-NEPA technical studies that can be used to compare various 
treatment, storage, and disposal technologies. These studies are available to the public through the DOE 
Office of Environmental Management, Office of Research and Development. 
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Comment (3222) 
The WM PEIS does not consider the effects of advances in waste management technology. DOE 
should begin a vigorous program for improved treatment and storage technology for radioactive wastes, 
including technology to make radioactive waste benign. 

Response 
DOE has an aggressive technical development program exploring alternative waste disposal 
technologies . Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their potential to safely and 
effectively treat and store waste . Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS describes emerging 
technologies that could influence the choice of technologies considered in sitewide or project-level 
NEPA reviews. 

By "benign," DOE assumes that the commentor means, makes radioactive waste non-radioactive 
(stable). A technology that could accomplish this for selected radionuclides is nuclear transmutation, in 
which nuclear reactions are used to transmute one nuclide into another. It has been proposed that 
transmutation be used to change technetium-99 , a semi-volatile, long-lived radionuclide, which can be 
extremely mobile in groundwater flow, into stable ruthenium-100. However, the feasibility of using 
transmutation on a production level has not been proven. 

Comment (3270) 
The WM PEIS does not consider potential advances in waste management technology, and the effects 
of such advances on waste management options . There are many public and private-sector efforts to 
develop new technologies . The WM PEIS should account for and consider advances in waste 
management technology. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analysis incorporates accepted, readily available , proven waste management 
technologies . DOE would use improved technologies as they become available . 

Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS describes emerging technologies that could influence the 
PEIS alternatives or mitigate impacts . Many of these technologies are either not commercially 
available, have not been demonstrated for the waste types considered in the PEIS , or have not been 
shown to be economically or technically viable (i.e., have not achieved engineering breakthrough). 
Some of the technologies described in Appendix H might prove viable in the future and could warrant 
consideration as the technologies mature . 

Comment (3423) 
If reducing waste volume and treatment also reduces the possibility of waste leaching into the 
environment or groundwater at Hanford, then the cost is worthwhile . 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment. Leaching of 
radioactive material into groundwater is of great concern for disposal. Certain treatments can reduce 
the amount of leaching . The primary means to reduce leaching is to stabilize the waste. The 
stabilization processes considered in the WM PEIS are grouting, polymerization, and vitrification. 
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Volume reduction on its own does not necessaril reduce leaching . In fact , volume reduction may 
concentrate the radionuclides and hazardous constituent in uch a fashion that leaching would produce 
a more toxic leachate . For example , although incineration effectively reduces the volume of the waste 
and destroys organic constituents, radionuclides and metals tend to be concentrated in the residual ash. 
Therefore , it may be necessary to combine a volume reduction technology with a stabilization process 
to reduce leaching. 

The disposal container as well as the disposal waste form is a barrier to leaching. A disposal container 
with too high a void content is subject to distortion and loss of structural integrity. Compacting waste, 
a volume reduction technique, increase the stability of disposal containers by reducing void space and, 
thus, through physical means reduces the possibility of leaching. 

In Volume I, Sections 6.2.2, 7.2.2, 8.2 .2, 9.2.2, and 10.2.2, present the technologies and treatment 
processes evaluated in the WM PEIS . Decisions regarding treatment technologies will not be made as 
a result of the PEIS. The specific technologies used at a site to implement an alternative will depend on 
a number of factors that will be further evaluated at the site and project level. 

Tables 6.14-2, 7 .14-2, and 8.14-2 contain the cost, by alternative, of managing low-level mixed waste, 
low-level waste, and transuranic waste, respectively. For low-level mixed waste, the level of treatment 
is mandated by the need to meet RCRA land disposal restrictions. For low-level waste, volume
reduction treatment is approximately twice as expensive as minimum treatment; however, the higher 
treatment costs are offset in part by reduced disposal costs . Overall, low-level waste alternatives that 
include treatment to reduce waste volumes are estimated to cost 20 to 25 % more than corresponding 
alternatives that include minimum treatment. For transuranic waste, treatment to meet RCRA land 
disposal restrictions is estimated to be approximately 30% more expensive than meeting the WIPP 
waste acceptance criteria. The decisionmakers will consider costs when selecting the future 
configuration of the waste management complex. 

Comment (4481) 
The Draft WM PEIS should document the reasonably anticipatable impacts of routine process upsets, 
poor equipment design, inadequate maintenance and operation, and human error in the estimates of 
expected impacts of the alternatives . 

Response 
Because of the programmatic nature of the WM PEIS and the large number of sites involved, generic 
facilities were used to evaluate impacts associated with various waste management alternatives. The 
same parameters were used to characterize particular types of treatment, storage, and disposal facilities 
regardless of where a facility would be constructed. The sources for facility characterization data are 
referenced in the waste-type-specific technical reports supporting the WM PEIS and included various 
design reports and documentation, the Mixed Waste Treatment Project Functional and Operational 
Requirements Report, and RCRA trial burn test results from permitted facilities. The parameters that 
define the substances and amounts released to the environment during facility operations reflect the 
available data; DOE conducted the WM PEIS analyses to ensure that no artificial biases were 
introduced. Releases resulting from anticipated occurrences during normal operations are accounted 
for in the normal operation releases, to the extent that the original source of data included such 
releases . Releases occurring under conditions that would be more severe than the anticipated 
occurrences are considered in the WM PEIS accident analyses (see Appendix F in Volume IV for 
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details) . Summary information on potential health risks resulting from facility accidents is presented in 
Sections 6.4 .3, 7.4.3, 8.4.3, 9.4.3, and 10.4.3 in Volume I. 

The focus of the WM PEIS analyses was on programmatic issues and differences that would inform 
DOE and the public in making reasonable choices among the alternatives , as required by NEPA. 
Because the facilities were generic and the analyses were done at a programmatic level , it was neither 
possible nor appropriate to consider site- and design-specific issues such as monitoring , maintenance, 
equipment design, etc . However, uncertainties associated with these issues are included in the 
conservative approach used and described in the accident analyses in Appendix F (in particular, 
Section F.2.9). In addition, site- and design-specific issues will be considered in greater detail in site
specific NEPA operational reviews. Site operations also require that safety analysis reports , readiness 
reviews , and other necessary start-up activities occur prior to the start of facility operations. These 
reviews occur to verify proper equipment design and to ensure that adequate maintenance and 
operational procedures are in place in order to minimize or eliminate potential routine process upsets 
and minimize human error during operations. 

In addition, DOE provides guidance and direction in the form of Safety Guides , Orders, and Rules that 
relate to these issues in conjunction with the management of these activities . These are discussed in a 
general way in Volume I, Chapter 12. 
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Comment (7) 
hat i t e v lume o a canister o high-level waste a ter vitrification? 

Response 
The WM PEIS assumes that the stainless-steel canisters would hold between about 0.62 and 1.17 cubic 
meters of high-level waste. This information has been included in Volume I, Section 9.1.2. 

Comment (8) 
If the waste will not leach or disperse into air or soil after vitrification, why are containers (especially 
metal canisters) necessary? 

Response 
The Defense Waste Processing Facility EIS and its supplement contain full descriptions of vitrified 
waste form characteristics. The vitrified waste comes from the melter in the form of a very hot liquid, 
which is poured into stainless-steel canisters that serve as molds (or forms) for the glass . The hot liquid 
cools and hardens inside the steel canister. While the vitrified waste is highly resistant to leaching, the 
cooled glass is very brittle and susceptible to chipping and cracking. The canisters provide the physical 
integrity for handling the waste through disposal. 

Comment (10) 
What are the costs of canisters? 

Response 
DOE assumes that this comment refers to assumptions used for the storage and transportation costs of 
high-level waste canisters . The costs of storing and transporting high-level waste canisters are provided 
in Section 9.14 (Volume I) and are expected to remain stable at approximately $3.0 billion, for all 
high-level waste alternatives except the No Action Alternative. : This would result in a unit cost of 
approximately $143,000 per canister based on a total of 21,600 canisters . Of this total, the cost of the 
actual canister is about $10,000. 

Comment (11) 
What is the additional weight and volume of canisters to be transported and stored after vitrification? 

Response 
Canisters are 2 feet in diameter and 10 feet long. The weight and volume of high-level waste in a 
canister varies with the fill level. A typical filled canister weighs 1. 7 metric tons (3, 700 pounds) and 
contains approximately 0.62 cubic meter of borosilicate glass that incorporates the waste solids. 

See Volume I, Table 9.1-2, of the WM PEIS for more information about the characteristics of 
canisters . 

Comment (33) 
Is vitrification possible and economical for treatment of large volumes of materials? 

Response 
Vitrification is the process of converting materials into a glass, glassy substance, or slag, typically through 
a thermal process at temperatures in the range of 1,000 to 1,600°C. An example of a high-level waste 
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vitrification facility is the SRS Defense Waste Processing Facility, which was designed to vitrify 
132.5 million liters (35 million gallons) of high-level waste over a 24-year period into a glass material 
encased in stainless steel cylinders that would be suitable for disposal in a geologic repository. The 
Defense Waste Processing Facility began operations in March 1996, and is expected to operate until 2018. 

Evaluation of various high-level waste treatment technologies resulted in the selection of vitrification as 
the treatment technology best suited to the majority of DOE's high-level waste, based in part on the 
performance of the product glass because (1) of its long-term stability; (2) it is strong enough to resist 
stresses of disposal in a repository; (3) it withstands leaching under conditions that could potentially exist 
in a repository; and (4) it is suitable for large-scale, remote operations with highly radioactive waste. 

Vitrification is an alternative to incineration for combustible mixed, transuranic, and low-level wastes, as 
well as a stabilization technology for incinerator secondary waste . However, capital equipment such as 
the melter, energy required for melting, and off-gas treatment requirements appear to be more expensive 
for vitrification in comparison with incineration. In addition, incineration is a proven technology, while 
vitrification of wastes other than high-level wastes has yet to be proven on a large scale . 

Further information concerning vitrification is provided in Sec\ion H.3.3.5 in Volume IV of the 
WMPEIS. 

Comment (35) 
Has vitrification been done on more than small volume tests? 

Response 
Yes. DOE recently began full-scale vitrification at the Defense Waste Processing Facility at SRS and 
at the West Valley Demonstration Project, as identified in Volume I, Section 9.1. 

Comment (176) 
There should be no thermal treatment of nuclear waste at LLNL because (1) the technology is unproven 
and (2) there are large population centers nearby . 

Response _ 
The WM PEIS analysis used thermal treatment as a generic technology to enable a relative comparison of 
potential impacts across sites. DOE will select treatment technologies for sites after considering site
specific information in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews . 

The WM PEIS analyses were based on the uniform application of currently available treatment, at storage, 
and disposal technologies at each of the 17 major waste sites . The technologies used at a specific site to 
implement an alternative would depend on a number of factors that DOE will evaluate further at the site 
and project level. Such evaluations would explore alternative technologies more fully tailored to site
specific considerations. 

Properly designed and operated incinerators are as or more effective than other proven treatment 
technologies, and DOE will not preclude their use at any site. DOE compared impacts from incineration 
to those from non-thermal treatment technologies and identified little or no difference in treatment risks to 
human health. In addition, DOE has an aggressive technical development program to explore alternatives 
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to incineration. Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their potential to safely and 
effe · l a 

Comment (186) 
DOE needs to clarify whether low-level waste will be incinerated at the SRS. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic document that evaluates treatment operations in a conceptual fashion, 
applying generic treatment capabilities across all sites as needed to reach the treatment levels specified 
in the alternatives . If the capability to treat a waste type is already· present at a site or, as is the case for 
the Consolidated Incineration Facility at SRS, it will become available during the period of analysis, the 
site received credit for this capability, thereby eliminating the need for new construction and any 
impacts associated with such construction. 

Incineration at SRS is evaluated in the PEIS, with credit given for the Consolidated Incineration 
Facility, under the following alternatives: 

• Low-Level Waste: No Action; Regionalized 2, 4, and 5; and Centralized 3 and 4 Alternatives 
• Low-Level Mixed Waste: No Action, Decentralized, and Regionalized 1, 2, 3, and 4 Alternatives 

DOE also evaluated low-level waste incineration in the SRS Waste Management EIS. The Record of 
Decision for that EIS includes the incineration of low-level waste in the Consolidated Incineration 
Facility. 

Comment (202) 
DOE needs to consider the consequences of transuranic waste not meeting WIPP waste acceptance 
criteria. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analysis assumed that all transuranic waste transported to WIPP for disposal would have 
to meet WIPP waste acceptance criteria, which are being developed by DOE in consultation with EPA 
and the State of New Mexico. Although these criteria have not yet been finalized, they will be at least 
the minimum standards for safe shipment and delivery of transuranic waste. The WM PEIS considers 
the impacts of more stringent (above the minimum) waste acceptance criteria, such as reduced gas 
generation and treatment to meet land disposal restrictions. DOE assumes that it would treat all 
transuranic waste to meet the imposed criteria before shipping the waste for final disposal. 

Comment (467) 
Appendix H discusses technology development and its potential for future treatments; DOE should 
outline the potential for plasma hearth and transmutation technologies . 

Response 
Section H.3 .3.3 in Volume IV contains a description of the plasma hearth process, including schedule 
for availability, cost, and technical limitations . 

DOE assumes that by "transmutation technologies," the commentor is referring to the use of nuclear 
reactions to transmute long-lived radionuclides to short-lived or stable nuclides. Such transmutation 
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could take place in accelerators or nuclear reactors. One transmutation reaction has concerned 
technetium-99, a troublesome radionuclide with a half-life or' 225,000 years . In this process, 
technetium-99 would be bombarded with neutrons to form technetium-100, which decays quickly 
(16-second half-life) to ruthenium-100, which is stable. Transmutation also could be used on waste 
containing fissionable fertile nuclides (nuclides will be transmuted to fissionable nuclides upon neutron 
absorption) such as those in transuranic waste . The effect would be to convert long-lived fertile 
radionuclides in shorter-lived fission products through the fission process. These fission products 
would be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. 

However, the demonstration of the transmutation process has not been applied to transuranic waste, and 
has not yet been proven acceptable for production-size facilities. Because the feasibility of using 
transmutation technology for treating large volumes of waste is still speculative, it is not discussed in 
the WM PEIS . 

Comment (507) 
Advanced waste forms, e.g., vitrification and metals matrix, should be evaluated. 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage and disposal of waste. The WM PEIS analysis is based on the uniform application of generic, 
currently available treatment, storage, and disposal technologies . The specific technologies used at a site 
to implement an alternative will depend on a number of factors. Advanced technologies would be 
considered in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. DOE changed the PEIS to explain why advanced 
technologies were not used in the analysis (see Volume I, Section 5.2.2) . 

Appendix H in Volume IV describes DOE's ongoing program of technology development, which will 
continue to develop alternative technologies that will be deployed as quickly as feasible. 

Comment (514) 
Concerning the transuranic waste Centralized Alternative and waste treatment at WIPP, DOE should 
consider advanced treatment technologies, such as in a closed system. 

Response 
The WM PEIS transuranic waste analysis considered the possibility of treatment to three levels : ( 1) to 
meet current WIPP waste acceptance criteria, (2) to reduce gas generation, and (3) to meet RCRA land 
disposal restrictions . Each treatment process assumed currently available technologies that could be 
applied broadly across the system and compared between sites. However, DOE recognizes the 
importance of replacing these technologies as new, safer, and more cost-effective technologies become 
available . 

The WM PEIS will support programmatic decisions on selecting sites to host transuranic waste storage 
and treatment facilities. Decisions on the minimum level of transuranic waste treatment needed to meet 
WIPP waste acceptance criteria will be based on the WIPP SEIS-II . DOE will consider all treatment 
technologies that can treat transuranic waste to meet this criteria. 
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Comment (525) 
DOE needs to clarify the relationship of wa te incineration activities at LANL and those activities at 
INEL, and whether, based on waste quantities produced, these are contradictory to current practices. 

Response 
DOE clarified the WM PEIS to reflect that the hazardous waste Decentralized Alternative does not call 
for the construction of new incinerators (Volume I, Section 10.3 .2) . Due to the relatively low 
projected waste volumes to be processed at LANL, DOE canceled plans for an incineration facility 
there because operating such a facility would not be cost-effective. The Final WM PEIS indicates that 
under the Decentralized Alternative, DOE would incinerate hazardous waste at INEL. 

Thermal treatment was used as a generic technology in the WM PEIS analysis to allow a relative 
comparison of potential impacts across sites. Site-specific treatment technologies would be selected 
after consideration of information in any sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews . 

Comment (1117) 
DOE should clarify the meaning of thermal destruction. 

Response 
Thermal destruction, or thermal treatment, is the efficient burning of combustible solid and liquid 
wastes to destroy organic constituents and reduce the volume of the waste. The greater the destruction 
efficiency, the cleaner the air emissions. The thermal treatment technologies analyzed in the WM PEIS 
are incineration and desorption, which are described in Volume I, Section 6.2 .2, of the WM PEIS. 

The definition for thermal treatment is included in the Glossary in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (1523) 
Have the treatment technologies identified in the WM PEIS been decided? Are they already in place? 
The WM PEIS needs more discussion about the treatment technologies and their impacts on cost and 
potential emissions . This discussion is key to decisions, but is not available in the PEIS . 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not select specific treatment technologies for specific sites. The 17 major sites 
identified in the WM PEIS have been evaluated as potential treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for 
comparative purposes. The PEIS is a national study and, therefore, management facilities and 
technologies are assumed to have a generic design, which allows DOE to make comparisons across sites. 
Thermal treatment, for example, was used as a generic technology. However, treatment technologies for 
sites would be selected after considering site-specific information in any sitewide or project-level NEPA 
review. Such analyses would explore alternative technologies more fully tailored to site-specific 
considerations. 

DOE would use existing units to the extent feasible. Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I identify existing 
capacity. However, existing capacity would not be sufficient to meet all of DOE's treatment needs; 
therefore, additional generic facilities were hypothetically placed where needed to address the difference 
between existing capacity and capacity needed to meet the requirements of a given alternative. 
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Comment (1694) 
Thermal beds are not as safe as DOE thinks . 

Response 
DOE assumes that the reference to the safety of thermal beds is to the safety of fluidized-bed 
incinerators . In a fluidized-bed incinerator, waste is fed to a hot bed of inert granular material for 
combustion, where the high thermal mass and turbulent mixing action of the bed rapidly transfers heat 
to the waste. This technology has high applicability to resins and combustible dry heterogeneous 
solids . RFETS has studied this technology. 

The WM PEIS analysis assumes the use of currently available generic treatment technologies; for 
example, the PEIS considers the rotary kiln incinerator. Therefore, incinerator accidents addressed in 
the WM PEIS were appropriate for rotary kiln incinerators, not fluidized-bed incinerators. Specific 
technologies used at a site to implement an alternative would depend on a number of factors that DOE 
would evaluate further in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. 

Comment (1721) 
DOE should give more attention to the use of innovative technologies for treating transuranic waste 
(e .g., LLTD microwave). 

Response 
DOE assumes the commentor is referring to one of two technologies being developed by DOE, low 
temperature thermal desorption, or microwave melting. The DOE Office of Technology Development 
has an active program to develop improved technologies for the treatment, storage, and disposal of 
DOE radioactive and hazardous wastes. 

The low-temperature thermal desorption process under development at RFETS uses heat at 
temperatures below the point at which organic materials decompose to evaporate organic materials such 
as solvents from wastes. The organic materials would then be collected and treated and/or disposed of 
as appropriate. The residue would then be stabilized and disposed of as appropriate. The residues 
would be disposed of at WIPP. Several methods have been investigated as the best source for this 
process, but apparently not microwave heating. 

Microwave treatment of mixed waste, which has been investigated for the in-container solidification 
and stabilization of nonorganic wastes such as incinerator ash, sludges, or soils, is in the demonstration 
stage. Dry waste material is vitrified inside a metal disposal container in either a batch or continuous 
feed mode. Melt temperatures range from 1,800 to 2,600°F and the resulting product is a glassy 
monolith that would meet radioactive waste disposal criteria for liquid and particulate content and 
RCRA land disposal restrictions for leaching of toxic hazardous constituents. 

The WM PEIS will support programmatic decisions on selecting sites to host transuranic waste storage 
and treatment facilities. Decisions on the minimum level of transuranic waste treatment needed to meet 
WIPP waste acceptance criteria will be based on the WIPP SEIS-11. DOE will consider all treatment 
technologies that can treat transuranic waste to meet this criteria. 
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C 17 
One commentor stated that if low-level wastes can be safely biodegraded, he would favor 
biodegradation as a treatment method. 

Response 
The radionuclide constituents of low-level waste cannot be biodegraded. It might be possible to 
successfully biodegrade the organic fractions of low-level waste . However , because of the 
programmatic nature of the WM PEIS study, DOE chose generic treatment technologies, which 
included thermal treatment, compaction/supercompaction, solidification, size reduction, and 
evaporation/ concentration. 

Comment (2011) 
Figure 6.2-1 does not include solidification and stabilization, the primary treatment options . 
Solidification and stabilization are being used for treatment of low-level mixed waste at a few sites, and 
should probably be included in this figure. 

Response 
Figure 6.2-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS illustrates the "generic" treatment train used to evaluate 
treatment of low-level mixed waste . The diagram includes secondary treatment modules for grout and 
polymerization. Grouting and polymerization are solidification and stabilization treatment methods. 
The modules listed for pretreatment, primary treatment, and secondary treatment contain the basic 
technologies to treat low-level mixed waste to meet land disposal restrictions. Waste is routed to 
modules based on treatment requirements, and both polymerization and grout modules receive some 
waste directly from pretreatment, as well as some after other types of "primary treatment" are 
accomplished. Thus, solidification and stabilization, represented by processes contained in both the· 
polymerization and grout modules, are evaluated in the WM PEIS. Greater detail about these 
technologies is in the WM PEIS Low-Level Waste Technical Report, which is available in the DOE 
public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

Although the WM PEIS is not intended to select technologies and, thus, uses only a generic system for 
its evaluation, DOE is considering other means of solidification and stabilization for its low-level mixed 
waste. Vitrification, various cement matrices, and ceramics are also being investigated. DOE intends 
to treat all low-level mixed waste in accordance with the requirements of land disposal restrictions and 
all other applicable requirements . 

Comment (2014) 
Volume I, Section 6.2.2, states that an approved method recognized by EPA was selected to process 
each treatability group. Specify the approved treatment method and provide a list of treatment 
technologies that would be recognized by EPA. 

Response 
Treatment technologies were taken from recommendations of the Mixed Waste Treatment Project: 
Functional and Operational Requirements for an Integrated Facility, Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
8/30/92. The Mixed-Waste Treatment Project was established to provide treatment technology and 
processing options for treating low-level mixed waste . These technology options were selected based 
on the technology-based standards identified in 40 CPR 268 and the treatment standards for hazardous 
debris identified in 40 CPR 268.45. 

8-70 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

8.3.1 Treatment 

The WM PEIS Low-Level Mixed Waste Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public 
reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9 of the Final PEIS , provides additional details about the 
treatment technologies that DOE evaluated for the WM PEIS . These waste treatment technologies are 
presented in terms of treatment modules for waste preparation, pretreatment, primary and secondary 
treatment, and preparation of treated waste for final disposal. This sequential linking of treatment 
modules constitutes a "treatment train." Each waste treatment form has a unique treatment train, as 
shown in Volume I, Figure 6.2-1, of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (2016) 
Volume I, Table 6.2-2 , uses the term "Nonflame Technologies." DOE should use the term "Other 
Technologies," since "nonflame" is not a standard term used by EPA or States. 

Response 
DOE changed "Nonflame Technologies" to "Alternative Organic Treatment Technologies" in response 
to this comment. 

Comment (2026) 
The WM PEIS should include a complete environmental analysis of any new proposed disposal 
methods for mixed waste, especially with regard to the molten salt oxidation process. 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not propose specific treatment technologies for the candidate waste management sites. 
Because the PEIS is a national study, DOE assumed generic designs for management facilities and 
technologies, which allows comparisons across sites. Therefore, DOE used incineration as a generic 
thermal treatment technology in the PEIS analysis. DOE will select treatment technologies for sites after 
considering site-specific information in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews . 

DOE has an aggressive technical development program to explore alternatives to incineration. DOE will 
test and deploy incineration technologies depending on their potential to treat wastes safely and effectively. 

Comment (2110) 
I am in full support of waste treatment activities, including incineration. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment (2117) 
The concept of incineration and how it relates to the accelerator at BNL should be clarified. 

Response 
Incineration is a waste treatment activity that provides for the efficient burning of combustible solid and 
liquid wastes to destroy organic constituents and reduce the volume of the waste . An accelerator 
generally accelerates atomic or subatomic particles and causes them to collide with a target, which 
enables scientists to study the structure of matter. Thus , there is little relationship between incinerators 
and accelerators . 
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omment (217 ) 
Commentors oppose Vortec or glass encapsulation of radioactive waste . The glass frit produced during 
the Vortec process does not seem to be of high quality and there is a potential for leakage. DOE needs 
to pay attention to quality control when treatment technologies such as vitrification are being carried 
out. 

Response 
The Vortec process is an oxidation and vitrification process for the remediation of soils , sediments, and 
sludges that are contaminated with organics and heavy metals. A 20-ton-per-day pilot-scale facility at 
an EPA-funded site has operated successfully since 1988, producing a vitrified product that passes 
toxicity characterization leaching procedure standards. Large pilot plants are available for testing and 
large field demonstrations are underway . Transport systems are being designed for the treatment of 
DOE mixed wastes. 

Due to its programmatic nature, the WM PEIS does not propose specific waste treatment technologies; 
rather, it includes environmental impacts from treating waste with existing and generic treatment 
facilities. DOE used representative technologies to estimate waste management impacts, but will not 
use the PEIS to select specific technologies (such as the Vortec process) for waste management. 

With regard to the quality of the glass frit from the Vortec process, the following statement is from 
DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance: "It is DOE policy to establish quality assurance requirements 
to ensure that risks and environmental impacts are minimized ... " One of the DOE quality assurance 
criteria is that "inspection and assurance testing of specified products and processes shall be conducted 
using established acceptance and performance criteria." This quality assurance requirement applies to 
the Vortec process, as it would apply to any treatment process. 

Comment (2272) 
At Hanford, DOE must pay particular attention to cultural impacts, especially to religious and cultural 
sites that are not on the National Register of Historic Places. The use of basalt from Gable Mountain 
for riprap could have cultural impacts; all areas along the river, as well as Gable Mountain and Gable 
Butte, are high risk for native remains. 

Response 
Section 4.4.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, which describes the affected environment at the Hanford 
Site, states that the Hanford Site contains numerous recorded archaeological and might contain 
additional cultural properties important to Native American groups. The Hanford Site contains no 
designated National Historic Landmarks. However, several industrial properties, including the 
B Reactor, are listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Cultural resources, including historic and Native American resources, could be affected at sites where 
waste management facilities are ultimately built. However, the impacts of the construction of waste 
management facilities on cultural resources cannot be effectively analyzed at the programmatic level 
because the extent of those impacts depends on their specific location at a site. These impacts will be 
examined in sitewide or project-level reviews. ' 

8-72 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

8.3.1 Treatment 

Comment (2333) 
It would be helpful to point out the fraction of treated mixed wastes in which the radioactive or non
radioactive contaminants are essentially negligible, approaching natural background at ORR. 

Response 
The analytic methodology used in the WM PEIS does not segregate the wastes following treatment. 
Thus, the waste that is analyzed for disposal has uniform concentrations of radioactive elements and 
chemicals that should not be characterized as negligible. 

Low-level mixed waste is treated to provide for safe disposal of the constituent radioactive components 
and for disposal of the nonradioactive, hazardous components in conformity with RCRA land disposal 
restrictions. Treatment of low-level mixed waste does not remove radioactivity; only time can remove 
radioactivity, through decay. However, treatment does stabilize radioactive waste so that it can be 
disposed of. The impact to air quality of treating hazardous constituents depends on the nature of the 
constituents. RCRA requires that hazardous organic compounds be destroyed. On the other hand, 
RCRA requires that toxic metals be stabilized so that they not leach appreciably from disposal facilities . 
A technical report that is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I 
contains further information about the radiological profiles and treatment categories of low-level mixed 
waste. Sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews would contain more detailed information about the 
waste to be treated at ORNL. 

Comment (2340) 
According to Figure 7.2-1 in Volume I, only bulk equipment is to be reduced. Is shredding and 
compacting for bulk items? 

Response 
The materials to be shredded are identified as "bulk metals/equipment." These materials are individual 
pieces of metal and equipment that are amenable to size reduction. They are referred to as "bulk" 
because the volume is of the item itself, including void spaces, not of the individual components. 

Shredding is practical for lighter gauge materials. The more broadly defined shredding (i.e., size 
reduction [to include shearing, sawing, cutting torches, impact tools]) is practical for mechanical 
disassembly of equipment, structural pieces, and hoods. This is often a pretreatment step for packaging 
or compaction, where applicable. This is why DOE used the term size reduction instead of the more 
narrowly defined shredding. 

Comment (2446) 
Volume I, Section 10.3.2, mentions that the INEL incinerator will be placed in standby. This is not so . 
It will be used for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste treatment until the advanced Mixed 
Waste Treatment Facility comes on line and possibly after. 

Response 
The commentor is correct that the Waste Experimental Recovery Facility incinerator at INEL will not 
be placed in standby. The incinerator is currently treating and will continue to treat for some time low
level waste and low-level mixed waste. 
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D E revi ed ecnon 10 .. 2 to identify INEL as one of the sites that would perform thermal treatment 
of hazardous waste under the Decentralized Alternative . 

Comment (2552) 
In Volume II, Table 11-6.5 .7, what is the source of vinyl chloride under the Regionalized Alternative? 

Response 
Table 11-6.5-7 shows vinyl chloride emissions from hazardous waste treatment at 1 % of the standard 
under Regionalized Alternative 2, but not in other alternatives . The vinyl chloride treated at INEL 
under Regionalized Alternative 2 would be shipped from the Hanford Site . Under Regionalized 
Alternative 1, this vinyl chloride (approximately 500 kilograms) would be treated onsite at Hanford , as 
shown in Table 11-5 .5-7. There are also small amounts of vinyl chloride waste generated at INEL and 
ANL-E. 

Comment (2555) 
Volume III, Table C.4-2. Is vitrification the only technological option for treating high-level waste? 
For other options, there is a potential for releases of radionuclides from high-level waste treatment. 

Response 
The analysis of high-level waste treatment alternatives is not within the scope of the WM PEIS . 
Section 1.5.4 in Volume I states that the WM PEIS addresses only alternatives for storage of vitrified 
high-level waste prior to its ultimate disposal in a geologic repository. The impacts of vitrification of 
high-level waste are included in the cumulative impacts in Chapter 11 (Volume I). 

Comment (2570) 
Summary document, Table 1.3-2, and Volume I , Table 1.5-1 , Chapter 3, and Section 5.2. In these 
tables , why isn't there a row for "how to treat" and in text, why isn't there some consideration of 
treatment methodology options as well as locations? In other words, why were generic treatment 
facility designs assumed? Is "where to treat" a programmatic decision and "how to treat" a site
specific decision? For example , some treatment methods are not suited to some sites , and capital
intensive treatment methods would benefit most by centralization. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic document that presents options for where to treat, store, and dispose of 
DOE's radioactive and hazardous waste. Due to its programmatic nature, the PEIS does not attempt to 
select actual locations for waste management facilities on sites or select specific treatment technologies for 
sites. Rather, the PEIS assumes a generic waste treatment technology to enable comparisons of siting 
alternatives. The technologies analyzed were chosen for analytical purposes only. DOE revised 
Sections 1.7.3 and 5.1.2 in Volume I to include this explanation. The comment is basically correct, in 
that evaluating alternatives for "how to treat" is more appropriate at the sitewide or project level. 

DOE will consider factors such as cost and technology development when selecting sites for waste 
management operations. 

Comment (2581) 
DOE does not address the uncertainty related to the treatment technologies for high-level waste 
(i.e., the treatment technologies are not yet proven). 
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Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic study that does not select technologies; rather, for purposes of 
analysis, it assumes a generic waste treatment train to enable decisionmakers to compare alternatives at 
a Department-wide level. However, Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS discusses selected 
examples of emerging technologies that could influence waste management alternatives or mitigate the 
impacts of waste management activities . 

Issues related to treatment facilities and selection of treatment technologies will be addressed in the 
course of sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. 

Comment (2589) 
The WM PEIS states that under the Decentralized Alternative for hazardous waste, DOE would 
implement its current plan to start incineration at LANL, ORR, and SRS, and to place the incinerator at 
INEL in a standby status. Does this statement really reflect current DOE plans? Our understanding is 
that there are no plans to restart the incinerator at LANL, and the incinerator at INEL is currently 
operating, with plans for continuing operation. Also, why is this alternative not discussed in 
Appendix D? 

Response 
DOE has modified the hazardous waste Decentralized Alternative by replacing LANL with INEL as an 
incineration site in Section 10.3.2. The incinerator at INEL is currently operating and will continue to 
operate. 

The Decentralized Alternative is not discussed in Volume III, Appendix D. As can be seen by 
comparing the waste-volume estimates presented in Tables 10.3-4, 10.3-5, and 10.3-6 in Volume I, the 
Decentralized Alternative is a composite of the No Action Alternative (for INEL and ORR) and 
Regionalized Alternative 1 (for SRS). The health risk estimates for the Decentralized Alternative 
presented in Section 10 .4 were compiled by using the estimates presented in Appendix D for the 
No Action Alternative for INEL and ORR and for Regionalized Alternative 1 for SRS. 

Comment (2605) 
Volume I, Section 7.4.3, states that thermal treatment technologies are the most effective in destroying 
the combustible hazardous constituents contained in low-level waste . Please clarify; this sounds more 
like hazardous or mixed-waste treatment. 

Response 
DOE has revised Section 7.4. 3 to state that although there are many processes used for treating low
level waste, to date, thermal treatment technologies have been the most effective in destroying and 
reducing the volume of combustible materials contained in low-level waste. 

Comment (2606) 
In Volume I, Section 8.4.1.2, "thermal destruction of plutonium-238" should be changed to "thermal 
treatment or incineration of material containing plutonium-238," since plutonium cannot be destroyed 
thermally . 
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Response 
DOE revi ed Section 8.4.1.2 to indicate that this reflects thermal destruction of combustible material 
containing plutonium-238. 

Comment (2651) 
Commentors oppose incineration of radioactive and hazardous waste because of atmospheric 
inversions, production of potentially "lethal" airborne pollutants such as dioxins and furans to nearby 
population centers , and because the technology is unproven. Commentors suggest DOE wait until 
there is a safe alternative . 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage, transportation, and disposal of waste. The specific technologies used at a site to prepare waste for 
transportation to implement an alternative will depend on a number of factors that DOE will evaluate 
further at the site and project level. The WM PEIS does not select treatment technologies for specific 
sites. 

The PEIS analyses were based on the uniform application of currently available treatment, storage, and 
disposal technologies . DOE used thermal treatment as a generic technology in the PEIS analysis to enable 
a relative comparison of potential impacts across sites. DOE will select a treatment technology at a site 
after considering site-specific information in sitewide or project-level NEPA analysis. Such analyses will 
explore alternative technologies more fully tailored to site-specific considerations. 

Properly designed and operated incinerators are as or more effective than other treatment technologies , 
and DOE does not preclude their use at any site. EPA's combustion strategy states, " If properly designed 
and operated in compliance with regulatory standards, combustion is a technology that provides sound 
management of hazardous waste ." Fact sheets on radioactive and mixed waste incineration published 
jointly by EPA and DOE (EPA 402-F-95-004 through 007, January 1996) recognize the effectiveness of 
incineration as part of the DOE Waste Management Program and that alternatives are not entirely 
comparable. Optimal operation of incinerators in conjunction with existing pollution control technologies, 
can minimize generation of dioxins and furans and radiation releases. 

DOE compared impacts from incineration to those from non-thermal treatment technologies and identified 
little or no difference in treatment risk to human health . The Alternative Organic Treatment Technology 
Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of 
the Final WM PEIS, evaluates the environmental impacts and costs of incineration versus a non-thermal 
treatment technology . 

DOE has an aggressive Technical Development Program to explore alternatives to incineration. 
Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their potential to treat waste safely and effectively. 
The Technology Development Program is an integral part of the Office of Environmental Management's 
mission. 

Comment (2848) 
Cancer estimates in Volume I, Table 6.4-8, are based on conceptual thermal treatment with particulate 
radionuclide controls . DOE should clarify and specify what efficiencies were assumed for the high
efficiency particulate air filtration controls . 
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Response 
High-efficiency particulate air filters are capable of trapping and retaining at least 99. 97 % of all 
monodispersed particles O. 3 micrometers in diameter or larger. To be conservative , the 99 . 97 % 
efficiency was used in the WM PEIS analyses . DOE revised Section 4.3.1 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS to include this specification. Supporting technical reports contain additional technology 
performance information. These reports are listed in Volume I, Section 15.2, and are available in the 
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

Comment (3133) 
Referring to Section H.3 .2, a commentor stated that it might be difficult to evaluate incineration (as the 
"national" baseline technology for organic destruction) for Hanford. Hanford costs have not been 
confirmed and perhaps are not calculable because Hanford has not used incineration due to political , 
public acceptability, or technical reasons. 

Response 
For the WM PEIS analysis, DOE assumed the use of standard, currently available technologies for waste 
management and transportation. These are described in Chapters 6 through 10 (Volume I) and 
Appendices D (Volume III), E, and F (Volume IV) of the WM PEIS. Supporting technical reports 
provide additional information. In addition, DOE has an aggressive technical development program to 
explore alternative waste disposal technologies. Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on 
their potential to safely and effectively treat and transport waste. Appendix H in Volume IV describes 
emerging technologies that could influence the WM PEIS alternatives or mitigate impacts. 

The WM PEIS does not select specific treatment technologies for specific sites. The 17 major waste sites 
identified in the WM PEIS have been evaluated as potential treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for 
comparative purposes . The PEIS is a national study and, therefore, management facilities/technologies 
are assumed to have a generic design, which allows DOE to make comparisons across sites. 

DOE will use existing waste management units to the extent feasible. Chapters 6 through 10 identify 
existing capacity . However, existing capacity will not be sufficient to meet all of DOE's treatment needs; 
therefore, additional (generic) facilities were assumed where needed to address the difference between 
existing capacity and capacity needed to meet the requirements of a given alternative . 

Comment (3134) 
Section H.4.3 .1 of the WM PEIS suggests using a cone penetrometer for dense, nonaqueous-phase 
liquids investigations . However, at Hanford, it might not be suitable to use a cone penetrometer for 
such investigations due to the depth of the groundwater and aquifer thickness . 

Response 
DOE revised Section H.4.3.1 in Volume IV of the WM PEIS to indicate that the cone penetrometer is 
generally used for shallow subsurface investigations. 

Comment (3135) 
Section H.4.3.1 of the WM PEIS states that ground-penetrating radar shows the most promise for 
detecting shallow pockets of dense, nonaqueous-phase liquids (DNAPLs). However, at Hanford , this 
technique would have limited capacities for delineation of DNAPLs, due to their expected depth. 
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Response 
Current developments are focused on improving the sensitivity at greater depth of detection 
technologies (seismic, passive and active magnetic, ground-penetrating radar , and inducted 
resistivity/polarization) that could be expected to detect shallow pockets of DNAPLs. Ground
penetrating radar shows the most promise . At present, none of these technologies is sensitive enough 
to be used alone or on all sites for DNAPL characterization, but when used in combination with other 
techniques such as the cone penetrometer , they can result in excellent delineation of DNAPLs . 

Comment (3136) 
The applicability of the heated steam technology for inorganics or organics is not confirmed for 
Hanford, where many of these contaminants are located at depths greater than 200 feet. 

Response 
Inclusion of technologies in WM PEIS Appendix H is not meant to imply that these technologies would 
be useful at all sites under all conditions. Technologies are described that could be applied given the 
appropriate environmental conditions. 

Comment (3137) 
The attachment to Appendix H of the WM PEIS notes that new methods need to be developed for 
removal of technetium-99 from groundwater. At Hanford, technetium-99 removal was successful, to 
non-detect levels, in the 200-BP-5 and -UP-1 Operable Units using ion-exchange resins . 

Response 
The attachment to Appendix H cited in the comment is a portion of the Office of Technology 
Development's fiscal year 1996 Budget Request Work Packages for Focus Areas and Crosscutting 
Programs. Among the many initiatives contained in the document is the development of new methods 
for removal of technetium-99 from groundwater. The existence of this initiative in the Office of 
Technology Development's fiscal year 1996 Budget Request Packages in no way implies that DOE 
believes that current technetium-99 removal methods are necessarily inadequate, nor does it imply that 
Hanford has not successfully removed technetium-99. 

Comment (3149) 
The WM PEIS does not provide a basis for treatment decisions since it fails to consider (1) treatment 
needed for waste characterization requirements, to reduce volumes and void spaces in drums , and to 
meet the EPA waste disposal assurance requirements, and (2) non-incinerator treatment. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a national study on siting options for managing radioactive and hazardous waste safely 
and efficiently . For purposes of analysis, the PEIS uses generic treatment technologies to compare siting 
options. The PEIS will not be used to select actual treatment technologies. Therefore, there is no need to 
compare two technologies that have the same objective, such as incineration and another form of thermal 
treatment. However, the generic technologies considered in the document were chosen to meet regulatory 
requirements. For example, the generic technologies for low-level mixed waste and hazardous waste 
would meet the RCRA land disposal restrictions promulgated by EPA. Decisions related to the level of 
treatment needed for transuranic waste disposal at WIPP are addressed in the WIPP SEIS-11. Additional 
studies will be required before DOE selects actual treatment technologies for specific sites. 

8-78 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

8.3.1 Treatment 

Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS contains a description of technology development in gen ral . 
In addition, several technical reports referenced in the PEIS provide technology-related information in 
different contexts. These reports are available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in 
Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

Comment (3294) 
It is unclear how various treatments affect the volumes requiring disposal. Would additional treatment 
significantly reduce the curies disposed, and if so, by how much? 

Response 
The degree of volume reduction achieved through treatment depends on the technology used. The 
WM PEIS technical reports for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste, which are available in the 
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I, contain volume reduction factors for the 
technologies represented in the WM PEIS. For solid combustible waste, incineration achieves the 
highest volume reductions. Overall volume reductions for alternatives can be obtained from the tables 
in Appendix I in Volume IV. Comparison of feedstock volumes and disposal volumes yields the effect 
of treatment. 

Treating waste can change its physical and chemical characteristics and its volume, but does not affect 
the radioactive characteristics. Therefore, the curie content of the disposed waste is not reduced by 
treatment. 

Comment (3330) 
Nuclear energy wants to radiate and it will keep going until it is stopped by the exact science of nuclear 
waste management. Common sense dictates that the more one tries to move things around and change 
them, the more trouble in the end result. Use the actual scientific properties of nuclear waste to fully 
expend the radiation levels left. This will enable consolidation of future waste and the reclamation of 
current waste. The probability of cancer effects , genetic effects, and overall fatalities will drop . 

Response 
DOE is committed to the safe and efficient management of radioactive waste and waste that is defined 
as hazardous under RCRA. Treatment of this waste will put it in a more stable form , reduce its 
volume, and allow its permanent disposal. The physical, chemical, and radioactive properties of the 
waste are used to determine appropriate groups of treatment. For example , Figure 6.2-1 in Volume I 
illustrates how the treatment of low-level mixed waste depends on whether the waste is aqueous waste , 
organic liquids, solid process residues , soils, or debris. 

Comment (3611) 
See Volume I, Figure 8.2-2 . What is the nongassing package for WIPP? 

Response , 
The WM PEIS analysis of intermediate levels of treatment of transuranic waste considered technologies 
that could reduce hydrogen gas generation in the WIPP repository , in accordance with WIPP waste 
acceptance criteria . The technologies for reduced gas generation considered in the WM PEIS included 
shredding and grout stabilization, and packaging in a disposal overpack made from materials less likely 
to contribute to the generation of hydrogen gas . Figure 8.2-2 refers to this "nongassing package." 
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C mmen 64 
Why is it necessary to incinerate plutonium-238?! And, what are the impacts of thermal destruction of 
plutonium? Thermal destruction, in essence, will increase risk to exposure of plutonium by humans 
and wildlife/fish. 

Response 
The interaction of radiation from plutonium-238 with organic materials can generate hydrogen gas. 
Transportation regulations limit the amount of this gas that is permitted in transportation containers . 
Incineration destroys the organic components in the waste, thereby eliminating the source of hydrogen. 
The incinerator ash, which would include the residual plutonium-238, would be stabilized in a grout or 
vitrified form prior to shipment for disposal. 

The WM PEIS used currently available thermal technologies for the analysis of organic destruction; 
incineration was employed for the most intensive treatment of transuranic waste. High-efficiency 
particulate air filters were used for the off-gas systems. However, the WM PEIS was not intended to 
select technologies and the generic currently available systems provided a conservative analysis of 
impacts. For treatment of organics in plutonium wastes, DOE would consider proven alternative 
technologies when conventional thermal technologies such as incineration pose unacceptable risks. 
Site-specific designs would incorporate the best technologies for each waste treatment requirement and 
site . 

Comment (3738) 
DOE treats the land and habitat around Hanford as a free resource to sacrifice for burial of wastes 
without attempting to reduce volumes or treat the wastes before burial . 

Response 
Waste disposed of at the Hanford Site would be required to meet that disposal facility's waste 
acceptance criteria. The waste acceptance criteria for the Hanford low-level waste disposal facility 
require that all waste with greater than threshold quantities of key radionuclides be treated so that they 
be in a stable, immobilized form when disposed of. The wastes considered for disposal at Hanford in 
the WM PEIS are low-level waste and low-level mixed waste . The maximum amount of land 
potentially needed for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste disposal at Hanford is 137 acres, 
which is less than 3 % of the recommended land area for future waste management activities. Both 
waste types would be treated to render them less hazardous, or to stabilize them before disposal. These 
processes also reduce volumes (i.e., for aqueous and organic wastes). The WM PEIS also specifically 
evaluated low-level waste alternatives that involved maximum possible volume reduction through 
thermal treatment, size reduction technologies, and super compaction prior to disposal, including 
disposal at the Hanford Site. 

DOE is concerned about the future use of land at and surrounding its sites and facilities. 
Recommendations for future use of the Hanford Site are being developed by the Hanford Future Site 
Uses Working Group, which includes representations of Federal, Tribal, State, and local entities . 
Local entities include Benton County, Franklin County, and the City of Richland. For further 
information on DOE's efforts regarding future land uses, see DOE's 1996 publication, Charting the 
Course: The Future Use Report, which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in 
Volume I, Section 1.9. 

1 
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Comment (3745) 
Hanford does not treat all liquid waste before disposing of it directly to the soil. 

Response 
It is the policy of DOE that use of soil columns to treat and retain radionuclides and nonradioactive 
materials in liquid waste streams be discontinued at the earliest practicable time in favor of wastewater 
treatment and minimization. To date, all of the wastewater streams at Hanford have been addressed in 
some manner with the cognizant State of Washington agency. These liquid effluent streams were 
evaluated to determine the best treatment and disposal options available. In cases where it was 
determined that the best available management option for the wastewater stream was treatment, the 
streams are being treated . For some of the streams it has been determined that the best available 
options are source control, minimization or administrative controls, or that no additional treatment is 
required . 

At Hanford, except for the wastewater stream contammg tritium, there are currently no liquid 
wastewater streams disposed to the ground that exceed the Safe Drinking Water Act maximum 
contaminant levels for radionuclides. Washington State Department of Ecology has agreed with DOE 
in the Determination of Significance and Adoption of Existing Environmental Document, published 
October 6, 1993, that there are presently no reasonable treatment technologies to remove tritium from 
the effluent. The Washington State Department of Ecology found the discharge option DOE selected to 
adequately protect human health and the environment. 

There are some nonradioactive, non-hazardous liquid discharges at Hanford discharged to the soil for 
which the best treatment and disposal option has been determined, with concurrence from the State of 
Washington, to be source controls, minimization, or administrative controls. Examples of these liquid 
wastewaters are steam condensate and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning cooling water. 

Comment (3773) 
DOE needs to explain the water treatment technologies it will use, including evaporation, and how that 
water will be disposed of. 

Response 
Because of the programmatic nature of the document, the WM PEIS assumes generic treatment 
technologies. Generic treatment technologies for aqueous waste (wastewater) are shown in 
Figure 6.2-1 for low-level mixed waste, Figure 7.2-1 for low-level waste, and in Figures 8.2-1 through 
8.2-3 for transuranic waste. More information on these technologies is given in the technical reports 
for these waste types available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of 
the Final WM PEIS. 

Evaporation is a typical wastewater treatment technique; it is used to concentrate a liquid effluent by 
using heat to drive off relatively volatile components. It is µsed to concentrate aqueous wastes. 
Evaporation is conducted by vaporizing a portion of a solvent (typically water) to produce a 
concentrated solution or thick liquor of radioactive material (often called evaporator bottoms) . The 
evaporated solvent, usually water, can be condensed and reused in process applications or can be 
discharged . Filters and adsorbents such as activated carbon are used to trap any hazardous materials in 
the vapors. 
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Comment (3775) 
The public is concerned about the amount of incineration and dumping taking place at ANL-E . 

Response 
DOE does not incinerate or "dump" radioactive or hazardous waste at ANL-E. Both radioactive 
wastes and hazardous wastes are sent offsite for disposal. There is no incineration of such wastes at 
ANL-E. 

Comment (3912) 
DOE needs to inform the public about the treatment technologies associated with the waste types and 
when or if incineration could be an option at ANL-E. The public is opposed to incineration in this 
area. DOE needs to explain when and where incineration will be used as a treatment technology . 

Response 
Because of its programmatic nature, the WM PEIS does not select treatment technologies. For 
purposes of analysis and comparison of siting alternatives, it assumes generic treatment modules such 
as thermal treatment. Sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews would address questions of technology 
selection. 

The only alternative where thermal treatment at ANL-E is indicated is the Decentralized Alternative for 
low-level mixed waste. ANL-E has a small volume of solid process residues (15 cubic meters to be 
treated over 10 years), for which thermal treatment is indicated. However, it would not be very 
economical to use incineration to treat such small volumes. Therefore, DOE would probably consider 
a different thermal or non-thermal treatment suitable for treating small volumes. 

Comment (3954) 
Volume I , Tables 3.6-1 and 3.6-2 indicate volume reduction of low-level waste as a possible 
alternative. What methods of volume reduction are DOE considering other than incineration and 
disposal in sewerage systems? Both methods of "reduction" result in release of radioactive materials to 
the environment through air or water. 

Response 
Other volume reduction technologies considered in the WM PEIS are identified in Section 7 .2 .2 in 
Volume I, especially in Figure 7 .2-1. Thermal treatment (incineration) is the generic volume reduction 
technology considered only for low-level radioactive waste classified as organic liquids or combustible . 
For low-level waste classified as compactible, compaction/supercompaction is the generic technology 
considered. For both surface contaminated and activated bulk metals and equipment, size reduction is 
the generic technology considered. Further information on these technologies is contained in the 
WM PEIS Low-Level Waste Technical Report available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in 
Section 1. 9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS . 

DOE is committed to managing its waste to protect the public health and safety and the environment. It 
does not dispose of radioactive waste in sewerage systems. Rather, it disposes of radioactive waste in 
land disposal facilities only after a performance assessment has shown that the waste can be disposed of 
there without endangering human health and safety and the environment. The performance assessment 
is a systematic analysis of a disposal facility and its environs for the purpose of demonstrating 
compliance with specific performance objectives. 
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Comment (3990) 
How can DOE claim to address treatment alternatives for low-level mixed waste openly in this PEIS , 
indicate a planned facility for increased aqueous treatment at the Portsmouth Plant, and then publish 
washing technologies while claiming to allow public comment on WM PEIS decisionmaking? 

The WM PEIS does not consider aqueous washing treatment for low-level mixed waste, but indicates 
plans to increase capacity at the Portsmouth Plant for implementation of this treatment. The WM PEIS 
should fully address this treatment technology, especially since DOE plans to increase capacity at a 
specific site. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzes different configurations of these activities for DOE sites across the country and 
will be used to make programmatic decisions on treatment, storage, and disposal of certain wastes . 
The WM PEIS will not be used to select technologies for waste management. The technologies used in 
the WM PEIS are proven waste treatment methods that are representative of technologies that could be 
implemented at the sites and were used for analytical purposes to allow comparisons of impacts across 
sites. As shown in Figure 6. 2-1, the technologies used for the evaluation included aqueous treatment. 
The top treatment process (nonwastewater) is an aqueous treatment process train that includes solids 
separation, neutralizations, wet oxidation evaporation, and water recycling. Thus, aqueous treatment 
listed for the Portsmouth Plant was evaluated in the WM PEIS. 

The Alternative Organic Treatment Technology Technical Report was prepared to compare the impacts 
of thermal treatment (incineration) to non-thermal washing technology. Impacts for these technologies 
were found to be similar, supporting the validity of the analysis in the WM PEIS utilizing thermal 
organic destruction for impacts. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms 
listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final PEIS. 

Comment (4003) 
A commentor would like to request that DOE consider onsite treatment and storage alternatives using 
mobile treatment facilities that can be moved from site to site . 

Response 
As described in Section C.3.1.2 in Volume III, portable treatment facilities are considered in the 
WM PEIS for use at sites that have small quantities of waste requiring treatment. Permanent facilities 
would be constructed at sites having larger quantities of waste. 

Comment (4235) 
Land and habitat are resources that should be highly valued. Therefore, DOE should treat wastes to 
reduce volumes before burying them at Hanford. 

Response , 
The alternatives considered in the WM PEIS do not consider specific treatment technologies for each 
waste type. Generic technologies are employed to provide decisionmakers a relative comparison across 
sites . Some form of volume reduction treatment technology (such as incineration, compaction, 
supercompaction, size reduction, evaporation/concentration) applicable for compactible, combustible , 
or organic liquid waste is assumed for several of the low-level waste alternatives (see Volume I, 
Section 7 .2.2) for the purpose of comparing effects against the alternatives that employ only minimum 
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treatment technologie . rom comparison o ables l.2-3 and 1.2-4 in Volume IV, it can be seen that 
use of volume reduction technologies can reduce low-level waste disposal volume by nearly 50 % 
compared with minimum treatment. 

Comment (4460) 
What alternative technologies did DOE consider for the treatment of transuranic waste to prevent or 
control the release of the radionuclides to the environment? 

Response 
Transuranic waste treatment is outlined in Volume I, Section 8.2.2; more detailed treatment technology 
data are provided in Volume I, Section 6.2.2 (low-level mixed waste treatment is conceptually similar 
to transuranic waste treatment). To prevent or control the release of low-volatility heavy metal 
particulates (including radionuclides), DOE would use particulate collection technologies, such as high
efficiency particulate air filters , in the off-gas stream from thermal treatment technologies . 

Alternatives that assume the use of thermal treatment of organic wastes indicate potential releases of 
small quantities of radionuclides into the atmosphere. Such releases, particularly plutonium-238 and 
americium-241 , would increase cancer risks to offsite populations and the probability of cancer to the 
maximally exposed individual at treatment sites . Most radionuclides from wastes would remain in 
residual ash after treatment or would be subject to capture by off-gas scrubbers and high-efficiency 
particulate air filters in an air pollution control system, which is a typical mitigation measure in a 
thermal treatment facility. On the other hand, alternatives using non-thermal treatment technologies, 
such as stabilization or solidification would reduce radionuclide release and consequently lower 
potential health risks . 

Because of its programmatic nature, the WM PEIS does not select treatment technologies . For 
purposes of analysis and relative comparison of siting alternatives, it assumes uniform application of 
generic treatment modules such as thermal treatment. Sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews will 
address questions of technology selection and more fully tailor technology and associated mitigation 
measures to specific sites . 

Comment (4467) 
By summarizing only three hazardous waste treatment alternatives in the Draft WM PEIS, DOE has not 
adequately covered the range of realistic treatment alternatives, or the fact that different treatment 
processes are applicable to different types of waste, with different quantities and different contaminants . 

Response 
The PEIS does not select specific technologies for specific sites. The WM PEIS is a National and 
programmatic study to assist DOE in formulating and implementing a strategy to manage its radioactive 
and hazardous wastes ; therefore, management facilities and treatment technologies are assumed to have 
a generic design, which allows comparisons across sites based on the uniform application of currently 
available treatment, storage, or disposal technologies . Thermal treatment was used as a generic 
technology in the PEIS analysis to enable a relative comparison of potential impacts across sites . DOE 
will select treatment technologies for sites after more fully considering alternative technologies and site
specific information and any sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews that might be conducted. 
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Additionally , the WM PEIS assumes the use of currently available generic technologies for the 
treatment of low-level waste, low-level mixed waste, transuranic waste, and hazardous waste . Potential 
emissions from these treatment technologies, resulting impacts on health, ecological resources, and air 
quality, and the costs associated with their use are presented in Chapters 6, 7, 8, and 10 in Volume I. 
More information on these technologies is found in the WM PEIS Low-Level Waste, Low-Level Mixed 
Waste, Transuranic Waste, and Hazardous Waste Technical Reports available in the DOE public 
reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

The specific technologies that DOE will use at a site to implement an alternative will depend on a 
number of factors that DOE will evaluate further at the site or project level. For the programmatic 
purposes of this document, the use of generic technologies is appropriate. 
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Comment (194) 
Read Joanna Macy for the best plan to safely store radioactive waste. 

Response 
DOE does not agree with Joanna Macy's vision for "Nuclear Guardianship" (i.e. perpetual storage) . 
Perpetual storage would pose too great a risk to waste management workers. DOE believes that properly 
treated waste can be safely disposed of and intends to pursue disposal to minimize risk. 

Comment (438) 
Are you studying the safest way to store radioactive waste at ANL-E? 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment. DOE is always 
looking for ways to manage wastes that result in less impact to human health and the environment. 
Appendix H in Volume IV describes emerging technologies that could improve future waste management. 
DOE's policy is to maintain radiation exposure to workers and the general public to levels that are as low 
as reasonably achievable. 

Comment (1540) 
The WM PEIS shows no evidence of active faults in the LLNL area. It should discuss the procedures 
for the storage of the waste, given that there is an active fault in the area. DOE should also research 
the life of the metal containers used to store the waste. 

Response 
In the WM PEIS, DOE assumes some waste storage capability at each of its sites. The design of these 
facilities is a site function and would incorporate seismic criteria appropriate to the site. Accordingly, the 
WM PEIS did not consider seismic faults in the analysis of storage impacts. DOE does consider the 
expected life of metal storage containers in managing its wastes. 

If DOE selected LLNL for a new storage facility , it would conduct additional analyses to identify spe~ific 
design basis that would consider potential earthquake impacts . DOE would design its waste management 
facilities to the appropriate local seismic standard. DOE revised Chapter 12 in Volume I to include the 
potential for natural hazards such as earthquakes as a consideration in identifying programmatic mitigation 
measures. 

Comment (1646) 
DOE should prohibit underground storage of wastes anywhere in the U.S ., and should plan for only 
temporary storage of wastes. 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its waste to protect human health and the environment, including the 
safe storage and disposal of waste . For purposes of its programmatic analysis, the WM PEIS defines 
storage as the collection and containment of waste (in such a manner as not to constitute disposal) to 
await treatment or disposal. Thus , by definition, storage is not permanent. In the WM PEIS, new 
storage facilities are assumed to be aboveground facilities . 
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With regard to disposal, the disposal facility technology assumed is site dependent. At most sites , 
underground disposal is a sumed. However, for sites where underground disposal would be expe tt:<l 
to be inappropriate (e.g ., ORR) , disposal in aboveground engineered structures is assumed . Prior to 
construction of a disposal facility, a performance assessment will be done to ensure that human health 
and the environment will be protected. 

Comment (1782) 
Transuranic waste storage facilities at RFETS need to be upgraded. 

Response 
DOE is concerned about the condition of current waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities 
throughout the complex and recognizes transuranic waste storage facilities at a number of its sites , 
including RFETS, need to be upgraded . DOE also is preparing the Sitewide EIS for RFETS, which 
will provide a basis for nuclear materials storage and waste management at RFETS . 

Comment (2214) 
I have a problem with the idea that this is going to be a temporary storage. I guess when you consider 
half lives of millions of years , then your idea of temporary holds true, but I don't consider your 
timeline very temporary . 

Response 
The WM PEIS addresses treatment, storage, and disposal strategies for the management of radioactive 
and hazardous wastes over the next 20 years. By disposal is meant emplacement of waste in a manner 
that ensures protection of human health and the environment within prescribed limits for the 
foreseeable future, with no intent of retrieval, and that requires deliberate action to regain access to the 
waste . 

Comment (2302) 
Waste forms that waste is put into at Hanford must be retrievable. You cannot count on a future 
repository given the rate at which Yucca Mountain and WIPP are proceeding. 

Response 
The waste described in the comment (high-level waste for Yucca Mountain; transuranic waste for WIPP) 
will have been treated and would be stored at the Hanford Site pending shipment. For the PEIS, storage, 
by definition, is not permanent, but rather, is the collection and containment of waste or spent nuclear fuel 
(in a manner that does not constitute disposal) to await treatment or disposal. 

The PEIS analysis of high-level waste and transuranic waste, as it pertains .to Hanford, discusses treated 
waste in a retrievable form. NEPA reviews for actual siting will address storage-related issues 
(aboveground, belowground, timing, etc.), including the storage of untreated high-level waste at 
Hanford , on a sitewide or project-level basis. 

Comment (2381) 
Aboveground monitored storage onsite . Watch the stuff. 
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Response 
DOE is committed to managing its waste to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
treatment, storage, and disposal of waste. DOE maintains comprehensive monitoring systems for all 
handling and management of radioactive wastes . 

Comment (2540) 
"Nonretrievably stored" sounds like disposal (see Volume I, Section 8.15). 

Response 
For the WM PEIS, all transuranic waste placed in storage after 1970 is considered retrievable and has 
been analyzed in the waste management transuranic waste analysis presented in Chapter 8 in Volume I. 
Nonretrievably stored transuranic waste is that which was buried prior to 1970 and will be managed as 
environmental restoration waste. DOE revised Section 8.1.2 to replace the term "nonretrievably 
stored" with "buried." 

Comment (3161) 
The State of Washington and the U.S. EPA should not allow DOE or the U.S. Department of Defense 
to transfer to the Hanford site any hazardous and radioactive waste until technical, economic, and 
equity concerns are addressed. Prolonged storage of offsite wastes prior to treatment, or of post
treatment residuals, generally should not be approved. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a broad programmatic analysis of national waste management alternatives that does 
address technical, economic, and equity issues. Under some PEIS alternatives, the Hanford Site would 
receive and manage wastes generated at other sites. Under other alternatives, some of the Hanford 
Site's wastes would be transported offsite for treatment, storage, and/or disposal. The Hanford Site's 
potential role in managing each of the five types of waste, as considered under each management 
alternative , is detailed in Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I of the PEIS. The PEIS analysis 
considered the technical and economic issues associated with the various waste management 
alternatives , including those involving storage. DOE will consider equity during the decisionmaking 
process that results in waste-type specific Records of Decision(s). 

As discussed in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I, the implementation of waste management decisions made 
following the publication of the Final PEIS would require sitewide and project-level NEPA reviews. 

Comment (3271) 
Treatment and storage alternatives for transuranic waste (TRUW) are not sufficiently analyzed. 
Treatment and storage decisions are necessarily based on disposal options--where, when, and how 
waste will be disposed of will determine where, when, and how the waste will be treated and stored. 

Response 
DOE will decide where to treat and store TRUW based on evaluations in the WM PEIS. To support 
this, the analysis in the WM PEIS considered three different treatment options for TRUW to provide a 
range of impacts from different requirements that DOE might impose on TRUW disposal. The results 
of this analyses do not depend on where or when DOE would begin disposing of TRUW, but rather, 
what level of treatment is required. DOE is preparing a second WIPP Supplemental EIS prior to 
making the final decision to proceed with WIPP. The WIPP SEIS-II will be used as a basis for 
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deciding the minimum level of treatment that would be required, based on the impacts of treatment and 
performance of the repo itory, before disposal at WIPP. The Draft WIPP SEIS-11 wa i d for publi 
review in November 1996. 

DOE believes that to the extent possible, the WM PEIS analysis of TRUW takes into account the 
uncertainties associated with the disposal of TRUW and is appropriate for a programmatic evaluation of 
alternatives concerning where to treat TRUW. 
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Comment (57) 
A commentor beli v s that th r might never be a waste disposal solution because DOE failed to 
address the problem when nuclear and other programs were started up. 

Response 
DOE has prepared the WM PEIS to enhance the management of its current and anticipated waste volumes 
on a national scale and provide an integrated examination of the impacts of Department-wide waste 
management decisions (including disposal). The potential environmental impacts of radioactive materials 
are better known now than they were when the nation's nuclear program began. Because of this, DOE 
has changed some of its practices and now manages wastes differently than in the past. DOE is confident 
it can make decisions as a result of this study that will help solve its waste problems. 

Comment (199) 
Why haven't we found a permanent repository for dangerous radioactive wastes? 

Response 
DOE is investigating the possibility of using the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant near Carlsbad, New 
Mexico , as a repository for transuranic waste, and a site at Yucca Mountain in Nevada as a repository 
for spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste. Both of these programs are the subject of separate NEPA 
evaluations , and are further discussed in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS . In addition, 
DOE currently disposes of its low-level wastes at six sites : The Hanford Site, ORR, INEL, LANL, 
NTS, and SRS. In the WM PEIS, DOE is analyzing the impacts of decentralized, regionalized , and 
centralized disposal of low-level and low-level mixed wastes. Decentralized disposal would be at as 
many as 16 sites; centralized disposal would be at either the Hanford Site or NTS. 

Comment (389) 
A commentor is "troubled" by indications that DOE might consider in-place disposal of most existing 
Hanford tank wastes . 

Response 
The WM PEIS only evaluates programmatic alternatives for storage of high-level waste after it is 
removed from the tanks and vitrified . The Hanford Tank Waste Remediation Systems EIS, identified 
in Volume I, Section 1.8.1 of the WM PEIS, evaluates alternatives for remediation of the high-level 
waste tanks . Potential impacts identified in that EIS are considered in the cumulative impacts analysis 
for the Hanford Site in Section 11.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (506) 
Based on the disposal sites listed and the performance standards being developed, the assumptions 
about the final waste form at the site need to be discussed in the PEIS. 

Response 
The assumed generic disposal facility for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste is shallow land 
burial in the West and aboveground disposal in the East (except at SRS) . DOE would use either 
polymer or grout to stabilize wastes needing stabilization. The selection of form and facility type 
would depend on sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews and the results of performance assessments . 
The WM PEIS discusses this information in Sections 6.2.2 and 7.2.3. 
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Comment (691) 
Do not u e hallow land di posal at LLNL. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a national study and, therefore, assumes management facilities and technologies to have 
a generic design, which allows DOE to make comparisons across sites. DOE evaluated the major waste 
sites, including LLNL, that it identified in the PEIS as potential treatment, storage, and disposal facilities 
for comparative purposes. 

The assumed generic disposal facility for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste is shallow land burial 
in the West and aboveground disposal in the East. The selection of the final type of facility depends on 
sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews and the results of performance assessments. DOE would conduct 
performance assessments of any disposal units proposed for LLNL at the project level to ensure the safety 
of the public. 

Comment (1020) 
DOE must find alternatives to "dumping." 

Response 
DOE is committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment, including the safe 
storage and disposal of waste. DOE does not propose to "dump" waste, but to safely manage it. The 
WM PEIS describes accepted, readily available technologies for managing wastes. Disposal is a safe and 
proven method for managing waste when the design and construction of disposal facilities are in 
accordance with regulations and performance assessments. 

Comment (1565) 
Considering the alternatives for high-level waste, DOE needs to consider the opening of the Yucca 
Mountain facility questionable. 

Response 
This WM PEIS considered the impact of a geologic repository opening when it evaluated the impacts of 
storing of vitrified high-level waste. As discussed in Volume I, ~ection 9.3, two alternatives for the 
timing of the opening of the facility were used. In one alternative, DOE assumed that a geologic 
repository would begin accepting DOE-managed high-level waste in 2015. In the second alternative, 
acceptance of DqE-managed high-level waste at a repository is delayed past 2015. For the second 
case, impacts are presented on an annualized or incremental basis. 

In addition, DOE will prepare a separate NEPA review that will explore the suitability of Yucca 
Mountain as a geologic repository for high-level waste disposal. 

Comment (1674) 
The WM PEIS should be rewritten to include the entire 75-year volume of waste that could be disposed of 
in Nevada, as described in the Baseline Environmental Management Report. The PEIS is an inadequate 
discussion of the entire amount of waste that could be sent to Nevada for disposal. 
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Response 
The WM P I used data rom the Mixed aste Inventory eport and the Integrated Data Base or 
volumes of waste from the Waste Management Program. The WM PEIS waste-type chapters 
(6 through 10) discuss the waste management waste volumes that each site generates and the percentage 
of the total volume of each waste that each site would receive for treatment, storage , or disposal under 
each alternative . 

The WM PEIS considers the effects of environmental restoration wastes on the comparison among 
waste management alternatives based on estimates in the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management 
Report of the portion of such wastes that would enter the waste management system. See Appendix B 
in Volume III and Chapters 6, 7, and 8 in Volume I. The remaining environmental restoration waste 
would be managed in place or within the environmental restoration system. The PEIS analysis uses the 
1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report estimate of 75 years of generating environmental 
restoration wastes . However, as stated in Section B. 7, the PEIS assumes that most of the 
environmental restoration wastes generated over the 75-year period will be produced between 2003 
and 2033 . 

DOE made the generalizing assumption that all waste management facilities necessary to implement a 
given WM PEIS alternative would be constructed in an initial 10-year period , which would be followed 
by a 10- to 20-year operations period. Exceptions to this include site-specific operational periods for 
high-level waste storage facilities , which are discussed in Chapter 9 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 
DOE recognizes that construction of actual facilities could occur within a much shorter time period and 
that waste will begin to be processed at some facilities before construction at all facilities is completed . 

Most importantly, no EIS can meaningfully evaluate impacts over 75 years, as it is impossible to 
predict all the changes in technologies , missions , and needs that might occur over this time period . 

The NTS Sitewide EIS evaluates the potential impacts of future mission activities , including waste 
management and environmental restoration activities as well as existing mission activities for the next 
10 years. 

Comment (1730) 
A commentor asked about opportunities to submit proposals and ideas for waste disposal. 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not evaluate the impacts of private offsite commercial waste management . The WM 
PEIS assumes the use of generic treatment, storage, and disposal facilities located on DOE sites for waste 
management actions. 

However, commercial facilities will be used as available and appropriate once waste management 
decisions are made. DOE personnel at individual sites can provide information about potential 
opportunities for private companies to participate in environmental management actions at that site. 

Comment (1754) 
The public is concerned about low-level waste dumps leaking. If we cannot fix it now, what makes 
DOE think they can manage this in the long-term? 
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Respon e 
As described in Volume I, Chapter 2, DOE prepared the WM PEIS to enhance the management of it 
current and anticipated waste volumes on a national scale. The PEIS provides an integrated 
examination of the impacts of Department-wide waste management decisions (including disposal). 
Performance assessments for disposal units proposed at any DOE site would be conducted to ensure the 
safety of the public, and the development and construction of such facilities would be in strict 
accordance with regulations and requirements. Further site-specific NEPA reviews would be needed to 
examine site-specific conditions. DOE is confident, however, that it can make decisions as a result of 
this PEIS that will enhance and improve the management of DOE wastes. 

Comment (1793) 
A commentor expressed concern about the location of any future waste management sites in North 
Carolina, based on the potential impacts to forest lands. These include removal of acreage from timber 
production and the loss of trees due to the clearing of sites for construction of waste management 
facilities . The commentor suggested that if any sites are selected for North Carolina in the future, a 
separate EIS be prepared for each site to address potential impacts, including impacts to forest land. 
The commentor also expressed concern that hazardous waste disposal sites would become preserves 
and entry and utilization of timber resources would not be allowed. 

Response 
Section 1.6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the 54 sites for which DOE has waste management 
responsibility that are within the scope of document. None of these sites are located in North Carolina. 
If DOE were to determine the need to construct a waste management facility at a location other than 
these 54 sites, additional NEPA analyses would be required. Such studies would include reviewing 
land resources required for such construction and other environmental impacts. If a commercial 
facility is interested in receiving, treating, or storing DOE waste, DOE could consider the facility. 
Such a commercial facility would have to comply with appropriate regulations. 

DOE intends to maintain institutional control of its waste disposal facilities. Therefore, public access 
and public or private use of onsite resources probably would be limited. However, DOE has no 
current plans for constructing facilities in North Carolina. The Southeast Interstate Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Management Compact has planned to construct a disposal facility in North Carolina. 

Comment (1940) 
A commentor from the ANL-E vicinity asked if there will be a written guarantee on how many years 
into the future there will be no leaks? 

Response 
DOE assumes that this comment relates to guarantees that there will not be leaks in the future from 
potential disposal facilities. DOE will comply with all applicable laws and regulations in the 
development and operation of any such facility. There are usually several barriers to prevent waste 
from leaking from disposal facilities. The waste itself <.;an be processed into a solid form, such as a 
glass or concrete. This solidified form can then be encapsulated in a metal canister. Some disposal 
facilities would have concrete walls and caps. 

Three types of disposal facilities were assumed for the WM PEIS analyses . Shallow land burial was 
assumed for all western sites except RFETS . At these facilities, leaching of wastes could begin 
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immediately. although the rate of leaching would be low because: of the arid conditions at those sites . 
For RFETS and all eastern sites except SRS, aboveground vaults in a tumulus design were assumed . 
These vaults are designed to maintain their integrity for 300 years . Disposal at SRS was assumed to be 
in belowground vaults, which are assured to maintain their integrity for 750 years before leaks could 
occur . 

DOE Order 5820.2A requires that performance assessments be conducted for new disposal facilities . 
These assessments assume that engineered barriers , such as those described above , would degrade after 
several hundred years and that waste would leach out of the disposal facility. For the disposal facility 
to be approved, the performance assessment must show that in spite of leaching, a maximally exposed 
individual would not be at risk. Thus, rather than guaranteeing that there is no leaking, DOE 
evaluates, using conservative assumptions, future risks to a member of the public from waste disposal. 
Through careful selection of the location of the disposal facility, choice of an engineering design, 
selection of a stabilized waste form, and consideration of waste acceptance criteria, future risks from 
waste disposal are mitigated. 

Comment (2445) 
A discussion of disposal is needed in Volume I, Chapter 10, Hazardous Waste. 

Response 
As indicated in Volume I, Table 1.5-1, DOE will not decide where to dispose of hazardous waste on the 
basis of the WM PEIS and, therefore, it is beyond the scope of this analysis. Commercial facilities will 
continue to be used for disposal of DOE's hazardous waste. The commercial disposal facilities used for 
DOE's hazardous waste are permitted under RCRA and comply with all applicable Federal and State 
environmental regulations. 

Limited disposal of hazardous waste in permitted landfills is discussed in Volume I, Section 10.2.2. 

Comment (2759) 
When Argonne first told Illinois of its research plans, it was not disclosed that our neighborhood would 
become a permanent waste storage site. 

Response 
The determination of where to store the radioactive and hazardous wastes from past, present, and 
future activities within the DOE complex is a controversial issue. To address the issue of safe and 
efficient management of such wastes, DOE first needs to develop an overall national strategy on which 
additional studies could be based . DOE evaluated 36 alternatives in the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS 
determined that the potential public health and environmental risks would be low at ANL-E under any 
of the waste management alternatives. DOE is committed to an open dialogue with members of the 
public to discuss any of their concerns. 

Comment (2913) 
When feasible, contaminants should be segregated by half-life so that short half-life disposal sites can 
be returned to normal use . 
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Response 
0 's current regulations and practice, which are predicated on prote tin hum n h alt an t 

environment, do result in segregation of wastes for disposal based on half-life. DOE plans to dispose 
of transuranic waste, which has high concentrations of long-lived transuranic radionuclides as its 
defining characteristic, in a deep geologic repository rather than near the land surface. Also, DOE 
disposal sites are allowed to classify waste . The waste classification criteria are based on 
concentrations of specific key radionuclides. Wastes in different classes are disposed of in different 
disposal units and can require different levels of treatment before disposal. For example, in the 
classification scheme used at the Hanford Site disposal facility for low-level waste, most of the key 
radionuclides are long-lived. Thus, segregation is achieved through waste classification. 

Comment (3253) 
The PEIS relies on shallow land burial at all of its sites west of the Mississippi River for the "disposal" 
of low-level waste . However, it is impossible to dispose of material that remains radioactive for 
hundreds of thousands of years; the best you can do is store it until it has decayed. DOE should stop 
using the word disposal and shift its focus to finding ways to safely isolate radioactive waste from the 
biosphere. 

Response 
Near-surface disposal of low-level waste is the terminal emplacement of wastes on or near the earth's 
surface. Near-surface disposal of radioactive waste is used only for wastes of acceptably low 
radionuclide concentrations. Near-surface disposal facilities include shallow land burial, earth-covered 
aboveground vaults, and belowground vaults. 

Shallow land burial consists of placing waste containers in an excavated trench, backfilling voids 
between containers with sand or other earthen material, compacting the backfill material, and covering 
the waste with a cover or cap of earthen material. The cap is multi-layered and serves as a low 
permeability barrier to restrict the infiltration of water into the disposal trenches . The cover system 
also restricts human, plant, and animal intrusion into the waste and reduces surface exposure rates. 
This disposal system safely isolates low-level radioactive waste from the biosphere. 

Shallow land burial disposal was the only disposal method evaluated for the western United States 
disposal sites in the WM PEIS analysis because these sites are more arid, have deeper groundwater 
systems, and are located farther from highly populated centers than eastern sites. Wastes disposed of at 
these sites would thus require a lesser degree of isolation from environmental influences than is possible 
from other near-surface disposal facilities such as vault disposal. The actual disposal facility at a given 
site would be designed to account for site-specific conditions such as rainfall and depth to groundwater . 
Wastes would only be accepted at any disposal facility if they meet established site-specific waste 
acceptance criteria. 

Additionally, DOE is conducting a comprehensive Department-wide review of its management of low
level waste and the radioactive component of low-level mixed waste. This review is being conducted in 
response to a recommendation by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB), which was 
established and authorized by Congress to oversee DOE. The DNFSB recommendation concerning 
conformance with safety standards at DOE low-level waste sites was issued in September 1994, and it 
is referred to as DNFSB Recommendation 94-2. Details on Recommendation 94-2, including its 
relationship to WM PEIS decisionmaking , are presented in Volume I, Section 1.8.2. 
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Comment (3741) 
Any storage container is designed to leak. The integrity of the cell cannot match the half-life of the 
radioactive materials. The public needs to understand how the waste storage vessel or container can be 
engineered to contain the waste throughout the decaying half-life of 15,000 years. 

Response 
DOE assumes that the comment refers to leakage from a disposal container. The WM PEIS analyses of 
disposal impacts are based on conservative assumptions that leakage will occur. DOE uses a 
conservative assumption that shallow land burial facilities lose integrity immediately, while vaults retain 
their integrity for 300 to 750 years. The analysis of contamination in the groundwater is based on this 
assumption that leakage begins at 0, 300, or 750 years, depending on the type of disposal facility. 

To help ensure that a member of the public will not receive undue radiological dose from a disposal of 
radioactive waste, DOE requires that a disposal facility performance assessment be performed. This 
assessment takes into account the inventories and characteristics of waste expected to be disposed of 
and uses conservative assumptions about when disposal containers and disposal cells will lose physical 
integrity and allow the radioactive waste to leach into the ground. The performance assessment is 
conducted before a disposal facility is constructed and it must demonstrate that the maximally exposed 
member of the public would not receive a radiological dose that could cause harm. The WM PEIS 
estimates and discusses dose to the maximally exposed member of the public, a hypothetical farm 
family . 

Due to its character as a national programmatic document aimed at developing a Department-wide 
strategy, the WM PEIS assumes generic storage technologies. At this level of analysis, the WM PEIS 
is not intended to develop and implement storage technologies. Questions pertaining to the design of an 
actual waste storage vessel or container will be addressed on a sitewide or project-level basis when 
actual facilities are sited. In the WM PEIS analysis, storage containers are necessary primarily for 
waste handling purposes and are assumed to lose their integrity subsequent to disposal. 

The Office of Technology within DOE's Office of Environmental Management is responsible for 
managing a national program of applied research, development, demonstration, testing, and evaluation 
for waste management and related technologies . The development of new technologies will ensure a 
substantial reduction in risk to the environment, and improved safety for the public and workers. 

Comment (3742) 
How many monitoring wells will there be at ANL-E and who will be responsible for them? How often 
would the ground be tested for leaks? How big would the facility be, would it be aboveground or 
below ground, and who would monitor for the public's general health and safety? Would results be 
available to homeowners? 

Response 
DOE assumes that the commentor is referring to the alternatives for construction and operation of 
disposal facilities at ANL-E under the Decentralized Alternatives for low-level mixed waste and low
level waste . 

As described in Section 2.14.2.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, 
groundwater is monitored for radioactive and nonradioactive parameters at 32 locations at ANL-E. 
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Groundwater from the four onsite drinking water wells is also analyzed for radioactive and 
nonradioactive contamination. DOE wo d i all add' · al 'to · w 11 'f w dis al facilitie 
were constructed at ANL-E. The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report is available in the 
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS . 

DOE would monitor new waste management facilities as required by applicable regulations and DOE 
Orders. Monitoring results would be published in the site annual environmental monitoring reports that 
are available to the general public. As described in Section D.3.2 .2 in Volume III of the WM PEIS , 
DOE anticipates that if the Decentralized Alternative was selected, disposal facilities would be 
constructed aboveground at ANL-E since it is east of the Mississippi River . DOE will address issues 
relating to actual placement of waste management facilities (e.g. , design, size, location, well locations , 
monitoring frequency , etc .) at the project level. 

Comment (3771) 
DOE needs to explain what will determine whether the disposal facility will be aboveground or below 
ground. 

Response 
As a broad, programmatic study, the WM PEIS does not identify locations for disposal facilities on 
sites or specify designs of such facilities. This will be done on a site-specific or project-level basis. 

For the purpose of analysis , the generic disposal technology assumed in the WM PEIS for eastern sites 
was aboveground vaults in a tumulus design. However, disposal at the SRS was assumed to be in 
below-ground vaults . At the western sites , shallow land burial was assumed except at RFETS, where 
abovegr_ound vaults were assumed. 
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Comment (265) 
The WM PEIS must include information on the timetable for cleanup . 

Response 
Individual DOE sites currently are developing Ten-Year Plans which will address environmental 
restoration activities, including the timetable for cleanup. As described in Volume I, Section 1.7.1, 
environmental restoration (cleanup) activities are site-specific and are not within the programmatic 
scope of the WM PEIS . Appendix B contains information on environmental restoration activities and 
their influence on the WM PEIS alternatives. 

Comment (276) 
Safe, responsible cleanup of existing waste sites at the expense of the responsible parties (the Federal 
Government and private corporations) is important. 

Response 
DOE agrees and, as part of its mission, is working to clean up a number of its sites throughout the 
United States. 

The general process for making decisions on cleanup is provided by statutes, including the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA), both of which apply to Federal agencies and private corporations. At specific 
DOE sites , the process is implemented through agreements among DOE, EPA, and, frequently, the State, 
or through the RCRA permit process. However, as explained in Section 1.7.1 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS , environmental restoration alternatives are not within the scope of this PEIS because decisions 
related to environmental restoration are not suited to a programmatic analysis . Instead, such decisions 
should be made at the site level and should reflect local conditions. 

Comment (1107) 
Several cornmentors asked for clarification on how the PEIS deals with the environmental remediation 
wastes at Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP), inclllding those that will not be 
disposed of onsite but instead will need to enter the Waste Management Program. In addition, one 
commentor specifically asked how the PEIS does or does not deal with the "legacy" wastes such as pit 
wastes, wastes from the silos, and thorium materials . One commentor stated that the WM PEIS should 
consider the several billion dollars that DOE will spend on CERCLA activities at FEMP, and that 
CERCLA decisions and their wastes should be included in the WM PEIS . 

Response 
Environmental restoration alternatives were included in the original scope of the WM PEIS, but DOE 
subsequently determined that cleanup activities were primarily site-specific and could not be 
appropriately addressed at the programmatic level. DOE concluded that remediation decisions, 
including the level of site remediation, must reflect site-specific conditions. Accordingly, the 
consideration of a programmatic environmental restoration strategy was dropped from the WM PEIS in 
January 1995 . Section 1. 7 .1 in Volume 1 of the PEIS discusses the removal of environmental 
restoration activities from the scope of the PEIS . Appendix A in Volume III contains a discussion of 
the public notification and participation that occurred with regard to the change in scope. 
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The Final WM PEIS will support programmatic decisions about DOE's waste mana e 
analyzing the impacts of waste management facilities (those required to treat, store , or dispose of 
wastes currently in storage and wastes that will be generated in the future as a result of DOE 
operations). Although this document does not analyze environmental restoration, it does contain 
information on the anticipated waste volumes generated as a result of environmental restoration and a 
qualitative discussion of the extent to which these wastes could affect the comparison among waste 
management alternatives. These discussions appear in Appendix B, which focuses on the 
Environmental Restoration Program (the types and volumes of materials present at specific DOE sites , 
and the role of these materials in the WM PEIS), and in Sections 6.15, 7.15 , and 8.15 in Volume I. 
Transfer of responsibility for some environmental restoration waste to the Waste Management Program 
would not affect the basis for comparison of WM PEIS alternatives, because the sites selected on the 
basis of the WM PEIS analysis represent the minimum set necessary, regardless of the addition of 
future environmental restoration transferred waste . If necessary, during future site-specific NEPA 
reviews of site treatment or disposal facilities , additional capacity for environmental restoration 
transferred wastes would be analyzed. 

DOE has revised Appendix B in Volume III to include updated information on volumes of 
environmental restoration waste expected to be generated at each site and the planned disposition of 
these wastes. Appendix B also explains the decisions that have been made under the CERCLA process 
for the waste pits and the silos at FEMP. As identified in Appendix B, a total of 2,500,000 cubic 
meters of low-level waste and 4,600 cubic meters of low-level mixed waste generated by environmental 
restoration activities are anticipated at FEMP. DOE might transfer 180,000 cubic meters of low-level 
mixed waste, and 2,200 cubic meters of low-level mixed waste to waste management facilities. 
Appendix B provides further details on the disposition of the remaining volume of environmental 
restoration waste anticipated at FEMP. 

Comment (1685) 
A commentor wants SRS cleaned up and has special concerns about environmental impacts , groundwater 
contamination, adequate medical care, and compensation for damages . 

Response 
DOE is committed to the cleaning up of all of its sites, including SRS, in accordance with Federal and 
State agreements under CERCLA and RCRA. Specific medical services and compensation for damages 
are outside the scope of the WM PEIS but are addressed by Federal regulations and DOE policies. 
Groundwater impacts and other environmental considerations are included in the PEIS for waste 
management activities only. Impacts of site cleanup and other environmental restoration activities are not 
within the scope of this PEIS, as explained in Volume I, Section 1.7.1. Additionally, the SRS Waste 
Management EIS and other EISs for SRS are described in Volume I, Section 1. 8 .1. 

Comment (2096) 
"Congratulations on the cleanup operations at the Portsmouth Plant. You may be doing your best, but 
the cleanup operations are not good enough." 

Response 
Cleanup of contamination caused by past practices is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. This 
comment has been forwarded to the DOE site office at Portsmouth. 
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Comment (2121) 
DOE should use some of its $18 billion in cleanup funds to address the 28 Superfund Areas of Concern 
on the BNL site . 

Response 
BNL was added to the National Priorities List under the Comprehensive Environmental Response , 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA--also known as Superfund) in 1989. In 1992, DOE, EPA, 
and the State of New York entered into an interagency agreement that integrates both the response 
action requirements under CERCLA and the corrective action requirements under RCRA. The 
interagency agreement addresses the 28 Areas of Concern, which have been grouped into Operable 
Units and Removal Actions. Operable Units consist of large areas of the site that require extensive 
study prior to the implementation of a remedial action. In contrast, Removal Actions are expedited 
responses taken to eliminate a near-term or immediate potential risk to human health or the 
environment. BNL has completed a number of Removal Actions and continues to make progress on 
this work. DOE is continuing to fund these cleanup efforts through the Office of Environmental 
Restoration. As noted in Volume I, Section 1. 7 .1, environmental restoration activities were deleted 
from the scope of the WM PEIS . These activities include the Superfund areas of concern. 

Comment (2146) 
The public is concerned about DOE's past problems with nuclear materials and that the nuclear 
industry will not properly clean up waste sites. DOE needs to learn how to deal with past problems 
before they start adding new ones to the community. 

Response 
The cleanup of contamination caused by past practices is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. These 
activities are better addressed at each individual site, taking into account local environmental 
characteristics, the extent of contamination, and the priorities of regulators and local stakeholders. 
However, the WM PEIS does identify a subset of environmental restoration wastes for which 
responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management Program, and considers the potential 
effect of these environmental restoration transferred wastes on the basis for comparison of WM PEIS 
alternatives. Environmental restoration transferred wastes are discussed in Appendix B in Volume III, 
and Chapters 6, 7, and 8 in Volume I. 

Comment (2250) 
There is no discussion in the WM PEIS of the $50 billion legacy of wastes and cleanup at the Hanford 
Site. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a national and programmatic analysis that will assist DOE in formulating and 
implementing a strategy to manage its radioactive and hazardous wastes . Environmental restoration 
activities are not within the scope of this PEIS, as discussed in Volume I, Section 1.7.1. However, the 
WM PEIS does evaluate the effect that environmental restoration waste volumes for which 
responsibility may be transferred to the Waste Management Program could have on the WM PEIS 
alternatives. DOE has prepared the Hanford Remedial Action EIS, which addresses environmental 
restoration impacts at Hanford. This and other environmental impact statements for the Hanford Site 
or those that potentially could affect the Hanford Site, which are completed or in draft, are identified in 
Volume I, Section 1. 8 .1, of the WM PEIS . 
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Information on the cost of cleanup of legacy waste at Hanford can also be found in th 
Environmental Management Report described in Volume I, Section 1.8.2. The Environmental 
Management Ten-Year Plan identified in Section 1. 8. 2 is being developed to address cleanup costs at 
Hanford. 

Comment (2610) 
A commentor wants Hanford cleaned up . 

Response 
Cleanup at the Hanford Site is occurring now under the Tri-Party Agreement between DOE, EPA, and 
the State of Washington. These cleanup activities will continue at the Hanford Site regardless of any 
decisions based on the WM PEIS . Although environmental restoration alternatives are outside the 
scope of the WM PEIS analysis , Appendix B, Section B.5, in Volume III identifies specific 
environmental restoration activities at Hanford and other DOE sites . 

Comment (3346) 
Digging up contaminated dirt and the like and moving it from one point to another is containment, not 
cleanup. 

Response 
Because radioactive elements cannot be eliminated through treatment, all forms of radioactive waste 
management endeavor to safely isolate the contaminants and waste from the public. The waste disposal 
facilities in which radioactive wastes would be isolated are facilities specifically designed for that 
purpose, and, at times, are preferred to containment in place. In situations involving chemical 
contaminants, it is often possible to treat and remove or stabilize the contaminant. In any case, the 
term "cleanup" is used broadly by DOE to describe activities that are intended to eliminate risks to the 
public or the environment caused by past practices . The evaluation of cleanup options are not suited to 
a programmatic analysis , such as that contained in the WM PEIS, and, therefore, will be performed at 
the local level. 

Comment (3359) 
PGDP is moving ahead with restoration projects , oblivious of the programmatic NEPA studies 
underway , and is doing so deliberately and with intent. This threatens to render the WM PEIS moot by 
the time it is finalized. The end result of this is that DOE is moving ahead with uninformed 
decisionmaking, in violation of NEPA . Is the public wrong to think that all the possible environmental 
considerations are being taken before actions are implemented, as NEPA requires, or is DOE just 
saying one thing and doing another? 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic analysis that evaluates alternatives for the management of wastes 
generated by DOE operations . DOE removed environmental restoration alternatives from the scope of 
the PEIS because environmental restoration alternatives must reflect specific conditions at each site . 
DOE is in compliance with NEPA with regard to the WM PEIS analysis . Environmental restoration 
projects such as those at underway PGDP are part of the Environmental Restoration Program, not the 
Waste Management Program. Site- or project-specific NEPA reviews will be conducted for 
environmental restoration activities , where appropriate . Those sites whose environmental restoration 
projects are subject to the requirements of CERCLA engage in the review process set forth in 
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CERCLA for restoration activities, incorporating NEPA values or performing project-specific NEPA 
analyses where appropriate . 

Although environmental restoration alternatives are beyond the scope of the WM PEIS, the waste that 
DOE projects it will generate from environmental restoration activities and transfer responsibility to the 
Waste Management Program were considered in the WM PEIS to determine whether they would 
influence the comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives (see Appendix B in Volume III , and summarized 
in Sections 6.15, 7.15, and 8.15 in Volume I) . 

Comment (3652) 
Where will DOE treat and store the environmental restoration transuranic waste? What happens to the 
environmental restoration transuranic waste once it has been processed? DOE does not discuss disposal 
of the environmental restoration transuranic waste. 

Response 
The management of environmental restoration transuranic waste is outside the scope of the WM PEIS . 
However, the PEIS does contain estimates of volumes of environmental restoration wastes at each site, 
including the volume of transuranic waste expected to be generated from· DOE's cleanup activities and 
transferred to the Waste Management Program for final disposition. Table B.5-3 in Volume III 
identifies the volumes of environmental restoration transuranic waste to be managed under the various 
disposition categories. Section B.3 explains that the remediation activities depend on the proposed land 
use for each site, and are generally categorized as either containment or removal. The WIPP SEIS-11 
examines alternatives for treatment and disposal of all volumes of transuranic waste estimated to be 
currently stored or buried, and transuranic waste that would be newly generated during the projected 
35-year operational life of WIPP. This could provide the basis for a decision to dispose of 
environmental restoration transuranic waste at WIPP. 

Comment (3807) 
The last environmental restoration document in the library is dated 1993: DOE needs to get more 
current information to the public. 

Response 
Environmental restoration reports and studies conducted under CERCLA are available at each site in 
the Administrative Record and in their information repositories. A summary of environmental 
restoration activities at individual sites can be found in the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management 
Report, which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the 
Final WM PEIS . Individual Site Treatment Plans also discuss environmental restoration activities, and 
can be found in the public reading room associated with a particular site. 

Comment (3856) 
The ANL-E 800 Area landfill has volatile organics. It is not easy to remove waste materials from a 
densely populated community. 

Response 
The activity referred to in the comment is an environmental restoration activity. The 800 Area landfill 
is located in an isolated part of the ANL-E site, relatively distant from other ANL-E activities . Being 
within the ANL-E fence, the 800 Area landfill is also separated from the surrounding community. The 
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closest habitations are nearly a mile from the 800 Area landfill. For those reasons, rt:mc::d1at10n o th 
800 Area landfill would not be expected to affect the surrounding community. An environmental 
assessment is currently in preparation which discusses potential remedial activities for the 800 Area 
landfill . 

Environmental restoration activities are not within the scope of the WM PEIS, primarily because of 
their site-specific nature. Site-specific issues include questions of cleanup levels, future land use , etc. 
The WM PEIS, on the other hand, lays out a programmatic strategy on waste management options. 
Volume I, Section 1. 7 .1, explains why environmental restoration activities were removed from the 
scope of the EIS. 
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9.2 Waste Management PEIS Scope Modification 

Comment (207) 
A number of commentors believe that environmental restoration and decontamination and 
decommissioning wastes should be included in the WM PEIS; one commentor stated that the exclusion 
severely reduces the value of the WM PEIS; some asked DOE to explain why those wastes are not 
included. Others questioned how the WM PEIS could be considered programmatic and whether DOE 
has violated NEPA, given that environmental restoration is not included in the analysis. One 
commentor asked whether the addition of environmental restoration waste would change impacts 
sufficiently to change the relative preferability of waste management alternatives. Another commentor 
stated that the WM PEIS should discuss environmental restoration wastes because the large volumes 
will affect storage facilities. Another commentor asked DOE to consider in the WM PEIS scales and 
types of technology appropriate for handling environmental restoration (ER) waste, backlogs of DOE 
waste, and the new waste generated at DOE sites on an ongoing basis. Some waste treatment 
alternatives may be more suited than others for handling the ER waste with minimum impacts than 
others that would require more shipping of waste, etc . In accordance with NEPA requirements, the 
impacts of all other actions at DOE sites should be included in the cumulative impacts section. 
Measures to reduce the amount of new waste generated should also be considered among the WM PEIS 
alternatives . 

Response 
On January 24, 1995, DOE announced in the Federal Register that it was removing ER, or "cleanup," 
from the scope of the WM PEIS. The Department felt that decisions related to ER (e.g., such as 
remediation of areas containing buried transuranic waste) were not suited to a programmatic level 
analysis, but instead should be focused at the local level and reflect site conditions . The 1995 
announcement and response by the public is contained in Appendix A in Volume III of the WM PEIS. 

Responsibility for the treatment, storage, and/or disposal of a subset of the wastes that will be 
generated by ER activities will be transferred to the Waste Management Program. It is not possible, 
however, to analyze the impacts from these "ER transferred" waste volumes in the same manner as the 
waste management waste volumes were analyzed because the current information about ER transferred 
waste is limited to volumetric estimates, and is not adequate to perform for a meaningful impact 
analysis. Unlike the information available for waste management wastes, DOE does not know the 
extent of radiological or chemical contamination, the physical/chemical characterization, or treatment 
categories of the ER transferred waste. In addition, DOE does not know when ER waste would be 
transferred to waste management facilities. Acquiring this information would require characterization 
of the ER waste at each ER site and a schedule for restoration. 

Despite the absence of this information regarding ER transferred waste, DOE needs to proceed with 
programmatic decisions for its Waste Management Program, in order to make progress toward 
improving DOE's management of its wastes. The sites selected for waste management facilities on the 
basis of analysis in the WM PEIS are the minimum requirement, based wholly on the locations and 
quantities of waste management wastes, which would remain valid regardless of future ER waste 
requirements. Therefore, the analyses contained in the WM PEIS provides an adequate foundation to 
proceed with programmatic waste management decisions . 

Decisions on which sites should host waste management facilities will consider trade-offs between 
transportation impacts and site-specific impacts . The necessity and justification for a waste 
management site selected on the basis of the WM PEIS analysis would remain, regardless of whether 
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additional ER tra £ d wastes are present at that site or some other site. Should ER transferred 
wastes be generated at a site that was not selected to host a facility based solely on the WM P I 
analysis. DOE would perform a site-specific review for that site, possibly adding onsite treatment or 
disposal capability or transporting that ER transferred waste to a site that was selected for treatment, 
storage, or disposal based solely on the WM PEIS analysis. 

When there is sufficient information to fully evaluate ER transferred wastes, DOE will perform site
specific reviews. If there is ER transferred waste at a site already selected to host a facility based upon 
the WM PEIS analysis, DOE would examine the specific conditions posed by the ER transferred wastes 
and determine whether that facility should manage the additional wastes and whether additional NEPA 
analysis is required to examine the impacts and alternatives. If that ER transferred waste is at a site not 
selected for a waste management facility, DOE would evaluate whether new treatment or disposal 
capability should be added to the site or whether the wastes should be transported to a site with the 
capability to treat or dispose . 

Comment (2059) 
The cost numbers used for remediation wastes are too low. 

Response 
As noted in Section 5.1.1 in Volume I, the WM PEIS analysis determined costs for waste management 
activities. The WM PEIS does not discuss the costs of managing environmental restoration wastes . 
DOE removed environmental restoration wastes from the scope of this programmatic EIS because it 
determined that environmental restoration decisions should reflect site-specific conditions, as well as 
input from State regulators and local stakeholders . Appendix A in Volume III contains public 
comments on DOE's proposed revisions to the scope of the WM PEIS, as well as the Federal Register 
notice announcing the scope change. The 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report contains 
information on environmental restoration costs. That report is available in the DOE public reading 
rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final PEIS. 

Comment (2415) 
The WM PEIS states that environmental restoration decisions are usually made at the site-specific level 
and, therefore, are not covered in this PEIS. Such an approach is inadequate because looming budget 
cuts might force programmatic decisions on environmental restoration. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic analysis that evaluates decentralized, regionalized, and centralized 
configurations for treating, storing, and disposing of wastes generated by DOE operations . DOE 
recognized after conducting preliminary analyses that programmatic decisions regarding environmental 
restoration cannot be made because these decisions should reflect the particular conditions at each site, 
as well as the involvement of State regulators and local stakeholders . This is why DOE decided to 
remove the environmental restoration alternatives from this document, as noted in Section 1. 7 .1 in 
Volume I, and why there are no current plans to prepare another programmatic EIS to address 
environmental restoration activities . 

DOE believes the removal of the environmental restoration alternatives from the original scope of the 
PEIS will not affect the basis for comparison of the alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS . 
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Because the Federal budget is ultimately controlled by the President and Congre s, DOE is unable t 
guarantee full funding for specific projects and program . However, DOE continues to request 
appropriate funding to meet its commitments and implement its decisions. 

Comment (3183) 
Some commentors stated that the WM PEIS should more clearly identify the fact that it does not 
include consideration of environmental restoration waste . Other commentors specifically identified 
Sections 6.2.3 and 6.15 as including environmental restoration waste in the scope of the WM PEIS, 
which seemingly conflicts with the decision to remove environmental restoration wastes during 
re-scoping . 

Response 
Sections 1.3 and 1.7 of the WM PEIS Summary document have been revised to explain that although 
the WM PEIS does not evaluate programmatic alternatives for environmental restoration wastes, 
Appendix B in Volume III provides estimates of environmental restoration waste volumes and identifies 
the potential effects of the environmental restoration waste for which responsibility will be transferred 
to the Waste Management Program on the comparison of WM PEIS alternatives. 

The reference to Section 6.2.3 in Volume I which has been clarified to indicate that the section pertains 
to low-level mixed waste that is in storage awaiting treatment or disposal , and that is the responsibility 
of the Waste Management Program. Section 6.15 in Volume I summarizes the discussion, which is in 
Appendix B, regarding environmental restoration-generated low-level mixed waste that is expected to 
be transferred into the Waste Management Program. 

Comment (3656) 
The WM PEIS assumes that radiation and chemical exposure to offsite populations and noninvolved 
workers to treat environmental restoration wastes would be additive to their exposure to waste 
management em1ss1ons . The environmental restoration transuranic waste (TRUW) volumes are so 
small compared to waste management TRUW, however, that environmental restoration wastes are not 
likely to change the trends of impacts examined in the WM PEIS (Draft WM PEIS, p . 8-81) . This 
assumption is difficult to believe, particularly since the WM PEIS also states that projections of future 
environmental restoration wastes are uncertain both in quantity and composition and that less than one
fourth of the environmental restoration release sites have been fully characterized and therefore the 
extent and type of contamination is largely unknown. (Draft WM PEIS, p. 8-77, footnote 1); and DOE 
projects that only RFETS, SRS , and ORR will have environmental restoration TRUW requiring 
treatment at waste management facilities when transuranic materials were used at the majority of DOE 
sites prior to 1970. In addition, because the amount of environmental restoration TRUW that exists is 
unknown, conclusions about transportation impacts based on the estimated environmental restoration 
TRUW volumes makes the public wary. Finally, all the relevant factors were not considered and no 
alternatives are given, as required under the NEPA mandate . 

Response 
DOE did not include environmental restoration alternatives in the PEIS, as described in Section 1. 7 .1 
in Volume I, because of the site-specific nature of decisions to be made about environmental restoration 
act1v1t1es . However, although the WM PEIS will not be used to make decisions about DOE's 
Environmental Restoration Program, DOE's projected volumes of environmental restoration waste 
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were considered · the WM PEIS to determine whether they could impact decisions regarding 
WM PEIS alternatives. 

Section 8.15 in Volume I and Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS have been revised to update 
the estimates of volumes of TRUW generated by environmental restoration. Table B.5-3 in 
Appendix B identifies ANL-E, the Hanford Site, INEL, ORR, RFETS, and SRS as the major sites with 
environmental restoration TR UW for which responsibility will be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program. All other environmental restoration TRUW will be addressed by the Environmental 
Restoration Program. The volume of environmental restoration TRUW requiring treatment in the 
waste management system is currently estimated to be about 70% of waste management TRUW 
requiring treatment. Typically, large volumes of environmental restoration transferred waste are found 
at sites that also have sizable volumes of similar waste management waste. The addition of 
environmental restoration transferred TRUW is not expected to affect the basis for comparison of the 
WM PEIS alternatives. At some sites, the environmental restoration transferred waste could affect the 
scale of site treatment or disposal facilities, which will be addressed in site-specific reviews. The 
effects can be managed by increasing the capacities of individual site waste management facilities, 
building facilities for environmental restoration TRUW, or sending environmental restoration TRUW to 
other sites for management. 

The discussion in Appendix B does not include the effects due to transportation of environmental 
restoration wastes; however, transportation of environmental restoration waste is assumed to follow the 
same routing to sites for treatment and disposal as waste management waste. Section B.9 in 
Appendix B acknowledges uncertainties associated with environmental restoration activities at DOE 
sites . 

Because the current data do not sufficiently characterize the environmental restoration transferred waste 
that might be sent to waste management facilities, the potential impacts to human health and the 
environment from treatment or disposal of environmental restoration waste cannot be determined. 
However, these impacts could be analyzed in sitewide or project-level studies . Further detail is 
provided in Appendix Bin Volume III. 

Comment (4047) 
The Draft WM PEIS does not address the potential consequences of an EPA Cleanup Rule on present 
DOE environmental restoration and waste management projections, although a stringent cleanup rule 
could significantly influence the volume of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste to be treated and 
disposed of by projected hazardous waste facilities. 

Response 
DOE is not sure as to which rule the commentor refers. However, DOE must comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations in all of its activities. Waste management activities are not an 
exception to this policy. However, laws and regulations frequentJy are amended, and requirements that 
were effective when the WM PEIS was issued could change before facilities are permitted and 
constructed. While DOE cannot predict these changes, sitewide and project-level NEPA reviews 
would comply with regulatory requirements applicable at the time these reviews are prepared. 
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Comment (4436) 
Although DO E's consideration of the change in scope (i .e. , to remove environmental restoration) was 
known by word of mouth prior to the decision, notification of the change in the Federal Register and 
discussion with the Environmental Management Advisory Board were inadequate in that requests for 
notification to the commentor were not met, and individuals such as the commentor were not given an 
opportunity to comment on the change in scope as a result of the inadequate notification. 

Response 
As noted in Section 1.7.1 in Volume I DOE placed a notice in the Federal Register on January 24, 
1995 (60 FR 4607), inviting the public to comment on the proposed change in scope and name of the 
PEIS. In response to public requests, the comment period was extended to April 10, 1995. Thus, 
DOE complied with the NEPA requirements for advance notification, and took comments longer than 
required. DOE made this scope modification decision after consultation with and review by DOE's 
Environmental Management Advisory Board. Appendix A in Volume III of the WM PEIS contains a 
more detailed chronology of the decision and a summary of the comments and DOE's responses . 
Appendix A also outlines the means for public involvement in planning and decisionmaking for DOE's 
environmental restoration activities. 

Another opportunity to comment on the scope of the PEIS became available during the public comment 
period on the Draft WM PEIS. DOE has incorporated all such comments, including those from this 
commentor, and DOE responses in this volume of the Final PEIS. 

It is not clear to whom in DOE the commentor's request for individual notification was directed . DOE 
makes every reasonable effort to respond to public requests for information. DOE, nevertheless, 
regrets any inconvenience that might have been caused for the commentor. 

Comment (4439) 
Reasons for removing environmental restoration from the scope of the PEIS involved inadequacies in 
the alternatives identified and methods of analysis, although work continued on the study because some 
alternatives and methods were valid, a deadline existed, and a change in the team (providing data still 
needed) would have been costly . However, significant environmental restoration-related issues exist in 
terms of funding for remedial actions among sites, whether to implement the Keystone Report , potential 
differences in decision criteria for environmental restoration and waste management, and whether 
environmental restoration and waste management functions such as regulatory compliance, health and 
safety, and financial oversight should be integrated. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic analysis that evaluates decentralized, regionalized, and centralized 
approaches for treating, storing, and disposing of wastes generated by DOE operations. As such, it is a 
programmatic NEPA document. DOE recognized, after conducting preliminary analyses, that 
decisions regarding environmental restoration should reflect the particular conditions at each site, and 
must involve State regulators and local stakeholders . This is why DOE decided to remove the 
environmental restoration alternatives from this document and why there are no current plans to 
prepare another programmatic EIS to address environmental restoration. 

The potential effect of those environmental restoration wastes for which responsibility might be 
transferred to the Waste Management Program was considered in the WM PEIS. DOE recognizes the 

9-12 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

9.2 Waste Management PEIS Scope Modification 

need to integrate information from the Environmental Restoration Prog1 am i WM PEIS 
analysis , to the extent that this information could affect the basis for comparison of the WM PEIS 
alternatives . This approach allows for decisions about the Waste Management Program at the national 
level , while reserving decisionmaking about alternatives for the Environmental Restoration Program for 
the site level. If the integration of such functions as health and safety and financial oversight for 
environmental restoration and waste management can provide cost savings and improve the program, 
DOE will integrate them at the individual sites. DOE implements other functions , such as regulatory 
compliance, at the site level as required . 

The implementation of the Keystone Report is beyond the scope of the WM PEIS , as are funding 
allocations among sites for remedial actions. 

Comment (4458) 
When is a PEIS covering the impact of alternatives for transuranic waste (TRUW) generated prior to 
1970 to be produced, and could the cumulative impact in combination with that from treatment of 
wastes generated after 1970 impact the relative cumulative impacts and costs of treatment alternatives? 
The fact that TRUW generated prior to 1970 is being examined as part of the Environmental 
Restoration Program rather than the Waste Management Program suggests that the PEIS should have 
retained its original scope, environmental restoration and waste management. 

The Final PEIS should include the results of efforts covering environmental restoration by academic 
groups, the National Academy of Science, and others. If the timetables for the environmental 
restoration and waste management efforts cannot be meshed, then a Draft Environmental Management 
(both environmental restoration and waste management) PEIS should be written when the data are 
available, and a schedule for this effort should be provided. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts from treatment and storage of current 
retrievably stored inventory of TRUW and TRUW that will be generated during the next 20 years. 

As explained in Section 1.7.1 in Volume I, the scope of the WM PEIS does not include environmental 
restoration alternatives. Programmatic decisions regarding environmental restoration cannot be made 
because environmental restoration wastes have not been sufficiently characterized, and these decisions 
must reflect particular conditions at each site . Therefore, there are no current plans to prepare a 
programmatic EIS to address environmental restoration activities . The volumes of pre-1970 (buried) 
TRUW that might be generated by environmental restoration activities are identified for individual 
DOE sites in Volume III, Appendix B, of the WM PEIS. Appendix B also contains information on the 
planned disposition of environmental restoration wastes at individual sites. The data in Appendix B 
were revised using the 1996 Environmental Restoration Core Database, which was used for the 1996 
Baseline Environmental Management Report as well . DOE has determined that, while environmental 
restoration waste for which responsibility may be transferred to t~e Waste Management Program could 
affect the scale of site treatment operations at specific sites , this transferred waste would not affect the 
basis for comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives . 

As described in Volume I, Section 1.8.1 of the Final WM PEIS , DOE has prepared the WIPP SEIS-11 
to evaluate the potential impacts from disposal of TRUW at WIPP, including previously disposed of 
buried TRUW. Information from the WIPP SEIS-11 will be used to inform DOE's decisions as whether 
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to operate WIPP as a disposal facility and, if so, what TRUW should be disposed of there, as well as 
the minimum level of treatment needed to meet the waste acceptance criteria for disposal. 

The cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11 of the WM PEIS includes the potential impacts of the 
preferred alternative discussed in the WIPP SEIS-11. 
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Comment (488) 
If the WM PEIS does not include environmental restoration wastes, the 20-year projected waste inventory 
needs to be clarified. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzes waste management wastes directly and addresses environmental restoration 
wastes only in the context of how environmental restoration wastes might affect the basis for comparison 
of alternatives. DOE has clarified the waste volume tables in the Summary document, and Chapters 6, 7, 
and 8 in Volume I , to indicate that the volumes of waste are from waste management activities only. 

The Draft WM PEIS was based on the best information available at the time for waste inventories in 
storage, plus 20 years of expected waste generation. These data have subsequently been revised. The 
new data are reported in Volume IV, Appendix I, and were used in selected analyses to determine 
whether the waste volume revisions would significantly change the analytical results in the WM PEIS. 

Environmental restoration wastes for which responsibility will be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program are discussed in Appendix B in Volume III, and Sections 6 .15, 7 .15, and 8 .15 in Volume I. The 
remaining environmental restoration waste would be managed by the Environmental Restoration Program. 

Comment (517) 
What is the status of the groundwater pump-and-treat activities at Test Area North injection wells and 
will they be included in waste management activities resulting from this PEIS? 

Response 
The SNF/INEL EIS describes the impacts of environmental remediation activities such as groundwater 
pump-and-treat at INEL. In addition, the annual INEL Site Environmental Reports, which are 
available to the public , describe the status of environmental monitoring and remediation activities. 

Groundwater pump-and-treat activities are environmental restoration activities. Contaminated 
groundwater collected as part of a remedial action would be treated onsite, as necessary, and would not 
involve decisions at a programmatic level, or influence decisions to be made about the WM PEIS 
alternatives . 

Comment (1100) 
Several commentors questioned the basis for the transportation analysis in the WM PEIS with respect to 
how it dealt with environmental restoration wastes. In one case, the commentor asked that the waste 
volumes and increased rail and truck shipments associated with environmental restoration wastes be 
clearly identified. Another challenged the conclusion that because there will be less shipment of 
environmental restoration-generated low-level waste than waste management low-level waste, 
transportation risks and costs for the environmental restoration low-level waste are expected to be less 
than for waste management low-level waste. This perspective mar not adequately account for potential 
cumulative effects . 

Response 
DOE revised those sections of the WM PEIS dealing with environmental restoration wastes based on 
updated estimates of waste . As part of this revision, DOE estimated the volume of environmental 
restoration waste for which responsibility would be transferred to the Waste Management Program and 
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considered wh th r nvironrnent l e ati n wa te would a ect the alternatives evaluated in the 
WM PEIS (see Volume III, Appendix B) . The analysis indicated that although the transferred 
environmental restoration waste could impact the waste management activities at some sites, it is not 
expected to affect the basis for comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives . 

Based on the updated information on environmental restoration wastes used in the Final WM PEIS , the 
total volumes of environmental restoration transferred low-level waste are greater than the total volumes 
of waste management low-level waste . Therefore, the number of environmental restoration low-level 
waste shipments will not necessarily be less than the number for waste management low-level waste. 
Most DOE environmental restoration activities are not yet sufficiently characterized to determine precisely 
how much environmental restoration waste will be classified as waste that will need to be shipped and how 
much material (e.g . , soil) will not be classified as waste. 

Transportation risks and costs depend on the number of shipments. The number of shipments depends on 
the volume of waste requiring shipment. Moreover, as noted in Section B.9 in Appendix B (Volume III), 
because environmental restoration wastes transferred to waste management facilities would be shipped as 
generated during site clean-up, the volume that will be delivered to waste management facilities at any 
given time is uncertain. 

DOE did not include transportation of environmental restoration waste in the cumulative impacts analysis 
because information on the volume of environmental restoration waste requiring shipment is not known 
for many sites. 

Comment (1664) 
Environmental restoration wastes are not included in the WM PEIS impacts and could result in much 
higher waste volumes for disposal at NTS . Draft PEIS Appendix B indicated that disposal volumes 
could be up to 60% higher based on the PEIS assumption that only 5% of the low-level waste from site 
restoration would be transported to an offsite location for disposal. The reasonableness of these results 
could not be determined since the shipping volume estimate is based on an unpublished draft of the 
Baseline Environmental Management Report. The impacts of increased low-level waste volumes were 
not estimated in Appendix B. 

Response 
The PEIS does not quantitatively evaluate the impacts of environmental restoration wastes at DOE sites . 
Volume III, Appendix B, of the WM PEIS does evaluate the potential effects of transferring 
responsibility for some environmental restoration waste to the Waste Management Program. The 
evaluation indicates that, although this environmental restoration transferred-waste could impact the 
treatment at specific sites, it is not expected to affect the comparison among waste management 
alternatives . 

Appendix B was revised in the Final WM PEIS to include updated estimates of environmental 
restoration waste volumes at individual sites and the expected disposition of those wastes . The PEIS 
environmental restoration waste totals are based on data developed for the 1996 Baseline 
Environmental Management Report. The updated data presented in Table B.5-1 indicate that NTS 
estimates its environmental restoration waste volume to be approximately 1,101 ,200 cubic meters , with 
1,100,000 cubic meters of that volume to be transferred to waste management facilities. However, the 
environmental restoration transferred low-level waste volumes presented in Appendix B are estimates 
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only for vo umes to be treated within the Waste Management Program. Although the Draft WM PEI 
did present information on estimated volumes of environmental restoration waste for disposal, DOE 
subsequently determined that information regarding environmental restoration waste disposal volumes 
is too uncertain to allow a meaningful discussion of these waste volumes in the WM PEIS. 

The impacts of environmental restoration activities was also considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis in Volume I, Chapter 11, where the information was available. WM PEIS technical reports 
were revised to include updated waste volumes, including those for environmental restoration wastes. 

Comment (1689) 
Dirty cleanup is not acceptable. The amount of waste generated from environmental restoration depends 
on the cleanup standards. 

Response 
The cleanup process is generally implemented through agreements among DOE, EPA, and frequently the 
host State. Cleanup standards are generally based on site-specific studies conducted pursuant to 
CERCLA- or RCRA-mandated cleanup actions . The studies consider a number of important factors, 
including the extent of contamination in relation to background concentrations, planned future use of the 
site, and the technical and economic feasibility of the proposed standards. The rulemaking process 
provides an opportunity for public participation and comment on cleanup standards mandated by 
regulations. 

Planned future land use was estimated in Appendix B using the Baseline Environmental Management 
Report published by DOE in 1996. The Baseline Environmental Management Report looked at more than 
10,000 contaminated sites and facilities and applied generic "base case" criteria, which included potential 
site land use and technical feasibility. The "base case" is detailed in the Summary document and 
Volume I of the Baseline Environmental Management Report. 

Comment (1696) 
The public is concerned about dust flying into neighboring communities. DOE should consider designing 
a tent to contain the particulates. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzed the potential impacts of emissions of criteria air pollutants from waste 
management construction activities, as discussed in Section 5.4 .2 in Volume I. Estimates were made 
for each site under each alternative, and are discussed in each waste-type chapter. 

DOE is committed to managing its waste materials and to constructing facilities in a manner that is 
protective of human health and the environment, including controlling emission of dust. DOE must 
comply with all applicable regulations pertaining to the control of fugitive dust emissions. Therefore, 
DOE does not anticipate any unacceptable emissions of dust from its environmental restoration or other 

• • • I 
act1v1t1es . 

Comment (2190) 
DOE needs to consider contaminated groundwater as waste. 
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Response 
Contaminated groundwater is managed by DOE's Environmental Restoration Program. The estimates 
of wastes from the Environmental Restoration Program that are given in Appendix B of the WM PEIS, 
however , do not include contaminated groundwater because of the difficulties in calculating the total 
volume projected to be extracted over the duration of the pump-and-treat operations. Contaminated 
groundwater collected as part of a remedial action would be treated onsite , as necessary, and does not 
involve decisions at a programmatic level. 

Comment (2427) 
Volume I, Section 1.7.4, states that the extent to which a site is cleaned up will depend largely on 
assumptions regarding future land use and that for most sites, the process of determining future site use 
has just begun. Land-use decisions will determine cleanup levels , which largely determine the amount 
of environmental restoration waste generated, which , despite what this PEIS says, will have a great 
impact on waste management. Has DOE considered this? 

Response 
Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS discusses the potential impacts on WM PEIS alternatives of 
managing environmental restoration waste for which responsibility will be transferred to the Waste 
Management Program. Appendix B was revised for the Final WM PEIS based on updated and 
additional information obtained from the data used to prepare the 1996 Baseline Environmental 
Management Report. Appendix B now provides updated estimated volumes of environmental 
restoration-generated waste , as well as the planned disposition of those wastes, at individual DOE sites . 
The planned disposition of a particular volume of waste (e.g. , via treatment, access controls , in-situ 
containment) (see Section B.4) at a given site provides some indication of the clean-up level at a site. 
Moreover, DOE incorporated the land-use scenario provided in the 1996 Baseline Environmental 
Management Report, which also was based partly on this waste disposition information. However, 
DOE acknowledges in Section B.9 that the adoption of alternate land-use scenarios might alter the 
amounts of environmental restoration transferred waste. Section B. 9 also states that adoption of the 
least restricted scenario is unlikely and that slightly more restricted land uses would result in only 
minor changes in environmental restoration waste volumes . 

As noted in Section B.3 in Appendix B, environmental restoration remedies using in-situ technologies 
where the contaminated media remains in place are usually coupled with decisions that control or 
restrict site land use . At those sites where future land-use plans allow for more unrestricted public 
access, it is more likely that remediation will involve removal of contaminated materials. 

Comment (2437) 
Volume I, Page 6-111, Table 6.15-1; Page 7-109, Table 7.15-1 ; Volume III, Page B-8, Table B.5-1 : 
"The blank ( or *) boxes under ER waste volumes in these tables should be better explained or estimates 
should be found and inserted. For example, it is absolutely incredible that ER at Hanford, LANL, 
PGDP, and Pantex will generate neither any LLMW nor any LLW. The estimate of the impact of ER 
waste is distorted by these estimates being omitted." 

Response 
The Final WM PEIS discussions of environmental restoration waste volumes have been revised based on 
updated data used for the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report . The Draft WM PEIS 
contained 1994 or earlier data, which were the best estimates available at the time. Updated data 
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concerning the current environmental restoration-generated low-level waste and low-level mixed waste 
volumes are summarized in Tables B.5-1 and B.5-2 in Appendix B. Appendix B and Sections 6.15 and 
7 .15 were revised to discuss the revised volumes of environmental restoration low-level mixed waste and 
low-level waste, respectively . 

Table B. 5-1 shows that the sites identified in the comment each plan to generate environmental restoration 
low-level waste. Table B.5-2 shows that each of these sites , with the exception of Pantex, plan to 
generate environmental restoration low-level mixed waste. Environmental restoration activities are not 
within the scope of the WM PEIS, primarily due to their site-specific nature. However, the WM PEIS 
discusses the potential influence on the comparison of WM PEIS alternatives of that portion of the 
environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program. 

Comment (2607) 
Will the transuranic wastes generated from the Pit 9 project at INEL be considered environmental 
restoration wastes or pre-1970 waste? 

Response 
In the WM PEIS, DOE defines all pre-1970 transuranic waste (also known as buried transuranic waste) 
as environmental restoration waste, which will be managed in accordance with CERCLA. The waste 
generated from the Pit 9 project at INEL fits that definition and is included in the qualitative discussion 
on environmental restoration waste impacts in Appendix B, Volume III of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2629) 
Volume III, Table B.5-1, provides projected environmental restoration waste volumes through 2033, 
estimated by the computer model ARAM. However, estimated waste volumes differ substantially from 
those given in Waste Stream Projections for Environmental Restoration at the Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory (DOE/ID-10417, Revision 6, June 3, 1995). Where good estimates are 
available, the PEIS should use them. Please explain. The EIS also appears to ignore the hundreds of 
structures that will need to undergo decontamination and decommissioning. 

Response 
The quantities of environmental restoration waste used in the Draft WM PEIS analysis were based on 
1994 or earlier data, which were the best data available at the time DOE prepared the Draft WM PEIS. 
Updated data concerning the current environmental restoration waste volumes are provided in 
Appendix B in Volume III of the Final WM PEIS. 

Environmental restoration waste volumes presented in Appendix B of the Final WM PEIS have been 
updated using information that was provided by each site and incorporated into a computerized 
database called the Environmental Restoration Core Database. The 1996 Baseline Environmental 
Management Report incorporated volumes from this database as well . Individual DOE sites control the 
information in this database and, understandably, they continually update their waste inventory 
calculations as more information is gathered and remedies are selected. For the purposes of the Final 

I 

WM PEIS , DOE "locked" in May 1996 data from the Core Datebase. DOE recognizes that when the 
Final WM PEIS is published the volumes given in Appendix B might not match quantities reported in 
site-specific documents containing newer information. Section B.4 in Volume III , identifies 
environmental restoration waste volumes at INEL, and the planned disposition of these wastes . These 
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estimates reflect only those facilities within the current scope of the Environmental Restoration 
Program, and do not include other structures or facilities that might require decommissioning in the 
future but have not yet been transferred to the Environmental Restoration Program. More information 
on facilities to be decontaminated and decommissioned at INEL and other sites can be found in the 
1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report. 

The WM PEIS was not prepared to support decisions for the Environmental Restoration Program 
(which includes decontamination and decommissioning) , but does consider the amount of environmental 
restoration waste for which responsibility is expected to be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program (see Appendix B). Although this analysis indicates that this environmental restoration 
transferred waste could affect the scale of waste management activities at specific sites, it is not 
expected to affect the basis for comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives . 

Comment (2782) 
The predominance of Environmental Restoration Program wastes over other kinds of wastes 
underscores all [commentor's] reservations regarding impacts to groundwater, surface waters, and 
ecological resources, etc., at BNL. BNL is a special case because of these factors, and that it is 
inappropriate not to consider the site-specific factors associated with BNL. Any hard look at these 
factors would lead to elimination of BNL as a possible disposal site . 

Response 
The WM PEIS analysis will not be used to make decisions regarding the Environmental Restoration 
Program. Although the WM PEIS does not consider environmental restoration alternatives, it does 
present the most recent projected volumes of environmental restoration waste at individual sites and 
discusses the potential affect of environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be 
transferred to the Waste Management Program. BNL's estimated volumes of this environmental 
restoration transferred-waste are less than the corresponding volumes of waste management wastes (see 
Table B.6-1 in Volume III). 

Evaluating BNL as a potential site for waste management activities does not mean that the site will be 
selected. However, there is no basis for rejecting the site without evaluation. NEPA requires 
evaluation of reasonable alternatives. The preferred alternatives for low-level mixed waste treatment 
and disposal are identified in Section 3. 7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. As necessary, DOE will 
analyze impacts on a sitewide or project-level basis in separate 'NEPA reviews. Those reviews will 
include the potential impacts from environmental restoration activities to the extent possible. 
Cumulative impacts of waste management actions combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future environmental restoration actions were considered in the WM PEIS to the extent 
possible (see Chapter 11 in Volume I). 

As shown in Section B.5, the projected volume of environmental restoration low-level mixed waste to 
be managed onsite at BNL is 3,200 cubic meters. However, the portion, if any, of that waste to be 
disposed of onsite is uncertain. 

Comment (2809) 
Several of the DOE sites have Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act and/or Resource Conservation and Recovery Act cleanup actions that have a different decision 
process than the National Environmental Policy Act. It would be helpful to further classify the waste 
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types under these statutes . The cost effectiveness of treatment options is very dependent on waste 
volumes . Decisions on portions of the waste streams discussed in the WM PEIS might already be ma e 
under other statutory authority . 

Response 
The commentor is correct in that DOE is proceeding with its environmental restoration decisions on a 
site-specific basis under CERCLA or RCRA. Although environmental restoration activities are outside 
the scope of the WM PEIS, DOE does assess the potential impacts on the WM PEIS alternatives of 
those environmental restoration wastes for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste 
Management Program (see Volume I, Sections 6.15, 7.15 and 8.15, and Volume III, Appendix B). 
DOE has determined that, while for specific sites the transfer of responsibility for some environmental 
restoration waste to the Waste Management Program could impact some sites, it is not expected to 
affect the basis for comparison of WM PEIS alternatives. 

Comment (2814) 
The last paragraph in Volume I, Section 1. 5. 3, states that the waste volumes from retrieval of pre-1970 
transuranic waste (TRUW) might affect the conclusions in the WM PEIS. If this is the case, then 
wastes generated from all remediation at DOE sites for all waste types must also be analyzed in the 
same way to maintain consistency and to ensure that all wastes generated at DOE sites are accounted 
for. 

Response 
Prior to 1970, DOE disposed of TRUW by burial in shallow land disposal units . This waste is known 
as "pre-1970 TRUW" or "buried TRUW." After 1970, DOE "retrievably stored" all TRUW pending 
the development of a deep geologic repository for disposal of this ';fRUW. 

DOE considers pre-1970 TRUW to be environmental restoration waste. The WM PEIS focuses on 
waste management facilities (those required to treat, store , or dispose of existing and future wastes) . 
While this PEIS does not analyze environmental restoration alternatives, it does contain information on 
the anticipated environmental restoration waste volumes (for low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, 
and transuranic waste) and a qualitative discussion of the extent to which those waste volumes could 
affect waste management decisions. Appendix B provides an estimate of environmental restoration 
waste and how it could affect the portion of environmental restoration waste for which responsibility 
could be transferred to the Waste Management Program. Appendix B was extensively revised for the 
Final WM PEIS and now contains updated information on volumes of environmental restoration waste 
and the disposition of environmental restoration waste for individual DOE sites. This information is 
summarized in the individual waste-type chapters . DOE has determined that, while the portion of 
environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program could affect the waste management activities at specific sites, this transferred waste would not 
affect the basis for comparison of WM PEIS alternatives . 

Comment (2826) 
In the discussion of disposal in Section 6.15.2, it is stated that increased disposal volumes of 
environmental restoration-generated low-level mixed waste require additional land , but may pose 
capacity problems at smaller facilities such as BNL. An option is mentioned regarding shipping 
overflow wastes to another offsite facility . As stated previously , BNL is highly environmentally-
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sensitive, lies over a sole-source aquifer, and is in an area of high population density. Therefore, all 
such wastes should be shipped offsite. 

Response 
The National Environmental Policy Act requires that reasonable alternatives be evaluated. As noted in 
Section 6.3.2 in Volume I, BNL has less than 200 cubic meters of waste management low-level mixed 
waste. BNL would manage only its own low-level mixed waste and dispose of such wastes only under 
the Decentralized Alternative. It would ship its wastes for disposal in all other alternatives. For the 
Decentralized Alternative, the relatively small amount of waste management low-level mixed waste at 
BNL indicates that impacts to human health and the environment at BNL may be considered low. 
Chapter 6 in Volume I of the PEIS provides more detail on potential low-level mixed waste impacts, 
and the preferred alternative for low-level mixed waste is identified in Section 3. 7 in Volume I. Before 
actual waste management facilities are sited, DOE will conduct NEPA reviews on a sitewide or project
level basis. As shown in Section B.5 in Appendix B, Volume III, the projected volume of 
environmental restoration low-level mixed waste to be managed by the Environmental Restoration 
Program at BNL is 3,200 cubic meters. This waste will not be transferred to waste management for 
disposition. Disposition of this waste will be determined under: the CERCLA decisionmaking at the 
site. 

Comment (3011) 
The large amount of environmental restoration wastes generated at BNL relative to the small amount of 
wastes requiring disposal is worthy of notice. There are two causes for such a situation. The first is 
past (and perhaps current?) operating practices were so poor as to create disproportionately large 
environmental problems. The second is that site specific environmental factors tend to magnify small 
releases into large cleanups. The Town of Brookhaven believes that both apply to BNL. This supports 
the commentor's position that BNL is not a suitable candidate site under any disposal option, and that 
the only consideration for wastes from BNL should be what is considered for the "excess wastes" 
described in this paragraph: offsite disposal. 

If a disposal facility is created at BNL, the analysis must consider the possibility that all wastes 
appropriate for disposal at that facility will be disposed of there. It is unlikely that only a portion of a 
site's wastes will be treated and disposed at a site facility, for economic and practical considerations. 
The commentor takes strong exception to the suggestion that DOE will, in a matter of course fashion, 
automatically ship wastes from BNL if an on-site disposal facility is permitted and available. Although 
the scope of the WM PEIS was limited to exclude environmental restoration activities, BNL's particular 
situation requires such an analysis. 

Response 
Evaluation of disposal at BNL was conducted to determine the suitability of the site. The act of 
evaluating the site does not imply that the site will be selected. NEPA requires evaluation of 
reasonable alternatives. Moreover, DOE is not considering shipping wastes from other sites to BNL 
for disposal, and could not implement such a practice without having considered it in a NEPA analysis. 
BNL would dispose of low-level waste and low-level mixed waste only under the Decentralized 
Alternative, and only its own waste . 

As shown in Tables B.5-1 and B.5-2, the volumes of environmental restoration low-level waste and 
low-level mixed waste to be managed onsite at BNL are relatively small. Current plans are for 
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16,000 of 19,000 cubic meters of low-level mixed waste and more than 99% of low-level waste from 
e v· o ental re toration activities to be shipped offsite for commercial disposal. DOE believes that 
decisions with regard to the disposition of environmental restoration-generated waste are site-specific in 
nature and, therefore, will be further evaluated in site-specific analyses. 

Comment (3012) 
Table 6.15-1 shows that over three orders of magnitude more waste will be generated at BNL from the 
environmental restoration activities than from "normal" site operations. BNL has a two orders of 
magnitude greater increase in wastes than any other site. This •again shows BNL's unique position. 
BNL should not be considered with other DOE sites under this programmatic review. Please note that 
the footnote to the table compounds this difference. 

Response 
BNL was included in the WM PEIS because it generates waste management waste that will be managed 
according to the alternatives that will be selected based on the WM PEIS analysis. In the revised 
Appendix B, Table B.5-2 indicates that the total estimated volume of environmental restoration low
level mixed waste at BNL is 19,000 cubic meters, while Table B.6-1 indicates that the estimated 
volume of waste management low-level mixed waste is 190 cubic meters. These tables similarly 
indicate a relatively high volume of environmental restoration low-level mixed waste compared to 
waste management low-level mixed waste for PGDP and INEL, and also that none of the 
environmental restoration low-level mixed waste at these sites would be transferred to waste 
management facilities. Therefore, BNL does not appear to be "unique" in the sense referred to in the 
comment. Table 6-15 .1 was deleted from the Final WM PEIS, as site-specific environmental 
restoration information is now contained in Appendix B. 

The WM PEIS does not analyze environmental restoration alternatives, but provides a qualitative 
analysis of the potential impacts of environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be 
transferred to Waste Management Program on the comparison of WM PEIS alternatives. 
Environmental restoration actions will be further evaluated in site-specific analyses. DOE does not 
believe that the environmental restoration transferred waste would affect the basis for comparison of 
WM PEIS alternatives, including the waste management activities at BNL. 

Comment (3013) 
Volume I, Section 7.15.2, states that environmental restoration low-level waste amounts are greater 
than "normal" activity low-level waste amounts for BNL. How was this computed, as nowhere has an 
estimate for low-level waste production at BNL been made? Furthermore, the conclusion in this 
section is contradictory to the approach used in Volume I, Chapter 6, where environmental restoration 
wastes were not to be used to expand a facility constructed for wastes generated in the course of regular 
activities. The WM PEIS has made some linkages between low-level waste and low-level mixed waste 
treatment and disposal strategies. Therefore, the assertion in this chapter that environmental restoration 
wastes could merely be added to the normally produced waste stream (which has never been quantified 
for BNL) is very disturbing. 

Response 
The Final WM PEIS was revised to include updated waste volumes for both environmental restoration 
(ER)- and waste management-generated wastes. Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS shows a 
total of 120,000 cubic meters of ER low-level waste at BNL (see Table B.5-1), and 5,640 cubic meters 

9-23 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

9.3 Environmental Restoration Waste and Its Effect on the WM PEIS 

of waste management low-level waste at BNL (see Table B.6~1). Table B.6-1 also indicates that 
responsibility for a comparatively small volume of 400 cubic meters of ER low-level waste will be 
transferred to waste management facilities. Disposition of environmental restoration low-level waste 
will be further evaluated in site-specific analyses. For both low-level waste and low-level mixed waste, 
DOE considered the effects of ER waste for which responsibility would be transferred to the Waste 
Management Program and determined that the transferred waste would not affect the basis for 
comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives . The transfer of some environmental restoration waste to the 
Waste Management Program could impact the treatment or disposal at specific sites. 

The waste management low-level waste analysis in the Draft PEIS was based on inventory and 
projected waste volumes for each generating site as listed in the 1992 Integrated Data Base. Since 
then, new information for waste management low-level waste from the 1995 Integrated Data Base has 
become available . Appendix I of the PEIS discusses the newly updated waste management waste 
volumes. The 1995 Integrated Data Base indicated a sufficiently increased volume of low-level waste 
at BNL (5 ,640 cubic meters) to warrant a reevaluation of impacts at BNL using the BNL updated 
waste-volume data for the Final PEIS. 

Section 7.15 in Volume I summarizes the information on ER low-level waste in Appendix B. 
Table 7 .15-1 was deleted from the Final PEIS, as Appendix B now contains site-specific ER 
information. Section 7.15 no longer notes that ER low-level waste is greater than waste management 
waste from normal activities . At BNL, the ER transferred wastes that are currently estimated to be 
400 cubic meters (waste management wastes are estimated at 5 ,640 cubic meters) . 

Comment (3019) 
Section 6.15.2 indicates that each site would have sufficient capacity to treat environmental restoration 
waste only after the 10-year building phase and the 10-year treatment period. This is an unacceptable 
position to put many sites in, particularly those where restoration is the primary mission and cleanup is 
attainable in the near term. 

Response 
DOE did not intend to imply that wastes from the Environmental Restoration Program could only be 
brought into the Waste Management Program for treatment after a 10-year processing period for waste 
management wastes, i.e., sequentially rather than concurrently. Volume I, Section 6.15 .2, of the 
Final PEIS has been clarified to indicate that environmental restoration waste could be transferred to 
waste management facilities whenever capacity is available. 

Comment (3082) 
The analysis does not adequately consider all the ramifications of the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement 
requirements for the Regionalized or Centralized Alternatives . For example, thermal treatment of 
Hanford wastes will require large units. Please evaluate Hanford-specific circumstances. 

Response 
The Hanford Tri-Party Agreement concerns cleanup actions at the Hanford Site that are environmental 
restoration activities . Environmental restoration alternatives are outside the scope of the WM PEIS, 
although the potential impact of environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be 
transferred to the Waste Management Program is discussed in Appendix B (Volume III) and 
summarized in Sections 6.15, 7 .15, and 8.15 (Volume I). Because the majority of the Hanford Site's 
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environmental restoration wastes would be managed in place or in the environmental restoration 
disposal facility. DOE estimated that relatively small percentages of the environmental restoration 
wastes generated at the site would be transferred to the Waste Management Program (see Table B. 5-1, 
B.5-2, and B.5-3). Impacts from environmental restoration activities combined with waste management 
activities are considered in the WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis (Chapter 11 , Volume I) to the 
extent possible. Additional information on site-specific impacts is addressed in the Draft Hanford 
Remedial Action EIS, which was published in September 1996. 

Comment (3096) 
Section B.1 erroneously leads the reader to the conclusion that all environmental restoration wastes 
complex-wide, and their cumulative impacts, are analyzed to determine their impacts on DOE waste 
management decisions , although this analysis only looks at a small portion of environmental restoration 
wastes. 

Response 
Appendix B provides information on all non-liquid environmental restoration wastes . The WM PEIS 
qualitatively analyzes the portion of environmental restoration wastes that is expected to be transferred 
to waste management facilities, to determine the effect of these wastes on the basis for comparison of 
WM PEIS alternatives. This information is provided in Volume III, Section B. Appendix B has been 
updated with the most recent environmental restoration waste volumes. Most environmental restoration 
wastes would be managed in place, in facilities dedicated to environmental restoration, or by 
commercial vendors. Volume I, Chapter 11, discusses for each site the impacts of environmental 
restoration activities combined with waste management activities, where that information is available, 
as noted in Section 11.1 . 

Comment (3097) 
Sections B.1, 2, and 3 are deficient because: (1) they include an inaccurate description of the 
CERCLA remediation process; (2) they do not reference RCRA; and (3) volume estimates are virtually 
useless in light of the caveats related to land-use determinations, DOE installations, and field offices . 

Response 
The environmental restoration waste volume estimates presented in the Draft WM PEIS were the best 
available data at the time of the analysis on the amount of environmental restoration waste that may 
potentially be managed by waste management facilities. Appendix B has been extensively revised in 
the Final WM PEIS, and includes environmental restoration waste volumes used to develop the 1996 
Baseline Environmental Management Report. DOE recognizes, however, that waste-volume data will 
continually change as sites refine their estimates. The waste volumes calculations reflect the scenario 
that is described in the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report. The assumptions affiliated 
with this scenario are described in detail in the appendices to the Baseline Environmental Management 
Report. 

Appendix B is not intended to give a detailed description of the CERCLA remediation process and has 
been revised to give only a simplified overview of how cleanup decisions are made . Section 1.4 in 
Volume I of the PEIS also identifies RCRA and CERCLA as key ' statutes applicable to hazardous waste 
management activities, and provides descriptions of these statutes as well. 
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As not d in Volume III , Section B.3, environm ta a em die u ing in- itu technologies 
where the contaminated media remains in place are usually coupled with decisions that control or 
restrict site use. At those sites where plans for future uses of land allow for more unrestricted public 
access, it is more likely that remediation will involve removal of contaminated materials. 

Comment (3098) 
It is erroneous to assume [in Appendix B] that CERCLA actions, or treatment in place, produces no 
wastes requiring treatment and disposal . 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not assume that CERCLA actions do not produce waste. Appendix B has been 
extensively revised in the Final WM PEIS. It now provides more complete information about the 
wastes expected to be generated by the Environmental Restoration Program. Tables B.5-1, B.5-2, and 
B.5-3 identify the planned disposition of each segment of environmental restoration waste at each site, 
and each site's projected environmental restoration waste volumes. The response actions fall into four 
major groups: ex-situ actions (i.e., those requiring removal from the original location, followed by 
treatment, if needed, then disposal); in-place actions using treatment, containment, or both; access and 
institutional controls with no further action; and actions not yet determined. Appendix B also contains 
a discussion of the potential effects of environmental restoration transferred wastes on the basis for 
comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives. 

Comment (3099) 
DOE received comments noting that Appendix B does not include specific information on Hanford's 
environmental restoration wastes . One commentor felt it was hard to understand how DOE arrived at 
the numbers presented in Table B.5.1 and Section B.5, stating that there were no references cited. In 
addition, the commentor said it was hard to believe that Hanford has no environmental restoration 
wastes that might be appropriate for waste management treatment and disposal. Another commentor 
pointed out that Section B.4 states the volume estimates do not include areas of contamination that have 
been determined to be prohibitively expensive to clean up, but the term "prohibitively expensive" is not 
defined . Therefore, it is not clear how much of Hanford falls under this criterion, particularly when 
Table B.5-1 does not give any volumes for Hanford. 

Response 
The focus of the qualitative analysis in Volume III, Appendix B, of the WM PEIS discussed the effects 
that estimated volumes of environmental restoration waste for which responsibility may be transferred 
to waste management facilities could have on the comparison of WM PEIS alternatives. In the Draft 
PEIS, DOE estimated that none of the environmental restoration wastes generated at the Hanford Site 
would be managed in waste management facilities . Therefore, no volumes were given for 
environmental restoration waste at Hanford in the Draft WM PEIS. 

Appendix B has been extensively revised in the Final WM PEIS. Updated waste volumes for the 
Hanford Environmental Restoration Program are now included in Tables B.5-1, B.5-2, and B.5-3, 
which now identify some Hanford environmental restoration waste to be transferred to waste 
management facilities . The waste volume estimates in the WM PEIS were provided by the sites and 
were used to develop the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report as well . Appendix B was 
revised to indicate all references used. · 
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Section B.3 notes that the Hanford Environmental Restoration Program is planning to place the 
majority of waste from site remediation projects and building decommissioning in its Environmental 
Restoration Disposal Facility . This facility will be operated by the Environmental Restoration 
Program, not the Waste Management Program. Consequently, there is relatively little waste currently 
slated for transfer to the Waste Management Program. 

For Hanford, the projects that are not included in the Appendix B estimates are: (1) Columbia River, 
Hanford Reach, excluded because there is no feasible remediation approach available; and 
(2) groundwater, excluded because the current approach is to conduct limited "pump-and-treat" 
followed by natural attenuation and monitoring . No groundwater projects involving "pump-and-treat" 
have been included in the estimates in Appendix B. 

Comment (3100) 
Table B.4-2, third bullet. Disposal volumes are generally not estimated at one-to-one ratio. A 30% 
"fluff factor" has been used in the volume estimates in the 100 Areas. Last bullet. Generation of 
environmental restoration wastes is said to occur over a 30-year period from 2003 to 2033. This does 
not match the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement (2018) or DOE-Richland long range plan (2047) . 

Response 
Appendix B was revised to state that the majority of the environmental restoration wastes will be 
produced between 2003 and 2033. Further, Section B.8 was revised to eliminate the assumption of a 
one-to-one ratio for waste treated and waste disposed. This assumption is no longer necessary because 
environmental restoration waste volumes are now being provided directly by the individual sites. 

Comment (3185) 
The PEIS must address whether the 50,000 cubic meters of low-level waste reported for PGDP in the 
PEIS is associated with environmental restoration or decommissioning and decontamination activities. 

Response 
The 50,000 cubic meters cited in the comment refers to the waste volumes used in Volume I, Chapter 7 
of the Draft WM PEIS, which were current inventory and 20-year projections of waste management 
low-level waste at PGDP reported in the 1992 Integrated Data Base. The 1992 Integrated Data Base 
did not report any environmental restoration or decommissioning and decontamination wastes at PGDP. 
However, estimated volumes of environmental restoration low-level waste are discussed in the Final 
WM PEIS in Section 7.15 and presented for each site in Volume III, Appendix B, Table B.5-1. 

New waste-volume information for waste management low-level waste from the 1995 Integrated Data 
Base has been incorporated in the Final PEIS and is reported in Volume III, Appendix I. Appendix B 
has been revised to incorporate updated environmental restoration volumes. 

Comment (3244) 
Managing transuranic wastes (TRUW) should also include wastes previously disposed of at Hanford. 
Recent DOE information presented at the Secretary's presentation on openness indicate that 
1,522 kilograms of plutonium have been discarded into the ground or into tanks at the Hanford Site. 
The information also reports DOE cannot account for 1,266 kilograms of plutonium at the Hanford 
Site . This additional plutonium might be in tanks, waste sites , or facilities. These need to be included 
in the WM PEIS. 
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R pons 
Plutonium contaminated TRUW that was previously disposed of is considered environmental 
restoration waste . Management of environmental restoration wastes is outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS. However, the PEIS does consider the effect of environmental restoration wastes for which 
responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management Program (see Volume I, Section 8.15, and 
Volume III, Appendix B). As indicated in Table B.6-1, the Hanford Site has an inventory and 
projected 20-year generation of about 50,000 cubic meters of waste management TRUW, and 
1,800 cubic meters of environmental restoration transferred TRUW. Table B.5-3 identifies 
approximately 84 cubic meters of environmental restoration TRUW for which disposition has not yet 
been determined. Environmental restoration wastes are also included to the extent possible in the 
cumulative impacts analysis in Volume I, Chapter 11. Site-specific conditions for the Hanford Site are 
analyzed in more detail in the Hanford Remedial Action EIS. 

The disposition of surplus plutonium stored at Hanford is outside the scope of the WM PEIS, but is 
discussed in the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS. The scope of the 
Fissile Materials PEIS is described in Section 1. 8 .1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3247) 
Commentors stated that the Final WM PEIS should accurately characterize environmental restoration 
wastes. One commentor stated that DOE's environmental restoration waste generation estimates vary 
as much as 100 to 200% and, therefore, the risk assessments are suspect. One commentor stated that 
the assumption that environmental restoration waste volumes are insignificant compared to current 
inventories and projected waste from waste management operations should be reevaluated because of 
inconsistencies with Baseline Environmental Management Report estimates, which in many cases are 
higher than the WM PEIS estimates . 

Response 
The WM PEIS was not prepared to inform decisions on the Environmental Restoration Program. 
However, it does consider the effects of the portion of environmental restoration waste for which 
responsibility may be transferred to the Waste Management Program on the comparison of WM PEIS 
alternatives. Appendix B in Volume III, which has been extensively revised, discusses the factors in 
estimating the amount of environmental restoration waste that might be managed at waste management 
facilities. DOE used the 1996 Environmental Restoration Core Database (which was also. used for the 
1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report) to update its environmental restoration waste 
volumes for each site in Appendix B. 

Appendix B also contains updated information on how DOE plans to manage contaminated media at 
each of its sites . In some cases, the media will be left in place, usually with controlled public and 
worker access. This type of response action generates little, if any, waste. In other cases, DOE plans 
to remove the contaminated media or structures, which often generates a substantial quantity of waste. 

As shown in Appendix B, the updated information indicates that overall, the amount of environmental 
restoration low-level waste that will enter the waste management system is slightly greater than the 
amount of waste management low-level waste. Other environmental restoration waste types projected 
to enter the waste management system are estimated to be less than the waste management generated 
waste types. DOE expects the estimates provided in Appendix B will change as the environmental 
restoration and decontamination and decommissioning activities progress. Environmental restoration 
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wastes that would be managed in place, in environmental restoration facilities , or by commercial 
vendors would not affect waste management facilities. Although this analysis indicates that 
environmental restoration waste transferred to waste management facilities could influence waste 
management activities at specific sites, it is not expected to affect the basis for comparison of the 
WM PEIS alternatives. 

The human health risk results presented in the WM PEIS are for waste management activities only and 
do not include human health risks from managing environmental restoration wastes, because there is 
insufficient information on the constituents of all environmental restoration wastes . However, DOE 
believes that risks from physical hazards associated with operation of environmental restoration waste 
treatment and disposal facilities would tend to be the same or less than those for comparable volumes of 
waste management wastes. 

Comment (3256) 
The WM PEIS socioeconomics analysis should include an analysis of cleanup costs associated with the 
past, present, and future shallow land burial of radioactive wastes, since it appears that these impacts 
are appearing now and are certain to appear in the future. · 

Response 
The comment pertains to the costs of environmental restoration activities. DOE does not evaluate 
environmental restoration alternatives in the WM PEIS because it determined that programmatic 
decisions cannot be made for environmental restoration (see Volume I, Section 1.7.1) . These decisions 
should reflect the particular conditions at each site . Although the WM PEIS does not evaluate 
alternatives for the Environmental Restoration Program, it does consider the effects of the volume 
environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program. The cost of managing the portion of environmental restoration transferred waste is not well 
known. DOE expects the Department-wide estimates provided in Appendix B to change as the 
environmental restoration and decontamination and decommissioning actlVltles progress. 
Environmental restoration wastes that would be managed within the Environmental Restoration 
Program would be analyzed in site-specific reviews. 

Comment (3282) 
The WM PEIS considers only legacy waste and operations waste, but not environmental restoration 
waste . Although it appears that DOE has performed a sensitivity analysis to determine if the 
consideration of environmental restoration wastes would significantly change any impacts, it is unclear 
why restoration waste is not included directly in the analysis. The rationale given in the Draft 
WM PEIS for the segmentation of waste management from environmental restoration activities is that 
DOE has not yet acquired sufficient data from its contaminated facilities to adequately assess the 
impacts of its planned site remediation actions . The analysis claims that environmental restoration 
wastes are uncertain, depending on cleanup levels, which depend on future-use assumptions. However, 
if sufficient estimates were available to do the sensitivity analysis and produce the 1995 Baseline 
Environmental Management Report , and after 6 years of substantial environmental restoration budgets , 
it seems as though environmental restoration wastes should be fully considered along with waste 
management wastes in a single environmental review. One commentor specifically stated that the PEIS 
must estimate the volume of low-level mixed waste expected to be generated from environmental 
restoration activities and asked , "What are anticipated waste volumes?" Another commentor stated the 
WM PEIS should clarify its analysis of waste generated as a result of restoration activities and the 
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assumption behind these estimates , and should clearly define the entire inventory of waste addressed in 
the document. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic analysis that evaluates decentralized, regionalized, and centralized 
approaches for treatment, storage, and disposal of wastes generated by DOE operations. DOE 
recognized, after conducting preliminary analyses, that programmatic decisions regarding 
environmental restoration cannot be made because these decisions must reflect the particular conditions 
at each site, as ;well as the involvement of State regulators and local stakeholders. This is why DOE 
eliminated the environmental restoration activities from the scope of the WM PEIS. The site-specific 
nature of environmental restoration activities is due partly to their dependency on decisions regarding 
future-use plans and cleanup agreements. Such decisions involve input from State and local 
governments, as well as EPA, and were evolving at different rates during the WM PEIS process. 

The term "anticipated waste volumes" is used in the WM PEIS to refer to projected volumes of waste 
management waste to be generated by DOE sites. While DOE has generated substantial data on 
environmental restoration waste volumes at some sites, it has much less at others. Appendix B in 
Volume III discusses the factors in estimating the amount of environmental restoration waste that might 
be managed at waste management facilities . DOE expects the Department-wide estimates provided in 
Appendix B would change as the environmental restoration and decontamination and decommissioning 
activities progress. However, the impacts of future environmental restoration activities at each of the 
major sites have been incorponi.ted into the cumulative impact analysis where that information is 
available in existing NEPA documents or in CERCLA or RCRA program documents (see Volume I, 
Chapter 11). 

DOE believes the elimination of the environmental restoration alternatives from the original scope of 
the PEIS did not compromise the programmatic decisions to be made based on the waste management 
analyses. The WM PEIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA and CEQ implementing 
regulations, which recognize that NEPA reviews might be warranted for individual agency programs 
due to timing or the need for specificity or in-depth analysis. 

Although the WM PEIS will not be used to inform decisions about DOE's Environmental Restoration 
Program, DOE's projection of the environmental restoration waste for which responsibility could be 
transferred to the Waste Management Program was considered in the WM PEIS to determine whether 
it could affect the decisions to be made based on the WM PEIS. The Final WM PEIS provides updated 
information on environmental restoration waste volumes and their disposition. DOE has determined 
that, while the transfer of responsibility for some environmental restoration waste to the Waste 
Management Program could affect waste management activities at specific sites, it is not expected to 
affect the basis for comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives. 

Environmental restoration activities at DOE sites consist mainly of CERCLA actions. Pursuant to the 
1994 DOE Secretarial NEPA Policy, DOE will rely on the CERCLA process for environmental review 
of actions to be taken under CERCLA, and will address NEPA values and public involvement 
procedures in its CERCLA processes to the extent possible. However, NEPA reviews are undertaken 
for siting, construction, and operation of treatment, storage, and disposal facilities that, in addition to 
supporting CERCLA actions, also serve as waste management facilities. DOE might also, after 
consultation with stakeholders and as matter of policy, integrate the NEPA and CERCLA processes for 
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other specific proposed actions . DOE will conduct NEPA reviews of non-CERCLA related, site-
specific environmental re toration activities, where appropriate. 

During each stage of environmental restoration from characterization of contaminated media to final 
remediation, waste might be generated. The projected volumes of waste that reasonably might be 
generated by environmental restoration were analyzed by each DOE site during development of the 
BEMR. These analyses included consideration of treatment, storage, and disposal capabilities, specific 
restoration requirements, and negotiations with State and Federal regulatory agencies in order to 
estimate how much of the contaminated media would need to be managed as waste . Estimates and 
descriptions of total quantities of the contaminated media to be managed, and the wastes that will be 
generated during environmental restoration, are contained in Volume III, Appendix B. Although most 
wastes that are generated as a result of DOE's environmental restoration activities would be managed 
outside of the alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS, a subset of the wastes generated by 
environmental restoration could be transferred for management in facilities evaluated in the WM PEIS . 
However, given the incomplete information about the final volumes and contaminant composition of the 
transferred wastes, it was not practical to analyze the potential impacts of managing these wastes in the 
WM PEIS. 

Comment (3422) 
A number of commentors stated that the WM PEIS is totally inadequate if it fails to disclose the 
quantities of and consider the impacts of environmental restoration waste that might be shipped to 
Hanford for treatment or disposal. One commentor added that the waste and materials that have been 
present at Hanford for years still are not properly vitrified or stored. Another commentor noted that 
Hanford has "a minuscule portion of known waste from all the nuclear weapons sites in this PEIS" and 
is concerned that decisions from the PEIS will set precedent without having considered environmental 
restoration waste. 

Response 
Environmental restoration alternatives were included in the original scope of the analysis for the PEIS, 
but DOE subsequently determined that cleanup activities are primarily site specific and cannot 
appropriately be addressed at the programmatic level. Accordingly, consideration of programmatic 
environmental restoration cleanup strategies were removed from the PEIS in February 1995. 
Volume I, Section 1. 7 .1 discusses this modification in scope regarding environmental restoration 
activities. 

As presently modified, the WM PEIS analyzes alternative configurations for waste management sites 
(those required to treat, store, or dispose of inventory wastes and wastes that will be generated in the 
future as a result of DOE operations) . While this document does not analyze environmental restoration 
alternatives, it does contain information on the anticipated waste volumes generated as a result of 
environmental restoration activities. Updated estimates on management approach for environmental 
restoration are given in Volume Ill, Appendix B of the PEIS, and are used to qualitatively ascertain the 
extent to which environmental restoration wastes that are transferred into the Waste Management 
Program could affect programmatic waste management alternatives. Specifically, for each major site, 
including the Hanford Site, there is information given about the projected environmental restoration 
actions and resultant waste volumes that would be generated at the site . Sections 6 .15 , 7 .15 , and 8 .15 
summarize these data as well . The transfer of environmental restoration waste is not expected to affect 
the basis for comparison of WM PEIS alternatives . 
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The volumes presented in Appendix B are based on current planning assumptions and, in many cases, 
deci ion n fi I di p al lo ati b th CERCLA and/or RCRA pro ss 
underway at each site . 

Volume I, Chapter 11 , presents the cumulative impacts by site from many different programs. 
Environmental restoration activities have been considered to the extent possible, including the potential 
impacts of the preferred alternatives in the Hanford Remedial Action Draft EIS and the Final Tank 
Waste Remediation System EIS . 

Comment (3655) 
It is difficult to believe the assumption that impacts relating to capacity and processing rates with regard 
to the environmental restoration (ER) waste treated after the 10-year period for the waste management 
transuranic waste (TRUW) loads would be "less than those anticipated for waste management TRUW," 
(WM PEIS p . 8-80) especially in light of the following : 

• That less than one-fourth of the environmental restoration release sites have been fully 
characterized; therefore the extent and type of contamination is largely unknown. (WM PEIS 
p. 8-77); 

• DOE projects that only RFETS , SRS , and ORR will have environmental restoration TRUW 
requiring treatment at waste management facilities when transuranic materials were used at the 
majority of DOE sites prior to 1970; 

• and that, historically , DOE waste management practices have not been particularly environmentally 
sensitive . 

Response 
More recent data on projected ER waste volumes have been received since publication of the Draft 
WM PEIS . These updated data are contained in the revised Appendix B. The discussions in Volume I, 
Sections 6.15 , 7.15, and 8.15 of the effects of projected ER waste volumes have been updated 
accordingly. Only SRS would have higher volumes of ER TRUW than waste management TRUW. 
The updated data also indicate that, of the major sites analyzed in the WM PEIS; ANL-E, the Hanford 
Site, INEL, ORR, RFETS, and SRS would transfer ER TRUW to waste management facilities. This 
information is contained in the revised Appendix B. 

As indicated in Table B.5-3, Appendix B, in Volume III of the WM PEIS, most of the total volume of 
ER TRUW will be transferred to waste management facilities . The total volume of ER TRUW is 
expected to be less than the total waste management TRUW volume. 

Section 8.15 in Volume I of the WM PEIS states that in order to analyze the effect of ER wastes on 
TRUW decisions, DOE compared (1) the most current projection of ER wastes for which responsibility 
would be transferred to the Waste Management Program for treatment to (2) the volume of waste 
management wastes used in the WM PEIS analyses. Because radiological activities and chemical 
concentrations of ER transferred waste are , in general , expected to be lower than those of comparable 
waste management waste, risks from additional ER transferred wastes are expected to be lower than the 
risks resulting from the treatment of equivalent volumes of waste management wastes. 
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Commen (3729 
The WM PEIS fails to disclose that Hanford's "clean" environmental restoration wastes will require the 
sacrifice of 1, 791 football fields worth of land and habitat for landfills. 

Response 
Environmental restoration activities are beyond the scope of the WM PEIS. These activities are 
addressed in detail in the Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS, published September 1996, as well as 
through cleanup actions taken under CERCLA. However, Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS 
presents the total estimated volumes of environmental restoration waste at the Hanford Site, as well as the 
expected disposition of these volumes (see Tables B.5-1, B.5-2, and B.5-3). 

Cumulative impacts of land-use requirements at the Hanford Site are presented in Volume I, Section 11.6. 
This includes cumulative impacts of current activities and reasonably foreseeable future activities . 
Environmental restoration activities are considered to the extent possible. 

Comment (3930) 
The WM PEIS should consider buried transuranic waste (TRUW) because buried TRUW constitutes 
the most urgent and serious of TRUW problems. 

Response 
The WM PEIS evaluation of TRUW included analysis of material placed in "retrievable" storage since 
1970. Pre-1970 TRUW, known as "buried TRUW," was not included in the analysis. This buried 
waste is considered environmental restoration waste and will be managed in accordance with CERCLA 
and RCRA. Section 8.15 in Volume I and Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS contain 
information regarding TRUW generated as a result of environmental restoration activities (including 
retrieval of pre-1970 TRUW) and the extent to which these waste volumes could affect the basis for 
comparison of the WM PEIS alternatives . 

Comment (3969) 
Commentors questioned apparent discrepancies between environmental restoration low-level waste 
volumes in the WM PEIS and other sources . One commentor asked DOE to explain the variance 
(14,518,000 cubic meters) between the environmental restoration low-level waste volumes reported in 
the 1995 Baseline Environmental Management Report and the environmental restoration waste volumes 
reported in the WM PEIS, and provide the documentation to support the numbers derived from 
Baseline Environmental Management Report that correspond with the WM PEIS. Commentors 
questioned the estimated 87,000 cubic meters of environmental restoration low-level waste at FEMP. 
One commentor stated that the WM PEIS estimates 87,000 cubic meters of FEMP environmental 
restoration low-level waste for disposal, which conflicts with the Fernald Citizens Task Force 1995 
report estimates of 2,352,796.5 cubic meters of waste. What is the source of the WM PEIS estimate? 
Another commentor inquired whether the 87,000 cubic meters of environmental restoration low-level 
waste was the number used in the dose calculations and Appendix E, Transportation, and if so, how or 
when would these calculations be recalculated to include the actual volumes of waste at FEMP? 

Response 
At the time the Draft WM PEIS was prepared, scant data were available on the expected amounts of 
environmental restoration wastes that would be managed in waste management facilities. For 
Appendix B of the Draft WM PEIS, the volumes of environmental restoration wastes were estimated by 
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using the Baseline Environmental Management Report database and internal working documents 
developed for the Baseline Environmental Management Report . DOE substantially revised the 
WM PEIS to include updated information from the data used for the 1996 Baseline Environmental 
Management Report. 

This updated information identifies a total of 2,500,000 cubic meters of environmental restoration low
level waste at FEMP, with 180,000 cubic meters of the total to be transferred to waste management 
facilities (see Table B.5-1 in Appendix B). 

Only waste generated from waste management activities was analyzed in the WM PEIS. As a result, 
the volume of environmental restoration low-level waste at FEMP for which responsibility will remain 
in the Environmental Restoration Program was not considered in the dose calculations and 
transportation estimates. 

Comment (3976) 
At what point will the volume of waste at FEMP that meets the waste acceptance criteria (1,804,150.2 
cubic meters) for disposal onsite in the engineered disposal cell be considered to fall under the Waste 
Management Program, given that DOE will be responsible for this disposal cell for perpetuity? 

Response 
As presently envisioned, the Environmental Restoration Program will retain responsibility for the onsite 
engineered disposal cell at FEMP--it will not fall under the Waste Management Program. 

Comment (3978) 
FEMP Operating Unit 1 contains approximately 480,321.72 cubic meters of low-level waste to be 
transported by rail and disposed of at a commercial facility located in Utah. This is a major 
transportation undertaking, yet it does not appear to be included in the WM PEIS. 

Response 
All of FEMP's estimated low-level waste volume is generated from environmental restoration activities. 
Waste from environmental restoration activities was included in the original scope of the WM PEIS, 
but DOE subsequently determined that cleanup activities were primarily site-specific and were not 
appropriate for decisions at the programmatic level. Accordingly, the consideration of programmatic 
environmental restoration strategies was removed from the WM PEIS in January 1995. Section 1. 7 .1, 
in Volume I of the PEIS discusses the modification of the scope of the WM PEIS . 

The decision to ship waste from FEMP Operating Unit 1, the Waste Storage Area, to a commercial 
disposal facility was made in March 1995 under the CERCLA process. The transportation impacts 
were analyzed in the associated CERCLA documents that were made available to the public and remain 
in the FEMP Administrative Record. 

Volume I, Chapter 11, presents cumulative impacts by site from many different programs. To the 
extent possible, environmental restoration and existing operations have been considered. 

Comment (3994) 
In Tables 7.15-1 , 7 .15-2, and 7.15-3, disposal alternatives are listed by chart comparisons for 
16 disposal sites, 6 disposal sites, and 1 disposal site . Waste management treatment at Portsmouth is 
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con tant for the three alternatives--97,000 cubic meters to be treated at thi ite. am confused that 
under Table 7.15-1, all sites treat; 16 dispose. Portsmouth is listed for disposal of 290,000 cubic 
meters of environmental restoration waste, and disposal of 200,000 cubic meters of waste management 
low-level waste. How can "all sites treat and 16 dispose" result in such an increase in the amount of 
low-level waste scheduled for disposal at the Portsmouth Plant? The "6 sites dispose" and "1 site 
disposes" alternatives list no environmental restoration waste at Portsmouth. Could DOE please 
provide detailed information on how these figures were calculated? 

Response 
Environmental restoration waste volumes have been updated in the Final WM PEIS. Section 7. 3. 2 in 
Volume I shows that under the Decentralized Alternative, Portsmouth would dispose of wastes from 
5 of the 27 offsite generators; Bettis, Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory, Princeton Plasma Physics 
Laboratory, Mound, and RMI Titanium Company. These sites contribute more than half of the volume 
of waste management wastes for management at the Portsmouth Plant. Table B.7-1 in Volume III 
shows that under the Decentralized Alternative, the Portsmouth Plant would manage 97,000 cubic 
meters of waste management low-level waste, and 190 cubic meters of environmental restoration low
level waste. The Portsmouth Plant itself will generate 730,000 cubic meters of environmental 
restoration low-level waste (see Table B.5-1). The majority of this waste will be managed within the 
Environmental Restoration Program. 
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10.1 Regulatory Compliance 

Comment (221) 
What is the regulatory relationship between DOE and NRC; are they cooperating agencies? Which 
agency regulates reactors? What are the criteria for regulating nuclear reactors? 

Response 
For purposes of the WM PEIS, NRC and DOE are not cooperating agencies . In general , NRC and 
DOE regulatory powers regarding radiological and nuclear safety are independent of each other . NRC 
regulates commercial use of atomic energy and radioactivity, including power reactors and non-DOE 
research reactors; DOE regulates its own use of atomic energy and radioactivity, including the nuclear 
reactors on its sites . There are a few DOE activities that, by statute, are regulated by NRC . For 
example, pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, NRC will license the geological repository 
where DOE will dispose of high-level radioactive waste . This PEIS is concerned with waste 
management and regulation of nuclear reactors is outside its scope. 

The regulation of nuclear reactors by DOE and NRC has the same objective--to help ensure that 
nuclear reactors operate safely and do not pose undue radiological risks to the public or to onsite 
workers. NRC regulates non-DOE reactors. The regulation of nuclear reactors by NRC is in 
accordance with the rules found in 10 CFR Part 50. One of the m~ans used to regulate nuclear reactors 
is to impose criteria governing their design. NRC's 64 general design criteria are found in Appendix A 
to 10 CFR Part 50. These design criteria fall into six main categories: (1) overall requirements; 
(2) protection by multiple fission product barriers; (3) protection and reactivity control systems; 
(4) fluid systems; (5) reactor containment; (6) fuel and radioactivity control. DOE has similar design 
criteria for its reactors, which are documented in DOE Order 5480.3. 

Comment (222) 
Does anyone in the nuclear community monitor small radiation sources or is it left only to the Town 
Zoning Board? 

Response 
NRC has regulatory jurisdiction over small commercial radiation sources, although some States have 
agreements with NRC to assume this regulatory responsibility (Agreement States). To possess such 
sources, NRC and Agreement States require owners of such sources to have licenses that include 
conditions to help ensure that the public is not endangered by the sources, and that the sources are 
properly disposed . NRC or the Agreement State will terminate the license if the licensee does not 
comply with the terms of a license . DOE has regulatory authority for DOE sites . DOE Order 5400.5 
and regulations found in 10 CFR Part 835 provide the standards for radiation protection at DOE sites. 

Comment (392) 
Disposal decisions should go through the NRC siting process because DOE cannot credibly act as its 
own regulator in siting nuclear and hazardous waste disposal facilities. Actions that DOE takes must 
comply with Federal and State laws and must be subject to oversight by the State. Self-regulation by 
DOE has not worked and we will not allow it to continue. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is DOE's national strategy for the safe and efficient management of its radioactive and 
hazardous waste. While the WM PEIS identifies waste management options, it does not actually site 
waste management facilities. 
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Hazardous , radioactive , and mixed waste management have differing requirements establisht:d by tare 
and Federal laws. DOE's hazardous and mixed waste management (treatment, storage, and disposal) 
facilities are subject to the same Federal and State laws as private waste management facilities . 
Management of hazardous waste and the hazardous portion of mixed waste are regulated by the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and corresponding State acts . The EPA and 
corresponding State regulatory agencies closely regulate DOE's waste management facilities . 

Both NRC and EPA regulate radioactive waste disposal; their requirements are very similar. Any DOE 
radioactive waste disposal facilities will be sited and operated in accordance with all applicable 
requirements . DOE does not operate hazardous waste disposal facilities at this time , nor does the WM 
PEIS suggest that it will. 

In January 1996, the Secretary of Energy's Advisory Committee on External Regulation of Department 
of Energy Nuclear Safety issued a report. Improving Regulation of Safety at DOE Nuclear Facilities, 
recommended external regulation of DOE facilities and operations . The Secretary created a 
Workgroup, including representatives of other Federal agencies, to review the Advisory Committee 
recommendations and provide recommendations for implementing external regulation G>f DOE nuclear 
safety. 

Comment (1146) 
The Draft WM PEIS uses existing regulatory standards and does not consider the effects of a different 
waste classification system based on hazard . The Draft WM PEIS also does not consider the effects of 
a different regulatory regime, even though you have appointed an advisory committee to make such 
recommendations. As a result , the Draft WM PEIS does not include all reasonable alternatives, as 
required by NEPA. 

Response 
The evaluation of the effects of a different waste classification system based on hazard rather than 
existing statutory definitions would be highly speculative and impossible to meaningfully analyze. The 
effects of a waste classification system based on hazard would depend on the features of that system 
and how they differ from the existing regulatory standards. It is outside the scope of the WM PEIS to 
analyze a change in the waste classification system. Without a proposed change in the classification 
system, it would be highly speculative to assess the impact of an abstract waste classification based on 
hazard. 

The DOE advisory committee on external regulation has recommended external regulation of DOE 
facilities, but has not recommended whether the NRC or the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
should be the regulatory agency. 

Sections 1.7.3 and 3.5 in Volume 1 address the definition of alternatives. The sites identified in each 
alternative configuration were chosen for evaluation based on the volume of waste they had in 
inventory, the amount of waste they were expected to generate in the future , the waste origin and 
characteristics, and the waste facilities at each site . 
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Comment (1509) 
The WM PEIS did not adequately address the impact of making Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory's (LLNL's) Site 300 a disposal facility on its Superfund cleanup status . The PEIS should 
discuss the impacts on cleanup, and on risk levels of putting a dump there that would accept new waste. 

Response 
If DOE selects LLNL as a waste management site as a result of the WM PEIS analysis , DOE would 
need to conduct a site-specific NEPA study that would examine where to site specific facilities. If a 
new waste management facility was to be selected at Site 300, this would not affect the site's listing as 
a National Priorities List site. Any new facility would be designed and located such that existing 
operations and areas of contamination would not be affected . 

DOE expects that health risks from new disposal facilities would not add to health risks associated with 
existing contamination because (a) waste management workers employed at a new disposal facility 
would be different workers than those who work at remediation activities; (b) waste management 
facilities would be geographically separated from environmental restoration sites; and (c) environmental 
restoration sites are being contained and remediated and should not result in a substantial long-term 
health risk. 

Chapter 11 in Volume I of the WM PEIS addresses cumulative impacts. To the extent that impacts 
from environmental restoration areas are known, they have been identified, along with identified 
impacts from other programs. Cumulative impacts are a consideration for DOE in making waste 
management decisions. 

Comment (1673) 
Rail transportation could reduce concerns about the environmental management activities in Nevada. 
Currently, truck shipments travel primarily through the largest cities in Nevada and then to the Nevada 
Test Site (NTS) due to routing restrictions imposed by U.S. Department of Transportation regulations. 
Rail shipments could allow greater DOE discretion in the development of alternative routes that could 
avoid these areas, because currently there are no rail routing regulations . 

Response 
The commentor's preference for rail shipments over truck is noted. Although rail shipments appear to 
result in a lower number of estimated fatalities in comparison to truck shipments , analyses presented in 
Volume IV, Sections E. 7 and E.17, indicate that the risk of transportation operations generally are small 
for both modes . A discussion of uncertainties involved when comparing the truck and rail transportation 
impacts is presented in Appendix E, Section E.8.5. Transportation mode and routing decisions will be 
made on a site-specific basis during the transportation planning process described in Section 4.3 .10, in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS. Sites can use the transportation analyses in this WM PEIS to make site
specific transportation decisions or, if necessary, conduct additional transportation analyses . DOE will 
continue to work with States, regional entities, and carriers during large shipping campaigns to ensure that 
safe routing alternatives and safe havens are utilized. 

Comment (1816) 
DOE has developed waste acceptance criteria for the Nevada Test Site (NTS), but these criteria are not 
based on a completed performance assessment clearly delineating the type and character of the wastes 
that can be disposed of at either the Area 3 or the Area 5 radioactive waste management sites . This 
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means that DOE i not only out of compliance with the requirements of NEPA but is als · violati n 
of its own waste management order (5820.2A, Chapter III , a and b). 

Response 
On September 8, 1994, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board issued Recommendation 94-2, 
which concluded that the DOE's low-level waste (LLW) program had not kept pace with the evolution 
of commercial practices, and that no DOE LLW disposal facilities had completed the radiological 
performance assessments that are required by DOE Order 5820.2A. In its response to the Defense 
Board recommendations, DOE submitted to the Defense Board a revised Implementation Plan in May 
1996. The objective of the plan is to improve the LLW management system so that performance 
assessments are written and are approved, demonstrating that DOE LLW disposal facilities meet DOE 
Order 5820.2A objectives . In addition, the performance assessments will assure that all appropriate 
LL W is included in the evaluation and that LL W is disposed of with a margin of safety adequate to 
protect workers, the public, and the environment. 

As part of the implementation of Defense Board Recommendation 94-2, DOE has a schedule for 
completing performance assessments at all sites. Under this schedule, the performance assessment 
(including the composite analyses for interacting source terms) for NTS Areas 3 and 5 would be 
completed by March 1998 and September 1999, respectively . The performance assessment for Area 5, 
without the composite analysis, has already been reviewed by DOE Headquarters . It should be noted 
that the performance assessments will be updated periodically through the performance assessment 
maintenance program, and all additional wastes disposed of since the last update are considered. 

Neither the basis for DOE's waste acceptance criteria nor the status of the performance assessments 
affect DOE's compliance with NEPA. 

Comment (1821) 
All solid and hazardous waste must be managed in accordance with all applicable Federal, State and 
local environmental regulations . The Norfolk Naval Shipyard currently holds a permit to operate as a 
hazardous waste storage facility . If change in the type or quantity of hazardous waste is anticipated , 
the current permit might have to be modified , or an additional permit might have to be obtained. 

Response 
DOE is not responsible for the management of hazardous waste at Navy facilities , such as the Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard. This is in contrast to radioactive waste, for which DOE has management 
responsibilities. The 11 sites analyzed in the WM PEIS accounted for more than 90 % of DOE's 
hazardous waste generated in 1992. Although only 11 sites were analyzed , the decisions for hazardous 
waste related to the WM PEIS apply to all DOE sites. 

Comment (2061) 
Facilities managing hazardous waste and low-level mixed waste must comply with air em1ss1on 
standards of the Clean Air Act and RCRA. As of December 6, 1995, all facilities managing hazardous 
waste and low-level mixed waste in containers, tanks , surface impoundments , and miscellaneous units 
must comply with 40 CFR 264, Subparts AA, BB, and CC. The WM PEIS should reflect this . 
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Response 
DOE revised Section 6.5 in Volume I and Section C.4.2 .1.1 in Volume III of the WM PEIS to describe 
the additional RCRA and Clean Air Act emissions standards contained in 40 CFR Part 264, 
Subpart AA (air emissions from process vents), Subpart BB (air emissions from process leaks), and 
Subpart CC (air emissions of volatile organic compounds from tanks , surface impoundments, and 
containers). 

Comment (2063) 
Some sites might manage their own as well as other sites' low-level waste and low-level mixed waste. 
The Final PEIS should clarify that such alternatives will not interfere with the sites' Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) activities , both geographically 
and programmatically. 

Response 
DOE revised the environmental restoration sections in the Summary document and in Section 1.8 .2 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS to include a statement that the decisions made based on the WM PEIS 
should not interfere with remediation activities at individual sites . The Final WM PEIS reflects DOE's 
intent to vigorously pursue environmental restoration plans independent of the Waste Management 
Program, and notes that excess waste management capacity would be available for treating certain 
environmental restoration wastes . 

Comment (2287) 
We are afraid that Congress will exempt DOE and the contractors who work at Hanford from any kind 
of accountability for compliance with environmental regulations and other laws. 

Response 
DOE and its contractors must comply with all applicable laws and regulations. Section 1.4 in Volume I of 
the WM PEIS provides a description of consultations, laws, and requirements that apply to DOE's Waste 
Management Program. DOE encourages the public to stay informed about environmental laws and 
regulations, and to report incidents of noncompliance with the law to the appropriate authorities . 

Comment (2297) 
Any facility or process DOE chooses to store, treat , process, or dispose of waste must comply with all 
existing Federal, State, and local laws. DOE should not wait for laws to be changed by the new 
Congress. DOE must also honor Tribal rights guaranteed by treaty . 

Response 
DOE must comply with all applicable treaties , Federal, State, and local laws and regulations related to 
the WM PEIS waste management decisions. The WM PEIS considers the legal requirements as they 
now exist; projecting possible changes to the law would be speculative. Section 1.4 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS, Consultations, Laws, and Requirements , provides a more detailed description of the Federal 
laws with which DOE must comply . In addition to the Federal laws , DOE must also comply with 
applicable State and local laws and ordinances. DOE has revised Section 1.4 to more clearly 
acknowledge DOE's obligation to honor Tribal rights . Local governments generally have the greatest 
control over real property , zoning , emergency response. and other local matters . Some of the local 
requirements are not applicable to DOE's operations; however, this determination must be made on a 
case-by-case basis . 
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DOE agrees that it is inappropriate to delay needed programmatic waste management decisions based 
on speculation concerning future legislation. 

Comment (2331) 
It is not clear what authority issues the permits (Tennessee, NRC, EPA, etc.) , on what basis permits 
are approved, and what independent oversight of performance is in place at Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory (ORNL). 

Response 
The WM PEIS, which is intended to help DOE make broad programmatic waste management 
decisions, does not analyze the jurisdictions and functions of each authority that administers 
environmental laws or that issues permits. Any permit for ORNL would be approved based on the 
applicable regulations for that site. 

DOE is aware that Tennessee is an "Agreement State" for purposes of accepting delegations of 
authority from NRC under the Atomic Energy Act. Tennessee is also an "Authorized State," meaning 
it has authority to administer its hazardous waste laws, which are at least as stringent as the Federal 
regulations. Both NRC and EPA retain some regulatory oversight authorities over Tennessee's 
enforcement of the Atomic Energy Act and RCRA. 

These delegations authorize Tennessee to issue various permits and take other actions that would 
otherwise be the responsibility of Federal agencies . The authority of NRC over activities of the DOE 
and its contractors is limited in scope (and, thus , authority delegated from NRC to Tennessee under the 
Atomic Energy Act is similarly limited). In general, NRC's authority to regulate DOE activities is 
limited to express statutory grants such as licensing high-level waste repositories under authority of the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, which is not relevant to Tennessee. DOE, under the Atomic Energy Act, is 
the authorized agency for radioactive material management at DOE facilities . DOE Orders are the 
means to implement this authority . 

The State of Tennessee has broad RCRA authority from EPA over hazardous waste matters . 
Tennessee has issued permits for treatment, storage, and disposal to DOE for its hazardous and mixed 
waste management activities at its facilities near the City of Oak Ridge--Y-12, K-25, and ORNL. 

In Tennessee, State and local permitting agencies have authority to issue air emission permits pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act. The State of Tennessee is authorized to issue water discharge permits according 
to the Clean Water Act. Toxic Substances Control Act authority resides exclusively in EPA. 

In addition to licensing and permitting activities of the State government, independent oversight of 
DOE facilities in Tennessee was facilitated through an agreement in principle that provides funding for 
that State's oversight of DOE's waste management. Also, a State of Tennessee/DOE Monitoring and 
Oversight Agreement was signed May 13, 1991, for operations ip the ORNL area. This agreement is 
intended to assure Tennessee citizens that their health, safety, and environment are being protected in 
ongoing cleanup activities and emergency response efforts, and the agreement is available to the public 
at the DOE Information Resource Center in Oak Ridge. 

The agreements assist DOE in complying with all applicable laws , regulations , and Orders. The State 's 
roles according to the agreements are to (a) establish programs for environmental monitoring , 
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emergency respon e, and project oversight; and (b) promote a b tt r understanding by the public and 
local governments of past and present operations at the DOE facilities and their impacts on human 
health and the environment. 

Comment (2438) 
In 1993, the State of Idaho, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) Oversight Program 
reviewed DOE low-level waste (LL W) disposal practices at INEL against NRC requirements in 
10 CFR 61. While INEL operations were largely in accord with the requirements of DOE 
Order 5820.2A, those requirements are less stringent than NRC requirements . Plans to upgrade LLW 
disposal practices at INEL and through the revision of DOE Order 5820.2A have been placed on hold 
pending DOE's response to Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 94-2, which also 
seeks to upgrade DOE LLW management. This is unacceptable. DOE must begin work immediately 
to upgrade its disposal of LL W to civilian and international standards at both existing and planned 
facilities . 

Response 
Appendix H of the Savannah River Site Waste Management Final EIS (1995) contains a comparison of 
LLW requirements of DOE Order 5820.2A and NRC regulations in 10 CFR 61. This appendix states 
that apart from the licensing procedural elements of NRC regulations, the most substantial distinctions 
between the requirements of NRC and DOE affecting the disposal of low-level radioactive waste are in 
the specificity of NRC regulations in 10 CFR 61, which are not reflected in DOE Order 5820.2A. To 
a considerable extent, that is the result of the formal regulatory process prescribed for NRC and its 
licensees . Additionally, the more general nature of the DOE Order reflects the greater flexibility 
required to manage the diversity of waste materials and forms which are produced by the wide variety 
of missions and activities carried out by and for DOE, as well as the broad range of existing DOE site 
characteristics that are not reflected at likely licensed disposal sites. 

Despite these distinctions, the performance objectives specified for the protection of the public and 
workers from the operation of low-level radioactive waste disposal facilities are essentially identical , 
and the means specified for demonstrating compliance (i.e ., performance assessments) are also 
essentially identical in approach. Accordingly, there are no substantive differences in the degree of 
protection afforded public health and safety inherent in the different agency regulations . 

DOE is required by existing law (Atomic Energy Act) to regulate its low-level radioactive waste 
disposal activities. A change in regulatory authority for these activities would constitute a major 
change in approach, including changes in legislation. Such considerations are beyond the scope of this 
PEIS. 

DOE has established a task force to address Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 
94-2 and a workgroup to address associated disposal issues, including updating DOE Order 5820.2A. 
This comment has been forwarded to them for their considerations. As described in Section 1.8.2 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS as part of Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 94-2, 
DOE has undertaken a Department-wide review of its LLW management system. The review report 
and site-specific assessment reports serve as the basis for identifying corrective actions to address safe 
disposition of past, present, and future volumes of LL W. Each site is responsible for identifying and 
developing the corrective actions necessary to address the site-specific vulnerabilities identified in their 
respective site-specific assessment reports . Additionally, the Department-wide vulnerabilities identified 
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in the Department-wide review report require DOE to identify and develop corrective actions . While 
the report might include recommendations , the corrective actions will be addressed by DOE 
management as followup to the review . The final Department-wide review report , available in the 
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS , was published 
April 30, 1996, and will be used in conjunction with the WM PEIS in making decisions about the 
configuration of waste management activities. 

Comment (2548) 
Volume II, Page 15, Paragraphs 2 and 3. The last sentence of Paragraph 2 states that an entity 
exceeding the General Conformity Rule Limits in a nonattainment area must first obtain a permit. That 
is not true. For the State of Idaho, IDAPA 16.01.01.204 discusses the permit-to-construct 
requirements for major facilities or major modifications in nonattainment areas . The first sentence of 
Paragraph 3 states that only new sources are regulated . That is also not true . All sources operating in 
the State of Idaho are regulated by the State rules and Federal regulations. This statement is also made 
in Volume I, Page 6-67, Paragraph 2. 

Response 
DOE has revised Section 1.4 in Volume II of the WM PEIS to indicate that a Federal entity that seeks 
to engage in an activity that will result in emissions equal to or greater than those limits in a 
nonattainment area, in addition to obtaining a New Source Review permit, must also conduct a formal 
conformity determination. 

DOE also has revised Section 1.4 in Volume II and Section 6.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to clarify 
that all stationary sources in attainment areas that are emitting pollutants at levels above the regulatory 
limits are subject to prevention of significant deterioration regulation. In nonattainment areas , new 
stationary and mobile (e.g., construction equipment) sources are regulated under the General 
Conformity Rule . Those entities that would exceed emissions limits under the General Conformity 
Rule must obtain a permit. 

Comment (2584) 
Draft WM PEIS Summary document, Section 7 .2.5 . How is centralization at West Valley 
Demonstration Project (WVDP) inconsistent with the West Valley Demonstration Project Act? 

Response 
The West Valley Demonstration Project Act (Public Law 96-368), enacted in 1980, authorizes DOE to 
demonstrate that solidification can be used to prepare high-level waste for disposal at the Western New 
York Nuclear Service Center near West Valley , New York. 

The WM PEIS high-level waste Centralized Alternative involves storage of all high-level waste 
canisters at a single location. The activities that are allowed at the WVDP are defined in Section 2(a) 
of the WVDP Act. These activities involve demonstrating solidiqcation techniques that can be used for 
preparing high-level radioactive waste for disposal. As defined in Section 4(b) of the Act, "high-level 
radioactive waste" is limited to high-level radioactive waste produced by the reprocessing at WVDP of 
spent nuclear fuel. Thus, the solidified high-level waste produced at INEL, the Hanford Site, and the 
Savannah River Site (SRS) would not be high-level radioactive waste within the definition of the 
WVDP Act because it was not produced by reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel at WVDP. The WVDP 
Act does not authorize any activities, including storage, of waste from other sites. 
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Comment (2652) 
Volume IV, Section E.12 .4 . Reliance on EPA reference concentration values and U. S. Department of 
Transportation poison inhalation hazards designations as the sole criteria for the selection of chemicals 
of concern is not a sound practice. 

Response 
The transportation accident analysis for wastes containing hazardous chemicals evaluated both the 
potential acute and chronic toxic effects resulting from the releases of these materials. Potentially 
acutely toxic compounds were assumed to be gases and liquids identified by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation as poison inhalation hazards and those identified by EPA as inhalation toxicants. Gases 
and low-boiling point liquids have the greatest potential dispersion following an accident. In addition, 
chemicals selected for analysis must be characterized for potential toxicity. The chemicals identified by 
the U.S. Department of Transportation and EPA satisfy these criteria and include most of the 
compounds of interest for the hazardous and mixed wastes evaluated in the WM PEIS . 

Comment (2795) 
DOE states that it must obtain permits for disposal facilities either from EPA or from States delegated 
the authority under RCRA by EPA. The State of New York is in the process of receiving that 
authority. Therefore, the WM PEIS should be subject to the State of New York expression of RCRA. 

Response 
DOE must comply with applicable laws. Facility permitting would be subject to the appropriate RCRA 
permitting authority at the time DOE seeks to locate new facilities. The State of New York has been 
given full RCRA authority. 

Comment (2796) 
Prohibitions regarding disposal of hazardous waste and radioactive waste in 6 NYCRR Parts 373 and 
374 and 6 NYCRR Parts 382 and 383, respectively, also appear to restrict disposal of radioactive and 
hazardous wastes at BNL. 

Even if DOE was exempt from New York State statutes and regulations pursuant to NY ECL 27-0704 
regarding radioactive or hazardous wastes, the Long Island Landfill Law would still preclude disposal 
of these materials at BNL and BNL would be prohibited from disposing of low-level waste and low
level mixed waste onsite. 

Response 
NEPA requires Federal agencies to analyze reasonable alternatives to a proposed action, even 
alternatives that might not comply with all regulatory requirements. DOE will comply with applicable 
laws in its management of low-level waste and low-level mixed waste at BNL, or any site. 

As stated in Section 2.15 .2.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, BNL has been 
identified as being over a deep recharge zone for the lower aquifer system. About two-fifths of the 
recharge from rainfall moves into the deeper aquifers . If DOE were to select BNL to host new waste 
management facilities, site-specific NEPA reviews would consider this and other issues. While the 
State of New York does prohibit siting of radioactive disposal sites over the Long Island Aquifer per 
6 NYCRR Part 382.22(b)(2), DOE and its contractors are exempt from this regulation, in accordance 
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with 6 NYCRR Part 380-l.2(e) and (f). BNL is not being considered for hazardous wa te disposal, 
and does not infringe on the requirements of 6 NYCRR Parts 373 and 374. 

Comment (2797) 
In 1993, New York State, pursuant to ECL Article 57-0101 et seq., created the Long Island Pine 
Barrens Reserve on Long Island. ECL 57 preserves and protects undeveloped regions of the Deep 
Recharge zones in order to maintain water quality on Long Island. BNL is located completely within 
the New York State Central Pine Barrens . In fact, much of BNL is located within the Core 
Preservation Area of the Central Pine Barrens, in which generally complete preservation is required . 
New disposal and treatment activities at BNL would be incompatible with the spirit and intent of this 
law. 

Response 
BNL is located within an area designated by the Pine Barren Protection Act as "Compatible Growth 
Area" and "Core Preservation Area." A Compatible Growth Area is that portion of the pine barrens 
that has been designated to be compatible for limited development. The Core Preservation Area is the 
area designated to receive greater protection from development. 

BNL considers impacts to the pine barrens in all project-level NEPA reviews. Additionally , the 
Central Pine Barrens Planning Commission is consulted with for many activities at BNL and is given 
the opportunity to comment on environmental assessments prepared under NEPA. Also, NYSDEC 
considers the pine barrens during various permit actions. This type of open communication between 
DOE, BNL, NYSDEC , and the Central Pine Barrens Planning Commission will continue. 

Comment (2923) 
In the WM PEIS descriptions of low-level wastes ("These wastes are subject to provisions of the 
Atomic Energy Act"), add the phrase "which allows DOE an exemption from external regulation of 
these wastes. " 

Response 
DOE has not made the suggested change because the WM PEIS does not specifically identify low-level 
waste as being subject to the Atomic Energy Act. Rather, it states that DOE must comply with the 
Atomic Energy Act in managing all of its radioactive waste . The EPA and corresponding State 
regulatory agencies closely regulate DOE's waste management facilities . Both NRC and EPA regulate 
radioactive waste disposal ; their requirements are very similar. Any DOE radioactive waste disposal 
facilities will be sited and operated in accordance with all applicable requirements. 

In January 1996, the Secretary of Energy's Advisory Committee on External Regulation of Department 
of Energy Nuclear Safety issued a report, Improving Regulation of Safety at DOE Nuclear Facilities, 
recommending external regulation of DOE facilities and operations. The Secretary created a 
workgroup, including representatives of other Federal agencies , to review the Advisory Committee 
recommendations and provide recommendations for implementing external regulation of DOE nuclear 
safety. 

Comment (3152) 
The WM PEIS does not provide information needed to meet the legal requirements of the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant (Wlt>P) Land Withdrawal Act because it fails to describe and analyze various 
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alternatives for the disposal of all transuranic waste (TRUW) by (1) excluding pre-1970 TRUW, which 
amounts to 141 ,100 cubic meters ; and (2) not discussing in another NEPA document its proposal for 
disposal of all TR UW. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzes alternatives for treating and storing post-1970 defense transuranic waste 
generated after 1970 preparatory to disposal in a geologic repository . These alternatives are not subject 
to the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act, which is a regulatory framework for TRUW disposal at WIPP. 
The WM PEIS does not analyze the repository itself nor alternatives for managing environmental 
restoration waste, which are covered by other programs. 

As described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, which discusses a number of NEPA 
documents related to this WM PEIS, DOE has already examined alternatives to geologic disposal at 
WIPP in other NEPA documents . Moreover, the disposal impacts from operating WIPP as a TRUW 
repository are analyzed in the WIPP SEIS-11. 

The WIPP SEIS-11 analyzes the potential impacts from disposal: of all TRUW, including pre-1970 
buried TR UW, which is considered environmental restoration waste. As described in Section 1. 7 .1 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS, alternatives for the management of environmental restoration waste are 
outside the scope of the WM PEIS. However, the pre-1970 buried TRUW volume is discussed in the 
revised Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS with regard to whether those environmental 
restoration waste volumes, for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management 
Program, could affect the comparison among waste management alternatives. The revised Appendix B 
contains the most recent updates on TRUW volumes. Appendix B identifies approximately 
80,000 cubic meters of environmental restoration TRUW. DOE has revised the discussion of impacts 
in both Appendix B and Chapter 8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to reflect the potential effects on 
WM PEIS alternatives of environmental restoration transferred waste based on the updated 
environmental restoration volumes . DOE believes that the revised Appendix B addresses the 
commentor's concern within the constraints of the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3187) 
Commercial disposal of low-level mixed waste should be subject to licensure and regulation by the 
NRC. 

Response 
By law, commercial disposal of low-level mixed waste must comply with NRC regulations for its 
radioactive components and with EPA regulations for its hazardous waste components. Under certain 
circumstances, both NRC and EPA delegate their authority for issuing necessary permits and licenses 
for waste disposal to the States . 

Comment (3694) 
The WM PEIS should list U.S. Department of Transportation and NRC transport regulations as part of 
the list of laws governing implementation of the WM PEIS. 

Response 
DOE added Section 1.4.4 to Volume I of the WM PEIS to provide a description of hazardous and 
radioactive materials transportation regulations . As stated in Section 1.4.4, U.S . Department of 
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Transportation, NRC, and EPA regulations may be found in 49 CPR 171-178, 49 CPR Parts 383 397, 
10 CPR Part 71, and 40 CPR Part 262, respectively . The PEIS transportation analysis identifies the 
governing regulations in various sections of the PEIS; for example, Section 6.2.4 in Volume I and 
Sections E.3.1 and E.4 .1 in Volume IV. 

Comment (3784) 
DOE needs to review the Illinois-Kentucky Waste Management Compact Act, which states that it is 
illegal to site an aboveground facility . 

Response 
In Title II of the Omnibus Low-Level Radioactive Interstate Compact Consent Act of Public 
Law 99-240, Congress gave its consent to the Central Midwest Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Compact entered into by the State of Illinois and the Commonwealth of Kentucky . Article 1 of the 
Compact states that it is the policy of the party States to enter into the Compact for the purpose of 
" . .. (7) ensuring the ecological and economical management of low-level radioactive waste, including 
the prohibition of shallow land burial of waste; and (8) promoting the use of aboveground facilities and 
other disposal technologies providing greater and safer confinement than shallow land burial. " Thus, it 
appears that Central Midwest Compact encourages , rather than prohibits, the development of 
aboveground disposal facilities. 
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Comment (1485) 
Commentors support the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) strategy of identifying separate 
waste streams and separate treatment by specific expertise . The WM PEIS should recognize the Site 
Treatment Plans (STPs) as driving the decisions that will be made about low-level mixed waste 
treatment. The reason given in WM PEIS, Volume I, Section 3.7, for selecting the preferred 
alternatives for low-level mixed waste treatment is that they closely approximate the STPs. The STP 
for LLNL, for example, left the door open for taking waste from offsite . Given the relationship 
between waste management preferred alternatives and STPs, commentors want DOE to know they 
oppose moving the LLNL Site Treatment Plan forward without adequate public review . Another 
commentor stated that DOE ignored the Hanford Advisory Board advice, the State FFCAct principles, 
and the report of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group. 

Response 
As discussed in Section 1.4.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, the FFCAct directs DOE to address the 
treatment of unused waste that DOE generates or stores by preparing STPs. DO E's commitment to the 
FFCAct is described in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. The Act, which amended RCRA, 
requires DOE to prepare STPs for the development of capacity and technologies for treating mixed 
waste to meet RCRA land disposal restrictions and to submit them to the States or EPA for approval. 
A plan is required for each facility at which DOE stores or generates mixed waste . 

DOE followed a three-phased approach for developing the STPs. In October 1993, DOE sites 
submitted Conceptual Plans to their State/Federal regulating agencies, which identified a broad range of 
options for treating DOE's mixed waste . Draft plans, submitted in August 1994, presented the 
individual sites' proposed treatment options for mixed waste . Proposed Plans were submitted in April 
1995 to the appropriate regulatory agency for approval, approval with modification, or disapproval , as 
required by the FFCAct. 

DOE worked closely with the regulatory agencies and the public throughout the process . The National 
Governors' Association coordinated representatives from 20 States and EPA to assist DOE in 
evaluating candidate treatment options and developing mixed waste treatment plans. The conceptual, 
draft, and proposed plans were also made available to the public, with additional opportunities provided 
for information and input on the plans at the site and national levels . 

These plans, taken together, establish a Department-wide treatment configuration, including schedules 
for bringing new treatment facilities into operation. 

The approved plans contain the treatment configuration that resulted from discussions among States, 
EPA , Tribal Governments , and the public, and from DOE's evaluation of its treatment needs . 
However, the evaluation will continue as the plans are implemented to streamline and improve the 
configuration. For example, individual sites continue to pursue commercial and privatized treatment 
options for some waste streams. The Compliance Orders that govern implementation of the STPs all 
provide for modification and changes as new technical and cost information becomes available . Any 
changes to the configuration or to schedules will be made through formalized modification processes. 

The unused waste treatment alternatives described in the Draft WM PEIS are broad enough to envelop 
the potential environmental impacts that result from the FFCAct process . The WM PEIS and the 
FFCAct STPs were developed in parallel to ensure consistency and integration. The preferred 
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alternative for low-level mixed waste is discussed in Section 3. 7 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 
The WM PEIS provides the NEPA basis for the low-level mixed waste treatment configuration, while 
the FFCAct STPs detail the low-level mixed waste treatment program. 

DOE has not ignored the advice of the Hanford Advisory Board, nor other (sometimes countervailing) 
recommendations of stakeholders or sources of information identified in the comment. The WM PEIS 
analysis will not be the only basis for making waste management decisions. Actual programmatic 
waste management decisions, which will be announced in Records of Decision to be published in the 
Federal Register, will be based on a number of factors and criteria, including this WM PEIS, 
regulatory compliance, and compliance agreements, including STPs. 

Comment (1817) 
DOE has yet to clarify existing legal constraints that directly conflict with DOE's self-imposed mission 
for making the NTS a primary low-level waste disposal site . Specifically, the NTS land withdrawal 
orders restrict the use of the site to atomic testing activities only. 

State officials contend that to legally implement disposal decisions for low-level, low-level mixed, and 
high-level waste, including spent nuclear fuel, DOE must obtain exclusive jurisdiction over the lands 
comprising the disposal facilities in Nevada. Of particular interest to Nevada is the requirement that 
DOE obtain the consent of the Nevada Legislature in order to acquire exclusive jurisdiction. 

Response 
Disputes regarding possible legal constraints on DOE's ability to site a low-level waste facility at NTS 
are outside the scope of the WM PEIS EIS. These concerns and positions have been addressed in the 
NTS Sitewide EIS. 

Issues related to land withdrawal for the high-level waste repository are also outside the scope of this 
PEIS and will be addressed in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. DOE spent nuclear fuel decisions 
are outside the scope of this WM PEIS; they were addressed in the SNF/INEL PEIS. 

Comment (1999) 
Several commentors commented on the relationship between low-level mixed waste disposal 
alternatives and Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) Site Treatment Plans (STPs) . One 
commentor asked DOE to state that the selection of low-level mixed waste disposal alternatives is not 
determined by FFCAct STPs. Another commentor asked for more detail on the relationship between 
the FFCAct Workgroup's analysis on low-level mixed waste and the PEIS methodology for selecting 
and identifying alternatives. Another commentor pointed out that it is important for the Final 
WM PEIS to recognize that, although there was no requirement for discussion of mixed waste post
treatment disposal in the STPs, many of the Plans did address post-treatment disposal. Post-treatment 
disposal is a significant issue for the States in which the DOE sites are located. Regionalized disposal 
was not favored by all States involved. In finalizing the PEIS, DOE should address the disposal 
agreements resulting from the STPs, associated State consultation requirements, and any related 
agreements resulting from the FFCAct Mixed Waste STP proces,s. Another commentor indicated that 
the Mixed Waste STPs were not finalized at the time of PEIS publication. The approved versions 
should be taken into account, as there are some conflicts between the STPs and the PEIS. Another 
commentors asked that the PEIS explain the impact of approval of the WM PEIS on current permits 
and permit applications , and suggested that DOE is not guaranteed the needed permits simply because 
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an alternative is selected. Another commentor stated t at in electing preferred alternatives and in 
preparing the content of the subsequent Records of Decision for establishing a national configuration 
for disposal facilities for low-level mixed waste and low-level waste, DOE must give careful 
consideration to the findings and recommendations under development by the FFCAct Disposal 
Workgroup. 

Response 
The studies conducted by the Disposal Workgroup and the results of performance assessments , as well 
as any site-specific analyses, will be considered by the Waste Management Program. Section 1.8.2 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS discusses the relationship between the WM PEIS and the FFCAct process, 
including disposal issues. The WM PEIS alternatives and the FFCAct-required STPs were developed 
in parallel and were closely coordinated. One of the factors considered in formulating a decision on the 
future configuration of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste disposal facilities will be the FFCAct 
recommendations resulting from this process. 

As a result of the negotiations with the States on the STPs developed in response to the FFCAct, DOE 
created the FFCAct Disposal Workgroup to evaluate disposal considerations. Although not specifically 
addressed as part of the FFCAct, disposal was identified by the States and DOE as an important issue. 

The Workgroup consists of DOE representatives and State regulators to evaluate low-level mixed waste 
disposal issues. Its purpose is to identify, from among the sites currently storing or expected to 
generate mixed waste, those sites that could be suitable for further evaluation of their disposal 
capability. This evaluation includes conducting performance assessments involving a detailed technical 
investigation to better understand a site's potential for disposal and to better identify what types of 
disposal activities are suitable at a given site. 

DOE has identified its preferred waste management alternatives and the reasons they are preferred in 
Section 3. 7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Actual programmatic decisions, which will be announced in 
Records of Decision, will be based on a number of factors and criteria, including this WM PEIS, 
regulatory requirements, and compliance agreements (including STPs), and the Disposal Workgroup's 
evaluations. 

One factor DOE currently believes it will need to evaluate closely in its disposal decisionrnaking is the 
necessity of limiting the volume and type of radioactive components in wastes disposed of to minimize 
the potential risks of releases from disposal units. 

Section 1.4 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS includes a description of the relationship between the 
decisions DOE makes regarding its wastes, and regulatory and permitting requirements and 
agreements. DOE anticipates that wherever new waste management facilities are sited, after sitewide 
or project-level NEPA reviews are completed, existing permits would need to be amended or new 
permits would be required. 

Comment (2184) 
You ignored the Hanford Advisory Board advice, the State Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) 
principles, and the report of the Future Site Use Working Group for Hanford. The Hanford Advisory 
Board advised that DOE must fully disclose all projected wastes types and quantities that might be 
shipped to Hanford prior to any consideration by Washington State of treatment, storage, and disposal 
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permits for mixed waste generated at other facilities . The Advisory Board advice makes it clear that 
w are not going to accept long-term torag , po t- or r -t atm nt of othe regions· wastes. The 
Future Site Use Working Group report stated that we are open to the idea of you sending wastes from 
other sites to Hanford solely for treatment, where it makes sense , but you failed to integrate and 
disclose the nature of the Site Treatment Plans (STPs) of other DOE sites, and we are going to stop 
you. 

Response 
DOE has considered the advice of the Hanford Advisory Board, as well as other (sometimes 
countervailing) recommendations of stakeholders or sources of information identified in the comment. 
The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only basis for making waste management decisions; budgets, 
schedules , stakeholder concerns, national priorities, as well as other DOE studies and 
recommendations, such as STPs, will be considered in developing the Records of Decision. 
Preparation of the PEIS was accomplished in parallel with the STP development process. As stated in 
Section 1.8.2, the Final PEIS preferred alternative for treatment of low-level mixed waste is consistent 
with the configuration established through the FFCAct process. In addition, DOE has continued 
discussions with site-specific advisory boards and DOE stakeholders, including State and Tribal 
Governments . 

In addition to the data and analyses contained in the PEIS and other studies and recommendations, 
DOE will consider both local values and national goals and values as part of the waste management 
decisionmaking process . The PEIS itself, however, is not the appropriate means for the examination of 
such values, except as they affect environmental resources, which has been done in the document. 

Comment (2426) 
Volume I, Section 1. 7. 3 states that DOE is planning to begin treating the tank-stored high-level waste at 
the INEL in 2014. According to the recently signed settlement agreement between DOE and the State 
of Idaho, all high-level waste tank wastes are to be calcined by 2012. The assumptions and schedules 
that went into this PEIS will need to be reviewed for other possible changes resulting from this 
agreement. 

Response 
The WM PEIS assumptions and schedules were evaluated based on the agreement with the State of 
Idaho . However, 2014 is the date to begin the further treatment of high-level waste that has already 
been at INEL to obtain a form suitable for disposal in a geologic repository . Therefore , the 2012 
calcination date in the 1995 agreement did not necessitate a change in the 2014 treatment date contained 
in the WM PEIS . 

Comment (2634) 
Commentors addressed "agreements" regarding the Hanford Site . One commentor pointed out that 
DOE must fully comply with the Hanford cleanup agreements to protect the communities from 
radiation exposure. Another commentor stated that the Federal Government is displaying a complete 
disregard for previous agreements between the Federal Gover~ent and Washington State regarding 
Hanford. 
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Response 
DOE will comply with applicable laws under which site agreement have been made, and fully intend 
to continue to comply with Hanford cleanup agreements. DOE appreciates the concern that is shown 
by those who have commented on various aspects of this WM PEIS. DOE takes its commitments to the 
States and to other regulators very seriously. Site-specific agreements will be addressed in project-level 
documents . 

Comment (2842) 
In the discussion of Site Treatment Plans (STPs) in Volume I, Section 1.7.4, a list of proposed STPs 
should be provided, together with summaries of DOE's proposed treatment options for each site, so 
that the STPs can be compared to WM PEIS alternatives to ensure there are no conflicts . 

Response 
Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS contains a discussion of the relationship of STPs to 
the WM PEIS and was revised to include a more comprehensive description of the STP process. 
Individual STPs, as well as a summary of the STPs, may be obtained from DOE's Center for 
Environmental Management Information and local site reading rooms. 

STPs for the various sites are regularly updated. Therefore, no individual WM PEIS alternative 
identically matches the STPs taken together. DOE would select a hybrid low-level mixed waste 
alternative that more closely reflects the STPs. This concept is discussed in Volume I, Section 3.4, of 
the PEIS . Alternatively, there is a possibility that some STPs might be renegotiated based on the 
evaluations presented in the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3195) 
The WM PEIS should properly identify how it relates to the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) 
Site Treatment Plans (STPs) and to the performance evaluation of DOE sites for low-level mixed waste 
disposal . 

Response 
Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the relationship of other DOE actions and 
programs to the WM PEIS, including the FFCAct STPs and the DOE Disposal Workgroup process. 
Both the FFCAct and Disposal Workgroup processes will be considered along with information 
contained in the WM PEIS during the development of a low-level mixed waste Record of Decision. 
Section 6.3.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the criteria for low-level mixed waste treatment 
and disposal site selection. 

Comment (4058) 
Several commentors commented on the relationship between the WM PEIS and the Federal Facility 
Compliance Act (FFCAct) Site Treatment Plans (STPs). One commentor asked why the Summary 
document does not list agreements (such as the INEL STP) as posing legal obstacles for the various 
alternatives. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control finds that regional treatment 
alternatives (DOE's preference for low-level mixed waste treatment) are inconsistent with treatment 
alternatives set forth in the STPs. For example, if DOE decides to use LLNL as an offsite regional 
treatment center, DOE will have to seek and obtain approval from the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control for revisions to all approved STPs. Another c_ommentor characterized the FFCAct 
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as being in great danger and asked that DOE assure the public that it is committed to cleanup and 
supports its previous commitments. 

Response 
The WM PEIS Summary document provides an overview and highlights the basic content of the 
WM PEIS . More detailed information is contained in the main document. Section 1.4 in Volume I of 
the WM PEIS identifies and summarizes major laws that might apply to the programmatic alternatives , 
including the FFCAct. 

NEPA requires Federal agencies to evaluate reasonable alternatives, even those that are inconsistent 
with the STPs. DOE believes the WM PEIS does provide a sufficiently adequate basis on which to 
make informed programmatic decisions . The WM PEIS and the FFCAct STPs were developed in 
parallel. However , to achieve consistency and integration, some STPs might require modification (with 
State approval) and hybrid alternatives (see Volume I, Section 3.3) might need to be selected. There 
are still disagreements between State regulators and DOE regarding three STPs, including LLNL's. 
Accordingly, Section 2 .3, in the Summary document and Section 1.8.2 in Volume I note that 
negotiations are underway with a few regulatory authorities regarding DOE's proposed STPs, and that 
the DOE preference for low-level mixed waste treatment could be affected by these negotiations . 

As discussed in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, the FFCAct directs DOE to address the 
treatment of mixed wastes that DOE generates or stores by requiring the development and submission 
of STPs to the appropriate Federal and/or State environmental regulatory agency. DOE worked closely 
with the regulatory agencies in the development of the STPs. Public meetings were held on the STPs . 
The STPs have all been submitted to the appropriate State authorities , and reflect DOE's commitment 
to properly managing its low-level mixed waste. 

However, the WM PEIS considered other non-FFCAct aspects of the actions that would be required to 
implement treatment of low-level mixed waste . These aspects include the risks of transporting and 
handling these wastes, and the likely impacts of ultimate disposal of treated low-level mixed waste . 
NEPA requires that DOE consider a broad range of alternatives and to analyze the likely environmental 
impacts associated with those alternatives. 

DOE identifies its preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred in Section 3. 7 in Volume I 
of the WM PEIS . Actual programmatic waste management decisions, which will be announced in 
Records of Decision, will be based on a number of factors and criteria, including this WM PEIS , 
regulatory compliance, and compliance agreements including the STPs . 

Comment (4466) 
The pertinent details of Site Treatment Plans published in 1995 for hazardous waste and mixed waste 
should be incorporated into the No Action Alternative for hazardous waste in the WM PEIS . Other 
alternatives could include contracts with specific transporters and treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities, environmental auditing of such contractors for large waste volumes, and the use of brokers 
for small waste quantities . 

Response 
The WM PEIS and the FFCAct Site Treatment Plans were developed in parallel and were coordinated. 
Under the WM PEIS No Action Alternative, hazardous waste that is currently being treated onsite at 
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DOE facilities would continue to be treated onsite, and other hazardous waste would continue to be 
treated and disposed o off: ite at commercial acilitie . 

DOE will not make decisions on the use of brokers from the analyses in the WM PEIS. DOE will 
make implementation decisions on contract specifications, inspection and enforcement procedures, or 
the use of brokers for small waste quantities, as suggested by the commentor, following the issuance of 
WM PEIS Records of Decision. 
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Co en (164 
Some commentors expressed objections to nuclear testing , potential waste disposal , and other related 
activities being proposed or undertaken by DOE in Nevada, citing (1 ) the Western Shoshone National 
Council resolution designating their territory as a nuclear-free zone , and (2) the Ruby Valley litigation. 
DOE's activities are viewed as being contrary to the principles and interests of the Western Shoshone 
Government and in violation of the conditions of existing treaties . 

Response 
NEPA requires Federal agencies to analyze reasonable alternatives , even those that may not comply 
with existing requirements. 

DOE understands that the Western Shoshone have disputed the U.S. Government's ownership of lands 
at NTS and Yucca Mountain. In 1863, the Ruby Valley Treaty was concluded between the United 
States and the Western Bands of the Shoshone Indians. In effect, the treaty ceded the NTS and 
surrounding area to the U.S. Government. In 1951, the Shoshone sought compensation and were 
awarded $26 million by the Indian Claims Commission, under the Indian Claims Commission Act . The 
money was deposited for the Tribe in an interest-bearing account in the U.S . Treasury. 

The Ruby Valley Treaty has been subject to court actions on several occasions, but the U.S. Supreme 
Court has upheld the Treaty. The U.S. Government (here, DOE) must abide by the current Supreme 
Court ruling on this issue and will consider potential environmental impacts in the area in making its 
decisions . DOE is aware that there is significant disagreement with the rulings, especially by the 
Western Shoshone, and that there are likely to be additional challenges and appeals . DOE will abide 
by any new rulings made on this subject. 

DOE seeks input from native peoples through the NEPA process and has instituted and follows the 
DOE American Indian Policy, as well as regulations under the American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act, and Executive Order 13007 regarding sacred sites. For the WM PEIS, scoping meetings were 
held for stakeholders to discuss and influence the course of the project prior to document preparation. 
Prior to document preparation, a Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register. All Federally 
recognized Tribes were sent a copy of the Notice of Intent, a notification of the scoping meetings , and 
a copy of the Implementation Plan. After the Draft PEIS was issued, public hearings were held , and 
Federally recognized Tribes received advance notice of these hearings . 

Comment (3315) 
We call your attention to some specific issues that your government must become responsible for and 
involved in correcting: 

• Nation to Nation relations , sovereignty and treaty violations; 
• Political , civil , social, economic, cultural issues of minimization, degradation and devastation; 
• Cooperative processes and understandings ; 
• Cumulative radiological risk to identify exposure from past, present activities ; 

I 

• Health and well-being issues; 
• Analysis of cumulative radiological impacts at NTS ; 
• Global radioactive risks of U.S. nuclear activities at NTS ; 
• Radiation doses to our citizens and travelers enroute; 
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• Obstruction and complications resulting from the illegal application of U.S. legislation in our 
country; 

• Environmental restoration and waste management; 
• Historical and prehistoric archaeological sites; 
• Air, water, and land quality concerns and impacts and effects; 
• Monitoring and measurement plans, compensation and mitigation for victims and illnesses; 
• Socioeconomic effects of employment, procurement, economy, tourism, property values ; 
• Risk perception and stigma; 
• Sociocultural effects including political controversy, quality of life and risk perception; 
• Transportation related to all aspects of environmental restoration and waste management; 
• Costs related to all of the aforementioned issues. 

Response 
DOE recognizes that consultation requirements with Tribal Governments under NEPA and other 
Federal statutes exist, and that a unique government-to-government relationship exists between the U.S. 
Government and Tribal Governments. This relationship is detailed in DOE' s American Indian Policy. 
DOE added Section 1.4.5 to Volume I of the WM PEIS to identify and discuss DOE's consultation 
obligations with other agencies and Native American Tribes. 

The WM PEIS analysis focuses mainly on alternatives to address national-level waste management 
issues. Site-specific NEPA reviews will more fully explore implementation proposals at specific sites. 
During such analyses, local DOE offices will continue to work with Tribal representatives, as well as 
other agencies and members of the public, to identify and address issues of concern. 

DOE offices have agreements in place with Tribal Governments about a range of environmental issues . 
The sites' Tribal contacts will assist in the consultation process for site-specific and transportation 
issues related to implementing programmatic waste management decisions, as they do now on other 
similar programs. 

Other issues such as political, civil and social issues, cooperative processes, (non-waste) nuclear 
activities at NTS, application of U.S. legislation, risk perception and stigma, controversy, and quality 
of life , which are not direct or indirect effects of waste management on the environment are outside the 
scope and, therefore, not analyzed in the WM PEIS. Site-specific issues such as historical and 
prehistoric archaeological sites and monitoring and mitigation of site-specific or facility-specific impacts 
will be analyzed for sitewide and project-level proposals that result from WM PEIS decisions. 

Comment (4009) 
Although considerations of population density, arid land, and the ready availability of Federal lands 
appear to have been determining factors in siting DOE facilities, and appear to be benign, they also 
work to discriminate against Indian Reservation communities because, as a result of the historic U.S. 
policies toward Indian Tribes, reservations are almost always located in these areas . The Hanford and 
INEL facilities are sited adjacent to Indian Reservations because of the Tribes' lack of political clout. 

Response 
DOE policy recognizes the sovereignty of Native American Tribal Governments, and the unique 
government-to-government relationship with the Tribal Governments as defined by history, treaties , 
statutes, court decisions , and the U.S. Constitution. DOE recognizes that it must consider the treaty 
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rights of ative American Tribal Governments and the Federal Government's trust responsibility 
toward them when making decisions . 

DOE policy requires the agency to consult with Tribal Governments to assure that Tribal rights and 
interests are considered; that the potential impacts of proposed DOE actions on cultural or religious 
resources are disclosed; and that any unnecessary interference with traditional religious practices is 
avoided. DOE is committed to incorporating this policy into its ongoing and long-term planning and 
management processes, including the NEPA process, and has worked through its site representatives to 
notify the Tribes of the WM PEIS scope and availability for comment. The Final WM PEIS has been 
revised to include a general discussion of the relationship of the PEIS to these Tribal agreements and 
regulations . 

The WM PEIS analysis focuses on alternatives addressing national waste management issues. The 
individual character of Native American cultures at DOE sites, and the specialized nature of each 
Tribe's concerns in site activities, while considered in the WM PEIS at the programmatic level, is more 
productive as part of a site-level analysis. 

For example, the WM PEIS classifies Native Americans as minority populations for numerical 
purposes only to describe the demographic characteristics of the regions surrounding the DOE sites . 
This is not intended to undermine the unique government-to-government relationship or the Federal 
Government trust responsibility. Site-specific NEPA reviews will more fully explore specific concerns 
related to Native American issues, such as the protection of sacred lands, cultural properties, and 
Tribal and religious practices. During these reviews, local DOE officials will continue to work with 
Tribal representatives to hear their concerns regarding the need for and location of any necessary 
facilities and related activities, such as transportation requirements, and to consider specific Tribal 
values, potential environmental impacts, and appropriate mitigative measures . Some DOE Operations 
Offices (e .g., Richland, Idaho, and Albuquerque) have cooperative agreements in place with Tribal 
Governments about a range of environmental issues, and the sites' Tribal contacts will assist in the 
consultation process for site-specific and transportation issues related to implementing WM PEIS 
decisions. 
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Comment (24) 
Commentors state that errors and omissions in the Draft WM PEIS distort the "wa te picture" and 
might distort the analysis of alternatives. [These commentors did not identify errors and omissions .] 

Response 
DOE evaluated all comments concerning errors and omissions and revised the WM PEIS as 
appropriate. 

Comment (531) 
Some commentors expressed approval of the WM PEIS. One commentor commended DOE for 
producing the WM PEIS, and stated that it is technically sufficient and consistent to make 
programmatic and site-specific decisions. Another commentor thanked DOE for a very comprehensive 
PEIS and for including operating and maintenance costs, and stated that this demonstrates continuing 
commitment to this project. 

Response 
DOE's intent was to make this document the best study possible and appreciates support from the 
public in this process. DOE believes the WM PEIS is technically sufficient to make programmatic 
waste management decisions . Site-specific decisions would be made based on site-specific NEPA 
reviews and other studies. 

Comment (1113) 
The WM PEIS does not meet the requirements of the NEPA for an adequate EIS because it does not 
fully consider all wastes and impacts to sites and regions, including cumulative impacts, such as those 
at Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) and other sites . The WM PEIS should be 
driven by environmental impacts and not just by political decisions on types of materials. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a national study that provides environmental input into broad Department-wide 
management decisions to be made by DOE. The PEIS analyzes on a broad, programmatic level, 
potential human health risks, and air quality, water resources, ecological resources, economic, social, 
environmental justice, land use, infrastructure, cultural resources, and cost impacts . The analysis 
methodology is presented in Chapter 5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, and the waste-type analyses are 
provided in Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I. In addition, Chapter 11 in Volume I of the WM PEIS 
contains information on cumulative impacts at each of the 17 "major" sites, and Volume II of the 
WM PEIS presents Site Data Tables for a variety of impact parameters . 

Because of its programmatic character, the WM PEIS does not evaluate detailed site- or project-level 
impacts for particular sites such as FEMP. The WM PEIS does not identify locations for waste 
management facilities on sites or select technologies for use at the sites. Sitewide and project-level 
NEPA reviews would analyze specific locations of waste management facilities and technologies. DOE 
programmatic decisions will be based, in part, on the environmental impacts identified in the WM PEIS 
and on other criteria such as cost and equity (see Volume I, Section 1.8, for a complete discussion of 
these criteria). 
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Comment (1114) 
The WM PEIS should include the complete impacts of carrying out all the alternatives, including No 
Action. 

Response 
When there is a very large number of potential alternatives, a reasonable number of alternatives 
covering the full spectrum of alternatives may be analyzed and compared in an EIS. DOE believes that 
the alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS provide a reasonable number of examples of treatment, 
storage, and disposal configurations to cover the full spectrum of alternatives for making programmatic 
selections of sites to manage the five types of waste considered in the PEIS . Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, and 
10 in Volume I of the WM PEIS evaluate environmental, human health, and socioeconomic impacts at 
the programmatic level for all the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, for managing low
level mixed, low-level, transuranic, high-level, and hazardous wastes, respectively . Chapter 11 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS provides the cumulative impacts analysis. 

Comment (1773) 
The WM PEIS is too generic for States to be able to evaluate proposed alternatives as they relate to 
their individual programs. 

Response 
DOE believes that this PEIS is an important tool for making decisions on the future configuration of its 
waste management activities . The implementation of alternatives analyzed in this document will be 
based, in part, on site-specific NEPA reviews that identify precise locations, capacities, and facility 
designs at DOE sites. Each of these studies will address applicable State regulations and offer 
opportunities for public participation and comment. 

Further, this WM PEIS addresses such impact parameters as human health risks, air quality, water 
resources, ecological resources , and population at each site. DOE believes, therefore, that the PEIS is 
technically sufficient to serve as the basis for its programmatic waste management decisions and to link 
to sitewide and project-level NEPA analyses . · 

Because it is a programmatic study that will not provide direct input to decisions on the locations of 
facilities at the sites, the PEIS does not evaluate some site-specific environmental impacts. In addition, 
DOE will not use the PEIS to select final waste management technologies for the sites. Again, DOE 
will base such decisions on more specific studies . 

Comment (2127) 
A commentor concerned about Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) believes Table 1.3-1 and page 
8 of the WM PEIS Summary document should read "and/or host disposal facilities sites" in lieu of 
defining "major" candidate sites as those that will receive waste generated from offsite, because such 
lack of definitional clarity could cloud the issues, get people upset, and open the door for accepting 
wastes. · 

Volume I, Section 4.2.1, of the Draft WM PEIS states that major sites are those which " ... are 
candidates to receive wastes generated offsite, to host major disposal facilities or manage high-level 
waste." At an Interactive Video Teleconference sponsored by DOE at BNL on November 21, 1995, 
the DOE representative present stated emphatically that BNL would not receive any offsite waste and 
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that the preferred alternative for BNL entailed transporting BNL-generated waste off the BNL site . 
Therefore , the statement noted above is misleading because it contradicts what was stated by DOE at 
the teleconference , i.e ., that BNL would not receive any offsite waste and would not become a major 
disposal facility . 

Response 
DOE has made the requested changes in fulfillment of a commitment made at the BNL public hearing 
on November 21, 1995. Footnote "a" of Table 1.4-1 (formerly Table 1.3-1) of the WM PEIS 
Summary document provides a clarified definition of "major" sites and footnote "c" has been added to 
Table 1.4-1 to state that although this site is designated as a major site, none of the alternatives would 
result in wastes being received from offsite for treatment or disposal. BNL is one of the sites to which 
this footnote applies. Accordingly, under the WM PEIS analysis, BNL would manage only its own 
low-level mixed waste and low-level waste. BNL would dispose of such wastes only under the 
Decentralized Alternative. It would not dispose of any wastes from other sites. 

Comment (2206) 
The WM PEIS is confusing. It was not written very thoroughly, and there are so many loopholes in it, 
I am not sure it is legal. 

Response 
DOE believes that the WM PEIS meets the requirements of NEPA and the CEQ implementing 
regulations. Section 1. 7 .1 in Volume I describes the changes DOE made to the Draft PEIS in its 
preparation of the final document. Because of the complexity of the waste management decisions and 
the degree of public interest during the scoping activities, DOE believes the detailed impacts evaluation 
and discussion in the PEIS are warranted, and that the PEIS is sufficient to serve as the basis for its 
programmatic waste management decisions. The WM PEIS attempts to reach a range of readers with 
different levels of review interest and technical knowledge . The Summary document is intended for 
readers interested in a quick and concise overview of the essential content of the document. The 
necessary details of the PEIS analysis are presented in Volume I of the PEIS with Volumes II, III, and 
IV presenting technical data and appendices supporting Volume I. Additional details are included in 
supporting technical reports that are available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in 
Volume I. 

Comment (2222) 
Why did DOE prepare this PEIS? Might it have been influenced by litigation brought against DOE? 

Response 
On June 27, 1989, the Natural Resources Defense Council and 21 other citizens groups filed suit to 
compel DOE to prepare a programmatic environmental impact statement on proposals for the cleanup 
and modernization of the nuclear weapons complex. As a consequence, on January 12, 1990, the 
Secretary of Energy decided to prepare two programmatic EISs , one on the modernization of the 
nuclear weapons complex and the other on environmental restoration and waste management. This 
PEIS is the latter. See Volume I, Section 1. 7 .1, for an explanation of the subsequent change in the 
scope of the WM PEIS. 
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Comment (2288) 
The PEIS is based on assumptions, for example, that vitrification is going to be a wonderful solution to 
things , even though vitrification has never been tried in this country successfully. Thus , the PEIS has 
no basis in reality. 

Response 
DOE has begun to vitrify high-level waste at two DOE sites. The Defense Waste Processing Facility at 
the Savannah River Site (SRS) began full-scale operations on March 12, 1996, after an extensive 
review and operational readiness process. This facility uses a proven vitrification process to 
immobilize high-level radioactive materials within a glass-like matrix that is then encased in 
stainless-steel canisters , which are placed in interim storage at SRS . The West Valley Demonstration 
Project (WVDP) began vitrifying high-level waste on July 2, 1996. 

DOE has based its analyses in the WM PEIS on accepted and proven scientific and technical 
methodologies . The assumptions made for the WM PEIS analysis are described throughout the 
document. DOE believes these assumptions were necessary to compare impacts consistently across all 
of the DOE sites considered in the PEIS. The WM PEIS analytical methods and assumptions selected 
for high-level waste are described in Sections 9 .1.1 and 9 .2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3023) 
The WM PEIS assumption that new facilities will be built appears overly optimistic in light of current 
funding . DOE is in the process of transitioning older facilities that could prove useful, but that 
currently have no foreseen mission. The WM PEIS should be revised to reflect present budgetary 
constraints on site infrastructure and present options for using existing facilities . DOE needs to develop 
a 5- to 10-year rolling strategic plan to make more efficient use of existing facilities and new 
construction. 

Response 
As described in Sections 6.1.3, 7 .1.3, 8.1.3, and 9.1.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, DOE identified 
existing capacities for the treatment and disposal of specific waste types at major sites to establish a 
baseline and to help determine under which WM PEIS alternatives new or expanded facilities are 
needed. Some facilities that are not currently operating were considered, for the analysis , to be in 
existence based on the assumption that they could become operational if required . Planned facilities 
include only those facilities for which a conceptual design has been completed. Analysis in the 
WM . PEIS assumes use of existing and planned waste management facilities until their capacities are 
met. If additional capacity is needed under certain alternatives, use of new facilities is assumed. 

DOE would attempt to minimize cost and schedule impacts of new construction by redeploying existing 
non-waste management facilities for necessary waste management functions . Such redeployments, 
while not practical to consider in programmatic documents like the WM PEIS, will be considered in 
site-level planning documents. Assuming that new facilities would be required ensures that the impacts 
analysis is conservative (by overestimating impacts from, for example, construction) and would include 
the impacts from implementation of the alternative. Section C.3.2 in Volume III of the WM PEIS 
describes the cost estimating approach that tied the cost of facilities and transportation to waste 
quantities. Section C .3.2.2.3 in Volume III describes the existing facilities assessment cost estimating 
process used where existing capacities were identified. Where facilities exist , their capacities were 
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tak n into ccount, an the total required capacity was reduced by that amount so only the minimum 
necessary new facility construction was costed. 

As stated in Section 1.2 in the Summary document and Section 1.8 .2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, 
DOE is moving forward with the Ten Year Plan vision. This strategy would result in addressing most 
of DOE's cleanup and waste management challenges on accelerated schedules and within existing 
budgets. The Ten Year Plan will be used when considering the budget decisions, sequencing of 
projects, and actions taken to meet program objectives. DOE will implement this vision in 
collaboration with regulators and the public . Costs under the Ten Year Plan would be less than the 
costs reported in the WM PEIS because use of existing infrastructure and commercial vendors would 
need to be optimized to meet accelerated schedules. 

Comment (3035) 
The WM PEIS is not adequate to support the "assignment of sites for the coordinated implementation 
of each strategy" (Volume I, Section 1.8). 

Response 
DOE believes that the WM PEIS meets the requirements of NEPA and the CEQ implementing 
regulations for a programmatic EIS. DOE recognizes that other information, in addition to the WM 
PEIS , would be used to make programmatic decisions, which will be published in Records of Decision. 
In addition to the environmental analyses and the preferred alternatives identified in the Final PEIS, 
DOE will consider budgets, schedules , national priorities, and other factors in reaching its decisions. 

Comment (3228) 
What will happen with the radioactive waste throughout the DOE nuclear weapons complex is a serious 
matter that affects the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) and the citizens of 
Colorado. National agreement and local actions will be needed to achieve needed solutions to this 
problem. The WM PEIS does not provide the framework needed to solve this problem. 

Response , 
The WM PEIS is a national decisionmaking tool to assist DOE in its strategy to address actions related 
to its waste management activities , including wastes from nuclear weapons activities at RFETS . The 
PEIS analyzes alternative configurations for the management of its radioactive and hazardous wastes. 
DOE believes this PEIS will help with long-term planning efforts and be the basis for future decisions 
concerning the configuration of DOE's waste treatment, storage , and disposal activities. No single 
analysis can provide a complete solution for this large and complex problem. 

Public participation is an important component of DOE's effort to obtain national agreement and local 
action to achieve solutions to waste management problems. DOE currently has a variety of public 
outreach programs in place to facilitate public participation at both the national and local levels. 
Specifically in conjunction with the WM PEIS, DOE held 23 scoping meetings, 6 regional workshops 
on the PEIS Implementation Plan, and 2 public workshops on the risk assessment methodology; 
published 3 newsletters and 20 fact sheets; produced 2 videos ; provided periodic briefings for the 
Environmental Management Advisory Board and several site-specific advisory boards; and most 
recently , conducted 13 public hearings and provided a 150-day public comment period for the Draft 
PEIS. These and other outreach activities are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.2, of the Final PEIS . 
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DOE plan o the input it rece·ved during the pu lie comm nt period on the Draft WM PEIS in 
developing its final decisions. 

Public input will also be solicited during the preparation of sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews that 
will be prepared to implement the selected waste management alternatives. 

Comment (3336) 
The document is a vague overview that does not address site-specific issues. 

Response 
The purpose of the WM PEIS is to develop broad programmatic alternatives for the safe and efficient 
management of DOE's radioactive and hazardous waste . Although DOE intends to identify a 
configuration, that is, select sites for waste management activities, it will take a closer look (including 
site-specific design, locations of waste, operating parameters for new facilities, and site-specific 
impacts) in site-specific NEPA reviews. In other words, DOE will look at the big picture first and then 
take a closer look at specific details . The relationship of different levels of NEPA reviews to the 
WM PEIS is described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 

Certain environmental impacts caused by particular types of actions are inherently specific to a 
location, that is, the effects of an action such as construction of a waste treatment facility on a 
particular aspect of the environment could be significant when the action occurs at one location, but 
could diminish rapidly at a distance and might be readily mitigated or eliminated if the action is 
relocated . These effects include impacts on geology and soils, noise and aesthetic, and cultural 
resources impacts, impacts on sensitive species and habitats, environmental justice, and impacts on 
offsite land use . Because the specific locations of the waste management facilities on sites are not being 
proposed at this time, these impacts cannot be assessed fully in this programmatic analysis . Although a 
number of these site-specific impacts are identified and discussed in this PEIS in Chapters 6 through 
10, they can be analyzed fully only in sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. DOE anticipates that, 
in most cases, any potentially significant impacts can be reduced or eliminated by alteration of a 
proposed facility location or other mitigation measures. 

Comment (3341) 
The WM PEIS is inadequate because it does not analyze long-term costs or risks. The realities of 
nuclear waste extend many generations into the future , not just 70 years. 

Response 
The WM PEIS uses different time frames depending on the subject of analysis . For action alternatives , 
the costs evaluated were life-cycle costs of facilities plus transportation costs. Facility costs include the 
cost of planning, design, construction, operations and maintenance, and decontamination and 
decommissioning. The total costs of each alternative include the sum of treatment, storage, disposal, 
and transportation costs , and in some instances, any special costs . For purposes of analysis, the 
following assumptions were made regarding the construction and operation of the waste management 
facilities : The facilities were assumed to be built over a 10-year period and operate over a 10-year 
period to treat and/or dispose of wastes generated within a total 20-year period. 

The No Action Alternatives addressed costs associated with a full 20-year operations (i.e . , storage) 
phase (i.e. , within a total construction phase not applicable) . The site-specific operational periods for 
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high-level waste storage facilities addressed costs associated with various lengths of storage, which are 
discussed in Chapter 9 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . In both instances, costs would substantially 
increase if DOE decides to store the waste indefinitely. 

In the human health risk analysis, for example, different populations and individuals at risk were 
analyzed. Risks to the offsite and onsite populations were estimated for 70 years (the lifetime of a 
person living during the period when treatment and storage activities occur) . A hypothetical intruder 
scenario analyzes two different time frames (100 and 300 years after closure of the disposal facility) 
and a hypothetical farm family analysis evaluates 143 lifetimes, each assumed to be of 70 years 
duration, thus covering a period of 10,000 years. Further details are provided in Chapter 5 in 
Volume I and Appendix D in Volume III of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3661) 
Regarding population impacts, DOE has disregarded the full impacts of its activities on Native Peoples 
and has falsely minimized the impacts of DOE sites on poor communities who cannot leave due to 
financial hardships. · 

Response 
DOE's site and waste management strategies are being developed to mm1m1ze the health and 
environmental effects from potential releases across the complex. The WM PEIS compares waste 
management alternatives on the basis of added risk from proposed waste management operations. The 
exposure pathways that were examined used conservative assumptions that include the potential for 
ingestion of radioactivity. 

In developing the WM PEIS strategies, potential environmental justice concerns were identified and 
analyzed. For the WM PEIS, DOE mapped the minority, low-income, and Native American 
communities within an 80-kilometer (50-mile) radius of each of the 17 sites that were evaluated for 
waste management activities. These maps are located in Appendix C in Volume III of the WM PEIS. 
Section 5 .4. 7. 2 .1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS and Appendix C also contain information on the 
mapping and minority population identification procedures. The results of the environmental justice 
analysis are presented in Sections 6.10.1, 7.10.1, 8.10.1, 9.10.1, and 10.10.1 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS. 

DOE is aware of the impacts, including those on Native American cultures, that DOE's activities have 
made on the surrounding environment. DOE also recognizes that it must not only consider the interests 
of Native American groups and their Tribal lands, but also of individual Native Americans who are 
minority members of the community surrounding DOE sites. The results of the WM PEIS assessment 
indicate that DOE should have sufficient flexibility in locating proposed facilities on sites to avoid 
disproportionately affecting minority or Native American interests near the sites . For any of the waste 
management alternatives to be implemented, sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews will analyze any 
potential impacts on Native American Tribal cultures at the site-specific level. 

DOE is committed to continuing to address the concerns and interests of stakeholders at the DOE sites 
in all its decisionmaking. DOE seeks input from native peoples through the NEPA process and has 
instituted and follows the DOE American Indian Policy, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 
the National Historic Preservation Act, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, 
and Executive Order 13007 regarding sacred sites, as well as any separate agreements that have been 
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nicular ative American ribes. For the WM PEIS, extensive scoping meetings were 
held for stakeholders to discuss and influence the course of the project prior to document preparation. 
All Native American Tribes were sent a copy of the Notice of Intent to prepare the PEIS and a 
notification of the scoping meetings. After the Draft PEIS was issued, another extensive series of 
public hearings was held , and Native American Tribes received invitations to comment. DOE Field 
Offices routinely consult with interested Tribal Governments on DOE activities and plans . These 
consultations have included briefings on the development of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3677) 
Section 9.1 is completely inadequate. DOE's evaluation of the management of high-level waste must 
be completely re-done. 

Response 
DOE believes that Section 9 .1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS provides useful background information 
relating to high-level waste management. The WM PEIS analyzes only the impacts of storing vitrified 
high-level waste. It does not evaluate alternatives for treatment or disposal of high-level waste . DOE 
must decide where to store vitrified high-level waste canisters prior to the availability of a geologic 
repository, since the decision to immobilize the high-level waste before transporting it was made in the 
early 1980s. The evaluation of high-level waste storage alternatives contained in the WM PEIS is 
adequate and appropriate for a programmatic EIS. In response to public comments , DOE ,has made 
some changes and corrections to the high-level waste analysis. These changes are reflected in the Final 
WM PEIS . 

Comment (4032) 
DOE's effort to develop a programmatic waste management EIS has cost taxpayers $56 million. 
However, the PEIS does not consider many major foreseeable impacts . DOE should reissue a PEIS 
that fully addresses all foreseeable impacts . DOE should place a moratorium on privatization until a 
credible EIS is issued and adequate time is provided for public comment and agency response. 

Response 
In addition to this WM PEIS, DOE funded a number of long-term planning efforts necessary to 
evaluate and improve DOE's Waste Management Program. The cost of these ancillary efforts (e.g. , 
development of cost-estimating models and the Baseline Environmental Management Report to 
Congress have created misunderstandings about the actual cost of preparing the WM PEIS. The total 
cost for preparing the WM PEIS--from project initiation in 1990 to publication of the Final PEIS--was 
approximately $31 million. DOE firmly believes that the development of this WM PEIS is the 
necessary first step in the development of its comprehensive waste management strategy and that the 
benefits of the study warrant the expense. 

DOE does not agree that it is necessary to revise and reissue the PEIS as a draft. DOE believes that the 
WM PEIS includes the major foreseeable impacts of the programmatic alternatives . The WM PEIS 
analysis evaluates human health risks, impacts to air quality, water resources , ecological resources , 
economic, social, environmental justice, land use, infrastructure, cultural resources, and cost impacts . 
Chapter 5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the analysis methodologies. Chapters 6 through 10 
in Volume I contain the analyses for the five waste types , and Chapter 11 in Volume I describes 
cumulative impacts. 
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Section 1. 7.4 in Volume I has been added to discuss the issue of waste management privatization at 
DOE sites . The new language describes the potential for privatization of waste management activities , 
as long as they comply with applicable laws and other requirements, and qualitatively addresses the 
potential costs and environmental impacts of privatization. DOE does not believe a moratorium on 
privatization is necessary . 

Comment (4052) 
The Draft WM PEIS does not reflect DOE's apparently serious effort to formulate a national priority
setting policy through various panels and committees. 

Response 
The purpose of NEPA evaluations is to analyze impacts of proposed actions and alternatives, not to set 
priorities. The WM PEIS does reflect DOE's efforts to formulate national policies through various 
panels , committees , and study groups. Section 1.4.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes 
consultations with other agencies, organizations, and Native American Tribes . This includes a 
description of consultations with the Environmental Management Advisory Board and Site-Specific 
Advisory Boards . In addition, Section 1.8.2 in Volume I describes related DOE actions and programs 
including the low-level mixed waste management DOE Disposal Workgroup , the nuclear material and 
waste dialogue team, and future-use project. 

DOE will also consider budgets, schedules, national priorities, other studies, and the recommendations 
of advisory bodies such as the Environmental Management Advisory Board. DOE intends to integrate 
these various decision tools, including the WM PEIS, in the Record of Decision process. The various 
panels and committees have had the opportunity to comment on the Draft PEIS. Discussions with these 
panels and committees will also occur after publication of the Final PEIS. 

Comment (4410) 
There is no evidence of interagency consultation and cooperation in drafting the WM PEIS. In 
particular, because of its regulatory role at all DOE sites, EPA's early involvement is essential. The 
WM PEIS is not and will not be a credible document unless interagency consultation and cooperation is 
achieved early in the process. 

Response 
EPA and other agencies were involved in the early stages of drafting the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS 
Implementation Plan describes the WM PEIS scoping and the extent of EPA involvement in that 
process . Chapter 5 of the Implementation Plan states that at DOE's invitation, the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services agreed to be a cooperating agency on the PEIS within the scope of the 
agreement between DOE and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. NRC agreed to 
participate as a cooperating agency in a limited sense and directed its staff to monitor development of 
the PEIS technical information base and policy implications . EPA and DOE agreed on roles and 
responsibilities for technical coordination on issues of mutual concern. EPA helped DOE to define 
issues and concerns to address in the PEIS and provided information in areas in which EPA has 
regulatory authority or technical expertise . EPA reviewed the preliminary Draft PEIS , and participated 
in meetings involving review of the human health risk methodology. A list of consultations with other 
agencies and individuals is provided in Section 1.4.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. The 
Implementation Plan is available for review in the DOE public reading rooms listed in the Section 1.9 
in Volume I. 
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omment ( 6 4) 
The lack of analysis of the transuranic waste No Action Alternative, Regionalized Alternative 1, and 
Centralized Alternative for environmental restoration transuranic waste is unacceptable and does not 
meet the requirements of NEPA. 

Response 
DOE believes that the analysis of impacts for the various transuranic waste alternatives meets the 
NEPA requirements and CEQ implementing regulations and will provide support on where DOE 
should treat transuranic waste management. While the analysis of environmental restoration wastes is 
not within the scope of the WM PEIS, the PEIS does discuss how environmental restoration waste 
volumes for which responsibility transferred to the Waste Management Program could influence the 
comparison among waste management alternatives . Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS 
discusses the potential influence of this transferred environmental restoration transuranic waste on the 
WM PEIS alternatives. 

Comment (4408) 
The WM PEIS violates required NEPA alternatives analysis by basing the entire PEIS transuranic 
waste (TRUW) discussion on the assumption that the future interim storage and/or permanent 
repository for TRUW will be the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico, despite the fact 
that WIPP is geologically unfeasible due to water intrusion, in addition to many other licensing 
problems. As a result, the WM PEIS does not provide a back-up plan if the site does not open, putting 
human and environmental safety at risk. DOE considered Monitored Retrievable Storage facilities 
other than WIPP in the Implementation Plan for the EIS for a Multi-Purpose Canister System for 
Management of Civilian and Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel. Shifting of funding and responsibility for the 
Multi-Purpose System to the Nuclear Navy does not relieve DOE of the responsibility to consider 
alternatives and significant impacts it can clearly foresee as alternatives to WIPP. 

Response 
DOE does not agree with the commentor. DOE believes the WM PEIS meets all NEPA and CEQ 
requirements. Section 1.5.3 in Volume I states that DOE is currently proposing to dispose of 
retrievably stored and newly generated TRUW at WIPP. The environmental impacts of developing 
WIPP were assessed in previous environmental impact statements. The impacts of disposal at WIPP 
are evaluated in the Draft WIPP SEIS-II, which was released in November 1996. The WM PEIS 
No Action Alternative evaluates the impacts of the first 20 years of long-term storage of TRUW if the 
opening of WIPP is delayed. The impacts of storage beyond 20 years are analyzed as part of the 
No Action Alternatives in the WIPP SEIS-II. 

Section 2.2.3 in Volume I states that since 1970, DOE has stored all of its TRUW, including TRUW 
containing hazardous components that are subject to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). DOE plans to dispose this retrievably stored TRUW at WIPP if acceptable performance can 
be demonstrated and regulatory requirements can be met. Several studies are underway to characterize 
and more fully understand the potential long-term behavior of the disposal of TRUW at WIPP. Based 
on the results of these studies and independent of the WM PEIS, DOE will determine whether to 
dispose of TRUW at WIPP and the extent to which TRUW must be treated before disposal. And, 
regardless of whether WIPP becomes a repository , DOE needs to identify the sites where TRUW 
would be treated and stored based on the WM PEIS analysis. 
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The former Multi-Purpose Canister IP and its successor document, the Evaluating Container System 
for the Management of Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS , considered container systems and potential 
monitored retrievable storage facilities for the storage of spent nuclear fuel, not for TRUW. 

Comment (4421) 
Commentors stated that the WM PEIS is inadequate, and should be revised and reissued in draft for 
additional public comment. One commentor stated that the Draft WM PEIS misrepresents the impacts 
of DOE sites and actions, is incomplete, and could put people at risk if DOE were to use it to 
determine its waste management siting strategies. Another commentor stated that the WM PEIS needs 
another review due to numerous errors [example cited]. 

Response 
DOE does not agree that the Draft WM PEIS misrepresented environmental impacts or was incomplete . 
Rather, DOE believes that the Draft WM PEIS met the requirements of NEPA and the CEQ regulations 
to support DOE waste management programmatic decisions . Therefore , it is not necessary to revise 
and reissue the Draft WM PEIS for public comment. DOE has made changes to the WM PEIS to 
correct errors and omissions identified by members of the public, DOE personnel, and contractor 
personnel. These changes are reflected in this Final WM PEIS. Section 1.7.2 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS discusses the major changes made to the document. 

The PEIS is one tool that DOE will use to decide how and where it will manage its radioactive and 
hazardous wastes in the future. Along with documents such as the Baseline Environmental 
Management Report, Site Treatment Plans, and other EISs (e .g., the WIPP SEIS-11), the PEIS provides 
decisionmakers with a national perspective to evaluate the potential impacts of various strategies. The 
PEIS identifies potential costs and environmental impacts of alternative configurations for waste 
management that DOE could implement for each type of waste . After deciding the overall strategy, 
which will identify sites for treatment, storage, and disposal facilities , DOE will perform site-specific 
NEPA reviews as appropriate . 

Comment (4437) 
Based on Site Environmental Reports and sources, exposure estimates at some DOE sites are hundreds 
of times higher than those presented in the Draft WM PEIS, and DOE and contractor management 
responsible for preparing the WM PEIS deliberately changed information as part of a premeditated 
cover-up. These activities affect DOE credibility and should be investigated. 

Some of the most significant information that should have been included in the affected environment 
and/or cumulative impacts sections of the WM PEIS include : 

• Radon exposure from FEMP and Argonne National Laboratory-East (ANL-E) (not covered in 
National Emission Standards for Hazard Air Pollutants) ; 

• The high potential dose in game caught at the Savannah River Site (SRS) and Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory (INEL), and fish affected by the West Valley Demonstration Project 
(WVDP) and SRS; 

• Plutonium exposure detected by monitoring at Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
(RFETS); 
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• Exposure to contaminated sediment, food, and direct radiation at Paducah; 

• Exposure near the target of an accelerator at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) and 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (LBL); 

• Multimedia exposure at Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR); 

• Impacts from high-level waste treatment at WVDP; 

• Presenting cumulative impact predicted fatalities over the alternative duration rather than an annual 
average. 

Response 
In addition to DOE's own investigation, EPA conducted an independent investigation of these 
allegations against DOE and its contractors (including META and Louis Berger and Associates, Inc.), 
and determined that there was no evidence of a cover-up or intentional misrepresentation of data. 

The existing site contamination and multimedia maximally exposed individual exposure estimates 
described in the comment are presented in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, 
which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final PEIS. 
Many of the exposure routes cited by the commentor were investigated during site-specific NEPA and 
CERCLA reviews, or might be investigated during future reviews. 

DOE did not include this information in the applicable sections of Chapter 4, which discusses the 
affected environment, and Chapter 11, the cumulative impacts analysis in Volume I of the WM PEIS, 
because these pathways are not as relevant for the offsite public as airborne pathways, which are the 
most important routes of exposure for most members of the offsite populations living in the vicinity of 
the sites. The consumption of contaminated wildlife and other multimedia exposure scenarios are 
worst-case bounding estimates, which DOE can best address in site-specific analyses. These pathways 
would be relevant only for certain specialized populations (e.g., subsistence hunters and fishermen), 
and would require additional information or assumptions about the dietary habits of those populations. 
In addition, wildlife contamination data vary widely from year to year in site monitoring reports. DOE 
would maintain institutional control of the sites during the assumed 10-year waste treatment period. As 
a consequence, the offsite population should not be able to come in contact with hot-spots of 
contamination inside the site boundary. 
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Comment (1) 
Why does the Draft PEIS Summary document contain only 9 chapters when the Reader's Guide in the 
front of the Summary lists 12 chapters for Volume I? 

Response 
There is no direct correlation between chapter numbers in the Summary document and chapter numbers 
in Volume I. The Summary document is a separate document that highlights the most significant 
aspects and provides a broad overview of the WM PEIS. DOE added this explanation to the Final 
WM PEIS Summary document. Volume I, Section 1.3 , describes the contents of Volumes I through V 
of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2) 
Commentors suggested the following ways to make the WM PEIS more reader friendly: 

• In the Summary document, define acronyms the first time they are used; 
• Spell out acronyms in the margins every time they are used; 
• Include a complete glossary of abbreviations in the Summary document; 
• Remember who the audience is and write on a layperson level; 
• Use plain English and avoid jargon. 

Response 
DOE made every effort to present complex technical information in a way that could be easily 
understood by the layperson. Technical terms are explained in the text and defined in the Glossary 
(see Volume I). Acronyms and abbreviations are spelled out when they are first used and listed in 
Volume I. DOE added a list of acronyms and abbreviations to the Final WM PEIS Summary 
document. DOE believes these features provide sufficient resources to readers of the Final WM PEIS 
and elected not to define terms in the margin every time they are used. 

Comment (3) 
Define "treatment" of wastes and "disposal" of radioactive wastes in the Summary document. Define 
"fines" at first use in the Summary document. 

Response 
The Summary document is intended to provide a broad overview of the WM PEIS. Definitions of 
terms (including those mentioned in the comment) are contained in the Glossary in Chapter 14 in 
Volume I. 

Comment (6) 
Compare a representative waste volume to something recognizable (for example, football fields) . 

Response 
Section 1.4.1 of the Summary _document includes a commonplace :example of a representative volume 
of waste (100,000 cubic meters of waste would fill a seven-story buildipg the size of a football field). 

Comment (168) 
The whole analysis section is fuzzy . 
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Response 
In preparing the Final WM PEIS, DOE made every effort to improve the clarity of the document, 
including the analysis . 

Comment (519) 
Will a separate WM PEIS User 's Guide be available to the public? 

Response 
Although the subject of the WM PEIS is complex, the organization of the document is not. DOE does 
not believe that a separate User's Guide would be helpful. A short Reader's Guide is provided in the 
front of Volume I. 

Comment (1687) 
In Volume I, Section 1.5 .2, the inset that details the quantities of waste has a small typed footnote that 
states, "Volumes do not include environmental restoration waste ." Given the significance and 
magnitude of that small footnote, all similar references throughout the text should be printed in bold 
type to increase readers' awareness that a significant portion of waste generated over the next 20 years 
is not considered in this PEIS. 

Response 
In several places, the WM PEIS explicitly states that environmental restoration wastes are not included 
in the analysis. Therefore, DOE does not believe it is necessary to highlight the footnote . Volume I, 
Section 1. 7 .1, explains why environmental restoration wastes are not included in the PEIS analysis in 
detail. 

Comment (1716) 
Commentors identified typographical errors in the Draft WM PEIS. 

Response 
DOE corrected typographical errors identified by commentors . 

Comment (1719) 
There is not enough information in Section 4.4 .13 about treatment technologies . 

Response 
Sections 4 .4 .1 through 4. 4 .17 in Volume I of the WM PEIS provide summary information about the 
affected environment at each of the 17 WM PEIS sites. Additional information about treatment 
technologies is in Sections 5.2.2, 6.2 .2, 7.2.2, 8.2.2, and 10.2.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 
Appendix H in Volume IV provides information on technology development. 

Comment (2055) 
Using the metric system to specify volumes is an internationally accepted practice. However, the 
WM PEIS would be more user friendly and comprehensible if the total volumes in summaries and 
chapter highlights were provided in equivalent gallons, as well as in cubic meters. 
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Response 
The Final WM PEIS includes a table for converting waste volumes to both cubic feet and gallons . See 
the Summary document (Section 1.4.1) and Volume I (Section 1.5 .1) . 

Comment (2347) 
In Volume I, Section 10.8, of the Draft PEIS, last paragraph, first sentence, should the word affect 
actually be effect? 

Response 
Affect is used correctly. 

Comment (2354) 
A commentor commended DOE for its presentation of such a large study in only four volumes. The 
commentor stated that listing referenced technical reports and documents used for each chapter in 
Volume I was very helpful and that the pull-out chart at the end of each chapter presents clearly the 
alternatives and their relationships to the chapter topic and site involved. The commentor added that 
placing extensive background material (site data tables, methodologies, and future goals of DOE) in 
separate volumes enabled the reader to focus on the task. 

Response 
Thank you for commenting. 

Comment (2410) 
The Final WM PEIS should provide the names and addresses of the project leaders of site-specific EISs 
so that interested citizens can access drafts of them as they become ,available. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS contains a list of DOE public reading rooms where 
copies of some draft EISs can be found . Section 1.9 also provides phone numbers to call for additional 
information. 

Comment (2543) 
In Volume I, Table 9.4-7, use the word "Public" instead of "Normal Operations Population" to 
improve clarity . The footnotes for the table are incorrect; the asterisks are not correctly located in the 
table . 

Response 
DOE replaced Normal Operations Population with Routing Operations Public and corrected the errors 
in Volume I, Table 9.4-7, identified in this comment. 

Comment (2545) 
A commentor identified a sentence in Chapter 11 of the Draft WM PEIS and suggested that the 
sentence be edited to clarify its meaning. 

Response 
The sentence referred to in the comment appears in Section 11.2 of the Final WM PEIS . It is intended 
to explain how DOE selected information from other EISs for use in the WM PEIS cumulative impacts 

11-15 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

11.2 Presentation 

i . DOE dited the entence to clari y its meaning . It now reads "Where decisions have not 
been made regarding the preferred alternatives for a reasonably foreseeable action, the cumulative 
impacts analysis considers the range of impacts of those alternatives. Otherwise, only the impacts of 
the preferred alternative are included in the cumulative impacts analysis ." 

Comment (2S51) 
Provide a specific discussion of the significance of the tables in Volume II , Section 6 .0 . 

Response 
Section 1.1 in Volume II states that the tables list the impacts for each of the 17 major sites as a 
complement to the impact discussions in Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I (see Table 11-1.1). 
Section 11.6 contains the INEL tables, which list the volume of each waste type in separate sections for 
low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste . 
These tables list the impacts of managing radioactive and hazardous waste at INEL. Section 1.0 in 
Volume II specifically describes each table. The significance of the tables in Section 11.6 is that they 
list impacts of managing radioactive and hazardous waste at INEL in a separate format. 

Comment (2S69) 
The Summary document states that "Alpha radiation can be stopped by a sheet of paper and will not 
penetrate skin, but it is harmful if ingested or inhaled." This should be modified by substituting 
"material that emits alpha radiation" for "it." 

Response 
The sentence in the Summary document, Section 1.4.3, has been changed and now reads, "Alpha 
particles can be stopped by a sheet of paper and will not penetrate skin, but material that emits alpha 
particles is harmful if ingested or inhaled." 

Comment (2620) 
Volume I, Section 10.4.3. Insert the words "worst case" in the sentence: "Note that ... facility 
accidents were analyzed .. . " 

Response 
DOE did not make the requested change because the facility accident impact analyses cited in the 
comment are maximum consequence rather than worst case analyses. Section 10.4.3 in Volume I 
summarizes the accident scenarios with the estimated maximum consequences from among the range of 
accident scenarios analyzed. Appendices D (Volume Ill) and F (Volume IV) provide additional details 
about all of the hazardous waste facility accident scenarios evaluated in the WM PEIS. 
Sections 10.4.3.1 and 10.4.3.2 in Volume I have been revised to clarify that maximum consequence 
accidents, rather than worst-case accidents, were summarized in Section 10.4 .3. 

Comment (266S) 
In Volume IV, Section E.16 .1, it would be helpful to refer to where in the text the PLC , PAEC, and 
ICRC values are derived/explained. 

Response 
Section E.16.1 explains the use of PLC (potentially life-threatening concentration), PAEC (potentially 
adverse effects concentrations), and ICRC (increased cancer incidence effects) values in the WM PEIS 
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hazardous waste transportation analysis. Sections E.1 6.5.1, E.16.5.2, and E. 16.5.3 describe the 
derivation of PLC, PAEC, and ICR values , respectively. In addition, the acronyms were added to the 
list of acronyms in Appendix E in Volume III of the WM PEIS and to the PEIS Glossary (Chapter 14, 
Volume I). 

Comment (2682) 
In Volume IV, Section F.2 .2.1, please define the word "strongly" in the parenthetical statement, 
"(process chemical accidents that could not be strongly correlated with waste inventories or throughputs 
were not analyzed) ." What impact does this restriction have Of:l the development of source terms? 
Please define the words "sufficient" and "distinct" in the same paragraph, and the word "selected" in 
the following paragraph. 

Response 
DOE has deleted "strongly" from the referenced statement. 

The word "sufficient" indicates that DOE did not develop accident source terms for sites with waste 
volumes so low that DOE would not construct fixed facilities for their treatment. The WM PEIS 
projects that DOE will treat small volumes of waste with portable treatment units, which could consist 
of one or more trailer-mounted treatment modules that would treat minimal quantities of waste (limit of 
30 cubic meters per year per unit) . Such units would be most suitable for the treatment of waste 
streams that were not generated on a regular basis. In this case , DOE did not perform an accident 
analysis due to the low inventory of material and the episodic operation of the treatment module. DOE 
based the source terms for the accident analysis on release classes , which take into account the waste 
type, treatment category, and accident stress . These release classes are "distinct" from each other, and 
this is what the term means. 

The statement, "only selected waste management operations and treatment technologies were analyzed 
for source term development," refers to the review undertaken during the WM PEIS accident analysis 
to establish the technologies that might contribute significantly to the overall risk of waste treatment. 
For example, DOE chose incineration as a risk-dominant technology for options rather than a low-level 
mixed waste non-thermal option due to incineration extreme operating conditions (high temperature and 
pressure) and high dispersibility characteristics of the resulting radioactive ash product. Preliminary 
calculations indicated that the risks from accidents related to relatively benign technologies such as 
packaging and compaction would be lower than those for high-energy processes such as incineration 
and organic destruction. 

Comment (2840) 
In Volume I, Chapter 5, the WM PEIS cites "DOE 1991 ," but no such reference appears in the 
Chapter 5 list of references. 

Response , 
DOE corrected the citation identified in the comment to "DOE, 1990. " 

Comment (2845) 
Tables in Volume I, Section 3.4, and throughout the waste-type chapters , should define blank spaces . 
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Response 
DOE has added footnotes to the tables in Volume I, Section f4 , to explain that the blank spaces 
indicate that DOE is not contemplating any waste management activity. Further, DOE has added 
footnotes to explain any blank spaces in the tables in the waste-type chapters. 

Comment (2846) 
The footnotes to Table 3.4-1 in Volume I should define "Number of Sites ," "CH Non-Alpha Treat," 
and "Dispose. " 

Response 
DOE believes Table 3 .4-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is understandable as presented in the Draft 
PEIS and has not made the requested changes. 

• The "Number of Sites" is determined by counting across the row the number of treatment or 
disposal sites. 

• Low-level mixed waste is categorized as alpha or non-alpha waste, depending on whether the waste 
contains concentrations of alpha particles at or above 10 nanocuries per gram. As stated in the 
footnote to Table 3.4-1, there are typically two categories of low-level mixed waste: contact
handled (CH) and remote-handled (RH). The difference is the concentration of radioactive material 
in each category. RH waste typically requires additional shielding and containment. "CH" and 
"RH" are introduced and defined in Section 1.5 and the terms are listed and defined in the 
Glossary in Volume I. DOE added to the footnotes for Table 3.4-1 a description the two different 
kinds of CH low-level mixed waste (alpha and non-alpha) . 

• "Disposal" is defined in the Glossary. 

Comment (2849) 
In Volume I, Table 3.4-1, the "S" or the term Storage should be defined. Will material be stored at 
the site under which the "S" designation appears or elsewhere? 

Response 
The WM PEIS Glossary, which is in Volume I of the WM PEIS, defines "storage" as the collection 
and containment of waste or spent nuclear fuel (in such a manner as not to constitute disposal of the 
waste or spent nuclear fuel) for the purposes of awaiting treatment or disposal capacity (i.e., not short
term accumulation). The "S" in Table 3.4-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS denotes indefinite onsite 
storage at that site under the No Action Alternative. 

Comment (2852) 
Under the Decentralized Alternative for BNL, the designation "TD" (for "Treatment to meet land 
disposal restrictions" and "Disposal") appears . However, it is not at all clear what is meant by these 
terms. Will treatment for land disposal occur on the BNL site or off the site? Will land disposal occur 
on the site or off the site? Will disposal occur on the site or off the site? The answers to these 
questions should be clearly stated in the PEIS. 
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Response 
When the "TD" designation appears for a site, such as BNL, it means that the site is a candidate for 
these activities under that alternative. Wherever the PEIS identifies a site as a potential location for 
waste management activities, it refers to analysis of waste for onsite activities. Commercial treatment 
offsite is not precluded by this evaluation of onsite activities, but decisions to utilize commercial 
facilities would be made at the site level. Thus, the designation of "TD" for BNL under the low-level 
mixed waste Decentralized Alternative indicates that BNL is a candidate site for onsite treatment and 
disposal of its own low-level mixed waste . The WM PEIS Glossary, which is in Volume I, further 
amplifies this response. It defines "treatment" as "any method, technique, or process designed to 
change the physical or chemical character of the waste to render it less hazardous, safer to transport, 
store or dispose of, or reduced in volume." The Glossary defines "disposal" as "emplacement of waste 
in a manner that ensures protection of human health and the environment within prescribed limits for 
the foreseeable future with no intent of retrieval and that requires deliberate action to regain access to 
the waste." With regard to land disposal restrictions, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
requires EPA to issue land disposal restrictions that require the use of the best demonstrated available 
technologies to treat certain hazardous waste and other waste containing certain hazardous components . 
The land disposal restrictions also prohibit the storage of waste that requires treatment, except to 
facilitate proper recovery, treatment, or disposal. DOE has revised the Glossary to include a definition 
of land disposal restrictions. 

Comment (2872) 
Volume III, Section B.3.3 . The DOE-developed model, Automated Remedial Action Methodology is 
described in three sentences. No information is provided regarding data input to the model, 
mathematical solutions employed by the model, or where such information can be obtained to 
independently verify the model's output. Given that the Draft WM PEIS states DOE's intent to use this 
output to make "conclusions" regarding potential environmental restoration waste impacts (see 
Section B.3, Page B-3), a much more thorough description of how the model predicts waste volumes is 
warranted. It is not clear why DOE Headquarters estimates of INEL environmental restoration waste 
volumes were even necessary. It would seem that the field office should have more intimate 
knowledge of environmental restoration and decontamination and decommissioning sites at INEL and 
could provide a more detailed estimate of projected waste volumes. 

Response 
No information from, or reference to, Automated Remedial Action Methodology is contained in the 
Final WM PEIS. The model was not used because better information was available from the Baseline 
Environmental Management Report, as identified in Section B.5. 

Comment (2903) 
Figure 4-3 in Volume I should be drawn to scale. 

Response , 
As noted in Figure 4-3, the map is not drawn to scale, nor are any of the maps in Section 4.4. DOE 
included these maps in Section 4.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to provide a general idea of the layout 
of each site. Therefore, DOE did not believe it was necessary to draw the maps to scale. 

11-19 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

11.2 Presentation 

Comment (2919) 
To address the questions of centralized, regionalized, and local [decentralized] treatment, it would be 
helpful to have a table that lists the volume of each class of waste at each site, with an indication of the 
existence at each site of suitable treatment facilities, suitable permanent disposal facilities, and suitable 
off site transport. This information should be included in Table 1. 3-1 of the Summary document. A 
table of interstate shipping distances would also be useful. 

Response 
The WM PEIS Summary document is intended to give a general and broad overview of the basic 
content of the WM PEIS . The amount of information about waste volumes and site-specific suitability 
for treatment, disposal, and transportation could not readily be added to Table 1.3-1 without interfering 
with the clarity of the table . The information is, therefore, given in Sections 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, 9 .1, and 
10.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS for each waste type . 

Tables of intersite shipping distances are provided in Volume IV, Table E-2 for truck routes and 
Table E-3 for rail routes. However, these tables would be too long (4 pages) for inclusion in the 
WM PEIS Summary document. 

Comment (2964) 
In Volume I, Table 6.1-2, a footnote states that BNL does not have onsite wastewater or wastewater 
treatment. BNL has inadequate onsite wastewater treatment. The table should be modified to reflect 
this. 

Response 
Table 6.1-2 lists the capacities of existing and planned low-level mixed waste facilities at major sites 
considered in the WM PEIS analysis . Wastewater treatment is the most prevalent treatment capability 
for low-level mixed waste. The footnote indicates that BNL has no planned or current low-level mixed 
waste wastewater treatment capacity. The footnote is not referring to the infrastructure of BNL. As 
described in Section 2.15.6 in Volume II of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report , 
BNL has a I-million-gallon per-day wastewater sewage treatment plant. The technical report is 
available in DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (2967) 
Volume I, Section 6.3.2, should make it clear that BNL is not proposed to receive any offsite waste for 
treatment or disposal. 

Response 
Table 6.3-2 shows that under the Decentralized Alternative, BNL would not receive any offsite low
level mixed waste for treatment or disposal. 

Comment (2972) 
Volume I, Section 6.3.3, should make it clear that BNL is shipping its low-level mixed waste to an 
offsite facility. Furthermore, it should be reemphasized that this is DOE's preferred alternative. 

Response 
Tables 6.3-3, 6.3-4, 6.3-5, and 6.3-6 show that, under all four Regionalized Alternatives , BNL low
level mixed waste would be shipped offsite. The preferred alternatives and the reasons they are 
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preferred are identified in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS. They are highlighted in the 
site profile for BNL that appears in the Summary document. 

Comment (2991) 
Several figures and tables in Chapter 7 list 16 disposal sites under the Decentralized Alternative . This 
contradicts Tables 7.4-4, 7.4-5, and 7.4-13, all of which show 15 sites. 

Response 
Under the Decentralized Alternative, disposal would occur at 16 sites. Although the 1992 Integrated 
Data Base, which was used for the Draft PEIS, does not report low-level waste data for BNL, BNL was 
considered a potential low-level waste management site for purposes of analysis. DOE has revised 
Tables 7.4-4, 7.4-5, and 7.4-13 to indicate 16 disposal sites. More recent data taken from the 1995 
Integrated Data Base was used for the Final WM PEIS and confirms that there is low-level waste at 
BNL (see Table 7 .1-1 in Volume I). 

Comment (2993) 
Table 7.4-1 shows no workers at BNL under the Decentralized Alternative. Other tables show that 
BNL will either dispose of low-level waste (e .g., Tables 3.4-2 and 7.3-2, Figure 7.3-2) or treat and 
dispose of low-level waste (e.g., Table 3.6-2). Also, Tables 7.4-7 and 7.4-9 indicate that none of the 
actions are applicable to BNL for any alternative. Please explain what this means. 

Response 
In the Draft WM PEIS, BNL did not have low-level waste based on the 1992 Integrated Data Base. 
Therefore, Table 7. 4-1 did not show any estimates of BNL waste treatment worker populations. 

In the Final WM PEIS, Chapter 7 (Volume I) was revised to incorporate low-level waste volumes from 
the 1995 Integrated Data Base, including BNL low-level waste (see Table 7 .1-1). In addition, estimates 
of waste treatment worker populations at the site were added to Table 7 .4-1. Consideration of updated 
low-level waste volumes for BNL also are included in Appendix I (Volume IV) in the Final WM PEIS, 
which addresses the issue of how updated waste projections affect WM PEIS conclusions. 

Comment (3015) 
Volume I, Section 5.2.1, indicates that DOE adjusted low-level mixed waste data for three sites; only 
two sites are identified. The third site should be identified and the adjustment noted in Table 4-2. 

Response 
DOE corrected Section 5.2.1 to indicate that low-level mixed waste data were adjusted for two sites. 

Comment (3042) 
Table 4-7 in Volume I is not described in the text of Section 4.3 .7 in the Draft WM PEIS. 

Response 
Section 4.3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS was revised to add a reference to Table 4-7. Table 4.3-3 
summarizes minority and low-income population data for the 50-mile zone of impact that surrounds 
each site. 
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omment (3057) 
In Section 4.4 .4 , the Yakima Firing Range should be referred to as the Yakima Training Center. 

Response 
DOE made this correction. 

Comment (3058) 
The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is loosely cited in the WM PEIS, was 
not in the Lacey, Washington, DOE reading room. 

Response 
The citation in the Chapter 4 reference section was incorrect. The citation is correct in the Final 
WM PEIS . All technical reports were supplied to the DOE public reading rooms as announced in the 
Federal Register notice declaring the availability of the Draft WM PEIS. All technical reports have 
been reissued to the DOE public reading rooms , listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final 
WM PEIS . 

Comment (3062) 
The acronym ALOHA should not be used for a computer programmer's poison gas model. The use of 
this sacred Hawaiian greeting is akin to Shalom in Judea-Christian culture. 

Response 
The computer model ALOHA (Aerial Locations of Hazardous Atmospheres) was not developed by 
DOE and DOE has no control over the model's name or the resulting acronym. 

Comment (3285) 
NTS is located in Nye County, not Las Vegas, as indicated in Section 4.4.8. 

Response 
The titles of Sections 4. 4 .1 through 4. 4 .17 in Volume I include the site and the closest large city, not 
the county in which the site is located. Some sites are located in more than one county . The text in 
Volume I, Section 4.4 .8, notes that NTS is 65 miles northwest of Las Vegas . Also, the general public 
is more likely to recognize the name of a large city than the name of a county. 

Comment (3368) 
Volume III, Section D.2.6.1. The terms RfDs , RfCs, HEAST, and IRIS should be briefly explained 
here (as they are in Volume IV, Section E.16.5.2.1), or at least included in the list of abbreviations at 
the beginning of Appendix D. 

Response 
DOE added the terms RID, and RfC to the abbreviation list, and HEAST, and IRIS to the acronym list 
for Appendix D. 

Comment (3386) 
Volume III , Section D.3.3.8.1, last paragraph, should include a reference to where in the text the 
source term is characterized. 
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Response 
The reference for the source term is identified in Appendix F in Volume IV and accompanying 
technical reports . 

Comment (3408) 
Volume III, page A-4 , paragraph 4; and page A-5, paragraph 2: A reference is not provided for the 
Baseline Environmental Management Report or for the Risk Report. 

Response 
The Final WM PEIS includes references for the Baseline Environmental Management Report and the 
report Risks and The Risk Debate: Searching for Common Ground, the First Step in Appendix A. 

Comment (3409) 
Volume IV, Section E.5.1.2.1, last paragraph, states that the accident risk assessment uses site-specific 
and waste type-specific radiological and physical wastes. Site-specific is not appropriate for this 
assessment, because the actual population density was not used . The occurrence of the three population 
density zones might be route-specific, but they are not site-specific. 

Response 
The term "site-specific" in the text cited in the comment does not refer to the population density used in 
the analysis . The term is used to describe the characteristics of waste at a particular site (i .e. , the 
radiological and physical waste characteristics of a particular waste at a particular site) . Moreover, the 
next sentence states "the assessment uses route-specific information" for the transportation calculations. 

Comment (3410) 
In Volume IV, Section E.7.1.4, last paragraph, please change the word "unfavorable" to "stable." 

Response 
DOE made this change . 

Comment (3527) 
Although the Reader's Guide states otherwise, review of the appendices or technical reports should be 
considered necessary for a full understanding of the issues. For example, Appendix B in Volume III of 
the WM PEIS contains numerous assumptions limiting the scope of the WM PEIS to environmental 
effects for which economically practical and technically reasonable solutions are at hand (see Volume I, 
Section B .4-1, Table B .4-1), although such an approach contradicts the intentions of Congress for 
NEPA. 

Response 
Due to its programmatic nature, the WM PEIS is a complex study. It is organized to be useful to a 
broad range of interested parties . The Summary document serves readers who are interested in a broad 
overview of the WM PEIS. Volume I contains the main text of the document. The Site Data Tables 
(Volume II) , appendices (Volumes III and IV) , and technical reports support Volume I and assist 
readers who are interested in more detail. Thus , the WM PEIS attempts to accommodate readers with 
different levels of review knowledge and interest. 
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Regardin the specific example noted, in V l m III contain a di cu io of 
environmental restoration wastes. Environmental restoration is not within the scope of this 
programmatic study primarily because of its site-specific nature (see Section 1. 7 .1). Therefore, 
Appendix B of the document contains a qualitative discussion of the extent to which those 
environmental restoration waste volumes, for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste 
Management Program, might affect the comparison among waste management alternatives . The 
approach used for the qualitative discussion of environmental restoration activities is not a full-fledged 
quantitative analysis . 

DOE believes the alternatives analyzed meet NEPA requirements as discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3. 
The WM PEIS evaluates four broad categories of alternatives in order to make informed comparisons 
of programmatic management options: No Action Alternatives, under which the status quo would be 
maintained; Decentralized Alternatives under which waste would be managed at a large number of 
sites; Centralized Alternatives under which waste would be managed at one or two sites; and 
Regionalized Alternatives under which waste would be managed at an intermediate number of sites . 
DOE believes that the alternatives analyzed in this PEIS encompass a reasonable range of alternatives 
under NEPA, and that the potential impacts predicted of these alternatives provide a basis to select a 
waste management configuration from among the alternatives. 

Comment (3538) 
The series of maps at the end of Volume IV is overly simplified; waterways, small roads, and small 
villages that surround the DOE facilities should be included by making use of popular local maps, 
county maps, and satellite images. 

Response 
The maps provided in Appendix I in Volume IV of the Draft WM PEIS are now included in 
Section C.4.7.2 .3 (Volume III) . These are demographic maps prepared from 1990 census data. They 
are not road maps , but rather illustrate the distributions of minority and low-income populations in the 
census tracts around DOE sites . The detail suggested by the commentor was neither necessary nor 
appropriate in this context. 

Comment (3550) 
The document is too long. CEQ regulations state that an EIS should be no longer than 150 pages. 

Response 
NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations do not impose page limits in NEPA documents. Because of 
the complexity of programmatic waste management decisions and the degree of public interest during 
the scoping activities, DOE believes the detailed impacts evaluation and discussion in the PEIS and 
thus , its length, are warranted. 

Comment (3610) 
What is the meaning of the numbers (1000 to 5000) used in Volume I, Figure 8.2-3? 

Response 
The numbers in Figure 8.2-3 of the Draft WM PEIS indicated the categories of physical forms for the 
wastes. To avoid confusion, Figure 8.2-3 was changed in response to this comment. Words are now 
used in place of the numbers to identify the appropriate treatment train. 
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Comment (3638) 
With respect to Section 8.4.1, we do not understand the reasoning of population impacts and individual 
impacts . 

Response 
Population impacts are based on estimated exposures to all persons living within 80 kilometers 
(50 miles) of each site center or, for the larger sites, within 50 miles of an existing waste management 
facility on the site, who might be exposed to emissions from waste management activities according to 
wind patterns at each site. Individual impacts are based on the highest estimated exposures to a person 
located in the prevailing downwind direction from the activities. 

Comment (3641) 
Table 8.4-4 identifies the estimated number of cancer incidences and genetic effects program-wide for 
transuranic waste treatment. The discussion indicates that the mitigation of these emissions 
(americium-241 and plutonium-238) from thermal treatment of these radionuclides would be 
accomplished by exploring alternative treatment concepts or enhancing off-gas treatment systems . 
What is the meaning of "exploring" and how does it meet NEPA requirements . 

Response 
The wording in Section 8.4.1.2 has been changed to indicate that mitigation of emissions from thermal 
treatment of these radionuclides would be accomplished through application of alternative treatment 
methods when they become available. 

Comment (3767) 
The fact sheet for ANL-E has an inconsistency regarding the low-level waste decentralized and 
centralized options. 

Response 
Table 1 of the fact sheet for ANL-E indicated that the Decentralized Alternative for low-level waste 
would require 450 shipments of offsite waste to be transported to ANL-E for treatment and disposal, 
and that this would add 2 % to the onsite volume of low-level waste that would be disposed of at 
ANL-E. This is consistent with the low-level waste Centralized Alternatives presented in the table, 
which state that 1,050 shipments would be required to ship all of ANL-E' s low-level waste off site for 
treatment and disposal. These shipments are further discussed in Volume IV, Appendix E. 

Under the Decentralized Alternative, all ANL-E low-level waste (6 ,700 cubic meters) would be 
managed onsite (not shipped), and 450 shipments of low-level waste would be received from Ames 
(110 cubic meters) and Fermi (1,500 cubic meters) for treatment and disposal at ANL-E. Under the 
Centralized Alternatives all ANL-E low-level waste would be shipped off site (1,050 shipments) to 
another DOE site for treatment and disposal , with no waste shipped to ANL-E from offsite . Therefore, 
although the Decentralized Alternative would result in more onsite impacts than the Centralized 
Alternatives, due to onsite waste treatment and disposal, offsite impacts would be larger under the 
Centralized Alternatives, due to the larger numbers of waste shipments for these alternatives. Note that 

I 

impacts from low-level waste transport at ANL-E are predicted to be low for all alternatives . 

Comment (3822) 
The public needs to have more information on potential negative impacts. 
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Response 
The information presented in this PEIS is thought to be most relevant to decisions regarding 
management of wastes . Volume I of the WM PEIS summarizes the potential negative and positive 
impacts of the WM PEIS alternatives, and the WM PEIS appendices and technical reports on the 
impacts analysis and affected environment provide detailed information on potential negative impacts. 
When specific waste management facilities are proposed for specific locations, additional information 
on the potential impacts would be provided in site-specific NEPA reviews as necessary . In the PEIS 
process, DOE considered both positive and negative impacts from alternatives for waste management. 

Comment (3875) 
DOE needs to better educate the public about the use of the word "small." What is "extremely small"? 

Response 
DOE summarized the results of the WM PEIS analysis using general terminology concerning the level 
of human health risks or environmental impacts. In some cases the phrase "extremely small" was used 
to indicate a negligible level of risk or a minimal impact. 

Comment (3917) 
DOE needs to put radiation exposure into perspective and help the public to understand that everyone 
has radioactive material in them. Use analogies to everyday life. 

Response 
Section 4.3.1 in Volume I explains that all members of the public are exposed to background radiation, 
both natural and man-made, and that the PEIS analyzes the total effective dose equivalent above 
background radiation levels for site workers and for the maximally exposed individual members of the 
public. This discussion provides common examples of background radiation sources and describes the 
extent of this exposure. 

Volume I, Section 5.4.1.4, of the Final WM PEIS includes an improved explanation of natural and 
man-made radioactive material and its presence in the human body and surrounding environment. 

Comment (4463) 
With regard to Section 7 .1 and Table 7 .1 in the Draft WM PEIS Summary document, there is no good 
scientific justification for reporting values such as the expected number of high-level waste canisters to 
five significant figures. 

Response 
For the Final WM PEIS, DOE rounded the high-level waste canister number estimates to the nearest 
100 canisters. 

Comment (4546) 
Referencing population risks with an asterisk (*) on Table 6.4-5 in the Draft WM PEIS and stating in 
the footnote that impacts are greater than O and less than 0.5 is inadequate; at a minimum, the order of 
magnitude should be quantified. 

Information on the order of magnitude of the uncertainties in the population risk numbers provided 
should also be provided in the Summary document. These risks should be quantified because they 
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impact the relative impacts of alternatives compared to each other and in terms of uncertainties in 
absolute risks. 

Tables should specifically delineate the risks of trains versus trucks used for transportation, and risks 
from transportation separately for workers versus members of the general public . 

Response 
Health risks are presented for both populations of receptors and for maximally exposed individuals . 
The population risk tables list risk impacts as numbers of incidences of adverse health effects or 
potential fatalities in the population. For example, Table 6 .4-5 lists the estimated numbers of cancer 
incidences and genetic effects for various receptor groups. For the offsite population, the analyses 
estimated less than one radiation cancer incidence for Regionalized Alternatives 2 through 4 and the 
Centralized Alternative. These values are not probabilities. The values all range from greater than 
zero to less than O. 5, so the order of magnitude is zero. 
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Comment (237) 
DOE must conduct serious studies o the health, safety, environmental , and economic impacts of waste 

, treatment, storage , and disposal activities. 

Response 
This WM PEIS is a serious study that examines the environmental impacts of managing DOE's 
radioactive and hazardous wastes across the nuclear weapons complex, including the impacts identified 
by the commentors . In the PEIS, DOE examines a range of broad waste management alternatives that 
could affect various environmental resources throughout the United States . The WM PEIS presents an 
approach for characterizing the affected resources at all potentially affected sites. The document also 
includes general and cumulative information on the affected environment that applies to all or some 
subset of the sites analyzed . This allows quantitative and qualitative comparisons of alternatives and 
DOE sites, which will help DOE decide on an overall waste management strategy. This programmatic 
study will be supplemented by detailed sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses, as necessary. 

The evaluations in the WM PEIS will not be the only bases for decisions on waste management. 
Regulatory compliance, budgets, schedules, compliance with site agreements with States, and national 
priorities, as well as other DOE studies would be considered in reaching these decisions. 

Comment (397) 
The WM PEIS should include all wastes currently at Hanford (K-Basin spent fuel rods, environmental 
restoration wastes, Navy wastes such as the reactor cores), as well as all waste management wastes 
proposed to be brought to Hanford. 

Response 
The WM PEIS addresses all waste management wastes generated at the Hanford Site and those waste 
management wastes generated at other sites that might be sent to Hanford for treatment, storage, or 
disposal. 

Section 1.8.1 in Volume I describes the WM PEIS's relationship to other NEPA documents and 
decisions. , The K-Basin spent nuclear fuel is covered by a separate EIS, which was issued in 
March 1996. Spent fuel and naval wastes are addressed in the SNF/INEL EIS. DOE selected a 
regionalized approach for spent nuclear fuel storage and decided that Hanford production reactor fuel 
will remain at the Hanford Site (see the SNF/INEL EIS Record of Decision). 

Environmental restoration waste that would be transferred to the Waste Management Program is 
included in the WM PEIS, and Appendix B provides a discussion of the extent to which it could affect 
the comparison among waste management alternatives. Cleanup activities generally deal with site
specific issues not appropriate for analysis in programmatic documents like the WM PEIS. Therefore, 
as previously stated, the WM PEIS considers environmental restoration wastes only in the context of 
how those wastes could affect the comparison among waste management alternatives. (See Appendix B 
in Volume III.) Site-specific analysis under RCRA or CERCLA cleanup actions will address impacts 
from environmental restoration at Hanford. 

Naval Submarine reactor compartments are disposed of with the cores (spent fuel) removed. As 
already discussed, spent fuel is addressed in the SNF/INEL EIS . The remainder of the reactor 
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compartments are not included in the WM PEIS , because their disposal is covered by the 
SNF/INEL EIS. 

Comment (398) 
The WM PEIS does not clearly explain why a number of waste types are not considered in the 
document. Examples are environmental restoration wastes, spent nuclear fuel, and plutonium stored at 
the Hanford Site. In addition, DOE needs to explain if the spent nuclear fuel being transported to 
INEL by the Navy is addressed in the document. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 1.5 .6, identifies waste types not considered in the WM PEIS and explains why they 
were not considered. Section 1. 7 .1 explains the WM PEIS scope change, which resulted in exclusion 
of environmental restoration wastes from the analysis. Spent nuclear fuel managed by the Navy and at 
the Hanford Site is addressed in the SNF/INEL EIS; plutonium stored at the Hanford Site is addressed 
in DOE studies including the Storage and Disposition of Fissile Materials PEIS, Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management PEIS, and Hanford Plutonium Finishing Plant Complex EIS. Spent nuclear fuel and 
plutonium are not considered wastes. 

Comment (1109) 
DOE should explain how the PEIS addresses high-level wastes and spent nuclear fuel from commercial 
and foreign sources. 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not evaluate high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel from commercial or foreign 
sources . DOE evaluated the spent nuclear fuel from foreign research reactors in the Foreign Spent 
Nuclear Fuel EIS , and will evaluate commercial spent fuel in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS . As 
stated in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, this WM PEIS does analyze the environmental impacts of longer 
term storage of treated DOE high-level waste in the event there is a delay in the construction and 
operation of a geologic repository . 

Comment (1112) 
DOE should clarify if the PEIS looks only at DOE wastes or if it considers wastes from outside DOE. 

Response 
The WM PEIS analysis of programmatic waste management alternatives does not include commercially 
generated wastes . See Volume I, Section 1.1, for a description of the wastes analyzed in the 
WM PEIS . Section 1.1 in the Summary document and Section 1. 5. 6 in Volume I were revised to 
indicate that DOE generally is not responsible for the management of commercially generated 
radioactive wastes and that, therefore, the WM PEIS does not analyze management of such wastes. 
DOE is responsible for commercially generated greater-than-Class-C low-level waste and is in the 
process of developing strategies for doing so . Once formulated, they will be addressed in separate 
NEPA reviews. 

DOE is also responsible for some wastes from outside DOE, such as low-level mixed waste and low
level waste from the Navy nuclear propulsion program. These include wastes generated at Bettis 
Atomic Power Laboratory , Charleston Naval Shipyard , Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory , Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, 
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and Puget ound Naval hipya d. T ese wa te are incl ded in the waste volumes Ii ted in 
Sections 6 .1.2 and 7.1.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (1116) 
DOE should explain what special nuclear materials (SNM) are in the SNM inventory, and if they are 
included in the decisions of the WM PEIS. 

Response 
The impacts of storage and disposition of SNM, which are not considered waste , are not within the 
scope of the WM PEIS, except where those impacts are cumulative with impacts from waste 
management activities (see Chapter 11). The WM PEIS was changed to provide a definition of SNM 
(see Glossary) and describe why SNM is not within the scope of the WM PEIS (see Section 1.5 .6) . 

The impacts of the management of some DOE SNM are evaluated in the Storage and Disposition of 
Weapons Usable Fissile Materials PEIS and the Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium EIS. 

Comment (1527) 
DOE is proceeding with the mixed waste management facility at LLNL before completion of the 
WM PEIS and without the benefit of a NEPA-required facility-specific EIS. DOE is moving forward 
with the project on the basis of an environmental assessment backed by unjustified data concluding that 
no significant environmental impacts would result from the mixed waste management facility which is 
moving forward exempt from RCRA permitting requirements and in the absence of public review or an 
environmental impact report under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Response 
Based on the Final Environmental Assessment for the Mixed Waste Management Facility (MWMF) at 
LLNL, DOE issued a Finding of No Significant Impact on September 21 , 1995, for the construction 
and operation of the MWMF. Bench scale testing was performed for developing and evaluating 
treatment technologies, not for treating waste . Subsequent to the bench scale testing , the MWMF 
project was canceled. 

Comment (1529) 
It is unclear if, under the WM PEIS, Site 300 and LLNL will ultimately accept civilian radioactive 
waste . 

Response 
Civilian radioactive wastes are outside the scope of this PEIS . Therefore, the management of this 
waste is not analyzed in the WM PEIS and decisions on this type of waste will not be made on the basis 
of the WM PEIS. However, waste disposal compacts are being developed, which address commercial 
radioactive waste disposal. 

Comment (1755) 
WIPP should have been evaluated in the PEIS . 

Response 
As described in Volume I, Section 1.1, of the WM PEIS, DOE intends to identify sites for treatment 
and storage for transuranic waste . For purposes of this analysis, DOE assumes that WIPP will operate 
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as a transuranic waste disposal facility. As described in Section 1. 5. 3, the WM PEIS does not evaluate 
rran urani wa te dispo al impacts . Potential long-term impacts of transuranic waste di posal at WIPP 
are addressed in the WIPP SEIS-11, which will be used to inform DOE's decision on .whether to dispose 
of transuranic waste at WIPP. The WM PEIS does analyze transuranic waste treatment impacts at 
WIPP under the Centralized Alternative. Volume I, Chapter 8, details the associated potential impacts 
from this alternative. 

Comment (1864) 
The Draft WM PEIS is technically flawed because it fails to fully address property value issues. 

Response 
DOE believes that it would be too speculative to analyze the economic impacts of potential negative 
perceptions. In general, the environmental impacts, including changes in economic conditions, 
associated with waste management under all alternatives considered in the WM PEIS would be small. 
Thus, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at any candidate site would have a 
negative effect on long-term housing demand or property values . 

Comment (2164) 
The PEIS is required by law to disclose and consider in one document (1) all waste and nuclear 
materials that might come to the Hanford Site or any other site; (2) all wastes and nuclear material on 
the site that require treatment, storage, and disposal; (3) storage, treatment and disposal alternatives for 
all the waste that comes to or might be at Hanford and their interrelated or cumulative impacts; 
(4) cumulative transportation and site-related impacts if all potential wastes and materials that might be 
sent to Hanford were shipped through the region, as in the case of spent nuclear fuel from foreign 
research reactors; and (5) all decontamination and decommissioning, and environmental restoration 
wastes at Hanford. 

Response 
NEPA does not require DOE to consolidate the analyses of all its programs into a single NEPA 
document. Some nuclear materials, such as spent nuclear fuel and special nuclear material, are not 
wastes and , therefore, are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. The impacts of spent nuclear fuel 
management are analyzed in the SNF/INEL EIS and the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel 
EIS. As described in Appendix B in Volume III, wastes generated by environmental restoration and 
decontamination and decommissioning activities are outside the scope of the WM PEIS because 
remediation decisions are site-specific in nature and must reflect site-specific conditions. However, the 
WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis (see Chapter 11 in Volume I) considers the impacts of the 
preferred alternatives identified in the SNF/INEL EIS and the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear 
Fuel EIS, as well as other DOE EISs and programs, including transportation and other activities. 
Section 11.6 discusses the combined and cumulative impacts specific to Hanford. In addition, the 
Hanford Remedial Action EIS covers the impacts of all environmental restoration activities at Hanford. 

The WM PEIS includes a reasonable siting and management alternatives for DOE's radioactive and 
hazardous wastes Department-wide, including Hanford . Hanford waste volumes are included in the 
WM PEIS . 
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Comment (2174) 
A commentor tated that the following wa te typ ar l ft out of the WM PEIS : "SNF, transuranic if 
you don't open WIPP, HLW if you don't open Yucca Mountain ... ; hazardous waste , plutonium, 
plutonium residues, and scraps and solutions are left out. " 

Response 
DOE has not left these materials out, but rather has discussed them thoroughly in this or other NEPA 
documents, as follows: 

The treatment and storage of transuranic waste, storage of treated high-level waste, and the treatment 
hazardous waste are analyzed in the WM PEIS. 

Spent nuclear fuel is not considered a waste. The SNF/INEL EIS evaluates DOE spent fuel 
management at the programmatic level, just as this PEIS evaluates the DOE Waste Management 
Program. In addition, the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS, evaluates alternatives for 
the management of reactor fuel irradiated in foreign reactors. 

For all action alternatives, DOE assumes that WIPP would become operational for disposal of 
transuranic waste. Under the No Action Alternative, the impacts of continued storage of transuranic 
waste at the generator sites without disposal at WIPP are analyzed. Further, as described in Volume I, 
Section 1.8.1, of the Final WM PEIS, DOE has prepared the WIPP SEIS-11 to evaluate environmental 
impacts from transuranic waste disposal at WIPP. As part of the WIPP SEIS-11, the No Action 
Alternatives evaluate the continued management of transuranic waste at generator sites and the 
decommissioning or other disposition of the WIPP facility. These alternatives analyze environmental 
impacts if DOE decides not to use this facility for transuranic waste disposal. 

If DOE is unable to open a high-level waste repository at Yucca Mountain, it would have to reevaluate 
its long-term plans for high-level waste disposal. The WM PEIS does not analyze the environmental 
impacts of disposal at Yucca Mountain or alternative locations for a geologic repository. It does, 
however, analyze the impacts of longer term storage of treated high-level waste if DOE has to delay the 
construction and operation of a national geologic repository. Impacts from the construction, operation, 
and closure of a geologic repository would be examined in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. 

The Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS, the Fissile Materials PEIS, and the Surplus Highly 
Enriched Uranium EIS contain thorough discussions of the other materials listed in the comment, which 
are considered special nuclear materials. Special nuclear material was not analyzed in the WM PEIS 
because it is not considered waste, as explained in Section 1.5.6 in Yolume I of the PEIS . 

Comment (2261) 
The WM PEIS does not include very important wastes, including several tons of plutonium not in the 
weapons stockpile that have been declared surplus . Several tons of plutonium that are indeed waste 
(scrap plutonium that is in the ductwork of some of the facilities). It is incumbent on DOE to bring the 
entire waste pie to the table . DOE is doling out little bits of this pie to different parts of the country in 
a very, -very complicated manner that is impossible for the public to understand. "This might not be 
the type of coverup that we have seen so blatantly in the history of the Department, but is a coverup 
nonetheless. " 
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Response 
DOE is committed to providing as much information as possible to the public so it c n receive 
informed comments and public input. There is no coverup of information, but rather an open and 
honest attempt to address a number of complex issues, some related and others not related to DOE's 
Waste Management Program. 

The DOE Waste Management Program is separate and distinct from other programs, and DOE believes 
that it is appropriate to analyze it in this programmatic NEPA document. This WM PEIS is complex; it 
covers five major types of radioactive and hazardous waste . It does not include some wastes that DOE 
believes are not ready for the decisionrnaking process . It also does not include some other materials 
(e.g., spent nuclear fuel and plutonium) because they are not wastes and/or have been the subject of 
other DOE EISs. Volume I, Section 1.8.1, describes these other EISs and their relationship to the 
WM PEIS. DOE has, to the extent possible, included the impacts identified in these other EISs in the 
WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis (Volume I, Chapter 11). 

The SNF/INEL EIS evaluates DOE spent nuclear fuel management at the programmatic level, just as 
this PEIS evaluates the DOE Waste Management Program. In addition, the Foreign Research Reactor 
Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS evaluates alternatives for the management of reactor fuel irradiated in foreign 
reactors . DOE believes that these extensive documents cover their subjects thoroughly and completely. 

The Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS and the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable 
Fissile Materials PEIS offer thorough discussions of DOE's projected plans for plutonium. The 
impacts associated with the alternatives analyzed in these EISs were considered in the WM PEIS 
cumulative impacts analysis. 

Comment (2263) 
Deputy Assistant Secretary Grumbly made a commitment in Seattle in the early part of October 1995 to 
include all of the relevant materials in the WM PEIS. His commitment was clear, and he made it in the 
presence of Governor Lowery. This process tonight [the Richland, Washington, public hearing] does 
not meet that commitment, and we are challenging DOE to live up to its promises. 

Response 
DOE believes that the WM PEIS includes all relevant materials pertinent to the proposed action to 
improve the management of its radioactive and hazardous wastes. The WM PEIS is DOE's national and 
programmatic planning tool to achieve this objective. The Waste Management Program is separate and 
discrete from other DOE programs, and as such is appropriately analyzed in this programmatic NEPA 
document. Section 1.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS defines and discusses each of the waste types 
considered. For wastes and materials that are not managed by the Waste Management Program and, thus, 
are not evaluated in the WM PEIS, cumulative impacts are considered to the extent possible 
(see Chapter 11). When the Department makes decisions on this and other programs, 
Under-Secretary Grumbly and DOE are committed to integrated decisionrnaking regarding the future of 
the DOE complex. Equity is one of several criteria for decisionrnaking as described in Section 1.7.3 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

In accordance with NEPA and the CEQ implementing regulations, DOE released the Draft WM PEIS for 
public comment. Public hearings such as the one in Richland provided an opportunity for members of the 
public to discuss and comment on any part of the WM PEIS, and issues relating to the materials included 
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in the WM PEIS . The public comment period and hearings met the requirements for public participation 
under NEPA. 

Comment (2403) 
The PEIS should make it clear that there is no intent for long-term disposal of transuranic and high
level wastes at SRS. The section should also be clear on the risks that might drive disposal at the 
various DOE sites (other than WIPP and Nevada) . Contingency planning should be discussed for the 
unplanned disposal. The analysis should also include impacts of long-term storage or disposal should 
the high-level waste repository be found to be unacceptable. 

Response 
The WM PEIS evaluates the disposal of only two waste types--low-level waste and low-level mixed 
waste. Sections 6.4.1.6 and 7.4.1.5, respectively, discuss the screening-level analyses that DOE used 
to estimate risk, and the results of the analyses including descriptions of the radionuclides that would 
drive the risks . 

The WM PEIS does not analyze the disposal of transuranic or high-level waste at any DOE site. The 
WIPP SEIS-11 addresses the disposal of transuranic waste, and future NEPA analyses on the potential 
geological repository will address the disposal of high-level waste . 

For analytical purposes only , the WM PEIS assumes that vitrified high-level waste will eventually be 
accepted for disposal at a geologic repository at the potential locati~n of Yucca Mountain, Nevada, and 
that transuranic waste will be disposed of at WIPP. 

Comment (2409) 
Some alternatives in the WM PEIS consider shipping WVDP high-level waste to SRS for interim 
storage. Include a discussion of the consequences of actions needed at SRS should this WVDP waste 
not be suitable for disposal . 

Response 
The scope of the WM PEIS does not include the issue of high-level waste treatment and disposal. Only 
storage of vitrified high-level waste is within the scope of the WM PEIS. Some high-level waste 
alternatives include shipment of WVDP vitrified high-level waste to SRS for storage. Waste would not 
be shipped to SRS until it is vitrified. 

Chapter 9 in Volume I of the WM PEIS includes an analysis of the impacts of long-term storage of 
vitrified high-level waste, should capacity in a high-level waste repository not be available as 
anticipated. As described in Chapter 9, the impacts of long-term storage would be minor. 

Comment (2412) 
This PEIS, which will help guide DOE waste management for the next 20 years, does not consider 
high-level waste treatment, greater-than-Class-C and special-case waste management, environmental 
restoration wastes, tank remediation at Hanford, or the possible resumption of some activities (like fuel 
reprocessing) that could or will affect waste management. These activities will likely have significant 
impacts, but those impacts are segmented from the impacts of the activities considered in this PEIS. 
Such segmentation seriously undermines the usefulness of this document to decisionmakers. 
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Response 
he WM P IS considers critical issues that are related to waste treatment, storage , and disposal on a 

broad, programmatic level. However , as mentioned in this comment, DOE has excluded some 
activities from evaluation in the PEIS . In addition to explanations in · the following paragraphs, 
Volume I, Chapter 1, explains DOE's reasons for excluding these waste activities . Impact estimates 
from activities that DOE excluded from evaluation in the PEIS are included, if available, in the 
cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11. For example , the cumulative impacts analysis includes the 
effects of high-level waste treatment. 

The PEIS · does not include greater-than-Class-C wastes or special-case wastes, as explained in 
Volume I, Section 1.5 .6 . DOE will perform NEPA reviews for management of these wastes as it 
develops proposals for their treatment, storage, and disposal. 

The Hanford Tank Waste Remediation System EIS analyzes tank waste remediation at Hanford. It was 
prepared partly to fulfill DOE's commitment in the 1988 Record qf Decision for the Hanford Defense 
Waste EIS to supplement the analysis. A description of the Tank Waste Remediation EIS and its 
relationship to the WM PEIS is presented in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I. The impacts of the actions 
analyzed in that EIS are included in the WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis (Chapter 11). 

DOE originally intended the WM PEIS to perform a programmatic analysis of the impacts associated 
with both the Waste Management Program and environmental restoration activities. In 1995, however, 
DOE determined that programmatic decisionmaking would not be possible for the Environmental 
Restoration Program. DOE believes that local conditions and the concerns of local stakeholders are the 
appropriate drivers for site-specific cleanup decisions . Additionally , DOE recognizes that the current 
information available about environmental restoration wastes is not sufficient for meaningful impact 
analysis. 

After review and approval by the DOE Environmental Management Advisory Board, DOE published a 
Federal Register announcement that stated DOE's intent to remove the Environmental Restoration 
Program from the scope of the PEIS and to rename the document. This rescoping announcement 
solicited public comments for DOE consideration. Appendix A in Volume III of the WM PEIS 
summarizes the comments received and DOE responses to them, and outlines the means for public 
involvement in DOE environmental restoration planning and decisionmaking . 

Although the WM PEIS will not lead to decisions on the Environmental Restoration Program, it does 
consider the subset of environmental restoration wastes that will be transferred to the Waste 
Management Program (see Appendix B). The PEIS analysis indicates that the sites and facilities 
selected for waste management activities are a minimum set that are needed regardless of 
environmental restoration transferred waste . However, future environmental restoration activities 
might affect necessary onsite capacity or might result in additional waste being transported to another 
site that was selected for treatment, storage, or disposal. As information about these wastes becomes 
available , additional environmental analyses would lead to appropriate decisions . 

Fuel reprocessing is not a waste management activity and , therefore , was not included in the WM PEIS 
analysis . Moreover, DOE generally has ceased reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel because recycling of 
plutonium and uranium for weapons production is no longer a priority. 
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Comment (2718) 
The EI analysis may e simpli 1ed to the extent of ocu mg on the ob cure. The EIS analyze only the 
impacts of storing vitrified high-level waste. The overwhelming environmental risk associated with 
these wastes is caused by storing the high-level waste as liquid. INEL will be storing non-vitrified 
high-level waste for the next 30 years . DOE should consider addressing the question of expedience in 
solidifying high-level waste? DOE should explain whether estimated low-level waste and/or 
transuranic waste to be generated from high-level waste processing is included in projected inventories. 

Response 
DOE's high-level waste solidification program is one of the top pnonties of the Office of 
Environmental Management. The storage and vitrification of high-level waste has been reviewed by 
DOE in the SRS DWPF EIS, WVDP EIS, SNF/INEL PEIS, and the Hanford Tank Waste Remediation 
EIS . High-level waste vitrification facilities have been constructed at WVDP and SRS . Operations 
began at the SRS Defense Waste Processing Facility on March 12, 1996, and at WVDP on July 2, 
1996. Vitrification processes high-level waste into a solid form that is not readily dispersible into air or 
leachable into groundwater or surface water . High-level waste at INEL is stored in an inert calcined 
form that does not pose the threat posed by storage of liquid high-level waste. Where these NEPA 
reviews identify high-level waste treatment impacts that add to the impacts identified in the WM PEIS , 
those impacts have been included in the cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS. 

Low-level waste and transuranic waste generated by high-level waste treatment and stabilization are not 
included in projected inventories. More information on the DOE High-Level Waste Program is 
provided in Section 9 .1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3617) 
The WM PEIS needs to capture and quantify the human health risks, environmental impacts, and costs . 

Response 
The WM PEIS documents DOE's analysis of the human health risks, environmental impacts, and costs 
of alternatives to manage low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, 
and hazardous waste. When commentors have indicated specifically where the analysis was deficient 
or incorrect, DOE has made appropriate corrections and modifications. These changes are summarized 
in Volume I. 

Comment (3689) 
High-level wastes from commercial reactors that will become DOE's responsibility have been excluded 
from the WM PEIS. These wastes are also expected to go to the Yucca Mountain repository. The 
potential cumulative impacts of managing all high-level waste have not been addressed; therefore, the 
analysis is incomplete and not in compliance with NEPA. The commercial high-level waste is also an 
issue that will and has affected Native Nations. DOE's objective of sighting interim storage (monitored 
retrievable storage) on Native lands is highly contentious, if not despicable, creating great tensions and 
divisions within the Native Nations that have been approached. What is particularly important to 
understand about the potential monitored retrievable storage sites is that there is no reason to believe 
they would be temporary. 
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Response 
ommer ial nuclear reactor g nerate spent nuclear fuel, not high-level waste . Spent nu lc:ar fuel i 

not a waste, and thus , outside the scope of the WM PEIS . Disposal of high-level waste and spent 
nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain will be the subject of a separate NEPA review . Storage of spent 
nuclear fuel in a monitored retrievable storage facility is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3766) 
When handled properly, hazardous waste is no threat to workers or the public. It is disposed of 
commercially at licensed facilities. Including hazardous waste in this study diverts the public from the 
real issues. DOE needs to put the hazardous waste issues to bed. 

Response 
The WM PEIS focuses on mixed radioactive and hazardous waste in the analysis of mixed low-level 
waste and transuranic waste, as well as the analysis of hazardous waste that does not contain 
radioactive elements. The management decision for purely hazardous waste was limited to examining 
whether more onsite treatment of organic wastes should occur, versus continued reliance on 
commercial facilities, considering that sites are also being evaluated for organic destruction facilities to 
treat mixed low-level waste and transuranic waste . This analysis allows DOE to consider multiple uses 
for its organic destruction facilities, and provides the public a more complete picture of the impacts of 
possible DOE activities. DOE did not evaluate disposal alternatives for hazardous waste, leaving such 
decisions to site-specific processes. Omission of hazardous waste in the WM PEIS would have 
represented a gap in DOE's analysis of alternatives for radioactive and hazardous waste that would 
have rendered the analysis incomplete. 

Comment (4018) 
The WM PEIS omits nearly 600,000 metric tons of depleted uranium currently in the DOE waste 
inventory. Disposition and disposal of depleted uranium is a clearly foreseeable significant Federal 
action with direct and indirect impacts to both human health and the natural environment, and is a most 
serious omission. Disposition and disposal of depleted uranium should be fully addressed and the 
WM PEIS should be reissued. 

Response 
DOE does not consider depleted uranium [primarily in the form of depleted uranium hexafluoride 
(DUF6)] a waste . However, as stated in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, which discusses 
the relationship of other NEPA reviews to the WM PEIS, the Long-Term Management of Depleted 
Uranium Hexafluoride EIS will evaluate alternative strategies for long-term management of DOE
owned DUF6 currently stored at the K-25 Site in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; Paducah, Kentucky; and 
Portsmouth, Ohio. 

Comment (4020) 
Referencing the SNF/INEL PEIS in the WM PEIS does not adequately address disposition of spent 
nuclear fuel. The dangers of increasing high-level liquid wastes should be fully addressed in the 
WM PEIS. The material should not be made, sold, or transported . 

Response 
U.S. Government-owned and foreign reactor spent nuclear fuel are addressed in separate NEPA 
reviews, which are identified in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Section 1.8.1 provides 
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brief discussions of the relationship of these documents to the WM PEIS, and the PEIS considers 
impacts rom other programs on the waste management complex. For example, Section 9 .4.4 in 
Volume I discusses the potential reprocessing of foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel at SRS, and 
the high-level waste resulting from that activity . Also, Chapter 11 in Volume I of the PEIS includes 
the results of the SNF/INEL EIS and the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Fuel EIS in assessing 
cumulative impacts. 

DOE assumes the comment concerns high-level liquid wastes generated during reprocessing of spent 
nuclear fuel and irradiated targets in nuclear defense, research, and production activities. The analysis 
of high-level waste management in the PEIS pertains to the interim storage of vitrified high-level waste 
in canisters only . Management involving storage of liquid high-level waste was not considered in the 
WM PEIS, as discussed in Section 9.1.1 in Volume I. Management of liquid high-level waste would 
occur onsite and, therefore, has or will be addressed in site-specific NEPA analyses. 

Comment (4025) 
Treatment of high-level waste and the direct and indirect impacts of this clearly foreseeable agency 
action upon human health and the environment have been omitted [from the WM PEIS]. DOE should 
include high-level waste treatment in a programmatic EIS. 

Response 
The decision to vitrify high-level waste is explained in Section 9 .1. Thus the treatment of high-level 
waste is not within the scope of the EIS. The NEPA documents that analyze current treatment of high
level waste at Hanford, INEL, SRS and WVDP are identified in Sections 9.1.2.1, 9.1.2.2, 9.1.2.3, and 
9 .1. 2. 4, respectively. The effects of high-level waste treatment are contained in Chapter 11, 
Cumulative Impacts. Since decisions about treatment of high-level waste were made or were being 
studied during the development of the WM PEIS, the treatment decisions were not included in the 
WM PEIS. The WM PEIS analyzes only the impacts of storing vitrified high-level waste. 

Comment (4027) 
The WM PEIS does not consider buried transuranic waste even though it constitutes the most urgent 
and serious of transuranic waste problems. DOE should include buried transuranic waste in the 
WM PEIS, not merely reference the Environmental Restoration PEIS. 

Response 
Buried (pre-1970) transuranic waste is considered environmental restoration waste. Appendix B in 
Volume III of the WM PEIS discusses how those environmental restoration wastes for which 
responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management Program could influence the comparison 
among waste management alternatives. Note that DOE is not preparing an Environmental Restoration 
PEIS . 

Comment (4140) 
The WM PEIS was supposed to be a comprehensive document. It should include all waste in the 
complex, including plutonium, impacts of civilian reactor fuel, and impacts of importing foreign spent 
fuel and naval wastes. 
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Response 
NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations do not require DOE to consolidate all its programs into a 
single NEPA document. Volume I, Section 1.5.6 of the WM PEIS identifies waste types not 
considered in the PEIS and explains why they were not considered. Spent nuclear fuel is addressed in 
the SNF/INEL PEIS and the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel plutonium stored at 
Hanford is addressed in two ongoing DOE programmatic studies that address storage and disposition of 
fissile materials and stockpile stewardship and management. However, the WM PEIS cumulative 
impacts analysis (see Chapter 11) includes estimates of impacts from other programs including domestic 
and foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel, plutonium, and high-level waste treatment. The 
impacts of civilian reactor fuel will be analyzed in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. 
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Comment (133) 
Clarify how the WM PEIS fits into the overall DOE complex-wide issues and comprehensive planning, 
and its relationship to the Baseline Environmental Management Report (BEMR), the Federal Facility 
Compliance Act (FFCAct) and Site Treatment Plans, and the Risk Report. Explain how decisions on 
various wastes, and in documents such as the WM PEIS, Site Treatment Plans, BEMR, and EISs for 
other projects will be integrated at both a higher and lower level, that is, at a system-wide and a 
sitewide level. Clarify where and when such integration will occur. DOE should explain the separate 
system, if any, for managing environmental restoration and environmental management wastes. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a nationwide study to help DOE develop a strategy to manage five waste types 
(low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste) in 
the nuclear weapons complex. The WM PEIS is one tool DOE will use in deciding how and where it 
will manage its radioactive and hazardous wastes . DOE needs to ensure safe and efficient management 
of these wastes and to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws to protect public health and 
safety. 

The WM PEIS identifies the potential cost and environmental impacts of alternative waste management 
scenarios that could be implemented for each type of DOE waste. After selecting the overall strategy 
that identifies where DOE will locate waste management facilities, DOE would conduct site-specific 
NEPA reviews, as necessary, before building any waste management facilities or transporting waste. 

Along with other studies such as BEMR, FFCAct STPs, and other EISs, the WM PEIS provides 
decisionmakers with a national perspective to compare impacts of various strategies. Section 1.8.2 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS discusses the other actions and programs taken into account in the PEIS. 
DOE has updated Section 1.8.1 to include new information and additional relevant EISs. 

BEMR is a DOE report required by Congress to specify all activities and projects within the 
Environmental Management Program. The most current BEMR, submitted in June 1996, was based on 
a broad range of assumptions regarding the outcome of various decisionmaking processes that will 
determine the ultimate disposition of DOE facilities and sites and, thus, the scope and pace of the 
program. One of the key assumptions was related to the location of sites for waste management 
facilities . BEMR used current plans and agreements to define where wastes could be treated and 
disposed of. The WM PEIS, however, examined alternative configurations in addition to the one 
which DOE is now using to develop the BEMR cost estimates . 

The FFCAct waives the sovereign immunity of DOE by allowing States and EPA to impose penalties 
for noncompliance with RCRA and requires DOE to develop plans for developing treatment capacity 
for treating the hazardous components of radioactive wastes (i .e., mixed wastes) subject to RCRA 
requirements. Pursuant to the FFCAct, STPs are developed by DOE with involvement by the States 
and EPA. The preparation of the WM PEIS has been accomplished in parallel with the process for 
development of the STPs. 

The Risk Report, which was prepared in 1995, relates to the prioritization of DOE environmental 
restoration and waste management activities . It used information from many sources, including the 
WM PEIS. The Risk Report evaluated risk to workers, to the public, and to the environment from all 
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Environmental Management Program activities, not just cleanup . he Final WM PEIS describes the 
Risk Report in Section 1. 8. 2 in Volume I. 

DOE's Environmental Management Program includes the Waste Management and Environmental 
Restoration Programs. The Environmental Restoration Program encompasses remedial actions and 
decontamination and decommissioning. Section 1.8.2 of the WM PEIS includes a description of the 
Environmental Restoration Program. The waste generated from environmental restoration activities is 
not analyzed in the WM PEIS because of the site-specific nature of these activities. However, 
Appendix B of the WM PEIS presents estimated volumes of environmental restoration wastes that could 
come into the waste management complex and discusses how environmental restoration activities could 
influence the Waste Management Program. 

DOE has for several years explored alternatives for public participation in decisionmaking and policy 
development for waste management and environmental restoration. Such alternatives vary, depending 
on the nature of the activity to be discussed or the pending decision. For example, public participation 
in DOE activities regarding environmental restoration frequently occurs at the site level, because these 
activities typically concern site-specific cleanup actions . In such cases, DOE uses a variety of methods 
to provide the public with opportunities for dialogue, including general public meetings and forums and 
participation in site advisory boards . Recent efforts to enhance public participation in decisionmaking 
include the National Dialogue and Environmental Management Ten Year Plan discussed in 
Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Additionally , Appendix A in Volume III outlines the 
means for public involvement in planning and decisionmaking for DOE's environmental restoration 
activities. 

Comment (153) 
The assumption made for Hanford that defense waste will be treated, stored, and disposed of in 
accordance with the Hanford Defense Waste EIS is wrong. 

Response 
The commentor is correct. The management strategy in the Hanford Defense Waste EIS has been 
superseded by the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement. The Hanford Defense Waste EIS , however, is used in 
Chapter 9 (Volume I) of the WM PEIS only as a source of estimates of volumes of high-level waste at 
Hanford and for defining the No Action Alternative. DOE acknowledges the role of the Tri-Party 
Agreement in waste management actions at Hanford and discusses the Tri-Party Agreement in 
Section 9.3.5. 

Comment (160) 
FEMP's existing Records of Decision, Consent Agreements, and Site Treatment Plans, especially the 
10-year accelerated remediation plan, should not be impacted by the WM PEIS . 

Response 
The preparation of the WM PEIS was accomplished in parallel with the development of the Site Treatment 
Plans . DOE assumes the commentor is referring to CERCLA Records of Decision. Existing Records of 
Decision and agreements will be considered in programmatic waste management decisionmaking. DOE 
does not anticipate that its programmatic waste management decisions would impede cleanup plans at 
FEMP. However, it is possible that some site-specific decisions will need to be revisited as a result of the 
decisions stemming from the WM PEIS. DOE recognizes that specific procedures, including consultation 
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with stakeholders and regulatory authorities, would need to be followed before previous site-specific 
decisions could be altered to conform to programmatic strategies. 

Comment (489) 
The WM PEIS needs to include a discussion of waste inventories associated with weapons 
dismantlement materials and highly enriched uranium disposition. 

Response 
Section 1.8.1 of the Final WM PEIS discusses related NEPA documents, such as those which analyze 
weapons-usable fissile materials including the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS and the 
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS, and highly enriched uranium in the 
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium EIS. The total amount of weapons-usable plutonium and 
highly enriched uranium considered for disposition, as wastes or for reuse, is approximately 250 metric 
tons, an amount that is small in comparison to other DOE wastes . Wastes resulting from those actions 
under DOE initiatives would be treated, stored, and disposed of in accordance with the decisions based on 
the WM PEIS. In addition, the Pantex Plant Sitewide EIS identifies wastes generated from various levels 
of weapons dismantlement activities. 

Comment (508) 
What environmental documentation would determine how waste destined for the WIPP in New Mexico 
would have to be treated to qualify for disposal at that facility? What is the schedule for completing the 
WIPP Disposal Phase Supplemental EIS (WIPP SEIS-11)? 

Response 
The Draft WIPP SEIS-11 was issued for public review in November 1996. The Record of Decision is 
scheduled to be issued in June 1997. As described in Volume I, Section 1.8.1 of the WM PEIS , the 
WIPP SEIS-11 will be used to inform DOE's decision on the minimum level of treatment needed to 
meet the waste acceptance criteria for transuranic waste disposal at WIPP. 

Comment (509) 
DOE needs to explain how the WM PEIS relates to other EISs on such issues as transportation and 
cultural resources. 

Response 
Section 1. 8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the relationship of this PEIS to other actions and 
programs, including other EISs . Sitewide or project-level NEPA documents are generally more precise 
than programmatic NEPA documents with regard to detailed site parameters , including transportation 
and cultural resources. 

Chapter 11 in Volume I describes cumulative impacts, including impacts described in other EISs . 
Some impacts that were addressed in the individual waste-type chapters of the WM PEIS were not 
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis for various reasons. For example, impacts to cultural 
resources were not combined because they depend on location-specific factors and mitigation developed 
during implementation, which are not addressed in this programmatic EIS . DOE updated Section 1.8 
(formerly Section 1.7.4) and Chapter 11 of the WM PEIS to include new information and additional 
relevant EISs . 
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Comment (1103) 
DOE should clearly explain the importance of the WM PEIS to activities at the FEMP. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is directly relevant to the low-level mixed waste activities at FEMP because it evaluates 
the effects of the waste management facilities required to treat and dispose of the site's low-level mixed 
waste volumes. Chapter 6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the impacts of the alternatives of 
managing low-level mixed waste at FEMP. FEMP was also included as a candidate site for 
management of low-level waste. However, since all onsite low-level waste at FEMP is currently 
considered to be environmental restoration waste, it was not evaluated. Some offsite low-level waste 
was evaluated for treatment at FEMP under Regionalized Alternative 2, as described in Chapter 7 
(Volume I) . 

Because the WM PEIS does not address environmental restoration actions and decisions, it is not as 
relevant to such activities at FEMP. The cumulative effects that could occur from the implementation 
of waste management activities and environmental restoration activities are discussed in Chapter 11 in 
Volume I; however, radiological effects of environmental restoration activities at FEMP are not 
included in the cumulative analysis because of differences in analytical approaches. The analyses of 
environmental restoration activities report health effects as Incidental Lifetime Cancer Risk (ILCR). 
ILCR includes risks from radionuclide and chemical exposure. Therefore, ILCRs cannot be added 
directly to the radiological dose and latent cancer fatality risk parameters used in the WM PEIS 
cumulative impacts section. The PEIS also discusses the relationship of environmental restoration 
waste volumes projected to be transferred to the Waste Management Program and how that transferred 
waste could affect the comparison among waste management alternatives (see Appendix B, 
Volume III). 

Comment (1138) 
Several commentors stated that preparing a separate PEIS on waste management is segmentation. 
Commentors stated that there should be a comprehensive analysis of production, waste management, 
and environmental restoration in one PEIS, but that DOE has continued to proliferate PEIS's to prevent 
such a comprehensive analysis. Rather than having one comprehensive PEIS or even the two that DOE 
announced in 1990, DOE now has seven PEISs--Spent Fuel , Foreign Research Reactor Nuclear Fuel, 
Tritium, Stockpile Stewardship and Management, Fissile Materials, Highly Enriched Uranium, and 
Waste Management--and still no PEIS for environmental restoration. One commentor stated that all 
activities with the potential to release radionuclides and hazardous chemicals should be analyzed 
together to calculate the total dose of all combined releases. 

Response 
NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations recognize that separate NEPA reviews are justified for an 
agency's programs due to timing or the need for specificity or in-depth analyses. By preparing separate 
environmental impact analyses on a number of extremely complex subjects, DOE has not ignored a 
comprehensive analysis (as suggested in the comment), but rather has developed a more in-depth body 
of information by preparing a number of PEISs. Moreover, the cumulative impacts analysis in this 
WM PEIS (Volume I, Chapter 11) includes the impacts of the preferred alternatives in the NEPA 
analyses prepared for other DOE programs, allowing DOE to evaluate the impacts of DOE's operations 
as a whole. 
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Preparing separate s on separate but related programs does not avoid the necessity for coordination 
among the programs to ensure integrated decisions and consistent presentation of information. DOE, 
therefore, has made every effort to ensure that the WM PEIS is generally consistent with other related 
EISs, including those cited in the comment. Section 1.8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS discusses these 
related EISs, as well as other DOE programs, and their relationship to the WM PEIS. 

DOE reviews every proposal to prepare a NEPA document to determine if the decision is sound and in 
compliance with CEQ regulations and guidelines on segmentation and interim actions. Any decision to 
prepare a NEPA document, including those listed by the commentor, must comply with those criteria. 
DOE believes that the preparation of one environmental impact statement on all DOE activities 
(operations, environmental restoration, and waste management) would necessarily be so broad that it 
would result in an essentially meaningless and unmanageable analysis. DOE is committed, as a matter 
of policy, to prepare sitewide EISs for most of its large, multi-facility sites. DOE believes that sitewide 
analyses result in a meaningful assessment of all of DOE activities at a particular location. 

Section 1. 7 .1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the DOE rationale for not including 
environmental restoration impacts in the PEIS. DOE determined that its original intention to include 
both environmental restoration and waste management was not appropriate, primarily because 
environmental restoration decisions tend to be site-specific and, therefore, do not lend themselves to 
programmatic decisions. · ' 

The WM PEIS does contain information on the anticipated waste volumes generated as a result of 
restoration activities and a qualitative discussion of the extent to which those environmental restoration 
waste volumes, for which responsibility could be transferred to the Waste Management Program, could 
affect the comparison among waste management alternatives. See Appendix B in Volume III, and 
Sections 6.15, 7.15, and 8.15 in Volume I. 

The impacts of environmental restoration activities will be evaluated in separate site-specific 
environmental analyses prepared in support of the RCRA corrective action and CERCLA remedial 
action processes. 

Comment (1517) 
The PEIS is a wholesale segmentation of environmental review because waste remediation is being 
considered separately from waste management. 

Response 
Section 1.7.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes DOE's rationale for not including environmental 
restoration impacts in the PEIS. DOE determined that its original intention to include both 
environmental restoration and waste management was not appropriate, primarily because environmental 
restoration decisions are site-specific and, therefore, do not lend themselves to programmatic decisions. 

The WM PEIS focuses on waste management alternatives . It does not analyze environmental 
restoration alternatives , but it does contain information on the anticipated waste volumes generated as a 
result of restoration activities and a qualitative discussion of the extent to which such volumes could 
affect the comparison among waste management alternatives . See Appendix B in Volume III . 
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Chapter 11 in Volume I describes the cumulative impacts for each site from a number o d1f erent 
programs. To the extent possible, Chapter 11 considers environmental restoration and existing 
operations. 

Comment (1611) 
DOE needs to correct the inconsistencies between documents such as the Baseline Environmental 
Management Report, the NTS EIS, and the WM PEIS. For example, the number of waste shipments and 
amount of waste analyzed for NTS differ greatly from document to document. Conflicting information 
can damage DOE's credibility. 

Response 
The WM PEIS evaluates programmatic alternatives concerning DOE-'s management of five waste types in 
the nuclear weapons complex. As such, it must address waste amounts in a more general way than 
individual site projects or programs . Volume I, Section 1.8, explains the relationship between the 
WM PEIS and the other documents cited by the commentor. 

Inconsistencies in waste data among documents arise for several reasons. Waste inventories change over 
time as the waste is treated or disposed of and as new waste is generated. Furthermore, characterization 
of the waste can result in reclassification to a different waste type. For example, waste assumed to be 
transuranic waste might be found to actually be low-level waste upon more thorough testing . Waste 
generation estimates could change as estimates of future work and technologies change. Accordingly, 
waste data reported in documents produced at different times might be somewhat different. 

In addition, the time periods analyzed in other documents might be different, resulting in different totals 
being reported. For example, the WM PEIS analysis covers 20 years in order to better compare a wide 
variety of treatment and disposal alternatives . The Baseline Environmental Management Report was a 
report mandated by Congress that was required to consider all waste generated throughout the life of the 
waste management complex. 

Comment (1614) 
There is a need for a national level of dialogue on low-level waste disposal, which is being ignored by 
the segmented approaches of the various DOE EISs. 

Response 
DOE recognizes the need to develop an effective decisionmaking process to integrate waste 
management and radioactive materials disposition. In 1995, DOE began a "National Dialogue" on 
radioactive waste and materials dispositions through discussions with interested States, site-specific 
advisory boards, and their forums on these issues . This process is described in Volume I, 
Section 1.8.2. 

In addition, DOE has completed a comprehensive Department-wide review of its management of low
level waste and the radioactive component of low-level mixed waste, which includes evaluation of low
level waste disposal. The Final Complex-Wide Review Report , available in DOE public reading 
rooms, was published April 30, 1996, and will be used in conjunction with the WM PEIS to make 
decisions on low-level waste management. The complex-wide review is further described in 
Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . DOE public reading rooms are listed in Section 1.9 in 
Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 
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omment (1662) 
Discrepancies identified in current environmental documents related to the shipment and disposal of 
low-level waste contribute to an incoherent proposal from DOE. Shipping volumes are up to five times 
higher than volumes reported in the NTS EIS . A comprehensive response to the WM PEIS is not 
possible without resolution of these discrepancies . 

Response 
Discrepancies in the shipment numbers exist due to the 20-year analysis period assumed by the 
WM PEIS as compared to 10 years for the NTS EIS, and shipments based on weight (most shipments 
were estimated to be weight- rather than volume-limited) in the WM PEIS versus volume, as in the 
NTS EIS . The WM PEIS results are valid for programmatic decisionmaking because the same 
assumptions were used for all alternatives and the relative potential risks provide the necessary 
information to evaluate programmatic alternatives. 

During the preparation of the WM PEIS, DOE reviewed other NEPA documents, including the NTS 
EIS, to ensure that these documents present information that is as consistent as possible. DOE 
acknowledges that some estimated values in the WM PEIS might be higher than comparable values 
presented in site-specific NEPA documents. DOE believes that the use of these higher, more 
conservative values is acceptable because they include the potential impacts of the actions discussed in 
the lower tier evaluations and provide programmatic flexibility to accommodate frequently changing 
inventory projections. 

Comment (1667) 
The NTS EIS reported relatively low total risks, and the percentage of health effects due to the 
radiological nature of the cargo are a small percentage of the total risk. In the WM PEIS, the total 
number of predicted health effects and the percentage of health effects due to low-level waste radiation 
are potentially significant. 

Response 
The primary differences in estimated routine exposures between the WM PEIS and the NTS EIS are 
due to shielding considerations and the assumed values for the external dose rates from low-level waste 
shipments . As discussed in Section E.6.2.2 in Volume IV, the PEIS used an external dose rate of 
1 millirem per hour at 1 meter for the low-level waste shipments. This estimate , which is based on 
historic DOE low-level waste shipments, is appropriate for the Department-wide programmatic nature 
of the WM PEIS. The NTS EIS based its estimated external dose rates on site inventories and assumed 
shipment configurations, resulting in some dose rates that were as much as two orders of magnitude 
less than 1 millirem per hour at 1 meter. In addition, the PEIS took no credit for potential shielding 
between the waste package and the crew or the public, in order to be conservative by tending to 
overestimate doses. On the other hand , the NTS EIS factored in mitigation measures in order to keep 
radiation exposure as low as reasonably achievable, thereby reducing the estimated exposure doses to 
the crew and public. 

Accordingly , estimated health effects from radiological exposure during the routine transportation of 
low-level waste are higher in the WM PEIS than in the NTS EIS . At the same time , estimated 
nonradiological fatalities from physical trauma are roughly equivalent on a per kilometer basis . 
Therefore, the percentage of estimated radiological health effects (potential fatalities) is higher in the 
WM PEIS low-level waste transportation assessment than in the NTS EIS . 
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DOE reviewed other NEPA documents, including the NTS EIS, to ensure that, to the extent possible, 
those documents present consistent information. However, some of the values used in the WM PEIS 
might be higher than some used in project-level or sitewide EISs. In most cases, this is acceptable 
because the PEIS estimates tend to overestimate the impacts of the site-specific analyses . Two 
Centralized Alternatives in the WM PEIS propose that the NTS dispose of all low-level waste within 
the complex. Disposing of these large volumes of low-level waste would result in higher risks than 
those reported in NTS site-specific document. 

Comment (1690) 
Referring to Volume I, Section 1.7.4, a commenter asked whether portions of the Baseline 
Environmental Management Report (BEMR) relating to the opening dates of key facilities (e.g., WIPP, 
Yucca Mountain, etc.) were used in the WM PEIS or was an independent analysis of the openings 
performed by the PEIS? 

Response 
The BEMR analysis was not directly used in determining the opening dates for the national geologic 
repository and WIPP. Volume I of the 1996 BEMR indicates that the BEMR analysis assumed that 
high-level waste would be accepted by the national geologic repository beginning in 2016, with WIPP 
accepting waste in 1998. For the high-level waste repository, the BEMR and WM PEIS analysis differ. 
It was assumed in the WM PEIS that the national geologic repository would start accepting high-level 
waste in 2015. As stated above, the BEMR analysis assumes a delay to 2016 for the national geologic 
repository. The potential impacts of delaying opening of the high-level waste national geologic 
repository were evaluated in the WM PEIS for Centralized Alternative 2. The potential impacts of the 
first 20 years of longer term storage of transuranic waste at the treatment sites, assuming a delayed 
opening of WIPP, are analyzed in the WM PEIS under the transuranic waste No Action Alternative . 
The impacts of storage beyond 20 years are analyzed as part of the No Action Alternatives in the WIPP 
SEIS-11. 

Comment (2147) 
One commenter asked when the U.S. agreement on the receipt of European spent fuel would expire . 

Response 
DOE analyzed foreign research reactor fuel in the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS. 
The Record of Decision was issued in May 1996. This agreement allows for acceptance of spent 
nuclear fuel from 1996 to 2009 . 

Comment (2189) 
DOE is already implementing alternatives at PGDP that are a part of the decisionmaking process 
associated with the WM PEIS . This violates CEQ regulations under limitation of actions. Vitrifying 
waste limits the alternatives available to the site for transuranic waste treatment. 

Response 
DOE is preparing some site-specific NEPA documents on waste management facilities in parallel with 
the preparation of the WM PEIS to expedite compliance with site-specific agreements, the Federal 
Facility Compliance Act, and its responsibilities under NEPA. For example, PGDP has several 
agreements with the Commonwealth of Kentucky and EPA Region IV that require PGDP to treat and 
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dispose of its RCRA and Toxic Substances Control Act waste within 1 year. Prior to a startup of the 
vitrification project, PGDP will have conducted a NEPA review. 

The WM PEIS will not be used to select waste management technologies and, therefore, does not 
analyze alternative technologies. Any technologies used in the WM PEIS analyses were used as 
representative technologies only, for the purpose of comparing potential impacts of waste management 
activities across sites. Therefore, the implementation of a specific technology , such as waste 
vitrification, at a site prior to the completion of the WM PEIS would not limit the WM PEIS 
alternatives . 

Any actions undertaken by DOE at PGDP before the Final WM PEIS is issued will have complied with 
the limitations on action during the development of a programmatic EIS set forth in 40 CPR 1506(c) . 
However, once decisions are made resulting from the WM PEIS, prior sitewide or project-level 
decisions may be reevaluated to ensure consistency with the subsequent programmatic decisions. More 
detail on the relationship of the WM PEIS to other NEPA documents is provided in Section 1. 8 .1 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2244) 
There is a chart in the WM PEIS that lists EISs and related material. Clarify how these documents 
relate to the PEIS, impact the PEIS, and explain how these EISs interact. 

Response 
Section 1. 8 .1 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS provides a comprehensive description of other EISs 
that are related to the WM PEIS, including a discussion of how they relate to or impact the PEIS . 
Chapter 11 in Volume I contains a summary of cumulative impacts at each of the 17 sites, including the 
impacts identified in other related studies. 

Comment (2245) 
The WM PEIS should clarify if DOE will conduct site-specific NEPA studies before waste management 
alternatives are implemented. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 1. 7. 3, states that DOE will use the analyses presented in the PEIS to decide on a 
programmatic or strategic approach to managing its waste. DOE intends to select a configuration of 
DOE sites for waste management activities on the basis of the WM PEIS and other factors. The level 
of analysis in the WM PEIS is appropriate for making broad programmatic decisions on what DOE 
sites should be used for waste management. At the programmatic level, however, it is not possible to 
take into account special requirements for particular waste streams, different technologies that are or 
may be available to manage particular wastes, or site-specific environmental considerations such as the 
presence of culturally important resources or endangered species at a specific location on a site. DOE 
will rely upon other NEPA reviews, primarily ones that evaluate particular locations on sites or 
projects (sitewide or project-level reviews), for these analyses . Thus, decisions regarding specific 
locations or technologies for waste management facilities at DOE sites or the waste management 
technologies to be used will be made on the basis of sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews . 

In addition, Section 1.8 and Chapter 11, discuss project-level and site-specific NEPA documents which 
consider waste management facilities in parallel with the preparation of the WM PEIS. 
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Comment (2255) 
The WM PEIS used data that was generated for the Baseline Environmental Management Report 
(BEMR), which was never subjected to public reviews. Using the waste volume information from that 
report as a basis for this PEIS might be inappropriate . Furthermore, WM PEIS Appendix B notes that 
the environmental restoration waste volumes expected to come into the Waste Management Program do 
not appear in the published volumes of BEMR, but were provided from internal BEMR working 
documents. If DOE is going to continue to use BEMR-generated information, that material should be 
released for public comment so that we can make certain that we all agree that the assumptions are 
correct. 

Response 
It would be impractical to submit all source information for public review and approval. To be 
consistent, it was appropriate to use the environmental restoration waste data from BEMR. The Final 
WM PEIS includes environmental restoration waste data used for the 1996 BEMR (see Appendix B in 
Volume III). These are the latest available data and have been approved by the sites and by the DOE 
Environmental Restoration Program. 

Comment (2264) 
In Section 1.7.4 in Volume I of the PEIS, there is a fairly comprehensive list of relevant NEPA 
processes and other EISs. Listing these EISs is not sufficient. The entire pie should be put on the table 
so that everyone in this country has an opportunity to evaluate what the risks are, determine what the 
capabilities are in their particular part of the country for dealing with these risks, and equitably 
distribute the risks, once and for all. The piecemeal approach is a coverup for DOE's problems, and 
the public around Hanford will not stand for it. 

Response 
DOE is committed to providing as much information as possible to the public so the Department can 
receive informed comments and public input. There is no coverup of information, but rather an open 
and honest attempt to address a number of complex issues, some related and others not related to 
DOE's Waste Management Program. By preparing separate EISs on a number of complex subjects, 
DOE has not prevented a comprehensive analysis, as suggested in the comment, but rather has 
developed a more in-depth body of information. 

The DOE Waste Management Program is separate and distinct from other programs, and DOE believes 
that it is appropriate to analyze it in this separate programmatic NEPA document. The WM PEIS is 
complex; it covers five major types of radioactive and hazardous waste. It does not include some 
wastes that DOE believes are not ready for the decisionmaking process, and other materials (e.g ., spent 
nuclear fuel) because they are not wastes. However, DOE has, to the extent possible, included the 
impacts of these in the cumulative impact analysis in Volume I, Chapter 11. 

DOE has revised Chapter 11 in the Final WM PEIS to provide ,a more comprehensive evaluation of 
other DOE actions that could affect the sites, including the Hanford Site. 

DOE must select alternatives to meet the urgent national priority for safe and efficient waste 
management. While residents might perceive that one approach, such as Decentralization, offers 
particular benefits or damage to a community or region, DOE must base its final decision on the 
diverse national needs and issues that affect many sites and regions. DOE has revised its list of 
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deci ion factor in ection 1. 7. in olume I to mclude equity . DOE will favor alternatives that tend 
to distribute waste management facilities in a manner that is equitable . 

Comment (2301) 
DOE must organize the timing and review of its WM PEIS and other related documents , to permit 
review, response, and interaction time for local review groups , etc. , with those making the 
recommendations . 

Response 
DOE has provided a variety of opportunities for reviews by local groups over the past 6 years of this PEIS 
process, including the 5-month public review for the Draft WM PEIS . See Section 1.7.2 in Volume I of 
the Final WM PEIS, which describes public involvement and review for this PEIS. The timing of reviews 
of NEPA documents is determined by the NEPA requirements of individual programs. NEPA does not 
preclude holding simultaneous reviews of a number of independent NEPA documents. Volume I, 
Chapter 11, does provide information on the consequences of multiple actions for each site, to the extent 
that such information is available . 

Comment (2318) 
The WM PEIS should include the values of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group, values from 
the Tank Waste Remediation System Rebaselining Task Force, and comments and discussions from the 
public. 

Response 
The decision criteria and factors to be used in the cited reports contain valuable stakeholder Tribal 
Nation input and values and were considered in the selection of WM PEIS preferred alternatives (see 
Section 1.7.3 in Volume I). Input from the general public has occurred during the public scoping 
period, early in the development of the PEIS, and during the public comment period on the Draft WM 
PEIS. 

Comment (2425) 
The WM PEIS mentions that because of Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) 
Recommendation 94-2, a DOE complex-wide review of low-level waste management is under way. It 
should also note that DNFSB's intent is to upgrade DOE low-level waste management, bringing it more 
in line with commercial and international standards. 

Response 
DOE has expanded the discussion of DNFSB Recommendation 94-2 in Volume I, Section 1.8.2, to 
more fully inform readers of the nature of the DNFSB concerns and DOE' s actions to address those 
concerns . 

Comment (2428) 
Volume I, Chapter 1, discusses other actions under way and also quotes from 40 CPR 1506. l(c) 
regarding the taking of actions that might prejudice a NEPA decision . With all the other activities 
taking place in the DOE complex, how can they not bias this PEIS? 

11-50 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

11.4 Segmentation/Relationship and Consistency with Other DOE Documents and Programs 

Respon e 
40 CFR 1506. l(c) does not restrict the performance of NEPA analyses or the issuance of EISs . This 
regulation prohibits agencies from taking other major Federal actions (i.e., the implementation of a 
Record of Decision) that would prejudice the ultimate decision on an EIS. An interim action prejudices 
the ultimate decision on the program when it tends to determine subsequent development or limit 
alternatives. DOE will review the implementation of each DOE Record of Decision to ensure there is 
no prejudice to the WM PEIS decisions, as noted in Volume I, Section 1.8.1. DOE evaluates every 
action it takes to ensure compliance with 40 CFR 1506. l(c) before it implements that action. 

Comment (2571) 
It is unclear how tiering works. The WM PEIS Summary document states that decisions regarding the 
actual location of waste management facilities at particular DOE sites will not be made on the basis of 
this PEIS, but rather will be the subject of site-specific NEPA documents. Then what is the purpose of 
this EIS? A site-specific waste management EIS has already been done for INEL and for SRS. How 
does the PEIS integrate the decisions made in these documents? 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a nationwide study to help DOE develop a strategy to manage five waste types 
(low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste) in 
the DOE complex. The WM PEIS is one tool DOE will use in deciding how and where it will manage 
its radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE needs to ensure safe and efficient management of these 
wastes and to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws to protect public health and safety. 

As described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS, three levels or "tiers" of NEPA 
documentation may be prepared: programmatic, sitewide, and project-level. Programmatic 
documents, such as the WM PEIS, inform decisions on broad agency actions, such as the adoption of 
future proposed plans, programs, and strategies. The second-tier, sitewide NEPA documents, allow 
DOE to consider changes in the overall operation of a site, including mission changes, and provide a 
current environmental baseline for the site, both to support and to simplify project-level NEPA 
documents. The third-tier, project-level NEPA documents, evaluate the impacts of a specific project 
proposed for a specific location on a site, and are intended to identify and evaluate alternatives on how 
the facility should be sited, constructed, and operated. Sitewide NEPA documents, which evaluate 
projects that could be implemented in the near-term at a site, would also include project-level NEPA 
reviews if sufficient information is available to allow the proposed to be adequately analyzed. 

Comment (2591) 
How does the Final Tritium Supply EIS affect the cumulative impacts analysis? 

Response 
DOE published the Final Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS in October 1995. It analyzes alternatives 
associated with new tritium production and recycling of tritium repovered from nuclear weapons retired 
from service. The Record of Decision based on the Tritium Suppl¥ and Recycling PEIS included two 
courses of action, either tritium production in a commercial reactor or development of an accelerator at 
SRS. The Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS and its Record of Decision are included in the 
WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis presented in Chapter 11 in Volume I. Table 11.17-2, the 
"Other Actions" column, includes impacts from the Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS for SRS. 
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Comment (2689) 
Preferred alternatives selected by DOE do not appear to be contrary to the Nuclear Waste Agreement 
negotiated by the State of Idaho with DOE. This should be confirmed and documented in the 
WM PEIS for each preferred alternative. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is DOE's NEPA review for its Waste Management Program. NEPA requires Federal 
agencies to include a discussion of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action in an EIS . An agency 
must provide sufficient information for each alternative to allow reviewers to evaluate the comparative 
merits of those alternatives . 

While the WM PEIS is a national and programmatic study to assist DOE in formulating and 
implementing a strategy for its Waste Management Program, actual programmatic decisions will be 
announced in Records of Decision. The decisions will be based on this WM PEIS, regulatory 
compliance, compliance with site agreements with States, national priorities, budgets, schedules, and 
other DOE studies. Thus, the decision process will include consideration of the Nuclear Waste 
Agreement. 

Comment (2710) 
The WM PEIS does not consider binding Records of Decision are in place at some sites that eliminate 
some alternatives considered in the WM PEIS. 

Response 
As discussed in Volume I, Section 3.2, the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require Federal 
agencies to include a discussion of reasonable alternatives and provide sufficient information for each 
alternative, even if alternatives are not within the agency's jurisdiction (e.g., in conflict with current 
law), so that reviewers can evaluate the comparative merits of those alternatives. Sections 1. 7. 3 and 
3. 5 in Volume I discuss the methodology for identifying alternatives. 

DOE will use the analyses presented in the WM PEIS to decide on a programmatic or strategic 
approach to managing its waste. DOE intends to select a configuration of DOE sites for waste 
management activities on the basis of the WM PEIS and other factors. DOE will rely upon other 
NEPA reviews, primarily ones that evaluate particular locations on sites or projects (sitewide or 
project-level reviews), for decisions regarding specific locations or technologies for waste management 
facilities at DOE sites or the waste management technologies to be 1,1sed. 

In addition to preparing sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews, DOE would also rely upon reviews 
that have already been completed. Existing sitewide and project-level NEPA analyses will be reviewed 
to determine whether modifications are needed to implement the decisions based on evaluations in the 
WM PEIS . 

Comment (3034) 
Table 1.7-1 overlooks the Hanford Remedial Action EIS and the Fissile Materials and Pantex EISs, 
which include options affecting the Hanford Site. 
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Response 
Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS includes a more comprehensive discussion of related 
NEPA documents, including those mentioned by the commentors. 

Comment (3169) 
A commentor is concerned that the WM PEIS used the Baseline Environmental Management Report as 
its source for estimated waste volumes and urges DOE to work with individual sites to verify and 
validate these estimates, as well as other identified assumptions. 

Response 
The estimates of waste volumes used in the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report were 
actually taken from baseline reports originally generated by each site to support the WM PEIS and 
program planning efforts. As described in WM PEIS Appendix B (Volume III) and Sections 6.15, 
7.15, 8.15, and 10.15 (Volume I), environmental restoration waste volumes were updated for the Final 
WM PEIS based on the database used for the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report , which 
was the best information available when the Final WM PEIS was prepared. The environmental 
restoration waste volumes at certain sites have substantially increased based on the updated data. The 
WM PEIS contains a qualitative discussion on the potential transfer of some environmental restoration 
wastes to Waste management Program responsibility. Much of the environmental restoration waste is 
likely to be managed in place or in environmental restoration facilities. Environmental restoration 
waste management decisions will be made on a site-by-site basis. 

Comment (3174) 
It is essential that DOE submit the risk analysis in the Hanford Remedial Action EIS, the Tank Waste 
Remediation System EIS, and the WM PEIS to independent technical peer review and then through a 
second review by Federal, State, Tribal agencies and departments before publication of final EISs and 
Records of Decision. The public and regulators cannot assess the technical adequacy of the risk 
analyses in these EISs in a 30 to 60 day comment period. 

Response 
The issues analyzed in the Hanford Remedial Action and Tank Waste Remediation System EISs are 
outside the scope of the WM PEIS, which is a national and programmatic study on DOE's Waste 
Management Program. The WM PEIS risk analysis used state-of-the-art models and conservative 
assumptions. The health risk methods were subjected to peer review by EPA and others before being 
used in the WM PEIS. Moreover, DOE provided a 150-day public comment period to allow for 
detailed review. 

Comment (3276) 
Storage alternatives for high-level waste are not sufficiently analyzed. While the WM PEIS states that 
high-level waste treatment and disposal are not within the range of decisions to be considered under this 
PEIS, treatment and disposal are integral parts of a compr~hensive waste management policy. 
Assuming the existence of and then analyzing a single disposal alternative, Yucca Mountain in this 
case, is contrary to the intent of NEPA. 

Response 
The treatment of high-level waste is not within the scope of the WM PEIS, as explained in Volume I, 
Section-9.1.1. However, impacts related to high-level waste treatment, where known, have been added 

11-53 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

11.4 Segmentation/Relationship and Consistency with Other DOE Documents and Programs 

to the revised cumulative impacts analysis sections of Chapter 11 for the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and 
WVDP. These estimates of potential risks from recent site-specific NEPA analyses (e .g ., Hanford 
Tank Waste Remediation System and WVDP Completion and Closure EISs) are based on additional 
detailed site-specific information. 

Impacts from transportation of high-level waste are included in the cumulative impacts analysis in 
Volume I, Section 11.20 of the WM PEIS. Impacts from high-level waste disposal at Yucca Mountain 
are not included in the cumulative impacts section for NTS because the Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS is just getting under way. If the high-level waste repository is not established at Yucca Mountain, 
DOE would have to reevaluate long-term plans for disposition of high-level waste. The WM PEIS does 
not analyze environmental impacts of disposal at Yucca Mountain or alternative locations for a geologic 
repository . However, the WM PEIS does analyze the environmental impacts of the longer term storage 
of treated high-level waste in the event that the construction and operation of a national geologic 
repository is delayed. Impacts from the construction, operation, and closure of a geologic repository 
would be examined in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS . 

Comment (3553) 
It is not clear how the WM PEIS will tier down to site-specific EISs for waste management. DOE 
seems to be equally perplexed with the information presented--only three preferred alternatives are 
tentatively identified. 

\ 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a nationwide study to help DOE develop a strategy to manage five waste types 
(low-level mixed waste, low-level waste , transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste) in 
the DOE complex. The WM PEIS is one tool DOE will use in deciding how and where it will manage 
its radioactive and hazardous wastes . DOE needs to ensure safe and efficient management of these 
wastes and to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws to protect public health and safety . 

As described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS, three levels or "tiers" of NEPA 
documentation may be prepared: programmatic, sitewide, and project-level. Programmatic 
documents, such as the WM PEIS, inform decisions on broad agency actions, such as the adoption of 
future proposed plans, programs, and strategies. The second-tier, sitewide NEPA documents, allow 
DOE to consider changes in the overall operation of a site, including mission changes, and provide a 
current environmental baseline for the site, both to support and to simplify project-level NEPA 
documents. The third-tier , project-level NEPA documents , evaluate the impacts of a specific project 
proposed for a specific location on a site , and are intended to identify and evaluate alternatives on how 
the facility should be sited, constructed, and operated. Sitewide NEPA documents, which evaluate 
projects that could be implemented in the near-term at a site , would also include project-level NEPA 
reviews if sufficient information is available to allow the proposed to be adequately analyzed. 

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require the Federal agency to identify preferred alternatives, 
if known, in the Draft EIS, and to identify preferred alternatives in the Final EIS unless another law 
prohibits the expression of such a preference. In accordance with the law, the Final WM PEIS 
identifies a preferred alternative for each waste type . DOE identifies its preferred waste management 
alternatives and the reasons they are preferred in Section 3. 7 of the Final PEIS . 
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Comment (3680) 
It is the taxpayers who have paid trillions of dollars for research to find a safe method of high-level 
waste disposal. After 50 years of assumptions that a safe method would be chosen, none has been 
found. It is time to take a hard look at the reality of the situation. Segmenting or narrowing the scope 
of managing nuclear materials as well as divorcing past contamination and clean-up from the total 
management scheme, only minimizes a problem that is global in its presence and implications. DOE 
alone cannot undertake the requisite hard look and analysis. In the least, every facet of the Federal 
Government needs to cooperate and discuss the problem. Most importantly, the public, including 
Native Nations, must be co-equals in this discussion. 

Response 
By preparing separate environmental impact analyses for a number of extremely complex subjects, 
DOE has not minimized the various issues surrounding nuclear materials and waste management, but 
rather has developed a more in-depth body of information. Moreover, the cumulative impacts analysis 
in this WM PEIS (Volume I, Chapter 11) includes the impacts for the preferred alternatives analyzed in 
other DOE NEPA documents, and the impacts of other DOE programs. This allows consideration of 
impacts from DOE operations as a whole. 

DOE has and will continue to comply with the NEPA requirements for consulting with other Federal 
agencies, Native Nations, and State and local agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise with 
regard to the proposed actions analyzed in DOE NEPA documents . 

Comment (3690) 
Commentors asked whether there is another EIS on the vitrification of high-level waste (HL W) and 
stated that the exclusion of HLW treatment from the PEIS is an example of segmentation and, thus, a 
violation of N:~PA. In evaluating the intensity of a proposed action to determine its significance, the 
CEQ regulations at Section 1508.27(7) tell agencies to consider whether "the action is related to other 
actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts. Significance cannot be 
avoided by determining an action temporary or by breaking it down in to small component parts." 

Response 
The decision to vitrify HL W is explained in Volume I, Section 9 .1 . DOE does consider HL W 
vitrification to be significant and, has already prepared EISs to evaluate the environmental impacts of 
alternatives for HLW management. Section 1.8.1 identifies several site-specific DOE EISs that analyze 
the treatment of HL W . As stated in Volume I, Section 2 .1, the WM PEIS analyzes only storage of 
treated (vitrified) HLW canisters until a geologic repository is available. However, the impacts of 
treating high-level waste are considered in the WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11 . 
In this way, the cumulative impacts of treatment and storage of HL W are evaluated. 

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations recognize that separate NEPA reviews are justified for an 
agency's programs due to timing or the need for specificity or in-depth analyses . By preparing separate 
environmental impact analyses on a number of extremely complex subjects, DOE has not ignored a 
comprehensive analysis, but rather has developed a more in-dep~h body of information by preparing a 
number of PEISs. Moreover, the cumulative impacts analysis in this WM PEIS (Volume I, 
Chapter 11) includes the impacts of the preferred alternatives in the NEPA analyses prepared for other 
DOE programs, allowing DOE to evaluate the impacts of DOE's operations as a whole. 
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The ability to prepare separate EISs on separate but related programs does not avoid the necessity for 
coordination among the program to en ure integrated deci ion and con i tent presentation of 
information. DOE, therefore, has made every effort to ensure that the WM PEIS is generally 
consistent with other related EISs, including those cited in the comment. Section 1.8 in Volume I of 
the WM PEIS discusses these related EISs, as well as other DOE programs, and their relationship to 
the WM PEIS. 

DOE reviews every proposal to prepare a NEPA document to determine if the decision is sound and in 
compliance with CEQ regulations and guidelines on segmentation and interim actions. Any decision to 
prepare a NEPA document, including those listed by the commentor, must comply with those criteria. 
DOE believes that the preparation of one environmental impact statement on all DOE activities 
(operations, environmental restoration, and waste management) would necessarily be so broad that it 
would result in an essentially meaningless and unmanageable analysis . DOE is committed, as a matter 
of policy, to prepare sitewide EISs for most of its large, multi-facility sites. DOE believes that sitewide 
analyses result in a meaningful assessment of all of DOE activities at a particular location. 

Impacts related to HLW treatment, where known, have been added to the revised cumulative impacts 
analysis sections of Chapter 11 for the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. These estimates of 
potential risks from recent project-level and sitewide NEPA analyses are based on additional detailed 
site-specific information. 

Comment (3750) 
DOE should include the following in consideration of public values and principles: full disclosure (in 
one EIS, with a full public review) of all wastes that might be moved from other sites through the 
Northwest for "treatment" or burial; full disclosure of all projected environmental restoration waste, 
weapons plant decontamination waste, and plutonium wastes already at Hanford, along with all the 
other wastes that DOE might ship for treatment or burial; and the cumulative health impacts, 
cumulative environmental impacts, and the effect on Hanford cleanup schedules from importing all the 
wastes that DOE is likely to consider for treatment or burial at Hanford. 

Response 
DOE is committed to considering public values and input. DOE believes that integrating additional 
non-waste management wastes and materials into one NEPA review will not promote understanding or 
efficient and timely decisionmaking. Section 1. 8 .1 in Volume I describes the analyses contained in the 
other DOE EISs that affect the Hanford Site, including the issues identified in the comment. DOE 
revised Chapter 11 of the WM PEIS to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of 
other DOE actions combined with waste management activities on individual sites, including Hanford. 
The Hanford Remedial Action EIS, described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I, analyzes the impacts of 
environmental restoration wastes. However, Appendix Bin Volume III of the WM PEIS discusses how 
environmental restoration wastes transferred to the Waste Management Program could influence 
WM PEIS alternatives and impacts analyses. 

Comment (3759) 
The WM PEIS fails to integrate impacts from DOE's proposals to ship plutonium (which DOE refuses 
to call waste, thus allowing it to escape regulations), to Hanford. Proposals include: (1) using Hanford 
to make it into reactor fuel; (2) burning the plutonium reactor fuel at the Washington Public Power 
Supply System, WNP-2 commercial power reactor, or other reactors; and (3) glassifying (vitrifying) 
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the plutonium along with Hanford's high-level nuclear waste, so that it cannot be reused in weapons 
and an be di po ed of. 

Response 
This PEIS addresses only five waste types, as defined in Volume I, Section 1.5, and analyzed in 
Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. The impacts from the plutonium vitrification process are covered in the 
Hanford Plutonium Finishing Plant Complex EIS and the impacts of DOE's proposals for long-term 
disposition of its plutonium are analyzed in the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile 
Materials Programmatic EIS. Both of these EISs are identified in Section 1. 8 .1 in Volume I of the 
PEIS, which provides an overview of related NEPA reviews. Chapter 11 in Volume I of the PEIS 
analyzes the specific cumulative impacts for other actions at a given site. 

Comment (3925) 
The WM PEIS should fully address spent nuclear fuel disposition and not merely reference the SNF 
EIS. 

Response 
The management of spent nuclear fuel is outside the scope of the WM PEIS . In April 1995, DOE 
issued the SNF/INEL EIS, which evaluated alternatives for managing existing and reasonably 
foreseeable inventories of spent nuclear fuel through the year 2035, therefore, there is no need to 
repeat the analysis . DOE, in its Record of Decision (ROD), decided to regionalize spent nuclear fuel 
management by fuel type at three sites--the Hanford Site, INEL, and SRS--pending disposal in a 
geologic repository. Volume 2 of the SNF/INEL EIS, in addition to evaluating programmatic spent 
nuclear fuel alternatives , evaluates sitewide alternatives for environmental restoration and waste 
management programs at INEL. In the SNF/INEL EIS ROD, DOE decided to implement the preferred 
alternative, for INEL as evaluated in the Final EIS. Section 1.8.1 describes Volumes I and II of the 
SNF/INEL EIS. 

The cumulative impacts analysis of the waste management alternatives in Chapter 11 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS includes the environmental impacts resulting from the decision on spent nuclear fuel 
management and on the implementation of the preferred alternative at INEL. 

Comment (4028) 
Some DOE sites, such as LLNL, are already comm1ttmg significant resources to new waste 
management facilities, which will have the effect of "locking in" a particular alternative described in 
the WM PEIS, even though programmatic environmental review is far from complete. 

Response 
Facilities being constructed at LLNL and other DOE sites have been the subject of site-specific NEPA 
documentation. They are being constructed to meet particular needs at those sites . The WM PEIS 
accounted for existing and approved facilities at DOE sites in determining the alternatives to be 
addressed and in the No Action Alternative analyses. Note that the mixed waste management facility 
demonstration project at LLNL has been canceled. 

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations recognize that separate NEPA reviews are justified for an 
agency's programs due to timing or the need for specificity or in-depth analyses. By preparing separate 
environmental impact analyses on a number of extremely complex subjects, DOE has not ignored a 
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comprehensive analysis , but rather has developed a more in-depth body of information by preparing a 
number of P I s. Moreover, the cumulative impacts analysis in this WM PEIS (Volume I, 
Chapter 11) includes the impacts of the preferred alternatives in the NEPA analyses prepared for other 
DOE programs, allowing DOE to evaluate the impacts of DOE's operations as a whole . 

The ability to prepare separate EISs on separate but related programs does not avoid the necessity for 
coordination among the programs to ensure integrated decisions and consistent presentation of 
information. DOE, therefore, has made every effort to ensure that the WM PEIS is generally 
consistent with other related EISs, including those cited in the comment. Section 1.8 in Volume I of 
the WM PEIS discusses these related EISs, as well as other DOE programs, and their relationship to 
the WM PEIS. 

DOE reviews every proposal to prepare a NEPA document to determine if the decision is sound and in 
compliance with CEQ regulations and guidelines on segmentation and interim actions. Any decision to 
prepare a NEPA document, including those listed by the commentor, must comply with those criteria. 
DOE believes that the preparation of one environmental impact statement on all DOE activities 
(operations, environmental restoration, and waste management) would necessarily be so broad that it 
would result in an essentially meaningless and unmanageable analysis. DOE is committed, as a matter 
of policy, to prepare sitewide EISs for most of its large, multi-facility sites. DOE believes that sitewide 
analyses result in a meaningful assessment of all of DOE activities at a particular location. 

Comment (4037) 
The WM PEIS exemplifies that the principal role of DOE's Waste Management Program, as 1t 1s 
presently configured, is to serve as the handmaiden of DOE's nuclear weapons program. While noting 
that much of the infrastructure requirements of the proposed action are to service waste streams 
generated by the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program, the Draft WM PEIS already 
indicates that more wastes will be generated from ongoing Science Based Stockpile Stewardship and 
related actions than from site remediation and cleanup activities, although the programmatic NEPA 
documen.t for Science Based Stockpile Stewardship has not yet been published. 

Response 
The Final Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS was published in November 1996. Impacts of 
the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program are considered in the WM PEIS cumulative 
impacts analysis presented in Chapter 11 in Volume I. As described in Appendix B (Volume III) and 
Sections 6 .15, 7 .15, and 8 .15 (Volume I), the total volume of environmental restoration waste is larger 
than waste management; however, much of the environmental restoration waste is likely to be managed 
in place or in environmental restoration facilities. 

Comment (4051) 
The WM PEIS working assumption of a fully funded and robust Stockpile Stewardship and 
Management Program removes from the scope of the document the significant policy alternative of 
waste minimization through the conversion or scaling back of nuclear programs. By separating defense 
programs and waste management, any consideration of waste management impacts is limited to a 
narrow range of alternatives: to transport or not to transport, and where to maintain or construct DOE 
waste management facilities. If the National Ignition Facility (NIF), Dual Axis Radiographic 
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, or new prototype plutonium fabrication plants are not 
constructed, what will be the likely impact on waste management actions? 

11-58 



Volume V- Comment Response Document 

11.4 Segmentation/Relationship and Consistency with Other DOE Documents and Programs 

Response 
Decisions on whether to construct and operate facilities such as NIP and DARHT are made, in part, on 
the basis of NEPA documents prepared for those proposed actions. The need for agency action is 
addressed in those NEPA documents. The purpose of the WM PEIS is to help develop a strategy to 
deal with the wastes generated by those and other past and present DOE actions. 

Alternatives for the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program are evaluated in the PEIS on that 
subject identified in Volume I, Section 1.8.1, of the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS contains 20-year 
projections of waste volumes for the various alternatives that reflect planning for facilities, including 
NIP, DARHT, or a new plutonium fabrication plant. If these facilities are not built, there would be 
less waste generated. 

DOE does not consider a shutdown of its nuclear weapons programs to be a reasonable alternative at 
this time. Based on the best available information at the time of the analysis on future waste 
generation, DOE assumed that current waste generation rates would continue for the next 20 years . 
Volume I, Section 1.8.2, describes DOE programs and actions that will generate waste analyzed in 
the PEIS. 

Comment (4339) 
If DOE revises the WM PEIS sections on cumulative impacts and relationships with other EISs to more 
fully account for other programs, the document will provide an adequate basis for selecting conceptual 
approaches to treat, store, or dispose of the five waste types. However, the WM PEIS is not adequate 
to select sites within a conceptual alternative because data are old or inaccurate , analytic methods are 
too generic, and cumulative effects are not accounted for on a site-by-site basis. Decisions about the 
configuration of sites should be supported by a second level of NEPA review. 

Response 
DOE believes that the Final WM PEIS is an adequate basis not only to support decisions about 
strategies for dealing with each waste type, but also to support decisions about sites chosen to manage 
each waste type. In the PEIS, DOE has attempted not only to examine in an integrated fashion the 
impacts of Department-wide waste management decisions for each waste type in the nuclear weapons 
complex, but also the cumulative impacts for all the waste facilities at a given site. 

While the PEIS identifies preferred alternatives in accordance with NEPA and the CEQ regulations, 
actual programmatic decisions on configurations will be announced in Records of Decision. The 
"second level of NEPA review" referenced in the comment will occur before DOE decides on the 
location of a waste management facility at a programmatic site. 

In moving from the draft to the final document and incorporating public comments, DOE has made 
extensive revisions pertaining to relationships with other EISs (see Section 1.8.1 in Volume I) and 
cumulative impacts, including on a site-by-site basis (see Chapter 11 in Volume I). Regarding the data 
used in the analysis, the Final PEIS includes updated waste volumes for low-level waste, low-level 
mixed waste, and transuranic waste, and analyzes how newly av,ailable data might impact the analyses 
of alternatives in the WM PEIS (see Appendix I in Volume IV) . 
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Comment (4403) 
The WM PEI unacceptably exclude high-level waste of U. . commercial nuclear programs that is 
and will become the total responsibility of DOE to manage and dispose of under the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982. DOE must include a fully integrated analysis of the potential impacts and risks to 
humans and the environment from the management and disposal of commercial nuclear wastes in a new 
WM PEIS . The WM PEIS's reference to an EIS on commercial spent nuclear fuel management is not 
adequate. 

Response 
The WM PEIS was prepared to help DOE develop a Department-wide waste management strategy. The 
PEIS addresses, in a programmatic manner, most of the radioactive wastes produced over the past years 
by national defense activities at DOE facilities . The PEIS does not address radioactive wastes produced 
by commercial activities; DOE does not have the authority or responsibility for making decisions on such 
wastes. 

DOE has sought public input at various stages in the WM PEIS process so that the PEIS could seriously 
address the issues of DOE wastes. Spent nuclear fuel is not classified as a waste and, thus, is not included 
in the WM PEIS as a waste type. Other EISs dealing with spent nuclear fuel management are discussed in 
Volume I, Section 1.8.1. In addition, issues relating to the characterization of the candidate geologic 
repository at Yucca Mountain are outside the scope of the WM PEIS, but would be addressed in the 
Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. 

Comment (4407) 
The WM PEIS violates NEPA by basing the analysis of high-level wastes on the assumption that the 
future permanent repository will be at Yucca Mountain, despite the fact that Yucca Mountain is 
geologically unfeasible due to seismic activity, and despite serious misgivings concerning the actual 
licensing and opening of the repository . Secretary O'Leary has indicated a 50% chance of Yucca 
Mountain actually being licensed. DOE calculations have indicated that Yucca Mountain cannot meet 
the dose limits for a subsistence farm scenario. DOE must address the known problems concerning the 
site and the "non-possibility" of Yucca Mountain as a final repository in a credible PEIS. 

Response 
Section 1. 8 .1 in Volume I describes the relationship between the WM PEIS and the EIS for a potential 
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain. Section 9 .1.1 in Volume I indicates that the impacts of 
disposing of high-level waste in a repository are not within the scope of the WM PEIS, but will be 
analyzed in a subsequent DOE NEPA document relating to a geologic repository . Because the Yucca 
Mountain site is the only candidate repository site being studied at present, DOE assumed the existence 
of a geologic repository there for purposes of analyzing the impacts of transporting the high-level waste 
to a potential disposal facility. The WM PEIS Centralized Alternative examines long-term storage of 
vitrified high-level waste at Hanford should a geologic repository not open as expected. 

Comment (4464) 
Will a supplemental NEPA document be prepared for alternative high-level waste disposal sites to 
Yucca Mountain, or for leaving the waste onsite for an extended period in retrievable storage until 
acceptable permanent storage sites are identified and finalized? DOE should include in the WM PEIS 
the alternatives advocated in High Level Dollars, Low Level Sense, a book commissioned by the State 
of Nevada. Also , what criteria would trigger the need for supplemental or additional NEPA 
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documents? What would be the significance of high-level waste acceptance rates at the candidate 
eolo ic r po itory of other than the 800 canisters per year DOE assessed in the Draft WM PEIS? 

Response 
The impacts from disposing of high-level waste in a repository are not within the scope of the 
WM PEIS, but DOE will analyze them in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS, which is described in 
Section 1.8.1 in Volume I. Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, DOE will dispose of high-level waste 
at a geologic repository, and Yucca Mountain in Nevada is the only site currently being studied for 
suitability to house the repository. DOE assumes that acceptance of its high-level waste at this facility 
would begin in 2015 . However, for this PEIS, DOE has analyzed high-level waste canister storage 
requirements in case the repository opens after 2015 . 

Section 9.3 of the Final WM PEIS states that for each of the five high-level waste alternatives, DOE 
assumed that the candidate geologic repository would begin accepting DOE-managed high-level waste 
in year 2015 at the rate of 800 canisters per year. The acceptance rate at the repository will determine 
the duration of glass canister storage, so an acceptance rate of 400 canisters per year would double the 
duration of current storage of glass canisters. DOE based the value of 800 canisters per year on the 
latest available data for the projected acceptance rate for the high-level waste geologic repository . A 
reduced acceptance rate would cause effects to continue at the sites for a longer period, while reducing 
transportation effects on an annual basis. A higher rate would shorten the duration of effects at the 
sites and increase annual transportation effects. DOE estimated the effects of longer-term storage of 
high-level waste for Centralized Alternative 2. 
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Comment (56) 
DOE is wasting "trillions" of tax dollars by producing "Final Environmental Impact Statements" that 
do not contain solutions. Persons "working on the problem" are not inclined to find a solution to 
managing wastes because they view their work as "a lucrative gravy train." 

Response 
The total costs of all of DOE's NEPA documents would not approach "trillions" of dollars. The costs 
represent a fraction of the costs needed to properly manage the programs and are consistent with the 
level of effort required. Moreover, DOE must comply with the law, in this case NEPA. NEPA 
requires Federal agencies to consider the potential environmental consequences related to their 
proposed actions before they can be taken and to prepare detailed statements on environmental impacts, 
alternatives to the proposed action, and measures to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. CEQ 
regulations and DOE's own regulations (10 CFR 1021) provide specific guidance for the preparation of 
NEPA documents. 

NEPA provides for the preparation of programmatic EISs that serve as a basis for broad decisions and 
help avoid the development of redundant studies that, in turn, might drive costs up. As a programmatic 
review, the WM PEIS will serve as a basis for decisions involving national strategies for waste 
management. Sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews concerning facility locations or technology 
selection will build on technical information presented in the WM PEIS. This hierarchy promotes 
efficiency in targeting the areas ready for action and in maximizing the use of available technical data. 

Comment (1524) 
It win be interesting to compare the cost of the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS to the cost 
of this WM PEIS. 

Response 
The total cost of producing the WM PEIS--from project initiation in 1990 to publication of the Final 
PEIS--was approximately $31 million. The cost of the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS is 
estimated at $10 million. Both documents are broad and complex, and the costs of developing these 
studies are commensurate with the level of effort required to meet the letter and spirit of NEPA, CEQ, 
and DOE requirements. 

Comment (2157) 
How much did it cost to prepare the WM PEIS? 

Response 
The total cost of producing the WM PEIS--from project initiation in 1990 to publication of the final 
study in 1996--was approximately $31 million. 

Comment (3780) 
DOE needs to consider how the tax dollars are being used on this project, and how those dollars could 
be better spent, including spending the money on cleanup. In the Final WM PEIS , DOE needs to 
explain how all the money for preliminary studies, etc ., was targeted for this study. The PEIS was 
originally supposed to cost $8 million and 6 years later has cost $59 million because MET A wants to 
rip off the taxpayers instead of finding a solution to the waste management problem. 
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esponse 
From project initiation in 1990 to publication of the Final WM PEIS in 1996, the cost of the study itself 
was approximately $31 million. The $59 million figure mentioned by several commentors includes 
ancillary efforts that support other DOE activities in addition to the WM PEIS. In fact, DOE used 
results of early efforts for several purposes to increase the utility of tax dollars already spent. For 
example, the cost-estimating models used in the PEIS were also used in producing the Baseline 
Environmental Management Report to Congress, which has been updated using those same models. 
The waste inventories set up for the PEIS analyses continue to be updated and used in many ways . The 
models to predict risk and potential environmental impacts can be used for other environmental studies 
at the national and local level and for transportation planning, just to name a few examples. These 
valuable planning and analytic tools have continuing, direct applicability to a multitude of other DOE 
efforts . 

Further, the cost of the WM PEIS project should be viewed within the context of the overall Waste 
Management Program. The PEIS will be an important basis for determining the best long-range waste 
management strategies. The cost of the PEIS is only a small fraction of the cost per year to safely and 
responsibly manage the country's radioactive and hazardous wa~tes over the next 20 years. This 
up-front planning effort will result in big returns in the future. For example, the WM PEIS fulfills 
requirements under NEPA to conduct environmental reviews before making decisions on improving the 
existing waste management configuration. Moreover, it provides technical information that should help 
streamline future NEPA reviews that would be required prior to specific decisions about facilities , 
facility locations or sites, and waste management technologies . 

One of NEPA's major objectives is to inform the public of proposed Federal actions and provide 
opportunities for public input to those decisions. From its inception, the WM PEIS project has devoted 
a substantial amount of time and effort to obtaining public comment on the scope and content of the 
study, to carefully considering the comments received, and to making appropriate changes in response 
to public input. As a result, the WM PEIS project has demonstrated DOE's commitment to meeting 
both the spirit and letter of NEPA requirements and DOE's commitment to openness with the public. 
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Comment (425) 
A special commission should be dedicated to revise and coordinate this project. 

Response 
An independent oversight advisory committee provided advice to the preparers of the WM PEIS. In 
January 1992, DOE chartered the Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Advisory 
Committee to advise DOE's Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management on both the substance of 
and the process for the WM PEIS, from the perspective of affected groups and State , local and Tribal 
Governments. The members of this Committee were selected from universities; trade organizations; 
Federal, State, and local government agencies; Native American organizations and groups; environmental 
groups; and other interested parties. There has been a significant exchange of information on this 
WM PEIS with the Committee. In addition, site advisory boards have also provided comments on the 
scope and content of this WM PEIS. The same will hold true for DOE's decisionmaking process for 
DOE's Waste Management Program. 

Comment (1632) 
DOE should provide a centralized database of WM PEIS data that can be accessed by State and local 
governments . 

Response 
The WM PEIS draws on a variety of sources, all of which are referenced and either readily available in 
public libraries or available to the public in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1. 9 in 
Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. Hard copies and/or microfiche have been distributed to DOE reading 
rooms across the Nation. Therefore, anyone can access the technical documentation identified in the 
WM PEIS. 

Comment (1648) 
DOE should explain to Congress that NEPA is fundamentally flawed and needs to be revised. 

Response 
DOE believes that implementing NEPA has led to greater protection of human health and environment. 
The public involvement process required by NEPA has enhanced DOE decisionmaking. Please send 
specific recommendations on how NEPA can be improved to the President's Council on Environmental 
Quality, 722 Jackson Place, NW, Washington, D.C. 20006 . 

Comment (1877) 
Referring to an error in the DOE letter that announced the extension of the Draft WM PEIS public 
comment period (February 19, 1995, instead of February 19, 1996), the commentor stated, "As always 
the DOE is regressing." 

Response 
DOE apologizes for this typographical error. 

Comment (2149) 
DOE should have a legal review of the WM PEIS to ensure that it is very clear. 
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esponse 
DOE's Office of General Counsel was involved in the development' of the Notice of Intent and scoping 
meetings in 1990 and reviewed the Draft and Final WM PEIS prior to issuance. 

Comment (2160) 
What was the prior involvement of contractors on this project and are any of them new? 

Response 
DOE prepared the Draft and Final WM PEIS. Several National laboratories and contractors assisted 
DOE at some point, and to varying degrees, during the preparation of these documents. They are 
Argonne National Laboratory (the primary technical support organization during preparation of the 
Final WM PEIS); Idaho National Engineering Laboratory; Los Alamos National Laboratory; Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory; Pacific Northwest Laboratory; META/Berger (the primary technical 
support organization during preparation of the Draft WM PEIS, META/Berger are the prime and 
subcontractor firms, respectively, Maria Elena Torrano Associates--META--and Louis A. Berger and 
Associates); Brown & Root Environmental; Science Applications International Corporation; Lamb 
Associates, Inc . Significant individual contributions are listed in Volume I, Chapter 13, of the Final 
WM PEIS . 

Comment (4001) 
A commentor noted that the Bureau of National Affairs Environment Reporter announced an addendum 
to the Draft WM PEIS. 

Response 
The statement in the Bureau of National Affairs (BNA) Environment Reporter, February 16, 1996, that 
there had been an amendment to the Draft WM PEIS was incorrect. BNA referenced an EPA Federal 
Register notice acknowledging an amendment to DOE's Notice of Availability for the Draft WM PEIS. 
The amendment notified the public that DOE extended the public comment period for the Draft PEIS 
by an additional 60 days, from the initial 90-day period. There was no addendum to the Draft PEIS, 
and BNA was notified of this error. BNA subsequently published a correction. 

Comment (4068) 
Can DOE do a PEIS on its mission? 

Response 
This WM PEIS was prepared in compliance with NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations requiring 
agencies to prepare an EIS for every "major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment." The overall agency mission does not amount to an action, whereas DOE's 
proposal to manage the five waste types does constitute an action. Section 2.2 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS describes the purpose and need for DOE action; Section 1.8 discusses the WM PEIS 
relationship to other DOE actions and programs . 

Comment (4413) 
The articles published in the February 15 and 16, 1996, USA Today , which describe the Draft 
WM PEIS as flawed, incomplete, and irrelevant, should be considered as comments on the Draft 
WM PEIS. 
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Response 
The articles published in the USA Today were not submitted to DOE as comments and, therefore, were 
not considered in this comment response document. 

On March 1, 1996, Richard J. Guimond, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Energy for 
Environmental Management, responded to the Editor of USA Today on these articles. Mr. Guimond's 
response refuted the USA Today characterization of the WM PEIS and stated that the study provides a 
solid foundation for DOE's future strategy to transport, store, treat, and dispose of radioactive and 
hazardous waste from nuclear weapons production and nuclear research. 
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Comment (152) 
Several commentors suggested that DOE needed to conduct a more comprehen ive pubh uutr a h 
program for the potential actions evaluated in the WM PEIS. Although some people indicated that they 
believe DOE is listening and addressing comments "honestly and collaboratively," others felt that 
greater efforts needed to be made to involve communities, as well as State and local governments , in 
decisionrnaking; to provide educational information regarding waste management activities and 
facilities, as well as pertinent laws and regulations; and to consider public input on issues such as 
equity, site-selection criteria, transportation of waste , disposal configuration, and overall waste 
management goals. Some commentors suggested that additional public hearings should be held once 
DOE selects its preferred alternatives. Others suggested that DOE conduct a "National Dialogue" on 
waste management to facilitate the discussion of intersite issues and that such a dialogue should be 
convened between the advisory boards representing citizens living near DOE nuclear weapons plants to 
discuss what wastes the citizens are willing to keep on the sites or receive from other sites . Several 
commentors indicated that more time is needed to build stronger agency-community working 
relationships . 

Response 
Open dialogue and cooperation with the public is essential to determining the most appropriate 
method(s) for managing DOE's current and future wastes . DOE is committed to meaningful public 
involvement in its waste management decisions . DOE has a variety of public outreach programs in 
place to facilitate public participation at both the national and local level. Specifically in conjunction 
with the WM PEIS, DOE held 23 scoping meetings, 6 regional workshops on the PEIS Implementation 
Plan, and 2 public workshops on the risk assessment methodology; published 3 newsletters and 20 fact 
sheets; produced 2 videos; provided periodic briefings for the Environmental Management Advisory 
Board and several Site-Specific Advisory Boards; and most recently, conducted 13 public hearings on 
the Draft WM PEIS . The Draft WM PEIS public comment period was held open for 150 days in 
response to requests from the public. Sections 1. 7 .1 and 1. 7. 2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describe 
public involvement related to the WM PEIS. 

Aided by an extensive public scoping process, DOE developed the waste management alternatives and 
selected the major sites for analysis as potential candidates for waste treatment, storage, or disposal 
functions. Section 1.6 in Volume I provides an overview of the waste management sites covered in the 
PEIS and Section 3.5 in Volume I describes the methodology used by DOE for identifying alternatives . 

After the Final WM PEIS is published, the decision process will begin. DOE does not expect that all 
waste management decisions will be made at one time for all waste types . Rather, DOE expects that 
the PEIS will result in separate Records of Decision by waste type to be issued in a staggered fashion 
starting in calendar year 1997. Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I has been revised to explain the process for 
making waste management decisions subsequent to issuance of the Final PEIS . 

DOE will use all relevant information, in addition to the WM PEIS, necessary for making responsible 
waste management decisions. DOE agrees that public input to the decision process will be worthwhile. 
Forthright dialogue with the public on the important issues regarding the management of the Nation's 
nuclear waste is important to DOE as well as to the potentially affected communities . 

DOE has not only specifically sought comments on the Draft WM PEIS from State and local officials 
and the general public through the NEPA process , DOE is sponsoring a "National Dialogue" initiative 
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to provide a forum to communicate with interested members of the general public, State and Tribal 
Governments, and representati f o th it - p "fi 1,,.n11.c.1,,~ d i ory board to discuss potential 
national decisions on waste management and on the intersite management and disposition of other 
nuclear materials. This initiative is discussed in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

DOE is considering how best to sustain and strengthen that initiative to provide additional avenues for 
public input to its decisionmaking processes. The ensuing public dialogue will specifically include 
input to the development of waste management decisions on a national scale, and will include the 
example topics identified in the comments as they are relevant to waste management decisions and of 
concern to public participants. 

Comment (2151) 
BNL needs to have an open channel to DOE Headquarters to help to nail down the Brookhaven 
National Laboratory (BNL) cleanup and waste management issues, such as a civic board, which should 
be looking at these issues within 6 months . 

Response 
DOE is committed to public involvement and welcomes input on how to improve this process. BNL is 
assisting the community with the formulation of a community forum. This group is open to the public 
and wilr provide an opportunity for people to voice their concerns and identify issues regarding BNL. 
For more information, please call the BNL Public Affairs Office. 

Comment (2187) 
The public needed to be better informed about how many volumes [books] were included in the entire 
Draft WM PEIS document. 

Response 
DOE recognizes that there was some confusion because the "Readers' Guide" in the Draft WM PEIS 
Summary document erroneously stated that the document consisted of two (rather than four) volumes. 
The Final PEIS consists of five volumes, as noted in the Final WM PEIS Readers Guide, and has been 
distributed in whole sets to those who requested it . As was done with the Draft, the Final WM PEIS 
Summary document also is distributed separately, based on requests. 

Comment (2310) 
Commentors questioned the absence of a Site-Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) and health studies at the 
Portsmouth Plant. Commentors also expressed concern over the effectiveness of SSABs and Citizen 
Advisory Boards (CABs), commenting that CABs do not adequately represent the public, might be 
distracted by multiple issues, and could describe issues more creatively to the public. 

Response 
SSABs have been established at a number of DOE sites to provide a mechanism for members of the 
community to contribute to site-specific policy and technical decisions on waste management and 
environmental restoration decisions. The SSAB is only one component of the public participation 
efforts that occur at the DOE sites. Each SSAB defines its own membership and/or charter and works 
with DOE to set its own agenda and define the issues that are important to the local communities. 
Health studies are conducted at certain DOE sites if warranted by specific circumstances at those sites. 
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Not every site has an SSAB; some are established, others are forming, and others do not have a board. 
ome of the Bs submitted comments and recommendation to DOE on the WM PEIS. 

The Portsmouth Plant does have a stakeholders group and meetings and workshops are routinely held 
with DOE site personnel. 

Comment (2334) 
DOE should release to the media and the general public performance summaries of actual emissions 
data as measured by continuous monitoring systems at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL); 
numbers like 99 . 99 % removal of toxics in contaminated feeds are not as convincing as actual hard 
data . 

Response 
The management of current ongoing site operations is not within the scope of the WM PEIS. 
However, many other sources of data, such as annual reports, are available on request from local DOE 
offices. DOE encourages interested citizens to contact their site for more detailed operational 
information. In addition, when sites for waste management facilities are selected and any required 
environmental reviews are undertaken, site-specific questions such as emissions control monitoring will 
be addressed. 

Comment (2402) 
The Savannah River Site (SRS) Citizen's Advisory Board (CAB) has worked to discover, and has what 
appears to be, a developing consensus about what matters to people who live near SRS; but the CAB 
has real difficulty in relating these citizen priorities to the alternatives developed in the WM PEIS. One 
definition of the failure to communicate is this: When the public cannot see clearly how its values will 
play out in DOE alternatives even after the public knows what it cares about, and after it has been 
given thousands of pages that claim to explain what DOE plans to do, affects what the public cares 
about. The Draft WM PEIS fails the SRS CAB in too many ways . Since the data in the draft is now 
widely available to the interested public, DOE should take the time to develop a more useful final 
document, including independent scientific peer review, that addresses the issues of scope and 
communication that we have addressed here . 

Response 
The initial scope of the WM PEIS was defined in 1990, prior to the establishment of many of the DOE 
advisory boards. DOE conducted a series of public hearings across the Nation that were announced in 
the Federal Register and advertised through newspapers, on the radio, and at press meetings. DOE's 
WM PEIS public participation activities exceeded the requirements of NEPA. The priorities developed 
by the SRS CAB were considered in developing the Final WM PEIS, along with other comments 
collected during the public comment period, which extended from September 22, 1995, through 
February 19, 1996. DOE made substantial changes to the WM PEIS based on comments received on 
the Draft WM PEIS (see the summary of changes in Volume I). This comment-response document, 
which was developed as part of the WM PEIS pursuant to NEPA requirements, also identifies where 
changes were made to the PEIS based on public input. Where requested changes could not be made, 
this document explains why. The rationales for incorporating or not incorporating suggested changes 
show that DOE carefully considered all input and made suggested changes to the extent possible . 
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In developing the WM PEIS , DOE consulted with EPA, and has obtained the comments of other 
Federal, Tribal. Stat , a d l al g n i wi h ju i di ti n by law, or pecial expertise, as required by 
the CEQ regulations . 

The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; 
budgets , schedules, and national priorities , as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in 
developing Records of Decision. 

Comment (2687) 
DOE has no idea how to clean up our existing waste problems, since you are asking for suggestions 
from private citizens. 

Response 
The WM PEIS was presented to the public in draft form, not because DOE does not have any ideas or 
plans to manage its waste, but rather, to provide the public an opportunity to comment on those plans 
prior to DOE making its decisions. DOE currently faces the challenge of safely and efficiently 
managing over 2 million cubic meters of radioactive and hazardous waste from its past, present, and 
future activities at 54 sites across the United States. To provide a national, programmatic basis for 
comparing alternative waste management configurations, the Draft WM PEIS analyzes the health, 
environmental, and socioeconomic impacts of multiple alternatives for the treatment, storage, and 
disposal of five waste types: hazardous waste, high-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste, lo'f
level radioactive waste, and mixed low-level waste (radioactive and hazardous components). DOE's 
preferred alternatives for managing each waste type and the reasons they are preferred are identified in 
Volume I, Section 3.7. 

Comment (3297) 
DOE should work in partnership with local governments to ensure that they are well informed and 
given support to be able to educate and respond to public stakeholders. 

Response 
DOE has public affairs and community involvement personnel available to work with public officials . 
DOE is committed to public education and involvement at all its sites, and believes that active 
participation by its local governments, regulators, and the general public can lead to reasonable, 
effective, decisions. 

Comment (3308) 
Local governments should be kept informed of any analyses addressing the factors [ other than those 
listed in Section 1. 8) that will be considered in making final decisions among alternatives. 

Response 
Local governments and other interested parties are kept informed ' of the decision process through the 
Site-Specific Advisory Boards and Public Affairs Offices at each DOE site . Volume I, Section 1.7.3, 
describes the WM PEIS decision factors and criteria, which DOE used to identify the preferred 
alternatives . Further dialogue will be undertaken between the Final WM PEIS and the issuance of the 
Records of Decision. 
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omment 3886) 
The public and DOE need to look for other alternatives . The public expects DOE to listen and heed 
the mandate of the people. Citizens must use all avenues to keep control of the DOE decision, such as 
controlling the project on a local level, knowing the laws , reading all material available , and using local 
media and Congressional involvement to help sway the decision. 

Response 
DOE welcomes the level of interest in its waste management decisions, and has considered all 
comments offered during the public comment period in finalizing the WM PEIS. A well-informed and 
involved citizenry can provide valuable insight into what DOE should consider in its decisionmaking. 
However, DOE is, by law, responsible for making decisions such as those outlined in the WM PEIS , 
anp is held accountable by the public and regulators for safely implementing those decisions. 

Comment (4054) 
DOE's failure to respond to the requests of residents and officials to hold a hearing in Livermore (in 
addition to the one held in Tracy), which is a community that will be directly impacted by the 
WM PEIS preferred alternative for low-level mixed wastes , adds another reason why the WM PEIS 
should be revised and reissued before proceeding to a final document and Records of Decision. 

Response 
Although NEPA regulations only require one public hearing to be held, DOE conducted a series of 
public hearings all across the Nation that were announced in the Federal Register and advertised 
through newspapers, radio stations, press meetings, etc. Meeting summaries were made available at 
the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1. 9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

The Tracy, California, hearing location was chosen because of its proximity to Site 300, which is 
considered in the WM PEIS as an alternative disposal site. 

Comment (4412) 
DOE should place a moratorium not only on privatization of DOE facilities and environmental 
remediation, but on the production of all nuclear weapons materials until a credible WM PEIS is 
issued. Public participation is a crucial and vital aspect of an accurate, efficient, and acceptable 
nuclear and hazardous waste management analysis under the NEPA process where DOE must make 
every effort to include public participation to the fullest extent. 

Response 
DOE is committed to public involvement. Sections 1. 7 .1 and 1. 7. 2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS 
describe public involvement related to this WM PEIS. Section 1. 7 .4 has been added to Volume I of the 
WM PEIS for a discussion of the issue of waste management privatization at DOE sites. As stated in 
Section 1. 7.4, the impacts associated with DOE waste management facilities are expected to be 
representative of the impacts of private facilities on DOE sites. Although DOE identified preferred 
alternatives in the WM PEIS, decisions on privatization are site-specific in nature , and would be 
addressed in site-specific documents. 

Environmental remediation activities are considered in the WM PEIS only to the extent that waste 
generated would enter the waste management system. More detail is provided in Appendix B in 
Volume III of the WM PEIS . Environmental remediation activities are implemented based on 
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ite- pecific tudies, technical evaluations, i i · h regulatory authorities and the public . 
Nuclear weapons material production issues are being evaluated by other NEPA reviews addressing 
stockpile stewardship and management, the disposition of fissile materials, tritium supply and 
recycling, and the production of highly enriched uranium. These NEPA documents are described in 
Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Where these documents identify impacts that add to the 
impacts identified in the WM PEIS, these impacts have been included in the analysis of cumulative 
impacts in Chapter 11 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. The other studies, along with the WM PEIS 
analysis of environmental impacts from waste management activities, will help to focus DOE decisions . 

Comment (4427) 
DOE should evaluate programmatic alternatives for the consolidation of administration, environmental 
oversight, and environmental policymaking between the waste management and environmental 
restoration programs, and alternatives for the role of the public in overall strategic decisionmaking. 

Response 
DOE originally intended to perform a programmatic analysis of the impacts associated with both 
environmental restoration (ER), and waste management, but changed the scope of the WM PEIS in 
January 1995. Volume I, Section 1.7.1, explains why the WM PEIS does not include ER alternatives . 
In summary, after collecting data and doing some preliminary analyses, DOE determined that, because 
ER decisions should reflect the particular conditions at each site, as well as the involvement of state 
regulators and local stakeholders , addressing them at a programmatic level would be inappropriate . 

DOE has for several years explored alternatives for public participation in decisionmaking and policy 
development for waste management and ER. Such alternatives vary, depending on the nature of the 
activity to be discussed or the pending decision. For example, public participation in DOE activities 
regarding ER frequently occurs at the site level, because these activities typically concern site-specific 
cleanup actions. In such cases, DOE uses a variety of methods to provide the public with opportunities 
for dialogue, including general public meetings and forums and participation in site advisory boards. 
Recent efforts to enhance public participation in decisionmaking include the National Dialogue and 
Environmental Management Ten Year Plan discussed in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 
Additionally, Appendix A in Volume III outlines the means for public involvement in planning and 
decisionmaking for DOE's ER activities. 

Potential decisions on issues such as those addressed in developing the WM PEIS have involved 
national-level as well as site-specific opportunities for public involvement. For example, the decision 
to remove ER alternatives from the WM PEIS analysis was discussed with and reviewed by DOE's 
Environmental Management Advisory Board from a national perspective. 

The extensive series of public hearings held on the Draft PEIS tended to consider local concerns about 
sites' potential roles in the national Waste Management Program. During the public comment period 
on the draft, public input was sought on the criteria for national decisionmaking, the selection of 
preferred alternatives, and specific issues important to individual sites. 

In all such cases , the objective is to employ alternatives for informing the public and seeking public 
input that best reflect the type of activity under consideration, whether it involves a national 
decisionmaking process or a site-specific action. Other examples of alternatives that have been pursued 
to achieve this objective include extensive public disclosure of previously classified material on past 
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DOE activitie ; major reports to the Congress, States, and the general public such as the Baseline 
Environmental Management Report; regular news briefs released to the national media; and community 
meetings on local DOE activities. 
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Comment ( 172) 
When DOE re-scoped the WM PEIS to remove environmental restoration waste, site specific advisory 
boards were in operation. There is no record that DOE brought this re-scoping to any site boards for 
comment. 

Response 
The Environmental Management Advisory Board reviewed this change in the focus or scope of the 
WM PEIS in its meeting on July 15 , 1994. In a Federal Register notice issued in January 1995, DOE 
asked for public comments on its proposal to modify the scope of the WM PEIS (60 FR 4607, 
January 24, 1995). See Volume I, Section 1.7.1, of the WM PEIS for an explanation of the WM PEIS 
scope. Appendix A in Volume III of the WM PEIS contains a summary of the comments received in 
response to the proposed change in scope and DOE's responses to those comments. DOE also 
provided information to the public about the PEIS scope change through its site personnel and regular 
public communication channels . 
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Comment 2 ) 
Several commentors stated that DOE's notification of times , dates and locations of the public hearings 
on the Draft WM PEIS was inadequate. Poor attendance at some hearings was attributed to lack of 
wide notification. More specifically, some individuals raised concerns regarding DOE's general 
notification to the residents around the potentially affected sites about its waste management plans and 
wanted to know what efforts DOE had made to inform local communities about the WM PEIS, 
decisions being considered in the WM PEIS, and their potential implications. A few people suggested 
that DOE's inadequate notification reflected an intention on DOE's part to deliberately keep 
information from the public and wanted to be assured that the WM PEIS was being reviewed by 
someone with "impeccable credentials." 

Some of the suggestions for improving publicity included more extensive individual mailings, and 
greater use of radio and cable TV to announce the meetings . One commentor suggested that DOE 
consider publishing articles regularly in local newspapers to keep stakeholders informed and engaged; 
another suggested that postcards be used to inform the public of major document scope changes, such 
as the decision to eliminate an analysis of environmental restoration activities from the WM PEIS . 

Response 
In compliance with the NEPA public participation requirements, the WM PEIS public hearings were 
announced in the Federal Register. In addition, DOE advertised through newspapers, radio stations, 
and press briefings. DOE also used a variety of other methods at the sites to provide information to the 
public about the WM PEIS and the hearings, including briefings at other meetings related to the site 
such as Site-Specific Advisory Board meetings or other project meetings and information fairs . In the 
months prior to the release of the Draft WM PEIS, three newsletters were sent to everyone on the 
WM PEIS mailing list to update them on the status of the document; this list included individuals who 
had attended scoping meetings or provided scoping comments , as well as others expressing an interest 
in the WM PEIS . The first page of the Summary contained a letter to citizens that lists a toll-free 
information number. Notification and schedules of the hearings were available through this service. 

A short video was made available at meetings and other public forums that announced the pending 
release of the WM PEIS. The video, as well as the WM PEIS itself, includes information on potential 
decisions and the decision.making process . 

DOE did receive comments from individuals with "impeccable credentials," including the Site-Specific 
Advisory Boards, the Environmental Management Advisory Board, and individual technical experts. 
DOE in no way made any effort to keep information from the public; DOE fully complied with NEPA 
and CEQ requirements. DOE sought comments from other Federal and State agencies with jurisdiction 
by law or special expertise, including EPA. The comments from these agencies were objective and 
were not only welcome, but many resulted in substantive technical and other changes to the WM PEIS 
that helped improve the final document. 

Suggestions from the public on how to improve communication about progress related to the 
WM PEIS, such as subsequent decision.making processes , are also welcome and are being used to 
enhance DOE's public involvement efforts. For example , specific suggestions about the use of 
postcards resulted in a mailer sent to all persons receiving the Draft WM PEIS to determine continued 
interest in receiving the final document. Further , DOE is considering ways of obtaining public input to 
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future wa te ma agement deci io , and suggestions r c iv d on the Draft WM PEIS that an help 
achieve this objective will continue to be factored into the evolving processes. 

Sections 1.7.1 and 1.7.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS contains a discussion of DOE's public 
participation process. Documents related to the WM PEIS are available in the DOE public reading 
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

Comment (254) 
Several commentors requested additional opportunities for public comment on the WM PEIS. There 
were some requests for additional hearings, but most of the requests were for an extension of 1 to 
6 months of the public comment period. 

Response 
A 90-day public comment period for the Draft WM PEIS was scheduled from September 22 until 
December 21, 1995. In response to requests from the public , DOE extended this comment period 
through February 19, 1996. Thus, DOE provided a 150-day comment period, 105 days more than 
required by NEPA. During this time, DOE conducted 13 public hearings across the nation and 
received comments from many interested parties including local officials, environmental groups, 
community representatives and individual citizens. In response to the requests for an additional hearing 
at ANL-E, DOE held an informational meeting with stakeholders (December 14, 1995), and a second 
hearing with afternoon and evening sessions (January 24, 1996). 

Comment (363) 
Two individuals notified DOE that they failed in their attempts to preregister for public hearings using 
the Center for Environmental Management Information 800 number. 

Response 
DOE found that in both cases, personnel errors caused the problems. DOE regrets any inconvenience 
experienced by the commentors and appreciates their feedback on the preregistration process. DOE 
offered the toll-free preregistration opportunity to facilitate the hearing process. However, 
preregistration was not required. During the course of each hearing, everyone who wished to speak 
was given an opportunity to do so. 

Comment (365) 
An attendee at the Richland, Washington, public hearing complained that because preregistered 
speakers were taken first, followed by speakers from five different sites in rotation, many members of 
the public had to wait hours for the opportunity to speak. The commentor left without having an 
opportunity to speak. Another commentor stated that people who attend public hearings should be 
entitled to speak and should not have to compete with each other for limited time because they are all 
compressed into one hearing in one evening. 

Response 
The videoconference format allowed members of the public from five communities near the Hanford 
Site to hear each other's comments and to hear discussion and responses from technical experts in 
Washington, DC. During all public hearings on the WM PEIS, DOE emphasized that the hearing 
would remain open until all participants who wished to speak, preregistered or not, would have an 
opportunity to do so. DOE did not attempt to limit the number of people allowed to attend the 
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hearings; on the omr y, all those wishing to attend were encouraged to do so, and the resulting m· 
of views was welcome . As a courtesy, preregistered speakers were called in the order in which they 
registered. The hearing did remain open until everyone who indicated a desire to speak had done so. 
The benefits of allowing multiple communities to hear each others' concerns made it necessary to allow 
sufficient time for all speakers to participate in an orderly manner. DOE regrets the inconvenience to 
the commentors and appreciates the written feedback they provided. 

Comment (1484) 
Some commentors liked the public hearing videoconference format. Others criticized the format for 
the following reasons: They thought it limited dialogue; the methods for recording comments were not 
acceptable; comments should have been attributed to commentors; and hearings were not independently 
facilitated . Some doubted the format saved money. 

Response 
DOE appreciates both the favorable and critical comments on the teleconference hearing format and 
will apply them to improving future hearings. The hearings were held to obtain public comments on 
the Draft WM PEIS for consideration in development of the Final WM PEIS, and to provide for some 
discussion as time permitted. The videoconference format used for hearings on the Draft WM PEIS 
offered an opportunity for more people to participate, which helped to expand the dialogue . This 
includes dialogue among members of the public who could be affected by DOE's proposed actions, as 
well as a number of DOE officials and technical experts preparing the WM PEIS analyses. On the 
other hand, DOE recognizes that the benefit of opening a discussion to a large number of people should 
be balanced with the need for patience and cooperation on the part of all involved so that everyone who 
indicates a desire to speak will have the opportunity to do so. 

The format used did not limit DOE's ability to record the meeting. Rather, it provided a highly 
accurate method of documenting the session in the form of audio- and videotapes . The notes taken 
during the hearing and the hearing summary placed in the DOE public reading rooms listed in 
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS have been used as supplements to capturing public 
comments offered in the hearings and in developing appropriate responses to public comments on the 
Draft WM PEIS. Further, whenever a verbatim record and/or individual attribution was requested, 
audiotapes were used to read the individual's statement into the hearing summary. 

Although some of the hearing facilitators work in some connection for DOE or have done so in the 
past, all were experienced in conducting sessions of this nature. The hearing format was not structured 
as an "arm's length" negotiation session requiring an unbiased arbitrator. Rather, it was structured as 
a true dialogue in which DOE officials and technical personnel could directly hear the public's 
perspectives and enter into a discussion in which the public's perspectives could be properly understood 
to facilitate development of appropriate changes to the Draft WM PEIS. 

The hearing did save money by allowing a maximum number of involved DOE officials and technical 
experts to hear public comments first-hand, while avoiding unnecessary travel costs . Recognizing that 
personal contact is also desirable and thought to be important to some individuals, DOE provided at 
least one individual from its Headquarters WM PEIS Team at all hearings for onsite participation, as 
well as DOE officials from the sites who are knowledgeable about local DOE programs and public 
issues . 
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Comment (1 67 
The video shown at the beginning of the hearing was informative; however , it was not honest. DOE 
was involved in a number of activities . The PEIS was forced by a lawsuit. 

Response 
As acknowledged in the beginning of the videotape, DOE has, in the past, undertaken waste 
management activities primarily at the sites where the waste was generated so that a minimum of waste 
was moved between sites . However, this may or may not be the best strategy for future management 
of DOE waste. And, while it is true that the preparation of the WM PEIS was initiated in response to a 
lawsuit, that does not in any way diminish its value or DOE's intent to use the analysis and results 
presented in the PEIS to help make decisions regarding the treatment, storage, and disposal of waste. 
These analyses will help DOE to understand the potential environmental impacts, human health risks, 
and costs of various waste management strategies. Furthermore, DOE believes that choosing the right 
balance among these and other factors should be based on good science, safety, common sense , and 
public values . 

Comment (1576) 
The teleconference hearing was not a consensus process because it did not include all of the public at 
all of the sites simultaneously; DOE should have held all the hearings at the same time to get a true 
national consensus. 

Response 
The WM PEIS public hearings, like all others held under the process for implementing NEPA, were 
not designed or intended to form a "consensus" process , but to provide for the expression of diverse 
viewpoints where they exist. The hearings were held to obtain public input on the Draft PEIS that 
would be considered and factored into the Final WM PEIS, as appropriate . The format used for the 
WM PEIS hearings was also developed to provide experts to answer the public's questions and provide 
a discussion forum to promote a clear understanding of the public comments conveyed. 

In contrast to the commentor's preference for a single national forum, some commentors felt that 
holding simultaneous hearings involving multiple sites is unwieldy . DOE's approach was to balance 
the need to open the hearings to as many individuals as possible, while keeping the participation orderly 
and focused. To this end, hearings were held in all potentially affected regions of the country. 
Through this mechanism and through subsequent public involvement opportunities, differences in 
regional or other perspectives can be considered in the national decision process supported by the 
WM PEIS. 

Recent efforts to enhance public participation in decisionmaking include the National Dialogue 
discussed in Volume I, Section 1.8.2, of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2217) 
When I arrived at this hearing I was given a form to provide written comments . I made the effort to 
come down here , I don't need to write down a bunch of stuff and send it to you . 

Response 
Comment forms were provided to meeting attendees as a convenience for those who wished to hear the 
proceedings but preferred to offer written rather than oral comments. The forms could be used to 
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ubmit ritten comments at the hearing or to send written comments to DOE after the hearing. There 
was no requirement to write comments. Everyone who wished to provide oral comments at hearings 
was given an opportunity to do so . All oral comments were recorded . 

Comment (2218) 
I don't trust DOE to summarize the comments I give at public hearings. 

Response 
Comments given at public hearings on the WM PEIS were recorded verbatim for members of the public 
who requested this service. Comments from all public hearings were documented and placed in the DOE 
public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS in early February 1996. 
Thus, hearing summary comments and verbatim comments (when requested by individuals) were 
available for commentor review before the end of the public comment period and publication of the Final 
PEIS. 

Comment (3186) 
We believe the concerns we raised in our testimony at the November 9, 1995 hearing have not been 
addressed. The issues in that testimony should be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Response 
DOE considered all comments received during the public comment period in preparing the Final 
WM PEIS . This includes all comments received during the public meetings on the Draft WM PEIS . 

Comment (3334) 
Public involvement for this WM PEIS was deficient because (1) there were no public hearings, which 
tainted the process and indicated a breach of trust; and (2) it was not fair to have public hearings "on 
some line" that most Americans could not access "(e.g., like asking that these comments be postmarked 
by February 19, Presidents Day, when most PO's are closed) ." 

Response 
Thirteen public hearings were held during the public comment period, which ran from September 22 
until February 19, 1996. Recognizing that February 19, 1996, was a holiday, DOE accepted 
comments postmarked on February 20, 1996. 

Although NEPA regulations only require one public hearing to be held, DOE conducted these public 
hearings all across the Nation and utilized the video conference format to allow for a greater 
involvement of DOE managers and program staff and to reduce costs. The hearings were announced in 
the Federal Register and advertised in newspapers, on radio stations, at press meetings , and via other 
local announcements . Meeting summaries were made available in the DOE public reading rooms listed 
in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

DOE has conformed to the CEQ regulations concerned with public involvement in the NEPA process. 
Persons wishing to participate in the hearings were encouraged to attend. The videoconference format 
actually allowed the public at two or more locations to hear each other's comments, which enhanced 
understanding of the issues . 
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Comment ( 774) 
This public hearing format was different from other hearings. DOE should not require speakers to sign 
up to speak at the meeting. 

Response 
Many DOE public hearings offer preregistration to ensure early opportunities to speak and to allow 
DOE to provide adequately sized facilities for the hearing. However, sign-up was not required in order 
to speak up at the public meeting. Preregistration was conducted to facilitate the organization of the 
meeting, and was supplemented by sign-up at the hearing location. 

Comment (3797) 
DOE needs to ensure that public involvement in the meetings such as these include notifying Argonne 
National Laboratory-East (ANL-E) workers. 

Response 
DOE notified the public of its public hearings through the typical avenues, including a Federal Register 
notice, radio and newspaper announcements, and, in some cases, information mailed to those on the 
site mailing list. In the future, DOE will work closely with the ANL-E management to provide 
adequate notification to the ANL-E workers. 

Comment (3914) 
DOE needs to be more responsive to the questions asked at hearings. "Yes" or "no" answers and 
fewer technical terms would be helpful. 

Response 
The WM PEIS public hearings, which were conducted all across the Nation, served several purposes. 
They were intended as a public forum to submit oral comments on the PEIS, and to facilitate a direct 
and open dialogue between the attendees and DOE. Thus, DOE had an opportunity to listen to and 
collect public comments, clarify issues and respond to questions, and interact with the public to make 
the WM PEIS the best document possible. 

Waste management planning involves complex technical and other types of issues; therefore, DOE 
cannot always avoid using technical terms and cannot always give "yes" or "no" responses to 
questions . In addition, there are questions that cannot be answered with a 100% certainty, especially 
when dealing with predictions. DOE strives to explain technical terms and encourages hearing 
participants to ask for clarifications when they need them. 

Comment (4568) 
DOE should provide the meeting (public hearing) records to the public before the public makes written 
comments on the PEIS. 

Response 
The public hearings were held as one of two primary avenues for obtaining public comments on the 
Draft WM PEIS; the other was a 5-month comment period during which written comments could be 
submitted. These two avenues were provided simultaneously and one was not contingent on the other. 
The number of hearings and length of time allowed for public input were well beyond the requirements 
of NEPA and its implementing regulations. DOE is strongly committed to informing the public of its 
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proposed actions and highly receptive to public input on the NEPA reviews of those actions . To this 
end, DOE believes it is essential to keep the public's attention and comments focused on the NEPA 
document itself, in this case the WM PEIS, rather than on the public hearing record. That record is 
available for information in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1. 9 in Volume I of the 
Final WM PEIS. 

Comment (4571) 
Notice for the Hanford public hearing was abysmal. The notices did not identify proposals to ship vast 
quantities of waste to the Northwest or the resulting potential human health risks. Legal notices are not 
designed to reasonably reach the affected population. 

Response 
Flyers were distributed to approximately 5,000 people who are on Hanford's distribution list of most 
interested citizens and stakeholders. These flyers clearly identified the alternatives that would send 
waste to Hanford. A display advertisement was run in the Tri-City Herald, which did state that certain 
alternatives, if selected, would send waste to Hanford. The DOE video on the WM PEIS was aired 
approximately 12 times on Northwest Public Television. This video clearly defined the alternatives that 
could send waste to Hanford. Radio advertisements and editorials were also used to inform the public 
of the public hearings. DOE, therefore, believes satisfactory notice was given. 
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Comment (158) 
PEIS criteria for selecting preferred alternatives and issuing Records of Decision should include the 
impact the decisions would have on the environmental restoration activities at each site, including the 
Records of Decision, Consent Agreements, and Site Treatment Plans already in place. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a programmatic document that addresses future configurations for selected waste 
management facilities . The factors and criteria used to select PEIS preferred alternatives are identified 
in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, and include favoring alternatives that comply with all applicable regulatory 
requirements, DOE Orders, and commitments made through the FFCAct process or Department 
agreements with states and other regulators . DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons they are 
preferred are identified in Section 3.7. DOE will consider all available information, including site
specific environmental restoration concerns, when making decisions. 

Comment (552) 
The regulatory risk decision criterion should focus not only on more stringent future statutes, but also 
on the possibility of less stringent requirements. The regulatory risk assessment should be tied closely 
with the implementation flexibility decision criterion. 

Response 
DOE agrees with this comment, and has (1) included the possibility of less stringent future statutes in 
the WM PEIS regulatory risk decision criterion and will (2) use the regulatory risk and implementation 
flexibility criteria in concert with the other decision criteria and factors to guide decisions on waste 
management. 

In the context of this PEIS, regulatory risk addresses how the preference for an alternative might be 
affected by regulatory and statutory changes , regardless of whether the change is toward more or less 
stringent requirements. Selecting more costly alternatives could result in needless expenditures if less 
stringent regulations were to go into effect. Conversely, selecting less costly alternatives could save 
money in the short term, but could also introduce delays and "backfitting" costs if more stringent 
statutes and regulations were to go into effect. 

DOE modified Section 1. 6 of the WM PEIS Summary document and Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I, which 
discuss the regulatory risk criterion. 

Comment (1525) 
Economic issues are important, but not at the expense of human health and environmental risk. DOE 
needs to consider environmental values and human health. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 1. 7. 3, describes the decision criteria and factors DOE has used and will use to select 
waste management alternatives . The waste management alternatives in the WM PEIS could affect a 
number of environmental resources, among them human health and safety, socioeconomic conditions, 
ecological resources, and more . DOE has evaluated the impacts of its programmatic alternatives on 
these areas. These evaluations are part of DOE's decisionmaking process. 
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Comment (1 35) 
DOE needs to state clearly the factors and criteria it will use in selecting a waste management 
alternative, and how these factors will be ranked . The public should have input to the selection and 
ranking of these criteria. The decision criteria should be weighted toward feasibility, costs, and ways 
of mitigating impacts. 

Response 
The WM PEIS lists and discusses the criteria used to select a preferred alternative for each waste type 
in Section 1.7.3. These criteria are not ranked in terms of importance, which provides DOE with 
maximum flexibility in the decisionmaking process . The public has had an opportunity to provide input 
to the selection and use of the decisionmaking criteria used in the PEIS during the public comment 
period on the draft document. Cost and ways of mitigating impacts are two of the criteria used to 
select a preferred alternative . Feasibility plays a central role both in defining alternatives to consider, 
and in selecting a preferred alternative. 

DOE's ultimate decision on how to manage each waste type examined in the WM PEIS will follow the 
issuing of the Final PEIS and will be outlined in published Record(s) of Decision. In making these 
decisions, DOE will consider the criteria examined in the WM PEIS, as well as other factors such as 
budgets, schedules, and national priorities. 

Comment (1541) 
The WM PEIS lists the decisionmaking factors and criteria. DOE needs to tell the public how it will 
rank these factors. There needs to be public involvement in the assumptions used for ranking and 
weighting. 

Response 
DOE solicited public comments on the criteria it proposed for decisionmaking, which are described in 
Volume I, Section 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS; this volume describes those comments . During the public 
meetings on the Draft WM PEIS, DOE specifically asked the public four main questions: 

• Is the document technically adequate? 
• What values should DOE consider in making these decisions? 
• What alternatives does the public prefer or oppose? 
• Is the proposed process for making these decisions reasonable? 

The WM PEIS lists and discusses the criteria used to select a preferred alternative for each waste type 
in Section 1.7.3. These criteria are not ranked in terms of importance, which provides DOE with 
maximum flexibility in the decisionmaking process. The public has had an opportunity to provide input 
to the selection and use of the decisionmaking criteria used in the PEIS during the public comment 
period on the draft document. 

The first step in the development of waste management decisions is the identification of the preferred 
alternatives for each waste type (see Volume I, Section 3.7). This identification does not mean that 
DOE has made final decisions . 

DOE's ultimate decision on how to manage each waste type examined in the WM PEIS will follow the 
issuing of the Final PEIS and will be outlined in published Record(s) of Decision. In making these 
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deci i n , DO ill n ider the cntena e amined m the M I , as well as other factors such as 
budgets, schedules , and National priorities . 

Comment (1542) 
DOE might rate cost factors higher than the public would. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 1.7.3, describes the decision criteria and factors DOE has used and will use to select 
waste management alternatives. Human health and environmental risks are two important decision 
criteria . However, DOE has not weighted or ranked its decision criteria because DOE decisionmakers 
will take other factors such as budget, schedules, and national priorities into account in arriving at 
waste management decisions . 

Comment (1545) 
Risk analysis is being debated by the public. Attaching numeric and dollar values to human life is a big 
problem. DOE needs to consider whether risk analysis is an appropriate criterion for screening 
alternatives . 

Response 
DOE believes that health risk is an appropriate criterion on which to base its waste management 
decisions. However, DOE is not attempting to put dollar values on human life. In the WM PEIS, the 
risk analyses are evaluations of the potential risks from each alternative considered. These risks 
include cancer incidences and deaths from radiological or chemical sources from accidents and normal 
operations as well as trauma deaths from accidents. These impacts are measured for waste 
management workers , other onsite workers , and the general public. In addition, the PEIS evaluates the 
impacts to the maximally exposed individual (generally a member of a farm family located at the 
boundary of the facility) and to an intruder who drills into a disposal site after institutional control of 
the site ends. These risk calculations do not include a monetary value for human life . 

Comment (1547) 
Decisionmaking criteria do not address economic impacts to the communities. 

Response 
DOE included economic dislocation as a decision criterion in Section 1. 7 .3; therefore, DOE will 
consider alternatives that tend to minimize economic dislocation, including job losses. Furthermore, 
the WM PEIS provides an analysis of economic impacts. The economic impacts analyzed include 
(1) changes in regional and national employment, (2) changes in personal incomes at the national and 
regional levels , (3) changes in national economic output, and (4) changes in job-years at the national 
level. 

Comment (1605) 
The PEIS should weight the factors of the analysis and discuss them in terms of what is good for the 
nation and the public . 

Response 
The WM PEIS is DOE's national programmatic study leading to the decisions to be made on the safe 
and efficient management of its radioactive and hazardous wastes, which will benefit the Nation and the 
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public . During the comment period on the Draft WM PEIS, DOE solicited public input on the decision 
criteria and factors for the siting and management alternatives to help identify the preferred alternatives 
in the Final WM PEIS; Section 1.7.3 in Volume I describes these criteria. 

In addition to the environmental (including human health) impacts and costs addressed in the 
WM PEIS, DOE decisionmakers will take other factors such as budgets , schedules , and national 
priorities into account in arriving at waste management decisions. For this reason, the WM PEIS is not 
the appropriate forum to determine ranking criteria or to weight factors of analysis. 

Comment (1633) 
The PEIS should consider the community context for siting decisions and discuss the effects of the 
alternatives on local government resources (including costs) , because local governments are responsible 
for public safety and will bear many of the costs of these actions. 

Response 
DOE agrees that impacts on the community around a site are important. The WM PEIS considers 
many potential community impacts, including health risk to the offsite population; economic impacts to 
the region of influence around the site, including regional income and employment; population changes 
to the region and their likelihood to cause changes to community size, stability, diversity, identity, and 
provision of necessary services; and potentially disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
minority or low-income populations around each site (environmental justice). 

Comment (1634) 
The decision criteria should be weighted toward the feasibility, costs, and ways of mitigating impacts. 

Response 
During the comment period for the Draft WM PEIS, DOE emphasized its interest in public opinion on 
the decision criteria. DOE considered those comments and refined the list of decision criteria presented 
in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, of the Final WM PEIS. DOE will continue to use these criteria and other 
decisionmaking principles during the decisionmaking process as it did in choosing the preferred 
alternatives . 

Comment (1668) 
Criteria that DOE should consider in selecting preferred alternatives and making final decisions 
include: 

• The concept that cost and risk are major parameters for decisionmaking in the absence of extreme 
or unknown hazards that require high priority regardless of cost. 

• Relative to low-level waste, it is apparent that transportation is the dominant source of public risk 
and that treatment and disposal are dominant for worker risks. It is also apparent that development 
of disposal facilities is expensive relative to transportation. This presents decisionmakers with the 
dilemma of trading off dollar savings for potential increases in public and worker risks. 

• Many Nevadans are opposed to the disposal of these wastes in our State regardless of cost and risk 
issues. What additional and ongoing opportunities do you plan to provide to listen to this 
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viewpoint, expand local oversight authority, and manage wastes on a national scale to minimize or 
eliminate the need for wa te di po al in evada? 

Response 
The decisionmaking process following publication of the Final WM PEIS will certainly include cost and 
risk considerations, but it will also consider a number of other important factors, including those 
described in Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I. The decisionmakers will be faced with many trade-offs . 
Thoughtful consideration of these many factors is a part of the decision process . In some cases the 
decision can be made easier since mitigation measures can be used to reduce the impacts of the selected 
alternative. The decision process will result in Records of Decision issued subsequent to this PEIS. 
They will identify DOE's strategy for the management of wastes on a national scale. 

DOE is developing additional opportunities for a public National Dialogue during the decisionmaking 
process. This initiative is discussed in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS . To this end, 
all potentially affected states, including Nevada, are being provided with the same opportunities for 
input. The potential for expansion of local oversight authority is a site-specific issue that could be 
considered during sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. This issue is outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS . 

One of the major decisions to be made as a result of the WM PEIS is whether to manage wastes in a 
decentralized, regionalized, or centralized configuration. Therefore, DOE is considering the "national 
scale" configuration of its waste management facilities in the WM PEIS. 

Comment (1772) 
The WM PEIS includes regulatory compliance as a criterion DOE "may use" to screen, evaluate, and 
narrow the current alternatives for each waste type. The wording should be changed to "shall use" and 
the PEIS should list all State and Federal regulations for clarification. 

Response 
Section 1.6 in the Summary document and Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS were 
revised to state that DOE will use the listed factors and criteria to make decisions . However, DOE 
remains open to public input to further develop principles for making decisions . 

Section 1.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies the major Federal laws and requirements that might 
apply to the programmatic alternatives for waste management. As noted in Section 1.4, there may be 
other State and local measures, applicable to the Waste Management Program; however, these 
additional requirements will be addressed in sitewide and project-level NEPA reviews. 

Comment (2304) 
Minimize transportation. With many of your plans, transportation across this country would be 
phenomenal and the risks to public health and safety would be beyond belief. 

Response 
Transportation requirements are considered a factor in examining different programmatic siting and 
management alternatives. Included in the analysis is whether transportation should be minimized by 
DOE. DOE will have to balance the number of shipments with potential environmental risks, safety 
consequences, public concerns, mission needs, and costs . DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons 
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they are preferred are identified in Section 3. 7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . Programmatic decisions 
will be announced in Records of Decision after the Final WM PEIS is published. 

Comment (2966) 
It is not clear how conflicting comments dealing with site preferences will be resolved in the DOE 
decision process . 

Response 
The decision criteria and factors described in Volume I, Section 1. 7. 3, were used in selecting preferred 
alternatives. To the extent possible, DOE incorporated stakeholder preferences along with its needs in 
the WM PEIS decisionmaking process . The Final WM PEIS considered public comments on the Draft 
WM PEIS in developing the preferred alternatives identified in Section 3. 7. 

The WM PEIS will inform DOE decisionmakers by providing an analysis of the environmental and 
human health impacts of the alternatives. However, the PEIS will not be the only basis for making 
decisions, especially in the event of conflicting opinions about site preferences. DOE will consider 
budgets , schedules, national priorities, and other DOE studies in making these decisions. 

Comment (2974) 
DOE should consider the following criteria in selecting preferred alternatives and making final 
decisions: Are cost estimates based on DOE-owned or privately owned and operated facilities? 

Response 
Waste management costs, especially those for construction, can vary by region, season, and vendor. 
Moreover, there are many offsite waste management facilities operated by private companies. It would 
be difficult to determine which facilities DOE would use , how much waste they would receive, and 
what types of waste they would receive. In order to ensure consistency in the WM PEIS analysis, DOE 
based the costs for the conceptual treatment, storage, and disposal facilities identified in the PEIS on 
experience gained during the construction of its own facilities. Therefore, the relative costs of the 
respective alternatives is a valid discriminator among alternatives . Chapters 6 through 10 (Volume I) 
and Appendix C (Volume III) of the PEIS provide details of the cost analyses . DOE project managers 
will minimize actual expenditures after the development of specific facility plans. DOE encourages 
commercial participation in its Waste Management Program. Section 1.7.4 in Volume I addresses use 
of privatized or commercial facilities to manage DOE waste. Cost would be one factor DOE would 
consider in deciding whether to commercialize or privatize specific waste management operations. 

Comment (2975) 
DOE should consider the following criteria in selecting preferred alternatives and making final 
decisions: Cost estimates for transportation should include funding for emergency response training 
and equipment for State and local officials. 

Response 
The costs to train emergency responders are not included in the WM PEIS . Since there are over 
two million radioactive materials shipments in the United States by public and private entities each year, 
most State HAZMA T emergency responders are already trained to respond to hazardous waste, low-level 
waste, and low-level mixed waste transportation incidents . DOE is working with the States to train 
emergency responders for future WIPP transuranic waste shipments. Future training of State emergency 
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responders for high-level waste is also planned. DOE will work with the States to develop transportation 
plans that will determine the needs o tate emergency responders prior to waste shipment where required . 

Because of existing State emergency response training for hazardous waste, low-level waste , and low-level 
mixed waste, DOE expects emergency response training and equipment costs to be small compared to 
shipping costs and, therefore, has not included these costs in the WM PEIS cost estimates. 

Comment (2985) 
Site geology and proximity of offsite population should be primary factors in making disposal (and 
treatment) decisions. 

Response 
Site geology and offsite population are factors that influence human health risk and other environmental 
impacts. Volume I, Section 1.7.3, was revised to indicate that human health risks depend on factors 
such as the population surrounding the sites and the hydrogeology of disposal sites . DOE did not 
attempt to quantitatively estimate risks to offsite populations from disposal because any credible 
analysis would require knowing specific locations for each disposal unit. However, DOE did analyze 
the vulnerability of the populations at the 16 potential disposal sites to risks from disposal based on site 
factors such as population, site size, and hydrology. The sites relative risk vulnerability grouping was 
used to compare the disposal alternatives. See Section 5.4.1.2.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2992) 
In its decision process, DOE should consider impacts on the existing workforce, particularly in options 
that rely on the private sector. 

Response 
DOE does consider the impacts of its actions on the existing workforce in terms of economic 
dislocation. These impacts were added as a decision criterion, as explained in Section 1. 7. 3 of the 
WM PEIS. Chapters 6 through 10 of the PEIS discuss the economic and population (including worker) 
impacts from the alternatives for each waste type. 

Comment (3028) 
When the analysis highlights environmental problems within alt~rnatives, those problems should be 
used to eliminate the alternative, or to tag it as less desirable . Instead, the PEIS states that the 
problems can be mitigated, with little explanation of how such mitigation might be accomplished, or the 
impacts of carrying out the mitigation. If environmental criteria are not used to discriminate between 
alternatives, this PEIS is of very little use. 

Response 
NEPA requires consideration of reasonable alternatives, not just the most environmentally protective 
alternatives . As stated in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the Final PEIS, DOE, in its decisionmaking 
process, will consider factors which favor selection of alternatives and sites that would minimize 
adverse environmental impacts. In accordance with CEQ guidelines, when adverse impacts are 
indicated, potential mitigation measures are discussed to show how DOE could reduce or eliminate 
such impacts. However, the impacts without mitigation are displayed in the PEIS . 
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Comment (3306) 
The hst o decision criteria should explicitly include health and safety and socioeconomic impacts. 

Response 
The Summary document and Volume I, Section 1.7 .3, which identifies the decision factors and criteria 
associated with the WM PEIS , have been revised . Health and safety are included in the human health 
risk factor. Socioeconomic impacts are included in the economic dislocation and environmental impact 
factors. 

Comment (3786) 
The public needs to know what the siting criteria will be . 

Response 
Decisions on which DOE sites will host waste management facilities will be made on the basis of this 
WM PEIS and other relevant input (e.g., other risk studies). Factors and criteria for these siting 
decisions are explained in Volume I, Section 1.7.3 . Decisions as to where on a selected site a waste 
management facility will be located will occur after consideration of sitewide or project-level NEPA 
reviews. Such NEPA reviews will include public participation. Thus, the public will be informed of 
siting criteria on a site-specific or project-level basis . 

Comment (3799) 
DOE needs to consider the people that they are affecting by their decisions . 

Response 
As a programmatic EIS , the WM PEIS assesses a variety of impact parameters for the five waste types 
under the different alternatives . Impact parameters relating to P/!Ople, for example , include human 
health, socioeconomic conditions, and environmental justice. Moreover, DOE considers public input a 
major driver of the WM PEIS process. In many instances , public comments have precipitated changes 
in the PEIS . 

Comment (3861) 
DOE should consider these decision criteria: logistics , economics, and public health and safety. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the PEIS , DOE will consider a range of decision criteria. 
Logistics are considered in the decision criteria for site mission, transportation, and implementation 
flexibility . Economics are considered in the environmental impact, cost, and economic dislocation 
decision criteria . Public health and safety are considered in the human health risk and transportation 
decision criteria. 

Comment (3901) 
We need to consider future generations in these decisions . 

Response 
The decision criteria for preferred alternative selection included human health risk, which includes 
long-term (multi-generational) risk. 
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Comment (3922) 
DOE need to explain the criteria they will u e to ma e the mal decision regarding disposal facilities 
and how those criteria might apply to Argonne National Laboratory-East (ANL-E). 

Response 
The WM PEIS outlines the decision criteria and factors for the development of its preferred alternatives 
in Volume I, Section 1.7.3. Records of Decision will be issued following this WM PEIS for each 
waste type . 

Comment (4236) 
If reducing waste volume and treatment also reduces the possibility of waste leaching into the 
environment or groundwater, then the cost is worthwhile . 

Response 
Environmental impact, health risk, and cost are among a number of decision criteria DOE considered 
in selecting its preferred alternatives for each waste type identified in Section 3. 7 (Volume I). 
Chapter 1, Section 1. 7. 3, in Volume I of the PEIS describes the factors and criteria considered. 

Comment (4440) 
With respect to the factors and criteria DOE may use to select preferred alternatives, DOE should 
explain what is meant by minimizing adverse environmental impacts in detail, including: 

• How risks during treatment, storage and disposal are weighed for those immediately impacted 
versus all future generations (DOE had a tradition of using time-discounting in related risk 
management decisionmaking, and this and alternatives to this approach need to be fully evaluated); 

• How environmental impacts are evaluated for onsite workers (for whom the risk can be considered 
to be voluntary) versus the general public, and associated trade-offs; 

• How trade-offs between the different factors, such as cost and environmental impacts, are evaluated 
should be explained; 

• The DOE administrative mechanisms and lines of authority used to make such decisions and the 
tools DOE uses for this purpose. 

Response 
The WM PEIS evaluates the potential health risk from waste treatment and storage for offsite 
populations and DOE site workers resulting from facility releases during the projected 10-year period 
of waste management operations. Exceptions to this assumption would include a full 20-year 
operations phase (i.e., construction phase not applicable) for the No Action Alternative, and the site
specific operational periods for high-level waste storage facilities, which are discussed in Chapter 9 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS evaluates risks to receptors for a single lifetime (70 years). 

The PEIS also evaluates health risk from the disposal of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste for 
successive lifetimes (143 lifetimes of 70 years) of the hypothetical farm family over a 10,000-year 
period of analysis . However, it evaluates each lifetime independent of risks estimated for other 
lifetimes and does not discount risk estimates on the basis of time. 
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Section 5.4.1 in Volume I and Appendix Din Volume III describe the methodology for worker risk. 
The M PEIS does not distinguish voluntary risk from involuntary ri k, and assume n t ade-of 
between worker risk and public risks. 

Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I describes the waste management decisions to be made by DOE. The 
decision process will occur after publication of the Final WM PEIS. The decision process is not part of 
the PEIS preparation, although the Final PEIS describes the preferred alternatives in Volume I, 
Section 3. 7, and the reasons they are preferred. DOE asked for public input on the decision process 
during the public meetings on the Draft WM PEIS . The Records of Decision will explain how DOE 
used the impacts presented in the WM PEIS, together with other factors including cost, in the 
decisionmaking process . 
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Comment (466) 
DOE needs to delineate whether ite-speci 1c environmenta concern are econdary to programmatic 
decisions being considered. 

Response 
DOE does not consider site-specific concerns to be secondary to programmatic concerns, even though 
it will deal with programmatic issues first in relation to waste management. The WM PEIS will help 
DOE make broad-based decisions, the implementation of which could require additional sitewide or 
project-level NEPA reviews to provide more in-depth assessments of impacts at potentially affected 
sites. Additional reviews would also consider the location, design, and operation of proposed waste 
management facilities at the particular DOE sites selected on the basis of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (536) 
DOE needs to clarify whether the WM PEIS will enable decisions on the treatment, shipment, and 
disposal of low-level waste, and whether this document will affect the levels of waste entering Idaho. 

Response 
The WM PEIS supports decisionmaking on the treatment, storage, and disposal of low-level waste at all 
DOE sites, including the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) (see Volume I, Chapter 7) . 
Under Regionalized Alternative 5, INEL would receive low-level waste from other sites for treatment 
or disposal. Under all other low-level waste alternatives, INEL would treat and dispose of its own 
low-level waste or ship it offsite for treatment and disposal. 

Comment (538) 
DOE needs to clarify if it will use other documents or impact analyses to make decisions regarding the 
treatment, transportation, and disposal of low-level waste at INEL, and to identify those documents. 

Response 
Section 1.8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS discusses the relationship of other documents and programs 
to the WM PEIS. It includes a discussion of the SNF/INEL EIS, in which DOE analyzed the 
treatment, transportation, and disposal of low-level waste at INEL. The impacts of actions analyzed in 
the SNF/INEL EIS were included in the cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11 of the WM PEIS . 
DOE will also consider other DOE studies in making waste management decisions, as discussed in 
Section 1. 8 .1 in Volume I. 

Comment (554) 
The low-level and low-level mixed waste storage (disposal) evaluation should consider the siting 
evaluation process utilized by the various compact commissions. The evaluation and implementation 
strategies should indicate the regulatory risk and implementation flexibility decision criteria identified in 
the WM PEIS. 

Response 
DOE will consider not only all applicable regulations in siting future low-level and low-level mixed 
waste disposal facilities , but also relevant guidance to the extent possible . Further, DOE typically 
includes both regulatory risk and implementation flexibility in its evaluations of the merits of proposed 
future programs . 

13-12 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

13.2 Decision Process 

primary objective of the siting evaluation process used by interstate low-level waste disposal 
compacts is to ensure the public is protected from releases of radiation. Performance assessments, 
which must relate to specific locations, confirm that releases are below the threshold set to protect the 
public . DOE uses the same process that compacts do to determine the location of a disposal facility on 
a site, and performance assessments to demonstrate that a site is suitable. Because the WM PEIS is a 
programmatic document, however, it does not consider specific locations for disposal facilities. The 
exact location of such a facility on a DOE site selected on the basis of this WM PEIS would be the 
subject of a sitewide or project-level NEPA analysis. 

A facility for the disposal of low-level mixed waste must conform not only to standards set by the 
compacts for protection against radiological releases, but also to standards set by the EPA or a State 
agency to protect the public from hazardous chemical releases, in accordance with the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act. Section 1. 7.4 discusses the use of commercial facilities. 

Comment (1115) 
The WM PEIS should provide an upgraded sensitivity analysis of all the decisionmaking factors that 
DOE will use for Records of Decision. 

Response 
Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the decision factors and criteria, many of which 
are not related to environmental impacts. The Records of Decision will be based on these factors and 
criteria. However, DOE will not perform a sensitivity analysis in the PEIS on decision factors that are 
not related to environmental or human health impacts, because such an analysis is beyond the scope of 
the WM PEIS and the requirements of NEPA. The decision factors and criteria not related to impacts 
analyzed in the WM PEIS will be considered through other documents and processes. 

Comment (1164) 
If no objections are made to DOE, plans for disposal at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP) 
would proceed. 

Response 
This is not the case. DOE will base its programmatic decisions related to national waste management 
configurations on the Final WM PEIS and other studies, and on decision factors and criteria, most of 
which DOE identified in the Draft PEIS (Section 1.8) and in the Final WM PEIS (Section 1.7.3). DOE 
explicitly invited public input on these factors and criteria and on the decisionmaking process that will 
select the preferred alternatives. 

Comment (1578) 
It is difficult to believe that DOE does not know which alternatives are preferred. 

Response 
CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require the agency to identify its preferred alternative, if one is 
known, in the Draft EIS, and to identify the preferred alternative in the Final EIS unless another law 
prohibits the expression of such a preference. 

In the Draft WM PEIS, DOE identified preferred alternatives for management of three of the five waste 
types because, at that time, only those had been developed. DOE intended to benefit from the public 
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input a to e c · n of preferred alt rnativ 1 ction factors criteria for the preferred alternatives 
are identified in Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I in the WM PEIS. Section 3. 7 in Volume I of the Final 
WM PEIS identifies preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred for management of all of the 
five waste types. 

Comment (1595) 
DOE needs to clarify how it will make its decisions if all 16 potential communities oppose the PEIS 
proposals , and what it will take to get a site off the list. 

Response 
Volume I, Section 1.7.3, describes the WM PEIS decision factors and criteria, and Volume I, 
Section 3.7, describes DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. 

DOE analyzed 17 major sites in the WM PEIS . The designation of a site as "major" does not mean it 
will be selected for a waste management role . Rather, it means that DOE analyzed potential impacts 
from waste management activities. 

DOE must select a preferred alternative for each waste type to meet the urgent national priority for 
sound waste management. While residents might perceive that one approach, such as decentralization, 
offers particular benefits or damage to a community or region, DOE must base its decisions on the 
diverse national needs and issues that affect many sites and regions. 

Comment (1630) 
DOE needs to explain how it will decide what the nationwide alternatives will be . 

Response 
CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA require an EIS to identify preferred alternatives, and for 
Federal agencies , including DOE, to announce their decisions on EISs in Records of Decision. 
Volume I, Section 1.4.1, describes the NEPA process, including the Record of Decision process. 
Section 3. 7 identifies DO E's preferred alternatives, and the reasons they are preferred, for managing 
the WM PEIS wastes. Section 1. 7 .3 lists and describes the decision factors and criteria DOE will 
employ to make decisions based on the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2305) 
It is unclear how DOE will make the ultimate decision on the management of the various wastes found 
at numerous waste sites and how it will coordinate decisions made by individual sites; therefore, DOE 
should explain how and by whom these decisions will be made, how discrepancies will be resolved, 
and what appeals communities have. 

Response 
The WM PEIS evaluates alternatives for the treatment, storage, and disposal of radioactive and 
hazardous wastes. It is an integrated examination of the impacts of Department-wide management 
decisions for each waste type and of the collective impacts for all waste facilities at a given site . 

The WM PEIS identifies DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred for each of 
the five waste types considered (see Volume I, Section 3.7). The decision factors and criteria identified 
in Section 1. 7. 3 were refined based on public comments and were used to help select preferred 
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alter atives . DOE decisionmakers will consider these decision factors and criteria and pubic inp t to 
develop Records of Decision. No sooner than 30 days after public availability of the Final WM PEIS, 
DOE can begin to issue its Records of Decision, which the Secretary of Energy will sign and in which 
DOE will announce and explain its programmatic waste management decisions . 

The programmatic waste management decisions which result from the PEIS form a base for sitewide or 
project-level decisionmaking, including subsequent sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. These 
reviews will be tiered from the programmatic decisions. They will also include further public 
involvement opportunities, including those associated with the National Dialogue and the 
Environmental Management Ten Year Plan discussed in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2969) 
In its decision process DOE should consider that transportation poses greater risk to the general public 
than construction and operation of waste management facilities, yet decentralization is generally more 
expensive. 

Response 
The facts that transportation associated with the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives would pose 
greater risks than those associated with the Decentralized Alternatives, and that the Decentralized 
Alternatives would be more expensive, is a primary issue in the DOE waste management evaluation. 
This WM PEIS analysis will be the basis for decisions that will weigh costs, risks, and other criteria. 
Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS includes both cost and human health risk as decision 
criteria and factors. 

Comment (2971) 
In its decision process, DOE should carefully consider the aesthetics of shipping low-level waste any 
appreciable distance. 

Response 
Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies transportation (in terms of the amount required) 
as a decision criterion. However, aesthetics of transportation of low-level waste was not evaluated in 
the WM PEIS because the types of trucks or trains involved would be essentially identical to the types 
of trucks or trains used to ship similar nonwaste materials . 

Comment (2990) 
In its decision process, DOE should consider what impacts the agency's choices would have on the 
diversification of local economies. 

Response 
At the programmatic level, DOE was not able to consider the effects on potential economic 
diversification of a locality because of the complexity involved in such an analysis and has not included 
this in the decision criteria. The waste management actions in most cases would lead to substantially 
increased expenditures in the local economy at each site. How these funds would affect economic 
diversity would depend on an array of factors external to the simple model used to estimate economic 
effects and would require making a great deal of assumptions to make any reasonable forecast. The 
speculative nature of such forecasts would make them of only marginal value in programmatic 
decisionmaking. This site-specific topic can better be considered at the site level. 
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Comment (2995) 
DOE needs to consider the requirements of DOE Orders in its decisionmaking process. 

Response 
DOE will comply with all applicable laws, regulations , and Orders . Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS identifies compliance with DOE Orders as part of the regulatory compliance decision 
criterion. 

Comment (3170) 
DOE should develop an effective decisionmaking process to integrate EISs dealing with waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal. This process must be designed in a way that will earn the agreement of the 
affected States and Indian Nations, and the support of Site-Specific Advisory Boards and other affected 
stakeholders; this process must also contain a strong public involvement element. The Site-Specific 
Advisory Boards can play a key role in public involvement, but it must be augmented by a broader 
outreach program. DOE should work with stakeholders to ensure that their values are factored into 
alternatives being considered in the WM PEIS. 

The Washington State Department of Ecology and the U.S. EPA should be fully involved in decisions 
that would impact the Hanford Site, particularly in decisions that could compete with or detract from 
the site's cleanup mission and the resources it requires. 

Response 
DOE agrees that there is a need for the development of an effective process that will integrate decisions 
DOE makes on waste treatment, storage, and disposal with those dealing with the disposition of other 
radi9active materials . In the Fall of 1995, DOE began a "National Dialogue" on radioactive waste and 
materials disposition with interested States, Site-Specific Advisory Boards, and other interested public . 
The purposes of the National Dialogue are to promote openness, to increase trust and confidence in 
DOE decisionmaking, and to complement the traditional public outreach efforts conducted under the 
process prescribed by NEPA and other environmental regulations. The National Dialogue effort will 
enable DOE and stakeholders, especially affected States, to explore potential trade-offs in 
decisionmaking that could benefit DOE and its host communities. At first, the National Dialogue will 
focus on decisions that DOE must make over the next few years and that could affect more than one 
DOE site, how DOE will arrive at the decisions, and how stakeholders can influence the decisions. 
While DOE's close work with the National Governors Association will be a cross-cutting vehicle for 
interactions with the States, the National Dialogue effort will strive to reach traditional and 
nontraditional stakeholders in an open and inclusive manner. 

DOE has revised Volume I, Section 1.8.2, of the WM PEIS to include a description of this National 
Dialogue initiative. Chapter 11 considers the impacts of the actions associated with the PEIS in 
combination with the impacts of other DOE actions. 

Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I identifies the factors and criteria that DOE will use in its waste management 
decisionmaking process . Among the criteria that DOE will look for in selecting waste management 
alternatives are consistency with other DOE studies and comparability across sites, and the distribution 
of waste management facilities in ways that are equitable. 
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as provide several opportunities for the public to provide input to the PEIS p 1.- • DOE' 
public participation effort for the PEIS is detailed in Volume I, Sections 1.7.1 and 1.7.2. Comments 
received from individual members of the public , interest groups , Federal, State , and local agencies, and 
others have played a significant role in shaping the PEIS and DOE's decisionmaking process . 

As required by NEPA, DOE has or will consult with Federal and State agencies with jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise in the proposed action(s). Consultations with State agencies will occur during 
the development of sitewide or project-level NEPA documents that address specific locations of 
potential waste management facilities . 

Comment (3659) 
How is DOE going to make a decision based on impacts to water, ecological, cultural, and land-use 
impacts when it will be necessary to prepare site-specific studies prior to the selection of a site for the 
location of a facility? This seems to be an attempt to put the cart before the horse and would result in 
an irretrievable commitment of resources without proper NEPA-required impact analysis. 

Response 
The WM PEIS provides a screening-level analysis of the potential for impacts to water resources, 
ecological resources, and land use at the 17 major DOE sites . The PEIS analysis indicates that there is 
little potential for significant impacts on these resources at the sites for all waste types and alternatives 
because DOE will have considerable flexibility in siting any proposed waste management facilities and, 
thus, should be able to avoid or minimize such impacts . Therefore, these impacts should not weigh 
heavily in decisionmaking. More detailed analyses of these impacts would be done in sitewide and 
project-level NEPA analyses before a facility is located at a site and an alternative is implemented. 

DOE acknowledges that the lands used for waste management facility construction, particularly 
disposal units, would constitute an irreversible commitment of resources--although exactly where those 
lands would be located at a site has yet to be determined. 

Comment (3770) 
DOE needs to be responsible in its decisionmaking. 

Response 
DOE intends to be responsible in its decisionmaking . Section 1.7.3 in Volume I has been revised to 
explain the decision process for making waste management decisions subsequent to issuance of the 
Final PEIS. 

Comment (3794) 
DOE needs to ensure the public that their meetings and opinions matter in the decisionmaking process. 

Response 
The CEQ and DOE NEPA regulations, under which this WM PEIS is prepared, mandate rigorous 
public participation efforts including public meetings. DOE considered all comments received on the 
Draft WM PEIS while preparing the Final PEIS . In numerous instances, public comments caused 
changes in the Draft PEIS that are reflected in the final version. Public input was also a major driver 
for the selection of preferred alternatives and will be considered in the decisionmaking process. Public 
input caused substantial changes to the decision factors and criteria to be used in the waste management. 

13-17 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

13.2 Decision Process 

decisionmaking pr ce (Volume I, Section 1.7 .3). See Volume I Section 1.7.2, for a summary of the 
comments DOE received and the changes DOE made to the PEIS based on those comments. 

Comment (3795) 
DOE needs to educate the public about the decisionmaking process and how it differs from a local 
referendum. 

Response 
As described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3 , of the Final WM PEIS , decisions on waste management sites 
will be based on the information and analyses in the WM PEIS and other considerations such as 
regulatory compliance, budget constraints, schedules, compliance with regulatory agreements, 
including public input on each of the preferred alternatives for each waste type, national priorities, and 
other DOE studies. For example, DOE will continue to work with the DOE Disposal Workgroup and 
with State representatives in the National Governors Association to evaluate and discuss the issues 
related to the potential disposal of residuals from treatment of low-level mixed waste at sites subject to 
the FFCAct. DOE's Nuclear Material and Waste Dialogue Team, established in 1995, will work with 
interested members of the public and the National Governors Association to explore potential 
decisionmaking principles that may help DOE in making decisions that reflect public concerns. 

The Records of Decision issued on the basis of the WM PEIS will identify sites at which waste 
management activities will occur. However, a decision on the specific technology and the particular 
location of a waste management facility at a site will be made on the basis of sitewide or project-level 
NEPA reviews. · 

Comment (3801) 
DOE needs to help the public understand what steps will be taken in the process after the programmatic 
decisions are made. 

Response 
No sooner than 30 days after issuance of the WM PEIS, DOE may publish a Record of Decision that 
reflects consideration of the WM PEIS analyses, preferred alternatives, and other appropriate factors. 
Programmatic decisions on waste management may be issued individually for each waste type. In this 
way, the decisions would occur in a timely manner, which could be phased as the programs mature, 
and with appropriate discussion with States, regulators, members of Congress and other members of 
the public. 

Implementation of the programmatic decisions would commence upon publication of the Record of 
Decision. If this involves modification of an existing waste management facility or the construction of 
new facilities, a determination would be made as to the need for further site-specific NEPA review. In 
this case, opportunities for additional public participation would arise . 

Implementation planning would also involve efforts to assist DOE in complying with all State and 
Federal regulations, including preparing and submitting all required permit applications, and 
conducting all required consultations. This could include, for example, compliance with Federal 
transportation regulations as well as with DOE stipulations regarding the provision of appropriate 
information to State and local governments . 
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Comment (3805 
National papers, such as the Chicago Tribune, are carrying stories about this situation. The sooner 
decisions are made, the better. These news stories make our property values decrease. 

Response 
DOE is committed- to developing a strategy for safe and efficient management of its radioactive and 
hazardous waste. This includes a timely conclusion of pertinent NEPA reviews and decision processes. 
WM PEIS Records of Decision will be published as soon as possible, but no sooner than 30 days after 
issuance of the Final WM PEIS, as required by NEPA. DOE is working hard to maintain an open, 
cooperative, fair, and constructive relationship with the public, including the press. 

Comment (3908) 
Any decision we make could be altered. Immediately remove ANL-E from consideration. DOE needs 
to explain how the waste management decisions will be staggered. , 

Response 
Section 1.6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS provides an overview of the waste management sites covered 
in the PEIS and Section 3.5 describes the methodology used by DOE for selecting and identifying 
alternatives. DOE has not found any technical bases that would warrant removal of ANL-E as a major 
site alternative. 

After the Final PEIS is published, the Record of Decision process will start. DOE does not expect that 
all waste management decisions will be made at one time for all waste types. DOE anticipates that the 
PEIS will result in separate Records of Decision by waste type to be issued in a staggered fashion 
starting in calendar year 1997. Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I has been revised to explain the waste 
management decision process. 

Comment (4335) 
DOE's WM PEIS is a major step toward public understanding and involvement in decisionrnaking. For 
the first time, citizens have available to them, in one document, a great deal of information about the 
wastes in the complex and the options for treating and disposing of those wastes. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

13-19 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

13.3 Record of Decision 

Comment (1756) 
Will there be future multiple WM PEIS Records of Decision and what is the potential timetable for 
these decisions? 

Response 
DOE anticipates that the PEIS will result in separate Records of Decision by waste type to be issued in 
phases starting in calendar year 1997. Section 1. 7. 3 in Volume I has been revised to explain the 
decision process for making waste management decisions subsequent to issuance of the Final PEIS . 

Comment (2208) 
Does DOE have an administrative appeal process to challenge the Record of Decision and, if so, where 
was it codified? 

Response 
DOE has no administrative appeals process for Records of Decision. Assuming that the issuance of a 
Record of Decision is the final agency action in a particular case, all such appeals would be through the 
Administrative Procedure Act. 

Comment (3789) 
DOE needs to inform the public about the timetable for making decisions. There is a lot of waste; 
temporary storage is probably worse than permanent storage. 

Response 
The WM PEIS addresses treatment, storage, and disposal strategies for the management of hazardous 
and radioactive waste over the next 20 years . Storage is defined as the collection and containment of 
waste awaiting treatment or disposal. Storage can occur on a longer term basis (i.e., decades or 
longer), for example, as in the case of high-level waste until its acceptance at a geologic repository. 

As soon as possible, but no sooner than 30 days after DOE publishes the Final PEIS, it will publish 
Records of Decision for the waste types. DOE anticipates that the PEIS will result in separate Records 
of Decisions by waste type and are anticipated to be issued in a staggered fashion starting in calendar 
year 1997. Section 1.7.3 in Volume I has been revised to explain the decision process for making 
waste management decisions subsequent to issuance of the Final PEIS. 

Comment (3792) 
DOE needs to let the public know when the final decisions are made. 

Response 
Individuals receiving the Final WM PEIS will remain on the mailing list to receive the Records of 
Decision supported by the WM PEIS . A Federal Register notice will be published for each Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment 71 
Several commentors suggested that DOE discontinue the generation of waste. DOE should change its 
mission and stop production of waste, nuclear power plants, and weapons, as well as funding for the 
nuclear industry. DOE should consider renewable energy, increased efficiency, and conservation in its 
decisions. Tax money should be spent on resources that can be recycled and used without endangering 
human or animal life . 

Response 
Issues relating to DO E's energy m1ss1on (e.g., nuclear energy, alternative and renewable energy 
resources, energy efficiency and conservation) and DOE's defense mission (e.g., production of nuclear 
weapons) are outside the scope of the WM PEIS . 

Since the end of the Cold War there has been a shift away from the nuclear arms race and toward 
environmental restoration and waste management. DOE is committed to operating its facilities and 
managing its wastes safely and in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations, so that human 
health, safety, and the environment are not endangered. 

The WM PEIS is a tool to help DOE develop a national waste management strategy for its radioactive 
and hazardous wastes. The wastes addressed in the WM PEIS primarily resulted from the 
development, production, and testing of nuclear weapons, and are mostly in storage pending treatment 
or disposal. The majority of additional wastes projected will be generated as a result of environmental 
restoration, decontamination and decommissioning, and other DOE energy research activities. 

DOE is strongly committed to pollution prevention and reduction in all its program activities. 
Recycling is part of DOE' s pollution prevention strategy, and is practiced to the extent possible . 
Appendix G in Volume IV of the WM PEIS addresses pollution prevention for the Waste Management 
Program. Individual DOE sites have site-specific waste minimization and pollution prevention 
programs and plans in place. 

Comment (379) 
Other waste cleanup or disposal issues must not slow the Hanford cleanup effort or divert funding or 
resources from Hanford cleanup. 

Response 
DOE is committed to cleaning up the Hanford Site and other DOE sites. The overall goal at the Hanford 
Site is to cleanup the site in accordance with the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order 
(commonly known as the Tri-Party Agreement), other agreements, and all applicable Federal, State, and 
local laws. The Tri-Party Agreement between DOE, EPA, and the Washington State Department of 
Ecology was signed in 1989 and has been formally amended four times since. It defines DOE actions to 
comply with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the State of Washington Hazardous Waste 
Management Act. It includes a framework for permitting treatment, storage, and disposal units for the 
management of hazardous and mixed wastes at the Hanford Site. Compliance with regulatory 
requirements, including those of the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement, is an important decision criterion 
considered by DOE in selecting preferred alternatives and will be considered in making programmatic 
waste management decisions. The decision criteria and factors DOE is using are described in Volume I, 
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ection 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS . DOE's preferred alternatives and the rea on they re rdcrn:d e 
described in Section 3. 7. 

Comment (1620) 
DOE has done a lot for the African American community in Nevada by its educational programs and 
employment opportunities at the Nevada Test Site (NTS) . 

Response 
Thank you for this comment. 

Comment (1623) 
DOE and NTS have helped Nevada grow; many people do not appreciate this. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment (2131) 
DOE should not have 54 nuclear generating sites because there are duplicate facilities. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS , there are 54 sites for which DOE has some 
waste management responsibility and that are within the scope of the WM PEIS. These sites vary in 
terms of their operations and missions, and their facilities are not duplicative . Not all of the 54 sites 
are nuclear generating facilities . 

Comment (2324) 
Technological advances must be tempered with the lessons learned through history . The history of 
nuclear power has taught us two basic lessons: (1) nuclear energy is a marvelous resource that has 
brought technological advances that continue to improve our quality of life; and (2) waste disposal is a 
risky business and we have much to learn. 

Response 
DOE is committed to pursuing advances in technology research, development, and application. For 
example, within DOE's Office of Environmental Management, the Office of Technology Development 
is responsible for managing an aggressive national program of applied research, development, 
demonstration, testing, and evaluation for environmental cleanup, waste management, and related 
technologies. The Technology Development Program takes a focused, problem-oriented approach to 
having technologies available for use to support DOE's environmental management needs in a manner 
that also supports DOE's industrial competitiveness goals. The Technology Development Program is 
designed to resolve major technical issues, to rapidly advance beyond current technologies for waste 
management operations , and to expedite compliance with applicable environmental laws and 
regulations . More detail is provided in Appendix Hin Volume IV of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2374) 
Commentors want DOE to stop creating nuclear waste , in general or at specific sites , and contend that 
waste management problem will not be solved until waste generation is halted. 
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Response 
DOE has been instructed by the President and Congress to conduct activities related to energy research 
and to produce nuclear materials and components for national defense. Although DOE has a number of 
programs for waste minimization and pollution prevention (see Volume IV, Appendix G), some wastes 
inevitably result from DOE activities. DOE will continue to perform the activities that produce wastes, 
applying aggressive pollution prevention techniques, until directed otherwise by the President and 
Congress. Even if DOE stopped generating wastes, it would still be responsible for the existing 
inventories of wastes. 

Comment (3325) 
Why were waste management, environmental restoration, and prevention of pollution and 
contamination not always a part of DOE's central mission, but left to a moral and ethical minority until 
NEPA was created, although, (1) the scientific community that created nuclear power has always 
known that nuclear waste would be created and that it could be handled safely and properly without 
contaminating the environment, and (2) the government and its agencies are empowered to protect the 
citizens and management of nuclear waste has always been the responsibility of the government. 

The lack of a United States Management Plan from the very beginning of the nuclear industry has 
caused the public to investigate and question what is going on, which is further evidenced by problems 
with the existing law, for example, (1) environmentally sound management of hazardous waste from 
"cradle to grave" under RCRA should mean from beginning to end; and (2) the spirit and intent of 
CERCLA is frustrated by the fact that Superfund money allocated for liability, compensation, 
remediation, and emergency response is being eaten away by legal fees, since citizens across the 
country have to file against the Federal Government for justifiable compensation. 

Response 
During the years of the Manhattan Project and the "Cold War," wastes from nuclear weapons 
production were managed in accordance with generally accepted practices of the time that were 
established by the scientific community. Time, experience, and research have shown that some of the 
past practices were not protective of long-term human health and the environment. DOE has learned 
through its own experience, and that of the nuclear industry in general, and is applying new knowledge 
and technologies to manage its facilities in an environmentally protective and cost-effective manner. 
DOE is in the process of remediating past contamination, upgrading current waste management 
practices, and planning future waste management activities and pollution prevention efforts. In addition 
to complying with all applicable laws and regulations, DOE strives to obtain public input, protect 
human health and safety, and emphasize environmental responsibility within DOE. 

DOE agrees that laws passed to solve complex problems such as CERCLA and RCRA should be 
revised when experience and needs show changes are warranted. For example, within the Superfund 
process the rise of the share of non-cleanup or "transaction costs" such as legal fees has become a 
major concern, which is being considered by Congress. DOE is providing input to Congress on that 
law. In other instances, administrative changes may be made through agency regulations. Public input 
is a major ingredient in those processes. 

Comment (3340) 
DOE should explain why it assumes the continuation of the nuclear industry and its waste generation 
for a projected 20 years rather than shutting it down as a "failur~ and an economic albatross. " We 

I 14-4 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

14.1 General Comments 

need to see a full breakdown of the economics of the nuclear indu try and determine how it r rm a 
a free-market commodity . 

Response 
DOE has been instructed by the President and Congress with conducting activities related to energy and 
to producing nuclear materials and components for national defense . The WM PEIS addresses the 
management of the waste that is generated by these activities at DOE facilities. 

The generation of waste by the nuclear industry and the economics of the nuclear industry are beyond 
the scope of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (3347) 
There should be a moratorium on the production of any nuclear products until the waste management 
questions have been answered. 

Response 
DOE has been instructed by the President and Congress with responsibilities for nuclear materials 
related to national defense and scientific and energy research . Changes in DOE's mission are not 
within the scope of this WM PEIS. As stated in Section 2.2 in Volume I, DOE must manage its current 
and anticipated volumes of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste , transuranic waste, high-level 
waste, and hazardous waste in order to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws , to protect 
human health and safety, and to enhance protection of the environment. The WM PEIS is one element 
of DOE's effort to find a programmatic answer to waste management issues . 

Comment (3681) 
The right people are not running DOE today. The handful of DOE employees who know what they are 
doing are not the ones managing this agency. 

Response 
Individuals are appointed to the upper management positions at DOE by the President, with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. Concerns about the appointment of these managers are outside the scope of 
the WM PEIS. 

Comment (3687) 
A U.S. task force must be convened and created for implementation after the American public's 
reviews and evaluations . The U.S. policy on the management of the nuclear industry must become 
reality, and political intervening must be restricted to a minimum of watchdog oversight. The Office of 
the Secretary of the Department of Energy must become a separate elected position voted upon to be 
filled by the American public . And, quite frankly, the noted Civic Leaders across the country who 
have both thwarted and supported the Nuclear Age should be ,the determining factors on which 
individuals sit to comprise this task force . 

Response . 
United States policy and laws governing the nuclear industry are outside the scope for the WM PEIS . 
Those policies and laws are set by Congress and the President. Both Congress and the President are 
elected by the American people. The Secretary of Energy is appointed by the President, with the 
advice and consent of the Senate . DOE strongly believes in a democratic process of agency oversight, 
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which in lud iabl publi in in plannin and e ecuting DOE programs. For this 
WM PEIS, DOE worked hard to involve the public through the various forums provided 
(e.g., meetings, workshops , hearings), length of comment periods (e .g., 150 days on the Draft WM 
PEIS), Environmental Management Advisory Board and Site-Specific Advisory Board processes, and 
other activities. 

Comment (3688) 
There are approximately 600 nuclear reactors worldwide. Efforts should be made to scale down, 
upgrade technology, recycle, and address the mechanics of management as if your environment 
depended on it. "The Nuclear Age will take us into the 21st Century, we can go kicking and 
screaming or we can go challenging one another to produce the absolute best." 

Response 
Issues related to domestic and international energy research and policy are outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS, which is an analysis of the environmental impacts of alternatives to safely and efficiently 
manage DOE's radioactive and hazardous wastes. Those wastes result primarily from nuclear defense 
activities; i.e . , the development, production, and testing of nuclear weapons at a variety of sites located 
around the United States. 

Comment (4007) 
Several commentors advanced agency-credibility issues. The following statements were made: 

• The government has not developed the necessary degree of trust to permit it to make decisions on 
radioactive and hazardous waste disposal. The public needs to be skeptical about being told it is 
safe. 

• Offsite contamination at the Portsmouth Plant is covered up. 

• DOE has falsified my records. 

• If the public and the agency learn to work in cooperation rather than opposition, privatization will 
result in the cloak of privacy for profit replacing the cloak of secrecy for the national defense and 
security. 

Response 
The Secretary of Energy places great emphasis on openness and public involvement. The Secretary's 
Guidance on Implementation of the Department's Public Participation Policy (July 29, 1994) states, 
"The business of the Department must be open to the full view of those whom it serves, consistent with 
applicable laws, regulations, and contracts. This policy marks a clear break with past practice by 
challenging the Department and its contractors to perform to a new standard of openness and service. 
The Department will incorporate public input into its decisions where appropriate and feasible and will 
provide feedback to the public on its reasoning." 

DOE is committed to a policy of open dialogue, interaction, and information exchange with the public. 
Over the past years, DOE has stepped up its efforts to earn trust and enhance cooperation. DOE 
believes that such a policy is in the interest of both accomplishing DOE's mission and program 
objectives and satisfying the legitimate interest in informed participation in DOE decisionmaking 
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processes. If privatization occurs, appropriate regulatory oversight, along with public vigilanct: , would 
assist DOE in complying with applicable laws and regulations . 

Comment (4035) 
It will be difficult for DOE to fund large-scale waste management and environmental restoration 
programs if the WM PEIS is devoid of a serious discussion of the risks from nuclear and hazardous 
materials, as opposed to waste management remedial actions. DOE environmental restoration 
programs must compete for funding with DOE's traditional first priority programs--maintaining the 
nuclear arsenal and developing new weapons systems . 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a tool to assist DOE in development a national waste management strategy. Risk 
analyses form an integral part of the document. Chapter 5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS explains 
methodology, while Chapters 6 through 10 provide the impacts analysis, focusing on human health and 
the environment. Chapter 11 provides the cumulative impacts analysis. Appendices C and D in 
Volume III, and E and Fin Volume IV also contain risk analyses . 

Environmental restoration decisions are not within the scope of this programmatic waste management 
study, primarily because of their site-specific nature . Site-specific issues involve questions of cleanup 
levels, future land use, etc. Volume I, Section 1. 7 .1, explains why environmental restoration waste 
was removed from the scope of the WM PEIS . Appendix B in Volume III provides estimates of the 
wastes that could result from environmental remediation activities at DOE sites that would require 
treatment and disposal. 

The Executive and Legislative Branches of the Federal Government play an important role in the 
implementation of the DOE Waste Management Program, including projects deemed necessary as a 
result of the WM PEIS. The budget for the program is ultimately controlled by the President and 
Congress. 

The Executive Branch is required by law to submit annual estimates for operations of its programs and 
initiatives to the Legislative Branch. This submittal includes funding for DOE and its Waste 
Management Program. The Legislative Branch develops an annual Appropriations Act to fund Federal 
programs and initiatives. 

The Legislative Branch can choose to limit or increase the funding to specific programs recommended 
by the Executive Branch. As an alternative, general reductions or increases can be taken or granted. 
In such cases , specific "report language," which accompanies the Appropriations Act, can clarify the 
intent of Congress. 

Thus, DOE is unable to guarantee full funding for specific projects and programs . Preferred 
alternatives identified in the WM PEIS, and subsequent Records of Decision, are contingent on the 
annual Appropriations Act and report language . 

Comment (4036) 
The necessary Federal environmental restoration effort could be halted in its infancy because of 
(1) DO E's waste of huge amounts of funds on management perks , "reports upon reports ," and 
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abandoned projects; a d (2) DOE' in bility t p Ii 
programs) and accomplish genuine site remediation. 

Response 

who are getting rich off DOE 

The Environmental Restoration Program is not within the scope of the WM PEIS. It is DOE policy to 
ensure that DOE and its contractors are subject to the same rules of accountability as other Federal 
agencies and their contractors . DOE is in the process of implementing a realignment strategy to 
streamline and strengthen its programs across the complex. This initiative also extends to DOE's use 
of contractors to meet its mission. DOE encourages the public to report to DOE specific instances of 
"management perks," "abandoned projects," and deficient contractor oversight. 
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omment (4) 
I recommend that DOE consider broadening its work on wastes by encouraging research on microbial 
waste treatment and disposal. 

Response 
Due to the programmatic nature of the document, the WM PEIS assumes generic treatment and 
disposal technologies for purposes of comparing programmatic management options. While technology 
research, as such, is outside the scope of the WM PEIS, Appendix H in Volume IV does address the 
potential impact of technology development on the Waste Management Program. 

Comment (588) 
DOE needs to seriously address the problem of what to do with all of the radioactive byproducts of the 
nuclear industry and the DOE nuclear weapons enterprise. Only a national, immediate, and concerted 
effort to discontinue the production of extremely hazardous wastes will save us from its dire 
consequences. 

Response 
The WM PEIS was prepared to help DOE develop a national waste management strategy. The PEIS 
addresses , in a programmatic manner, five types of radioactive and hazardous wastes produced over the 
past years by national defense activities . These five waste types are described in Section 1.5 in Volume I 
of the WM PEIS. The PEIS does not address radioactive wastes produced by commercial activities . 
DOE does not have the authority or responsibility for making decisions on such wastes . DOE has 
addressed the management of its spent nuclear fuel in the SNF/INEL PEIS. In addition, the disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel and defense high-level waste will be addressed in DOE's Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS . Both documents are described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS . 

Since DOE's mission includes national defense activities , DOE will continue to generate defense wastes 
unless directed to do otherwise by the President and Congress. However, DOE is strongly committed to 
pollution prevention. DOE's pollution prevention activities related to waste management are described in 
Appendix G in Volume IV of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (1515) 
DOE does not know how to manage the waste coming from the nuclear materials . 

Response 
The WM PEIS has been prepared to enhance the management of DOE's current and anticipated volumes 
of radioactive and hazardous wastes to ensure safe and efficient management of these wastes, to comply 
with all Federal and State laws, and to protect public health and safety and the environment. 

The WM PEIS analyzes a range of alternatives covering where to store, treat , and dispose of DOE's 
radioactive and hazardous wastes . Appendix H in Volume IV of ,the WM PEIS describes the emerging 
technologies that could influence the Waste Management Program. 

Comment (1516) 
DOE needs to consider who will be liable for the waste management decisions made today. 
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Response 
DOE is responsible for the waste management decisions made as a result of the WM PEIS activities. 
DOE believes that the decisionmaking process is sound. DOE must comply with all applicable laws, 
including those governing liability issues. 

Comment (1639) 
Postpone lasting decisions regarding the WM PEIS until there is a ;meaningful public process involving 
citizens from all sites across the complex, elected officials, other State officials and advisory boards 
representing citizens living near DOE weapons plants to address questions of equity in the benefits and 
burdens of the Cold War legacy. The WM PEIS alone is not adequate on its own to solve radioactive 
waste problems. People need to talk together to deal with waste management issues. This discussion 
should include, for example, what material is out there, what wastes citizens are willing to keep onsite 
or receive from other sites, what are the possibilities if there is no repository at Yucca Mountain or if 
the Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) never becomes operational. 

Response 
DOE will use all relevant information, in addition to the WM PEIS, necessary for making responsible 
waste management decisions. DOE agrees that public input to the decision process will be worthwhile. 
Forthright dialogue with the public on the important issues regarding the management of the nation's 
nuclear waste is important to DOE as well as to the potentially affected communities. 

DOE specifically sought comments on the Draft WM PEIS from State and local officials as well as the 
general public. DOE is also sponsoring a "National Dialogue" initiative, described in Volume I in 
Section 1.8.2, to provide a forum to communicate with interested members of the general public, State 
and Tribal Governments, and representatives from the Site-Specific Advisory Boards to discuss 
potential national decisions on waste management and on the inter-site management and disposition of 
other nuclear-materials. This initiative is discussed in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the Final 
WMPEIS. 

DOE is considering how best to sustain and strengthen that initiative to provide additional avenues for 
public input to the decisionmaking processes. The ensuing public dialogue will specifically include 
input to the development of waste management decisions on a national scale, and could include the 
example topics identified in the comments as they are relevant to waste management decisions and of 
concern to public participants. 

Comment (1784) 
All wastes need to be stored indefinitely . The concept behind disposal is faulty. There is no "away" to 
put this material. 

Response 
The disposal activities proposed in the WM PEIS extend to low-level mixed waste and low-level waste. 
DOE will manage these wastes to ensure compliance with applicable laws, to protect public health and 
safety, and to enhance protection of the environment. 

DOE considers disposal as a reasonable waste management alternative in this WM PEIS . However, 
before implementing any disposal decision, DOE would prepare performance assessments on all 
required disposal facilities and discuss disposal requirements and criteria. 
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The WM PEIS does analyze storage options, for example, in the No Action Alternativ . 
Action Alternative might not necessarily comply with the applicable law. However, analyzing the 
potential impacts of the first 20 years of indefinite storage provides an environmental baseline against 
which the impacts of other alternatives can be applied. 

Comment (1791) 
DOE needs to make a long-term commitment to these wastes . 

Response 
Chapter 2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes the purpose and need for DOE action. DOE will 
manage its current and anticipated volumes of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, 
high-level waste, and hazardous waste to ensure compliance with the applicable laws , to protect public 
health and safety, and to enhance protection of the environment. DOE is committed to finding long-term 
solutions to the issues of managing such wastes . 

Comment (1794) 
DOE needs to be able to process wastes and use these facilities for environmental restoration wastes as 
well. 

Response 
Appendix B in Volume III of the WM PEIS describes how environmental restoration wastes transferred to 
the Waste Management Program could affect the waste management facilities . DOE assumed that waste 
treatment facilities would be constructed in 10 years and that wastes would be treated in the following 
10 years. Since the design life of these facilities would be 20 years , DOE assumes that they could be used 
to treat environmental restoration wastes through the end of their design life. In addition, excess capacity 
at waste management facilities could be used to treat environmental restoration wastes. 

Comment (2068) 
DOE needs to look at waste management holistically and at the early , conceptual stages of project 
development. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is being written at the earliest possible stage of project development for a nationwide 
strategy to treat , store, and dispose of DOE wastes . It is intended to enhance DOE's management of its 
radioactive and hazardous waste in order to comply with applicable laws , to protect public health and 
safety, and to enhance protection of the environment. In anticipation of future decisions DOE will 
make regarding waste management activities, the WM PEIS serves as an overview from which more 
detailed sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews can be conducted. 

Comment (2114) 
DOE has spent considerable money and professional time on the problems of waste. Nevertheless , the 
leaks continue. Get to the source of the problem. 

Response 
DOE is committed to operating its facilities and managing its wastes safely and in compliance with all 
applicable laws and regulations . If a release occurs , it is contained and remediated, and the source of the 
problem is identified and corrected. Remedial actions are conducted on a priority basis. 
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Comment (2690) 
The Idaho Nuclear Waste Agreement could serve as a basis for agreements with other states. 

Response 
Thank you for this suggestion. However, the motivation of the Idaho/DOE/Navy agreement regarding 
spent nuclear fuel shipments included the need to ensure the Navy's fleet of nuclear powered warships 
could fulfill their national security mission, and the need for DOE to recover spent fuel containing 
highly enriched uranium from foreign research reactors in support of U.S. nonproliferation policy. 
Therefore, that agreement should not be viewed as a precedent for emulation by other States. 

Comment (3850) 
Instead of cutting back on waste production, DOE spends large amounts of money on an EIS. 
Consolidate waste, knowledge, facilities, and resources . Downsize DOE operations . Choose sites that 
are not densely populated for disposal and storage. 

Response 
With the end of the Cold War in 1989, and the reduced need for special nuclear material and other 
DOE products, DOE waste production has decreased. However, DOE still has a large inventory of 
various waste types. DOE must manage its current and anticipated volumes of low-level mixed waste, 
low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste in order to comply with all 
applicable Federal and State laws, to protect public health and safety, and to enhance protection of the 
environment. In evaluating the potential health risks of the disposal of low-level mixed waste and low
level waste, DOE considered the sizes of the offsite populations living in the vicinity of the candidate 
disposal sites. The results of the analyses are presented in Section 5.4.1.2 .3 in Volume I. Health risks 
for storage of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste and high-level waste at DOE 
sites are contained in Volume I, Sections 6.4 , 7.4, 8.4, and 9.4, respectively. This WM PEIS is 
complex; it evaluates 5 waste types at 17 sites, with 4 broad approaches to choosing the DOE sites that 
will manage these wastes: No Action, Regionalized, Decentralized, and Centralized. 

DOE developed the WM PEIS to inform the public and decisionmakers of the potential impacts of these 
proposed Federal actions and to identify which of these impacts might be significant to human health or 
the environment. Section 5.4.1.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS details information on populations and 
individuals at risk. In general, the PEIS considers three population groups: the offsite population 
(those living within a 50-mile radius of the site, as well as within 0.5 miles on each side of the 
transportation routes); the onsite population (workers on DOE sites who are not involved in actual 
environmental management activities); and facility workers (waste management workers including 
those operating trucks and trains transporting waste). As Section 5.4.12 states, determining populations 
and individuals at risk is a complex analysis dependent on facility siting locations, well defined 
exposure routes, and population dietary habits. 

Comment (3854) 
We must dispose of our waste in as safe and decent a manner as we possibly can and we will spend 
money to do this. This is not the problem. We've got to deal with what we've got. 
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esponse 
The WM PEIS reflects DOE's commitment to developing and implementing a Department-wide 
strategy to safely and responsibly manage the waste produced over the years by national defense 
activities. 

Comment (3862) 
DOE's policy should be to move waste from densely populated areas to less-densely populated areas . 

Response 
It is DOE policy to meet its mission in a manner that complies with the applicable law, protects public 
health and safety, and enhances the protection of the environment. To identify reasonable proposed 
sites for waste management facilities in the WM PEIS, DOE determined where the largest volumes of 
waste are and where transportation requirements would be minimized. Other site-selection criteria 
included the characteristics of the waste, specialized treatment requirements, and existing facilities . 
Sites in less densely populated areas were considered for waste management activities . However, the 
remoteness of alternative locations for waste management sites constitute only one factor in evaluating 
alternatives. Other criteria would be construction/modification of facilities, increased transportation 
requirements, etc. Although storage and disposal in less-densely populated regions may lessen some 
impacts, the risks from transporting waste to these remote areas would increase. These trade-offs are 
described in the WM PEIS and are important factors that will be considered in the decision process. 
Waste management decision factors and criteria are described in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS . 

Comment (3900) 
Don't create nuclear waste. Put the waste in a better geologic area. Encourage cleanup, which could 
benefit our community. Nuclear accidents do happen. 

Response 
DOE has been charged by the President and Congress with responsibility for nuclear materials related 
to national defense and scientific and energy research. Although these activities do generate waste, 
DOE is committed to an aggressive policy of pollution prevention. Appendix G in Volume IV of the 
WM PEIS addresses pollution prevention for the Waste Management Program. 

DOE is proposing to dispose of transuranic waste at a geologic repository called WIPP, which is near 
Carlsbad, New Mexico. For high-level waste canisters, DOE is currently studying a candidate 
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada. 

DOE actively supports site-specific cleanup through its Environmental Restoration Program. Members 
of affected communities can obtain information about DOE's cleanup programs in their areas by 
contacting the local DOE site offices. 

I 

In addition to risks from construction and routine facility operations, the WM PEIS analyzes impacts 
from potential treatment and storage facility accidents and transportation accidents. More detail is 
provided in Appendices E and F in Volume IV of the PEIS. 
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Comment (157) 
Nuclear armaments must be abolished worldwide. 

Response 
The WM PEIS addresses the environmental impacts of waste management alternatives. Issues related 
to other missions assigned to DOE by law (for example , the nuclear weapons programs) and 
international disarmament policy are outside the scope of this WM PEIS . 

Comment (472) 
DOE should curtail its planned stockpile stewardship experiments because of the danger of treating 
mixed wastes at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and transporting them across busy 
California highways to Tracy for burial. 

Response 
Issues relating to stockpile stewardship are analyzed in DOE's Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
PEIS, which is described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Impacts from this program 
are considered in the WM PEIS cumulative impacts analysis (see Chapter 11 in Volume I) . 

The potential quantities of low-level mixed waste that could be generated as a result of stockpile 
stewardship and management alternatives being considered for LLNL are quite small (564 cubic meters 
per year at LLNL and 10 cubic meters per year at Site 300). The increased production from stockpile 
stewardship and management activities would be a minor contribution to waste management cumulative 
impacts when compared to the potential impacts of alternatives considered by this WM PEIS. Under 
any stockpile stewardship and management alternative, LLNL would continue its mission as a 
multipurpose laboratory. 

A shutdown of the nuclear weapons program is currently not considered a reasonable alternative. 
Further, a shutdown would not eliminate the need for managing existing radioactive and hazardous 
wastes . 

The WM PEIS analyzed impacts on human health and the environment from waste treatment at 
candidate sites, as well as transportation requirements. This analysis is discussed in the waste type 
chapters, Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, and the cumulative impacts analysis, 
Chapter 11 in Volume I. In general, the analysis finds that impacts would be small. There are no 
notable national trends for offsite population risks from treatment of low-level mixed waste; however, 
some sites, such as LLNL, would probably require different technologies to minimize treatment risks . 

Comment (1577) 
Instead of preparing the elaborate Draft WM PEIS, DOE needs to weigh the cost and benefit of 
producing nuclear weapons and the burden of irreversible damage posed by the resulting waste. 
Production is still occurring at Sandia National Laboratories-New Mexico (SNL-NM), and Los Alamos 
National Laboratory (LANL) . 

Response 
Although the U.S . nuclear weapons stockpile is being significantly reduced, the President and Congress 
have directed DOE to continue to maintain the safety and reliability of the enduring nuclear weapons 
stockpile. The Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS analyzed the environmental impacts 
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associated with various downsizing alternatives to allow for the continued production and maintenance 
of nuclear weapons in the absence of underground nuclear testing , including any such activities 
proposed to be conducted at SNL-NM and LANL. In conjunction with this activity, DOE has 
considered the cost of nuclear weapons and has extensively analyzed the costs and benefits of all the 
alternatives analyzed in the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS . Section 1.8.1 in Volume I 
of the WM PEIS discusses the relationship between the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS 
and the decisions to be made based on the WM PEIS analysis . 

The cumulative impacts of waste management and stockpile stewardship and management activities , 
together with the impacts of other reasonably foreseeable future actions, are evaluated in Volume I, 
Chapter 11, of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2825) 
In Volume I, Section 1.5.4, the relationship between spent nuclear fuel and targets is not clear. Are 
targets a subset of spent nuclear fuel? If not, in what waste category are they included? 

Response 
Spent nuclear fuel is managed as described in the SNF/INEL EIS Record of Decision and includes 
uranium/neptunium targets that have been irradiated in a nuclear reactor. Upon irradiation, such 
targets produce products similar to spent nuclear fuel. Other targets would be managed differently. 
For example, metal targets irradiated to determine how well they maintain their structural integrity in 
intense neutron fluxes would be managed as low-level waste . Targets used for the production of 
tritium are also managed as low-level waste after the tritium has been recovered. The text box in 
Volume I, Section 1.5.4, of the WM PEIS has been revised to describe the waste classification of 
neptunium/plutonium targets. 

Comment (2891) 
Volume I, Page 9-32, 1st paragraph: Are these canisters in fact "similar to the others being managed 
at the INEL site?" 

Response 
The comment refers to canisters of foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel. For analysis purposes, the 
foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel presumably would be chemically processed at Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory (INEL) producing high-level waste . It is expected that this high-level waste 
would be immobilized using similar technologies (i.e . canister technologies) applied to the high-level 
waste already at INEL. The management and transportation of these canisters are discussed in further 
detail in the SNF/INEL EIS, Volume II, Part A, Section 3.4. 

Comment (3339) 
Actual costs are not compared with the actual income DOE derives from the nuclear weapons complex. 
This should be demonstrated before deciding that these altern~tives would not impact the national 
economy, as the WM PEIS repeatedly states. 

Response 
DOE does not derive any income from the nuclear weapons complex. DOE uses funds appropriated by 
Congress to fulfill its mission. Chapter 4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, which describes the affected 
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environments at the 17 "major" DOE sites, shows the socioeconomic baseline and impacts data 
accounting for the economic effect of current expenditures at the sites. 
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C mm nt (1176) 
If Argonne National Laboratory-East (ANL-E) has no long-term plan to dispose of its nuclear waste other 
than in densely populated areas, then perhaps they should get out of the nuclear research business . 

Response 
The WM PEIS is an important tool in DOE's process to develop a long-term plan to manage waste 
generated at DOE sites, including ANL-E. Volume I, Section 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS describes the waste 
management decisions to be made by DOE. DOE used the decision factors and criteria described in 
Section 1. 7 .3 to make preferred alternative decisions for each waste type . Population surrounding the site 
is an element of the human health risks decision criteria. 

The mission for ANL-E, a 4,670-employee research and development multipurpose laboratory, is to 
conduct programs in basic energy and related sciences. ANL-E is an important engineering center for the 
study of nuclear and nonnuclear energy sources. Thus, ANL's activities form an essential part of DOE's 
mission, which is mandated by the President and Congress. DOE has no plans to change the mission of 
the laboratory. 

Comment (1507) 
DOE should have good jobs at LLNL, but not in weapons research or in treating wastes . 

Response 
LLNL's major programs include defense and related programs, laser fusion, laser isotope separation, 
biomedical and environmental research, and environmental restoration and waste management. LLNL 
employs 11,220 people. 

LLNL's activities form an essential part of DOE's mission, which includes national defense as well as 
waste management. DOE's mission is mandated by the President and Congress. DOE will perform its 
functions until directed to do otherwise. DOE has no plans to change the multipurpose mission 
of LLNL. 

Comment (1568) 
The Nevada Test Site (NTS) is under-utilized. It should be the headquarters for the research and 
development needed for the transition from fission energy to safer, clean energy sources . 

Response 
While the WM PEIS is a national study that evaluates alternatives to help DOE make Department-wide 
decisions on where to treat, store, and dispose of its wastes generated at DOE sites in the United States, 
this document is not site-specific in nature and does not make decisions. Furthermore, issues related to 
other missions assigned to DOE by law (e.g. , energy policy and research) are outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS . 

As identified in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, DOE has prepared a sitewide EIS, for 
NTS that addresses the environmental impacts of alternatives for the continued operations of NTS and 
other DOE activities in the State of Nevada. The EIS analyze~ the impacts from DOE programs at 
NTS, the Tonopah Test Range, portions of the Nellis Air Force Range Complex, the Central Nevada 
Test Area, and the Project Shoal Area . These programs include ongoing activities for the stewardship 
of the Nation's nuclear weapons stockpile, management of radioac~ive waste, nondefense research and 
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development, and environmental re toration. The I al o amine newer programs such as the 
proposed Solar Enterprise Zone sites at NTS, Dry Lake Valley , Eldorado Valley, and Coyote Spring 
Valley , in accordance with the NTS mission of demonstrating the capability to provide alternative 
energy sources , including solar energy, to meet power needs for the southwestern United States . A 
copy of the NTS EIS can be reviewed at the DOE Nevada Operations Office public reading room 
located at 2621 Losee Road, Building B-3 , Las Vegas, Nevada. 

Comment (1930) 
Is Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) necessary? If it were closed we wouldn't have to worry 
about nuclear waste . 

Response 
The mission for BNL, a 3,557-employee site, is to conceive, design, construct, and operate research 
facilities for fundamental scientific studies and to conduct basic and applied research in the physical, 
biomedical, and environmental sciences and selected energy technologies. BNL's activities form an 
essential part of DOE's mission, which is mandated by the President and Congress. Even if DOE 
facilities were shut down, radioactive wastes would continue to be generated due to environmental 
restoration and decontamination and decommissioning activities . 

Comment (2099) 
DOE should reevaluate the 1950's effort to recycle nuclear waste rather than disposing of it 
(e.g., encapsulate it in silicon); the technology for recycling always existed and recycling is safe. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is DOE's national study on management alternatives for wastes that generally cannot be 
recycled, but are managed through safe and efficient storage, treatment, and disposal. Recycling can 
be a viable practice for small subsets of materials, such as spent fuels . However, those are outside the 
scope of the WM PEIS and are not addressed in this document. 

Comment (3936) 
Foreign, commercial, and military spent nuclear fuel is not included in DOE's Draft WM PEIS . The 
Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS, intended to address spent nuclear fuel in a separate document, does not 
consider the dangers and adverse impacts of increasing the volume of high-level liquid waste in DOE 
inventory. 

Response 
Since the scope of the WM PEIS is restricted to waste management activities, the management of 
foreign, commercial , and military spent nuclear fuel is not included in the analysis. Spent nuclear fuel 
is not considered to be waste. 

In February 1996, DOE issued the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS to evaluate 
alternatives for managing spent nuclear fuel from foreign research reactors in a manner consistent will 
United States nuclear weapons nonproliferation policy. The SNF/INEL PEIS, issued in April 1995, 
evaluates alternatives for managing existing and reasonably foreseeable inventories of U.S. 
Government-owned spent nuclear fuel through the year 2035. DOE issued a Record of Decision in 
May 1995. Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS contains a description of these two NEPA 
reviews that are related to the WM PEIS . The cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11 in Volume I 
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considers im ac from other programs, including the spent nuclear fuel mana ement d c · 
NEPA reviews. 

High-level waste is generated by reprocessing spent nuclear fuel. In the past, DOE reprocessed spent 
nuclear fuel. However , all of DOE's reprocessing facilities either have ceased to operate or are rapidly 
phasing out of operations , because continued recycling of plutonium and uranium for weapons 
production is no longer a national priority. In limited circumstances, some unstable spent nuclear fuel 
may be reprocessed to help stabilize this material. Thus , DOE anticipates only a small increase in 
high-level waste inventories . While the WM PEIS analyzes only the impacts of storing vitrified 
high-level waste , the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS would address disposal of spent nuclear fuel and 
defense high-level waste in a licensed geologic repository. The Yucca Mountain Repository EIS would 
include an analysis for the disposal of commercial spent nuclear fuel. 

Comment (3937) 
DOE does not consider impacts from reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel , even though the agency has 
had knowledge of United States Enrichment Corporation's (USEC's) intention to reprocess since the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992, which created USEC and began the privatization of both the Portsmouth 
Plant and PGDP. Reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel at the Portsmouth Plant and/or PGDP is a 
foreseeable impact with significant consequences to the human environment, and require DOE to issue 
an EIS rather than a Finding of No Significant Impact by agreement with NRC on this action. 

Response 
USEC does not intend to reprocess any spent nuclear fuel ; its primary mission is uranium enrichment. 
In addition, reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel is not feasible with the type of equipment at PGDP. 
Since high-level waste is generated by reprocessing spent nuclear fuel, useful information can be 
obtained from the WM PEIS High-Level Waste Technical Report , which is available in the DOE public 
reading rooms listed in Section 1. 9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. 

The management of spent nuclear fuel is outside the scope of this PEIS . DOE evaluated alternatives 
for managing existing and reasonably foreseeable inventories of U.S. Government-owned spent nuclear 
fuel through the year 2035 in the SNF/INEL EIS, which was issued as a final document in April 1995 . 
DOE issued a Record of Decision in May 1995 . The cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 11 in 
Volume I of the PEIS considers other actions, such as the management of spent nuclear fuel. 
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Comment (1511) 
DOE has already made the decisions about waste management. DOE is not credible. 

Response 
While there are ongoing waste management operations at the sites, DOE needs to enhance the 
management of its current and anticipated volumes of radioactive and hazardous wastes in order to 
ensure safe and efficient management of these wastes, to comply with all applicable Federal and State 
laws, and to protect public health and safety and the environment. The WM PEIS is a national 
planning tool to provide necessary information needed for DOE to make strategies decisions on where 
to treat , store , and dispose of radioactive and hazardous wastes. Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the 
WM PEIS describes the decisions DOE has to make. 

Comment (1649) 
DOE lied to me about the test I witnessed at NTS in 1993, and I hold it responsible for all my ailments. 
I am concerned about the others present on that trip, and the effects of that test on them. DOE should 
not lie to us anymore . 

Response 
Historically, the primary mission of NTS was to conduct nuclear tests. Since the current moratorium 
on testing began in October 1992, this mission has changed to maintain a readiness to conduct tests , if 
so directed, in the future. However, no nuclear tests have been conducted at NTS since the 
moratorium was declared, and the last nuclear test was conducted on September 23, 1992. 

Comment (1684) 
A commentor believes insurance companies and health care providers are covering up and helping DOE 
and subcontractors sweep health problems under the rug, and alleges specific radioactive exposures to 
SRS workers and charges coverup activities. 

Response . 
The WM PEIS examines potential radiation exposures to offsite populations and site workers resulting 
from programmatic waste management alternatives. In addition, the WM PEIS contains a cumulative 
impacts analysis that considers estimates of radiation doses from existing activities and other ongoing site 
actions. Health effects from previous radiation exposures are not considered in the WM PEIS. DOE has 
a number of ongoing efforts to address historic site-specific radiation doses and effects, and is working 
with other Federal and State agencies to study and report on any health-related effects from previous 
exposures. DOE's policy is to be open with and accountable to the public. This comment was forwarded 
to the DOE SRS Operations Office. 

Comment (3344) 
This is the third set of public comments we have submitted to DOE in the past 10 days, and it is truly 
impossible to do a thorough job. The amount of paperwork generated by DOE--with immense 
documents full of senseless deceit and vague oversights that try to keep us confused and 
confounded--jeopardizes thorough public comment. The cumulative impacts of all DOE operations are 
tragic to the earth, air , water, public health, and economy. 
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Response 
The subject of the WM PEIS is complex. Because of the important waste management decisions DOE 
must make and the high degree of public interest in these decisions, DOE believes the detailed impacts 
evaluation and lengthy discussion in the WM PEIS are warranted. The WM PEIS includes the 
consideration of other programs and actions (see Section 1. 8 in Volume I) and in the analysis of 
cumulative impacts (see Chapter 11 in Volume I) . To facilitate public comment on this complex 
document, DOE held the public comment period open for 150 days. DOE has conformed to NEPA 
and CEQ regulations in preparing the WM PEIS. 
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Comment (386) 
Oregonians want a role for the State of Oregon in decisions at Hanford and insist on more than an 
advisory role to assure their interests are fully taken into account at Hanford. 

Response 
As a matter of policy, DOE encourages active citizen involvement in such site actions as cleanups, land
use and site planning, and waste management actions. To that end, DOE has established a number of 
mechanisms for public involvement at Hanford and at other DOE sites . The citizens of Oregon are 
encouraged to use those mechanisms to ensure that their interests are expressed and communicated to 
DOE. DOE has worked hard to increase the State of Oregon's voice in Hanford decisions. Through the 
Hanford Advisory Board, the Oregon Waste Board, and other Oregon environmental groups and 
stakeholders, DOE believes that Oregon is being heard and has provided valuable input into decisions 
affecting Hanford. DOE looks forward to continued cooperation with the State of Oregon. 

Comment (1615) 
Some commentors suggested that the Department should engage in local dialogue on environmental 
restoration wastes at all sites; others suggested that the Final WM PEIS reflect enhanced public 
participation on "national environmental restoration issues ." 

Response 
DOE believes that national level decisionmaking is not possible for the Environmental Restoration 
Program because site cleanup decisions are more properly driv~n by local site conditions and the 
concerns of site-specific stakeholders (see Section 1. 7 .1 in Volume '1 of the WM PEIS). Appendix A in 
Volume III of the WM PEIS outlines opportunities for public involvement in planning and 
decisionmaking for DOE's environmental restoration activities . Also, DOE has enhanced Section 1.8.2 
in Volume I to discuss DOE's National Dialogue and Environmental Management Ten Year Plan 
opportunities for public participation in decisionmaking. 

Comment (3800) 
DOE needs to educate the public about the difference between a programmatic EIS and a site-specific 
EIS. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS, three levels or "tiers" of NEPA 
documentation may be prepared: programmatic, sitewide, and project-level. Programmatic 
documents, such as the WM PEIS, inform decisions on broad agency actions, such as the adoption of 
future proposed plans, programs, and strategies. The second-tier, sitewide NEPA documents, allow 
DOE to consider changes in the overall operation of a site, including mission changes, and provide a 
current environmental baseline for the site, both to support and to simplify project-level NEPA 
documents . The third-tier, project-level NEPA documents, evaluate the impacts of a specific project 
proposed for a specific location on a site, and are intended to identify and evaluate alternatives on how 
the facility should be constructed and operated. Sitewide NEPA documents, which evaluate projects 
that could be implemented in the near-term at a site, would also include project-level NEPA reviews if 
sufficient information is available to allow the proposed to be adequately analyzed. 
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Th u lie is i volv d · n all three types of NEPA documentation and they r · 
nature of the analyses and anticipated decisions for these NEPA reviews. 
involvement provides adequate information to members of the public. 

r in h 
DOE believes this 
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Comment (522) 
DOE needs to weigh the potential costs of risk reduction afforded by the alternatives to store, treat, and 
manage these wastes against the cost of other risk-reducing activities by other Federal programs, such 
as childrens' immunization programs and transportation safety. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a tool to assist DOE in developing a national strategy for the treatment, storage, and 
disposal of DOE's radioactive and hazardous waste. DOE needs to enhance the management of its 
waste to comply with applicable laws, and to enhance protection of human health and the environment. 
The WM PEIS presents risk analyses, for example, in the areas of human health and transportation. 
The WM PEIS also presents cost estimates for building and operating waste management facilities, and 
for transportation. Federal programs other than waste management are outside the scope of this 
document. 

Comment (1640) 
The problems of nuclear waste transcend the technical issues; they include the realms of ethics, 
conscience, and spirit. 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. 

Comment (2311) 
The delay of the vitrification plant at Hanford might put us at risk; we need to spend the money on 
cleanup, not on large, indigestible documents. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, which provides information on other 
NEPA documents and decisions that are related to the WM PEIS, the Tank Waste Remediation System 
EIS includes an evaluation of vitrifying high-level waste. Treatment, including vitrification, of high
level waste is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. Decisions regarding vitrification of high-level waste 
will be made based on the Tank Waste Remediation System EIS. 

DOE's Environmental Restoration Program, which is not within the scope of the WM PEIS, was 
established to address environmental contamination. The Environmental Restoration Program 
encompasses a wide range of activities, such as stabilizing contaminated soil, treating groundwater, 
decommissioning process buildings, including nuclear reactors and chemical separations plants, and 
exhuming buried drums of waste . The extent to which a site is "cleaned up" will depend largely on 
assumptions regarding future land use. For most sites, the process of determining future site use has 
just begun. 

The WM PEIS was prepared to help DOE develop a Department-wide waste management strategy. 
Moreover, DOE must comply with the law, in this case the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969. NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider the potential environmental consequences related to 
their proposed actions before they can be taken and to prepare detailed statements on environmental 
impacts, alternatives to the proposed action, and measures to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. The 
WM PEIS was prepared to satisfy the requirements of NEPA. In addition, the WM PEIS provides 
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technical information for use in the future NEPA reviews that would be required prior to specific 
decisions about facilities, facility locations on sites, and waste management technologies. 
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Comment (490) 
Considering the current Federal budget decline and ongressional funding reductions , it seems that the 
alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS are the least likely to be funded . If the alternatives are not 
relevant because budget constraints prevent them from being implemented, the PEIS will have to be 
redone . DOE should develop strategies for programs to ensure their funding and protect them from 
politics. DOE must ensure accountability, efficiency, and allocation of funds for high priority items. 

Response 
The regulations do require DOE to evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. The 
alternatives considered in the PEIS encompass reasonable alternatives that DOE could implement. To 
do this, DOE had to assume that funds would be available to implement any of the alternatives, 
including no action. As long as DOE is able to implement waste management alternatives within the 
range of the alternatives presented in the WM PEIS, it would not have to supplement the PEIS. 

The Executive and Legislative Branches of the Federal Government play important roles in the 
implementation of the DOE Waste Management Program, including projects deemed necessary as a 
result of the WM PEIS. The budget for the program is ultimately controlled by the President 
(Executive Branch) and Congress (Legislative Branch). 

The Executive Branch is required by law to submit annual estimates for operations of its programs and 
initiatives to the Legislative Branch. This submittal includes funding for DOE and its Waste 
Management Program. The Legislative Branch develops an' annual Appropriations Act to fund Federal 
programs and initiatives. Preferred alternatives identified in the WM PEIS, and decisions made in 
subsequent Records of Decision, are contingent on the annual Appropriations Act and the language 
contained therein. Where the annual appropriations permit flexibility in implementing its provisions, 
DOE has the flexibility to protect or limit specific programs based on its own discretion and priorities. 
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Comment (42 
The PEIS needs to include the relationship between ( 1) ongoing nuclear research and the use of nuclear 
power and (2) the increase in the number of nuclear weapons and the increased likelihood of their use. 

Response 
The WM PEIS is a national decisionmaking tool to assist DOE in its strategy to treat, store, and dispose 
of wastes in a safe and efficient manner that minimizes the impacts associated with waste management. 
The relationship between (1) nuclear research and the use of nuclear power and (2) the increase in the 
number of nuclear weapons and the increased likelihood of their use is, therefore, outside the scope of 
the WM PEIS. 

Comment (112) 
Several commentors suggested alternatives or provided comments that were meant to be humorous, 
facetious, or otherwise did not contribute to improving the WM PEIS or the overall Waste Management 
Program. 

Response 
DOE recognizes that some members of the public disagree with the alternatives being considered for 
management of radioactive and hazardous wastes . DOE has made every effort to respond fully to all 
substantive comments on the WM PEIS, as well as the public's general concerns and questions about 
DOE's waste generation and management activities. DOE cannot respond to comments that lacked the 
substance conducive to a response. 

Comment (154) 
Some commentors oppose nuclear energy development. One commentor stated that nuclear energy is 
an economic failure; another stated that it is not worth the negative impact on our planet. 

Response 
Issues relating to nuclear energy development are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (188) 
Commentors favor development of alternative, renewable energy sources, such as solar energy, 
because such sources would be safer than nuclear energy . 

Response 
Issues relating to renewable energy are outside the scope of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (198) 
Members of the public used the WM PEIS public comment post office box address to submit comments 
on the Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS. 

Response 
All comments on the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic EIS have been made 
available to DOE's Office of Fissile Materials Disposition. 

Comment (204) 
DOE needs to evaluate stabilized waste forms in the WIPP SEIS-11. 
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Response 
This comment was forwarded to the DOE Carlsbad Area Office. 

Comment (223) 
Should there be legislation for malicious crimes committed with radioactive material (including 
wastes)? What guidelines are there for product liability risks if a tool or instrument produces or causes 
radiation? 

Response 
Issues relating to malicious crimes committed with radioactive materials and product liability are 
outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (274) 
A commentor believes that INEL should take all of the non-aluminum clad spent nuclear fuel that can 
be shipped there . The technology to handle and process this material without contaminating 
groundwater resources is available. 

Response 
This comment is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. Processing of spent nuclear fuel at INEL is 
addressed in the SNF/INEL PEIS and the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS . 

Comment (314) 
The WM PEIS should include an analysis of local and global impacts of the use of various quantities of 
nuclear weapons under several scenarios. 

Response 
Issues relating to local and global impacts of the use of nuclear weapons is outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS . 

Comment (1641) 
DOE is proposing to build a new production reactor at SRS to produce tritium, even though DOE has 
great problems with plutonium contamination and there is a question about what DOE will do with all this 
material . 

Response 
The production of tritium and the remediation of contamination are outside the scope of the WM PEIS . 
The Record of Decision for the Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS does not include a new production 
reactor at SRS . SRS is considered as a possible site for an accelerator to produce tritium. Plutonium is 
not used, nor is it generated as a result of the accelerator production of tritium. Remediation of 
contamination (including any plutonium contamination), is being addressed by site-specific cleanup 
actions under CERCLA or RCRA. 

Comment (1692) 
DOE should supply additional information to the Citizens Advisory Board at Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) on the potential buildup of hydrogen associated with use of 
the 50-year plutonium canister . The safety of the welding process and the potential reaction of the heat 
and hydrogen are in question. 
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esponse 
This issue is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. This comment has been forwarded to the DOE 
RFETS Operations Office. 

Comment (1695) 
One commentor stated that the plutonium at RFETS should be kept onsite and that DOE needs a state-of
the-art treatment facility to process the RFETS plutonium to a nonproliferable form before it is 
transported. Another commentor expressed concern about the safe storage of plutonium at RFETS, given 
the site's proximity to the airport, and believes that DOE takes a "cavalier" approach to the storage of 
plutonium at RFETS in light of the strategic nature of plutonium as a military commodity. 

Response 
The issues of storage and processing of plutonium at RFETS are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 
Plutonium is used in the development and production of nuclear weapons for national defense and, as 
such, is a special nuclear material as defined by Section 51 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 
However, DOE has prepared, and is preparing, other NEPA documents that address plutonium at 
RFETS. These documents, which are identified in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, include 
the Plutonium Interim Storage EIS for RFETS and the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable 
Fissile Materials Programmatic EIS. The Records of Decision from these documents should determine 
issues relating to plutonium storage and processing at RFETS. 

Comment (1818) 
In the event that the Area 3 or Area 5 disposal sites at NTS are considered for confinement of greater
than-Class-C and special-case wastes, the difficulties associated with meeting the waste acceptance 
criteria for dissimilar waste types must be addressed. Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
Recommendation 94-2 requires that composite effects be evaluated when contiguous burial facilities 
exist. If DOE proceeds with a co-disposal decision at one of the existing disposal sites on NTS, the 
problems associated with addressing composite effects will have to be addressed. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.5.6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, management of greater-than-Class-C and 
special-case wastes is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. Greater-than-Class-C and special-case wastes 
would have to be evaluated in separate NEPA analyses and as part of the cumulative waste management 
effects analysis if the decision is made, at some future time, that DOE should consider a proposal to 
dispose of either or both of these wastes at NTS. 

Comment (1863) 
A commentor requested evaluation of the National Tritium Labeling Facility at Lawrence Berkeley 
Laboratory; wastes from the facility should not be transported on public roads and they should not be 
disposed of at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). 

Response 
The WM PEIS analyzes programmatic alternatives to manage DOE's waste management complex. The 
National Tritium Labeling Facility is not part of the waste management complex and , therefore, is not 
within the scope of this PEIS. However, wastes generated at this facility would be managed within the 
Waste Management Program. Under most WM PEIS alternatives, these wastes would be treated at the 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory and disposed of either at the Hanford Site or the Nevada Test Site 
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(NTS) . They would be disposed of at LLNL under the WM PEIS No Action, Decentralized , and 
Regionalized 1 and 2 Alternatives . 

Comment (1897) 
Widespread opposition is organized for cleanup of Paducah site, and further contamination is bound to 
bring the "tree huggers" out in force. 

Response 
Use of existing facilities or new facilities to dispose of wastes is not projected to result in any 
significant risk of contamination at the PGDP. As part of implementing DOE-wide waste management 
strategies , additional studies will identify the precise location, capacity , and design of facilities at 
individual sites . These additional studies will also include opportunities for members of the public to 
express their opinions and concerns. 

Comment (1943) 
Who will get the contract to install the storage containers at Argonne National Laboratory-East 
(ANL-E)? 

Response 
Contracting issues are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. If DOE needs to acquire storage containers, 
it will use standard Government procurement procedures . 

Comment (2097) 
The public should be notified in the newspapers about unsafe conditions. There are leaking pipes at 
Portsmouth. The public was told that DOE is not responsible. DOE needs to tell the public who is 
responsible . The EPA has tested our water and indicated that there are 25 counts of radon in the water. 
Several counties in Ohio have contaminated drinking water wells. Pike County is not identified. How 
can this be? We want the water cleaned up. The public is concerned about the rusty, corroding, 
leaking uranium hexafluoride cylinders at Portsmouth. Remove the cylinders immediately. DOE 
needs to consider impacts to the cylinders from a severe earthquake. DOE should not cover up the fact 
that plant operations are killing children and poisoning our water supply . 

Response 
DOE complies with all applicable regulations regarding public notification of potentially hazardous 
conditions. Portsmouth has a local stakeholder group established to deal with local issues . The public 
is invited to attend any local stakeholder group meeting and voice their concerns. 

Section 4.4.12 in Volume I of the WM PEIS provides information on the affected environment at the 
Portsmouth Plant. However, cleanup of contamination caused by past practices is outside the scope of 
the WM PEIS. These comments have been forwarded to the DOE Portsmouth Plant office. 

Uranium hexafluoride is considered a source material , not a waste ; consequently, issues pertaining to 
uranium hexafluoride management are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. DOE is preparing an EIS 
that will evaluate alternative strategies for long-term management of DOE-owned depleted uranium 
hexafluoride currently stored at the K-25 Site in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; at the Paducah Gaseous 
Diffusion Plant (PGDP) in Paducah, Kentucky; and at the Portsmouth Plant, in Ohio. The Notice of 
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Intent was published in the Federal Register on January 25, 1996, and the Draft EIS is scheduled to be 
available for public review in February 1997. 

Comment (2126) 
The concept of the internal combustion engine has been obsolete for over 50 years. But because of the 
oil cartels and the corrupt government regulations, we and the rest of the world have been forced to use 
gasoline for over 100 years. 

Response 
Issues pertaining to advances in automotive technologies and government energy policies and laws are 
not within the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2128) 
Big business is primarily responsible for destroying the water we drink, the air we breathe, and the 
food we eat. They have no care for the world they destroy, only for the money they make in the 
process. For companies making $10 million a day by dumping lethal, toxic waste into the ocean, it is 
only good business to continue doing that. We are angry because we are all being chemically and 
genetically damaged. 

Response 
Environmental contamination by "big business" is not within the scope of the WM PEIS . 

Comment (2134) 
DOE should explain why there is a nuclear reactor at BNL. 

Response 
BNL operates two research reactors that are used by scientists to study metals, ceramics and biological 
molecules, and to develop new cancer therapies. Both reactors are many times smaller and less 
powerful than a commercial utility nuclear power reactor. BNL's reactors are also designed for a 
different purpose than commercial power reactors . Instead of maximizing the amount of heat that can 
be generated by the reactor core, BNL's research reactors maximize the number of subatomic particles, 
called neutrons, that can be used by the scientists for their research. 

Comment (2158) 
DOE needs to do something to stop the hole in the ozone being created by hydrogen fluoride. 

Response 
DOE is committed to phasing out ozone-depleting substances and will discontinue use of these substances 
according to EPA phaseout schedules. Other actions related to the use of ozone-depleting substances are 
outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2165) 
A commentor stated that workers at PGDP have a high rate of neutron exposure and DOE needs to 
explain how they are monitoring this. 
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Response 
Neutrons are produced by a nuclear reaction. PG P does not have any material that produces a 
nuclear reaction, or the capability of producing such a reaction. PGDP has not and will not produce 
nuclear reactions. Therefore, no one has been exposed to neutrons at PGDP. 

As part of normal operations, PGDP conducts routine monitoring of all employees who work in or 
have occasion to be in a radiological area. This monitoring is conducted by the use of small dosimeters 
worn by each of those employees. These are exchanged quarterly . The removed dosimeters are then 
analyzed to determine if an employee received a radiation dose. Employees also undergo annual 
physical examinations, part of which check for radiation dosage . 

Comment (2226) 
In-place treatment of high-level waste in the tanks at Hanford is unacceptable. 

Response 
Treatment of high-level waste is outside the scope of the WM PEIS . Although Section 1.7.4 in 
Volume I of the PEIS mentions that treatment of some high-level waste is being privatized at the 
Hanford Site, the potential environmental impacts of high-level waste treatment are examined in 
sitewide or project-level NEPA documents and safety assessments, including the Hanford Tank Waste 
Remediation System EIS described in Volume I, Sections 1.8.1 and 9.1.2.1. 

Comment (2233) 
We are particularly concerned about the capping and ignoring of monitoring wells at PGDP that 
showed plutonium in the groundwater. This is dishonest and stupid. 

Response 
DOE, in accordance with State laws and regulations, abandons monitoring wells that are no longer 
needed or that are no longer are in good operating condition. In addition, at its own expense, DOE 
locked and capped about 100 residential wells near PGDP, and is providing these residents with 
municipal water. This action was taken due to offsite contamination of the groundwater primarily with 
trichloroethylene and technetium-99. 

However, no monitoring wells were abandoned and ignored because of plutonium. Plutonium was 
found in one well at concentrations slightly above the detection limit. However, followup sampling 
activities by DOE and the Commonwealth of Kentucky found no plutonium. Thus, the one event was 
determined to be invalid. 

Comment (2251) 
The U.S . engages in too much duplicity about international treaties on nuclear arms. More 
international monitoring is needed. 

Response 
Compliance with international nuclear treaties is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2257) 
A commentor believes ANL-E should remain a research facility . 
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Response 
The WM PEIS addresses the environmental impacts of alternative waste management strategies . Some 
of the waste produced at DOE sites originates from research activities, so research sites must also 
manage the wastes they generate, even if those wastes are disposed of offsite. ANL-E will remain a 
multi-purpose site, and its missions will include energy research and waste management. 

Comment (2259) 
We are very concerned about the attempt of the ANL-E facility to obtain City of Chicago water, since 
most people in the area draw on the local aquifer for drinking water. Why does ANL-E need Chicago 
city water? Water that is good enough for the rest of the community should be good enough for 
ANL-E, too. 

Response 
During the summer of 1996, ANL-E began to use Lake Michigan water. Previously, ANL-E used well 
water, which it treated and softened. As a consequence of the softening process, the site's water had 
high concentrations of dissolved solids. Transferring to Lake Michigan water, which was offered to 
ANL-E by the DuPage County Water Commission, avoids this problem. ANL-E's discontinuation of 
use of well water will reduce the demand on the aquifer. 

Comment (2316) 
DOE should restore Hanford Advisory Board funding; enhance education and involvement; establish a 
special committee to integrate/coordinate; and not have a piecemeal approach. 

Response 
DOE is taking steps to improve the coordination and integration of its decisionmaking processes. 
These steps include providing briefings to groups such as the chairpersons of the Site-Specific Advisory 
Boards (including the Hanford Advisory Board) on upcoming DOE decision processes and how they 
might interrelate. Other groups include the national-level Environmental Management Advisory Board, 
the National Governors Association, and the State and Tribal Government Working Group. Part of the 
goal of such briefings is to provide a clearer picture of how actions at one DOE facility or site could 
affect another, as well as to identify the cumulative effects of several contemplated actions at an 
individual site. Input is also being sought from these groups on how DOE can enhance education and 
involvement and which decision processes the groups feel would most benefit from greater coordination 
or integration. Adequate funding for advisory boards is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2631) 
Moving radioactive waste and plutonium through Puget Sound ports should be strongly opposed 
because of (1) the impacts of shipping such hazardous material through the sensitive waters of the 
Sound are unknown, especially considering that foreign freighters may not meet the stricter registry 
rules for U.S. vessels; (2) the dangers involved with unloading and shipping the materials to Hanford; 
and (3) Hanford has enough problems funding cleanup efforts without adding additional waste 
materials. 

Response 
The WM PEIS does not analyze shipment of any hazardous waste, transuranic waste, low-level waste, 
low-level mixed waste, or high-level waste through Puget Sound, with the exception of minor volumes 
of low-level mixed waste generated at the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. Further, the WM PEIS does 
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not consider spent nuclear fuel issues. Details on spent nuclear fuel and alternatives with potential 
Puget Sound implications can be obtained from the SNF/INEL PEIS and the Foreign Research Reactor 
Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS . The cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 11 in Volume I of the WM PEIS 
does consider site-specific programs, for example, at the Hanford Site. 

Comment (2701) 
A commentor opposes the production of tritium. 

Response 
Section 1. 8. 2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS contains a description of NEPA reviews that are related to 
the WM PEIS, including the Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS. 

Comment (2702) 
One commentor opposed bringing radioactive rods to the Savannah River Site (SRS). Another 
commentor suggested that DOE not store spent fuel rods at SRS, but that they be stored "somewhere 
else and use what we [SRS] do have to generate electricity at reasonable rates." 

Response 
The scope of this WM PEIS is restricted to waste management activities on a programmatic level. Issues 
relating to electricity generation and to the management of radioactive rods at SRS is not covered by this 
document. In February 1996, DOE issued the Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy 
Concerning Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS to address management of spent nuclear 
fuel from foreign research reactors. The Record of Decision was published in the Federal Register on 
May 13, 1996. The Record of Decision identified that the foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel 
would be accepted into the U.S. and that the aluminum-based fuel would be managed at SRS, and that the 
TRIGA fuel would be managed at INEL. In April 1995, DOE issued the SNF/INEL EIS, which 
evaluates alternatives for managing existing and reasonably foreseeable inventories of U.S. Government
owned spent nuclear fuel; a Record of Decision was issued in May 1995. Site-specific waste management 
activities for SRS were analyzed in the SRS Waste Management EIS of July 1995. Section 1.8.2 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS contains descriptions of these NEPA reviews. The cumulative impacts 
analysis in Chapter 11 in Volume I of the WM PEIS considers impacts from other programs such as the 
management of spent nuclear fuel. 

Comment (2775) 
DOE should consider changing the location of research that generates waste to one or two locations in 
the country, away from populated areas, and then not have to worry about disposing of the waste in 
highly populated areas or transporting the waste through areas that are highly populated. 

Response 
The configuration of DOE research facilities is outside the scope of the WM PEIS. 

Comment (2989) 
If the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) is selected as a center for treatment of offsite wastes , ORR wastes 
should be treated first. 

Response 
The order in which waste is treated at a regional treatment center is outside the scope of the WM PEIS . 
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Comment (3324) 
Why weren' t the Manhattan Project scientists put in charge of the Atomic Energy Commission at its 
inception? Why were politicians directing the advance of Atomic Energy? 

Response 
The Atomic Energy Commission was established by the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 as the successor to 
the Manhattan Engineer District. The Commission was composed of five members appointed by the 
President with the advice and consent of the Senate . Among the early chairmen of the Atomic Energy 
Commission were scientists from the Manhattan Project. 

Comment (3412) 
Many members of the public submitted comments related to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
on a Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign Research Reactor Spent 
Nuclear Fuel. The commentors were adamantly opposed to the use of Puget Sound and the ports of 
Tacoma, Washington, and Seattle , Washington, as a point of entry for receipt of foreign research 
reactor spent nuclear fuel . 

Response 
These comments relating to the acceptance of foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel into the 
United States are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. This issue was the subject of the Foreign 
Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS, which was issued in February 1996. The Record of 
Decision was published in the Federal Register on May 13, 1996. The Record of Decision identified 
the Charleston Naval Weapons Station in South Carolina and the Concord Naval Weapons Station in 
California as the ports of entry for receipt of the foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel . 

Comment (3426) 
Many commentors provided comments on Hanford and the Storage and Disposition of Weapons Usable 
Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. Comments included the 
following: weapons plutonium should be turned into reactor fuel at Hanford, not vitrified; the 
reprocessing of plutonium is too dangerous (and, therefore , commentors are opposed to it) ; weapons 
plutonium should not be turned into reactor fuel at Hanford, it should be vitrified; weapons plutonium 
should be vitrified with high-level nuclear waste so that it is hard 'to recover and can be disposed of; 
vitrification is the best option for weapons plutonium and should be pursued far more aggressively ; 
whether weapons plutonium should be vitrified with high-level waste so that it is hard to recover and 
can be disposed of or turned into reactor fuel depends on the relative cost and cost-benefit effects of 
each. 

Response 
Decisions related to plutonium reprocessing or vitrification and the Storage and Disposition of Weapons 
Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic EIS are outside the scope of the WM PEIS . The 
WM PEIS does not address weapons-grade nuclear material, which is not classified as waste. 
Section 1.8.2 in Volume I describes the WM PEIS relationship to other NEPA documents, including 
the Storage and Disposal of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS and Section 11 .6 includes the 
impacts identified in that PEIS for the Hanford Site. Any waste resulting from actions taken from the 
Fissile Materials PEIS would be stored, treated, or disposed of in accordance with the decisions for that 
waste type resulting from the WM PEIS . 
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Comment (3524) 
DOE should adopt the following system to solve the fundamental flaws in the current waste 
management siting method and maximize social welfare, take full account of social and environmental 
costs, and still achieve fairness: (1) reduce waste disposal requirements to a minimum, primarily 
through price incentives and eliminating bidder subsidies for waste generation; (2) consider all waste 
streams together (as opposed to having separate regulations for different waste streams); (3) have the 
Federal Government decide how much disposal capacity and how many facilities are needed, after 
available means of waste minimization have been exhausted; (4) have the Federal Government, through 
a new Federal Waste Disposal Commission (modeled after the Base Closure Commission), assign to 
States capacity allocations by considering geological and other physical requirements of a facility, the 
amount and kinds of waste generated within the State's borders, and whether the State is already a net 
importer or exporter of waste; (5) give the State the responsibility for finding a home within its borders 
for that waste by encouraging volunteer communities using a compensation auction (e.g., technical 
assistance grants); (6) have interested volunteer municipalities conduct a public referendum on the site, 
which must meet minimum technical criteria (e.g., depth to bedrock, distance from population centers, 
no siting in floodplains, etc.); (7) upon favorable outcome of the referendum, site the facility at the 
community; and (8) sanction States that do not meet their responsibilities by a cutoff (i.e., allow other 
States to close their borders to that State's waste). 

Response 
Thank you for your comment. However, the thrust of the comment is outside the scope of DOE's 
mission, under the current regulatory framework. 

Comment (3664) 
How does DOE calculate in the migration of the waste to the Pecos River in a short amount of time, 
the contamination of the Rio Grande and the seven rivers which flow from the Rio Grande into 
Mexico? 

Does the Mexican Government have concerns about the possible contamination of their water supplies 
from WIPP? Has the DOE consulted with the Mexican Government on any type of environmental 
international agreements that will have to be met in regards to potential impacts of the WIPP site? 

Response 
Disposal of transuranic waste at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) is outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS. The disposal impacts from operating WIPP as a transuranic waste repository are addressed 
in the WIPP SEIS-11. 

Comment (3678) 
The "disposal" of high-level waste is not an issue where the public, as well as the States and Native 
Nations, will sit back and wait for DOE or any facet of the Federal Government to make top-down 
decisions. 

Response 
The impacts of disposing of high-level waste in a repository are not within the scope of the WM PEIS, 
but will be analyzed in a subsequent DOE NEPA document relating to a geologic repository. 

15-10 



Volume V- Comment Response Document 

15. Out of Scope Comments 

Comment (3683) 
Why is the nuclear age not utilizing this ultimate science determining the environmental applications for 
remediation. Is not all matter comprised of atoms? 

Response 
Due to their site-specific nature, environmental restoration and remediation activities are outside the 
scope of the WM PEIS, which is an analysis of alternatives for managing, at a programmatic level, 
wastes generated by DOE operations. Environmental restoration and remediation actions are conducted 
by the DOE Environmental Restoration Program, and are governed primarily by the provisions of 
CERCLA and RCRA. 

Comment (3888) 
DOE needs to use solar energy or recycle nuclear energy. 

Response 
Issues relating to energy research are outside the scope of this WM PEIS, which is a programmatic 
study on waste management options. 

Comment (3952) 
DOE transfer [to the United States Enrichment Corporation] of the Portsmouth Plant and PGDP, its 
sister facility in Paducah, Kentucky, was a major Federal action with direct and foreseeable significant 
impacts on the human environment issued a Finding of No Significant Impact. Privatization and 
commercialization of the Portsmouth and Paducah facilities to United States Enrichment Corporation 
(USEC) and Nuclear Regulatory Commission oversight of USEC operations was an action mandated by 
Congress in Energy Policy Act of 1992. The DOE decision to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact 
rather than an EIS was both inappropriate and misleading. 

Response 
DOE believes that the level of NEPA review on the transfer of PGDP and the Portsmouth Plant to the 
United States Enrichment Corporation was appropriate. The transfer is outside the scope of the 
WM PEIS. 

Comment (4030) 
The PEIS does not provide an adequate public health justification for the proposed action. The Draft 
WM PEIS contemplates a massive expenditure of discretionary funds - between $30 and $40 billion -
over the life cycle of the project. These funds will be applied to transportation and custodial storage of 
hundreds of thousands of cubic meters of radioactive waste, as well as the construction of significant 
new infrastructure in existing and new waste management facilities. In the current budgetary regime, 
these funds will be drawn away from other programs that also impact public health. Yet the WM PEIS 
devotes little space to examining the public health justifications that presumably drive the project, and 
the public is given no basis for comparison between the direct impacts of the project (such as 
transportation accidents) and the human health threats sought to be mitigated by DOE's waste 
management and "disposal" efforts. Instead, the WM PEIS only evaluates direct impacts and risks 
from waste management activities themselves, not from the programs that generate the waste , the 
stockpiles of inventoried wastes, or from contaminated facilities. 
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Response 
With respect to the human health risk/cost trade-offs within DOE's waste management responsibility, 
one of the waste management alternatives considered in the WM PEIS is the No Action Alternative. 
The No Action Alternative provides an estimate of health effects and costs if DOE continues with 
current activities that generate waste and continues with current waste management strategies and 
activities. The comparison of alternatives in each waste-type chapter shows how the No Action 
Alternative compares with the range of possible action alternatives in terms of cost and public and 
worker risk. The human health and environmental impacts of individual DOE programs and projects 
have been or will be analyzed in separate NEPA reviews. Section 1.8.1 in Volume I summarizes these 
NEPA reviews and discusses their relationship with the WM PEIS. 

With respect to the broader issue raised by the commentor, including DOE's wide range of 
responsibilities, analysis of the public health justification for spending public funds on waste 
management instead of other public health threats is not within the scope of the WM PEIS because 
DOE is required by law to manage its wastes. DOE is required by the Atomic Energy Act (42 USC 
2011 et seq.) to manage the radioactive wastes that it generates. Low-level mixed waste, low-level 
waste, transuranic waste, and high-level waste have radioactive component. In addition, DOE needs to 
make waste management decisions concerning hazardous waste and hazardous components in mixed 
wastes (waste that is both hazardous and radioactive) in order to comply fully with RCRA (42 USC 
6901 et seq.). RCRA sets forth requirements for managing hazardous waste including mixed waste. 
Low-level mixed waste, some high-level waste, and some transuranic waste are mixed wastes and 
might be subject to RCRA. RCRA requires EPA to issue land disposal restrictions (40 CFR 268), 
which prohibit storage of hazardous and mixed wastes, except to facilitate proper recovery, treatment, 
and disposal. The Federal Facility Compliance Act (42 USC 6961 et seq.) amended RCRA to allow 
EPA and individual States to impose fines and penalties on Federal facilities for RCRA violations. 

Decisions about expenditures of Federal funds to address public health threats are made by Congress, 
which presumably considers such cost/benefit trade-offs as the commentor has noted. On its part, DOE 
has begun a "National Dialogue" initiative to provide a means for comprehensive discussion with 
government officials, regulatory authorities, and other interested organizations and public regarding the 
major materials, waste management, and cleanup decisions, DOE needs to make over the next few 
years. This dialogue, which is described in Volume I, Section 1.8.2, of the WM PEIS, will include 
public participation and input on national environmental restoration issues. 

Comment (4034) 
A true no action benchmark analysis would require DOE to acknowledge that the continued 
development, testing, and fabrication of nuclear weapons involves adding greater quantities of 
extremely dangerous materials that presently have no permanent disposal options, will remain 
dangerous for thousands of years, and will cause environmental, public health, and economic impacts. 

Response 
While the WM PEIS analyzes alternatives related to waste management act1v1t1es, the Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management PEIS, which is described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, 
analyzes the potential consequences to the environment if certain changes to the Nuclear Weapons 
Complex are implemented. 
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Comment (4067) 
In order to find real alternatives to "business as usual," DOE should analyze the impacts of radioactive 
waste that has been dumped into oceans to determine the effects on living creatures; this could be 
useful for long-term disposal plans. 

Response 
NEPA and CEQ regulations require Federal agencies to include in an EIS a discussion of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action. Agencies must provide sufficient information for each alternative 
to permit reviewers to evaluate the comparative merits of those alternatives. The NEPA process does 
not generally include an analysis of past actions. Rather, reasonable alternatives for proposed actions 
are considered. 

Ocean disposal is not an option that DOE is considering for this WM PEIS, and effects of ocean 
disposal of radionuclides on marine organisms, if any, is outside the scope of this PEIS. 

Comment (4071) 
DOE should end all production, distribution, and promotion of "agents of death." "A basic humanist 
view of ethics will prevent another tragedy like Hiroshima ... Because you do not respect the earth and 
life, many bad things manifest as people [lose] respect for life too." Domestic violence increases when 
people copy the "power trips" of their government leaders. 

Response 
The policies of the United States with regard to defense are set by Acts of Congress and Presidential 
authority. Issues related to defense policy and domestic violence are not within the scope of the 
WM PEIS. DOE is analyzing alternatives for achieving a downsized nuclear weapons complex (see the 
Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS described in Section 1. 8 .1). 

Comment (4277) 
Production and use of plutonium should be stopped, because the government cannot account for what is 
around now. 

Response 
Policy decisions regarding production and use of plutonium production and use are outside the scope of 
the WM PEIS. Plutonium is not considered a waste. Decisions relating to plutonium would be based 
on the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS described in Section 1.8.1 in 
Volume I of the WM PEIS. In addition, since plutonium is a special nuclear material, the DOE 
Safeguards and Security Program, described in Section 4.3.12 (Volume I), is used to protect and 
account for the amount in DOE's inventory. 

Comment (4402) 
DOE analyzes foreign wastes (from commercial power plants and/or defense wastes from around the 
world that will be managed by and within the United States by DOE) as a tangential matter and not a~. 
an integral part of DOE's waste management scheme, thus minimizing health risks and impacts on 
humans and the environment. DOE must concurrently analyze the management and impacts of foreign 
nuclear wastes with domestic DOE nuclear waste inventories in a new WM PEIS. 
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Response 
DOE does not accept wastes from foreign commercial power plants or defense wastes from "around the 
world." DOE does accept spent nuclear fuel from foreign research reactors. 

Comments relating to the acceptance of foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel into the United 
States are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. DOE issued the Final Foreign Research Reactor Spent 
Nuclear Fuel EIS in February 1996 (DOE/EIS-0218F) . Answers to the above questions can be found 
in that document. The Record of Decision was issued on May 13,i 1996, and identified the Charleston 
Naval Weapons Station in South Carolina and the Concord Naval Weapons Station in California as the 
ports of entry for receipt of the foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel. 

Comment (4431) 
A former employee of a DOE contractor asserted that he was terminated from working on the 
preparation of the WM PEIS due to his disclosures and efforts to include in the Draft PEIS certain 
environmental impacts at some DOE sites, environmental impacts of high-level waste treatment, and 
uncertainties in available information on these impacts. 

The commentor suggested that DOE: 

• Publicly acknowledge the inaccuracies in the WM PEIS and terminate whatever is left of the 
contract with MET A/Berger; 

• Hold new WM PEIS public hearings in Washington, D.C., so local interested parties will have an 
opportunity to participate without excessive travel costs; 

• Consider having the WM PEIS revisions administered by a widely respected institution independent 
of Argonne National Laboratory and, preferably, independent of DOE; 

• If the PEIS is to be restricted to waste management, republish it as a Draft PEIS, and not as a Final 
PEIS, to provide adequate opportunity for external review of the draft document; 

• Use new contractors and DOE personnel (who have been screened to ensure that they would be 
unlikely to tolerate coverups) to revise the Draft WM PEIS (or preferably create a PEIS for all of 
DOE) who understand models, uncertainties, and the information needed by administrators to make 
wise decisions; 

• Consider instituting an environmental security clearance procedure for all persons in DOE and on 
the staff of DOE contractors who have environmentally sensitive positions to screen out those who 
are likely to tolerate or institute coverups from positions where they may have an opportunity to 
behave in this way; 

• Offer backpay, expenses and secure, full-time employment to those who were working on the PEIS 
but were terminated for trying to prevent misleading characterizations of impacts; 

• Provide adequate funding, authority, resources and staff to the Secretary of Energy, the Assistant 
Secretary for Environmental Management, the Office of Contractor Employee Protection, and 
others in DOE who have responsibilities involving the prevention of coverups and misleading 
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characterizations of impacts by DOE, e.g., contractors and the protection of those who reveal 
coverups. 

Response 
As required by NEPA, public involvement plays a major role in the process that culminates in the 
issuance of a final EIS . It constitutes a major driver in delineating the scope of an EIS and in moving 
from a draft to a Final EIS, and serves as a vehicle of control and revision of inaccuracies where they 
occur. DOE views public response and acknowledgment of errors as part of its commitment to 
openness. 

Regarding the commentor's suggestions on how DOE should deal with its contractors, DOE supervises 
and provides guidance to its contractors to ensure that the final document is sound. As the Federal 
action agency, DOE is required by NEPA to retain ownership of the EIS process. Thus, DOE will 
apply the supervision and guidance aspect referred to in the comment to any organization it enlists to 
support its efforts. · 

DOE believes that the Draft WM PEIS met the requirements of the CEQ regulations and NEPA. 
Therefore, it is not necessary to revise and reissue the Draft WM PEIS for public comment. 
Substantial changes were made to the PEIS in response to public comments to improve the analysis and 
correct factual errors. 

The DOE Office of Contractor Protection is addressing the commentor's contention of wrongful 
termination. In addition to a DOE investigation, EPA conducted an independent investigation of the 
allegations made against DOE and its contractors, including MET A and Louis A. Berger and 
Associates, Inc., and determined that there was no evidence of a coverup or deliberate 
misrepresentation of data. META and Louis A. Berger and Associates, Inc., remain integral parts of 
the WM PEIS project team. 

Comment (4493) 
The human health impacts associated with DOE and EPA standards should have been summarized in 
Section 4.3 of the Draft WM PEIS. With a 70-year exposure at 100 mrem (the DOE standard), the 
lifetime probability of an individual contracting cancer would be 1 % . A 70-year exposure at 
10 millirem ( the EPA standard) would cause a O .1 % chance of cancer. Both values exceed the 1 in 
10,000 risk limit in CERCLA and RCRA regulations and guidelines, and exceed limits that would be 
acceptable to many members of the public. 

DOE should evaluate the possibility of changing its limit for multimedia exposure for the MEI, from 
100 mrem to 1 mrem, a value that would be consistent with a 1 in 10,000 cancer risk limit in EPA 
regulations and guidelines, as well as the (CERCLA) national Contingency Plan. In addition, using a 
multimedia exposure of 0.01 mrem to the MEI as a point of departure indicating a need for further 
reduction in exposure should be considered. A 0.01 mrem exposure over a lifetime would cause a one 
in one million risk of cancer and be consistent with the one in one million goal in the Clean Air Act of 
1990 and CERCLA rules and guidelines. These exposure limits should be considered in the WM PEIS, 
along with alternative timetables for compliance. 

15-15 



Volume V - Comment Response Document 

15. Out of Scope Comments 

Response 
It is not the purpose of the WM PEIS to evaluate EPA and DOE standards, or to evaluate the 
acceptability of health risks resulting from current conditions at DOE sites . Rather, the purpose of the 
WM PEIS is to show, on a relative basis, the impacts, including health risks, resulting from the 
proposed waste management alternatives . 
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GUIDE TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Individuals 

Burkhardt, Leonard 
Buxton, Michelle 
Calamia, Carolyn 
Campo, Jeannette E. 
Carmichael, Jean 

Carnevale, Marilyn 
Carr, Kathy 
Cartwright, Karen 
Chembryl, Fzoul 
Christensen, Neil 
Claffey, Jocelyn D. 
Cloutier, Richard E. 
Cohen, Arlene G. 
Conner, Phoebe 
Coots, Lou 

Copeland, Paul 

Corcoran, Mary 
Cornett, C. Lawrence 
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Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

14.2 (588) 
6.7 (25) 
3.5.1 (209), 12. (152), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
11. (24) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
15. (112) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.3 (141) 
3.5.4 (1952), 6.6 (1954), 10.2 (2634) 
3.5.10 (369), 4.1 (3404), 8.3 (2674), 
12. (2687) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
11. (24), 14.1 (371) 
3.5.1 (209), 6.7 (25), 8.3.2 (438) 
3.1 (4442), 3.2.3 (3212), 4.2 (4433), 
4.2 (4490), 4.2 (4492), 4.2 (4494), 4.2 (4495), 
4.2 (4506), 4.2 (4512), 4.2 (4513), 5.1 (4425), 
5.1 (4514), 5.2 (4417), 5.2 (4419), 5.2 (4426) , 
5.2 (4432), 5.2 (4443), 5.2 (4454), 5.2 (4468), 
5.2 (4474), 5.2 (4483), 5.2 (4488), 5.2 (4520), 
5.2 (4521), 5.2 (4526), 5.2 (4528), 5.2 (4530), 
5.2 (4531), 5.2 (4532), 5.2 (4533), 5.2 (4534), 
5.2 (4535), 5.2 (4536), 5.2 (4537), 5.2 (4538), 
5.2 (4539), 5.2 (4540), 5.2 (4547), 5.2.1 (4469), 
5.2.2 (4445), 5.2.2 (4473), 5.2.2 (4524), 
5.2.2 (4525), 5.2.2 (4544), 5.2.2 (4545), 
5.2.3 (4446), 5.2.3 (4476), 5.2.3 (4486), 
5.3 (4450), 5.3 (4455), 5.3 (4461), 5.3 (4516), 
5.3 (4542), 5.3 (4543), 5.3 (4549), 5.4 (4451), 
5.4.1 (4491), 5.4.1 (4519), 5.4.2 (4527), 
5.4.2 (45'.t9), 5.11 (4415), 5.11 (4471), 5.11 (4553) , 
5.11 (4554), 5.11 (4557), 5.11 (4558), 5.12 (4452), 
5.12 (4550), 6.2 (4448), 6.4 (4556), 6.6 (1670), 
6.6 (4453), 6.6 (4475), 7. (4435), 7. (4456), 
7. (4560), 7. (4561), 7. (4562), 7. (4563), 
8.1 (4457), 8.1 (4515), 8.1.4 (4423), 8.1.4 (4465), 
8.3 (4481), 8.3.1 (4460), 8.3.1 (4467), 9.2 (207), 
9.2 (4436), 9.2 (4439), 9.2 (4458), 10.2 (4466), 



GUIDE TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Individuals 

Cornett, C. Lawrence 

Curcio, John L. 
Daly, John 
Dastillung, Vicky 

Data, Joseph R. 
DeLuca, Lydia J. 
DeVoy, Tiffany 

DeVoy, Tiffany, Hearing 

Deen-Freemire, Joanne 

Degelman, Norman 
De!Barba, Connie 
De!Barba, Kris 
Dellamaria, Anne 
Deutscher, Ludell 

DiPietro, Frank S. 
Dian, Rudolph F. 
Dillard, Kirk W. 
Donahoo, Judy E. 
Dorfman, Kari 
Dortch, Jotilley 

Dostillung, Vicky 
Dulany, Susan S. 
Dunn, Pamela 

Dybala, Richard J. 
Dyson, Jessica, Hearing 

Eagan, James L. 

Ebins, Nancy 
Edsall, Jane 
Edwards-Cotter, Anne 
Ehlers, Betsy 

(Page 4 of 27) 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

11.1 (4421), 11.1 (4437), 11.2 (4463), 11.2 (4546), 
11.4 (1138), 11.4 (4464), 11.6 (4413), 12. (4427), 
13 .1 (4440), 15. (4431), 15. (4493) 
3.5.1 (209), 12. (152), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
8.1 (1087), 11.4 (1138), 11.4 (2710), 
14.6 (1615) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 5.11 (4375), 
6.6 (4148), 8.1 (3424), 8.3.1 (4235), 9.3 (3422), 
12. (152), 13.1 (4236), 15. (112), 15. (3412), 
15. (3426) 
3.6 (2215), 8.3.2 (2214), 12.2 (254), 
12.2 (1484), 12.2 (2217), 12.2 (2218) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5. 11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 
11. (24) 
3.5.7 (123), 6.7 (25) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 
5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 
6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 14.1 (371), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 15. (2257), 15. (2259) 
3.5.7 (123), 11.3 (237), 14.2 (588) 
3.5.10 (369), 5.1 (1159), 5.2 (1168), 
12. (152), 13.2 (1164) 
11.4 (160), 13.1 (158) 
14.1 (371), 15. (2701), 15. (2702) 
3.5.3 (1761), 8.1 (1087), 8.1.2 (3964), 
9.2 (207), 9.3 (3969), 9.3 (3976), 9.3 (3978), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.3 (141), 11. (2206), 12. (152), 
12.2 (363), 12.2 (1484) 
3.1 (220), 5.8 (219), 10.1 (221), 
10.1 (222), 15. (223) 
5.4 (1323) 
3.5.2 (541) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (206) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 



GUIDE TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Ehlers , Betsy 

Eldredge, Fran 

Individuals 

Ellington, Cletus M . 
Engelsman, Donna 
Englund , Charles 

Ericson, Stephanie 

Fabilli , Virginia 

Falotico, Pamela 
Fauci, Joanie 
Featherstone, John 
Fein, Anna 
Feldman, Edith W. 

Fields, Sharon 
Filer, William 
Fleming, Jack W. 
Forbes, Pam 
Forcella, Lauren S. 

Foreman, Shelby 
Foss , Louise 

Foulk, Robert 
Fraser, Jane 
Fratieola, Karen 
Freeman, Jennifer 
Freund, George A. 
Giambrone, Dominic 
Gillespie, Gretchen 
Graber, Jean W. 
Graffenius, Robert 
Gray , Barbara B. 
Gray , Dean 
Greco , Armando 
Green , Patricia 
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Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

6.1 (23), 6.1 (49) , 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25) , 
11. (24) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16) , 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19) , 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 
11. (24) 
6.4 (396), 15. (112) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.1 (2655), 3.5.1 (209), 3.5.1 (2650), 
3.5.1 (2654), 8.3.1 (2651) 
3.5.7 (123), 6.7 (25) , 12. (152) , 
12.2 (206) 
6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 11.3 (237), 
15. (198) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.3 (141) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5 .1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
11. (24) 
3.5.10 (369), 12.2 (206) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209), 6.1 (23) 
3.5.7 (123), 8.3.1 (176) 
3.5.10 (369) 
6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 8.3.2 (194), 
14.3 (157), 15. (154), 15. (188), 15. (198), 
3.5.1 (209), 6.3 (22) , 12.2 (206) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17) , 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 ( 49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
8.3.3 (1020), 11. (24) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 11.3 (237) 
11.1 (4421), 11.4 (2689), 14.2 (2690) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (206) , 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369), 14.1 (371) 
3.5.1 (209) . 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.7 (123), 5.2 (14) , 5.2 (16) , 
5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20) , 
5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84) , 



GUIDE TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

(Page 

Individuals 
-----------------------------------------------Green, Patricia 
Greenfield, Rebecca L. 
Grganto , Milan 
Gross , Ingrid 
Grove, Marjorie 
Guglietta, Peter 
Gurka, Becky 

Gurley, Worth 
Gustafson, Eric 

Hagon, Cindie 
Hahn, Dixie 
Hamilton, Ellie 

Harmon, Ann 

Hauge, Rosemarie 
Hayden, James E. 
Herbert, Patricia 

Hermer, Leonard 
Herrick, Nancy A. 

Hickey, Patricia 
Hinkelman, Daena 
Ho, Esther 
Holmgren, Rod 

Hostetler, Greg 

Hoye, Evelyn 
Huebsch, Jeffrey B. 
Hurd, Margaret 
Hynes, Vivian 
Iazzetto , Ross J. 
Illegible, Carle! 

Illegible 
Inderbitzer, Margaret 

6 of 27) 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 
-------------------------------------------------6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24) 

3.5.1 (209) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6.4 (396), 9.1 (2610), 15. (3412) 
3.4.1 (1926), 3.5.1 (209) 
3.3 (141), 3.3 (2345), 3.5.3 (2339), 
3.5 .8 (2337), 5.6 (2346), 5.6 (2351), 6.5 (2338), 
8.1.2 (2341), 8.1.3 (2343), 8.1.5 (2352), 
8.3.1 (2340), 11. (531), 11.2 (2347), 11.2 (2354), 
10.2 (2634), 15. (2631) 
3.5.1 (209), 5.2 (2777), 8.1 (1830), 
15. (2775) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6.3 (22) 
3.1 (36), 3.2.3 (39), 3.2.5 (41), 
4.3 (40), 5.2 (34), 5.3 (37), 8.3.1 (7), 8.3.1 (8), 
8.3.1 (10), 8.3.1 (11), 8.3.1 (33), 8.3.1 (35), 
11.2 (2), 11.2 (3), 11.2 (6) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 
6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369), 12. (152) 
3.1 (197), 6.7 (25), 6.8 (189), 
6.8 (191), 8.1 (195), 8.3 (185), 8.3.1 (2651), 
8.3.3 (199) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6. 7 (25), 8.3 .1 (2651), 11.3 (237), 
15. (198) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 11.3 (237) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.11 (122), 6.7 (25), 9.1 (265), 
3.5.4 (1952), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133) , 
6.6 (4148),; 15. (3412) 
6.7 (25), 8.3 .1 (2651) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 8.3.1 (4235), 
9.3 (3422), 12. (152), 13 .1 (4236), 15. (3412) , 
15. (3426) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.1 (13), 8.1 (4044) _ 



GUIDE TO COM1\1ENTS AND RESPONSES 

Irwin, Shirley 
Ivancevic, Dan 
Izett, Mary W. 

Jacobs, Sharon K. 

Individuals 

J anicijevic, Alexander 
Jeffers, Dawn J. 
Johnson, Betty G. 
Johnston, Sarah 
Jones, Francis R. 
Jones, Frank E. 

Jones, Gerry 
Jones, Jeffrey W. 

Jones, Lori 
Kalisik, Amelia 
Kanner, Pamela 
Kapustka, Dennis W. 
Kassi, Sharon 
Katsaros, John A. 
Kearney, Tim 

Keiser, LeRoy H. 
Kelly, Del 
Kelly, Gerald W. 
Kelly, Stephen S. 

Kennerley, Peggy 
Keplinger, Erin 

Kerrigan, Rosemary 
Kilchenman, Candace 

King, Joan 0. 

(Page 7 of 27) 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

11.5 (3780) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3 .5 .10 (369) 
3.5.10 (369) 
8.1.2 (1929) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 
5.2 (583), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.10 (20), 
5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.2 (84), 6. 7 (25), 
3.5.10 (369), 3.5.10 (4570) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 15. (188), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
8.1 (3424), 8.3 (3423), 9.3 (3422), 12. (152), 
15. (3412), 15. (3426) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) -
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 
5.2 (619), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 
5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 
6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24), 12. (152), 
15. (188) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
6.7 (4354), 8.1 (3424), 9.3 (3422), 12. (152), 
15. (3412), 15. (3426) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100): 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
5.12 (689), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 
6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 6.8 (189), 8.3.1 (2651), 
8.3.3 (691), 11. (24) 
3.6 (143), 6.7 (25), 6.7 (4572), 



GUIDE TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

King, Joan 0 . 
Klafeta, Lynn 
Kluglein, June 
Konrad , Colin 
Koss, Ginny 
Kozak, John W. 

Individuals 

Kramp, Geraldine A. 
Kramp, Geri 
Krefft, Robert 
Kudelka, Linda 
Kurley, Michael L. 
Laird, Jeanne 
Lamar, E . K. 
Lamb, Lorene 

Lamb, Ronald 
Larsen-Beville, Sherry 
Latvala, L. F. 
LeNeave, Billie J. 
LeTourneau, Edward A. 
Lee, James 

Lela, John 
Levigne, Joseph J. 
Levitt, Alda 
Lewis, George B. 
Lewis, Tommy 
Lindsay, Dorothy E. 
LoVirolo-Bhurhan, Judith 
Longo, Alice 
Losey, David C. 
Lukaszewski, Leon 

Maalem, Angelique 
MacDonald, A. 
Maciolek, Michelle 

Mack, Mary 
Mahler, Andy 
Malloy, Maureen 
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Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

14.1 (371) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.2 (541), 14.4 (1930) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (206) 
3.5.1 (1066) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 
5.2 (583), 5.5 (19), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
11. (24) 
12.2 (254) 
3.5.7 (123), 12.2 (254) 
8.3 .3 (57), 11.5 (56) 
3 .5 .10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173)', 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 8.1 (3424), 
8.3 (3423), 9.3 (3422), 12. (152), 15. (3412), 
15. (3426) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369), 15. (112) 
3.5.10 (369), 15. (112) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6.7 (25) 
15. (3412) 
11.3 (2718) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 
6.7 (25), 11. (24), 12. (152) 
3.5.1 (1295) 
8.3.1 (2651) 
4.2 (483), 5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 
5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24) , 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 



GUIDE TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Individuals 

Mannhaupt, Jean E. 
Mannhaupt, Jean E. 

Mareci, Norman V. 
Masters, Gwen 
Mateski, Andreja L. 
Mayka, Linda S. 
Mazzelle, Anne 
McDade, Elinor 
McDarnell, Cindy 
McGowan, Joan 
McGreal, Angela 
McKinney-Smith, Sarah 
Medek , Karen 
Menendez, Patrick 

Mengarelli, Marcia 
Michels, Jeanne 

Migas, Frances 
Miklos, Alison B. 
Mikolajczyk, Thomas F. 
Miller, Jane E. 
Miller, Shirley 
Miller, Shirley 
Mitchell, Adele 
Moore, Jennifer 

Moravik, Robert S. 
Morgan, Nick 

Moutvic, Charles 
Mueggenborg, Donald 
Mueller, Robert 
Muerto, Rolando 

Muszalski, James R. 
Naso, Joseph C. 
Nelson, Paul 

(Page 9 of 27) 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

12.2 (254) 
1. (3331), 3.1 (3332), 5.2 (3329), 
5.2 (3682), 8.1 (3328), 8.1 (3685), 8.3.1 (3330), 
11.4 (1138), 14.1 (3325), 14.1 (3681), 14.1 (3687) , 
14.1 (3688), 14.4 (2099), 15. (3324), 15. (3683) , 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.2 (541) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5 .1 (209) 
3.5 .1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
8.1 (3424), 8.3 (3423), 9 .3 (3422), 12. (152), 
15. (3412), ,15. (3426) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.3 (22), 
6. 7 (25), 11 . (24) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
8.1 (3424), 8.3 (3423), 12. (152), 15. (3412), 
15. (3426) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 8.1.5 (255), 12.2 (254), 
4.1 (251), 6.3 (22), 12.2 (206) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
11. (24), 15. (154) 
3.4.1 (71), 11.3 (1527) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
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Individuals Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

5.11 (4133), 12. (152), 15. (3412) Nelson, Paul 
Newsome, Susan 
Nix, Martin E. 
Novak, Richard F. 
Nurmela, Lillian 

O'Brien, Raymond J. 

O'Connor, Timothy R. 

0' Shea, Michael 
Obryk, Joseph E. 
Olanoff, Samuel 
Olson 
Orednick, J. P. 
Pardue, William M. 
Parisi, Mary Ann 

Patten, Jeff 
Patten, Vern 
Paull, A. 
Paulsen-Yackle, Julie 
Pawlak, John M. 

Pekich, Bob 
Penicka, J aromir M. 

Perisho, Darrell 
Perkins, Ellen 
Pilisuk, Phyllis E. 

Pittman, L. B. 
Polivka, Richard 
Polk, David 
Poteraske, John 
Potersake, S. 
Pratt, Paul W. 
Prochut, Dianna 
Puckett, A. B. 
Puckett, Alfred B. 
Puckett, Alfred B. 
Ray, Betty 

5.2.3 (1182), 15. (3412) 
15. (188) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.3 (141), 5.2 (14), 5 .2 (16), 
5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5 .10 (20), 
5. 11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 
6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6 .1 (49), 
6.3 (22), 6.6 (344), 6.7 (25) 
3.5.7 (123), 5 .2 (14), 5 .2 (16), 
5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 
6.2 (84), 6.7 (25), 11. (24), 14.1 (371), 
14.2 (588) 
3.4.1 (1869), 3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12. (152), 12.2 (254) 
11.2 (1), 11.2 (2) , 11.2 (3), 14.2 (4) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
8.1 (27) 
3.5.2 (541), 5.4 (410), 12.2 (206), 
14.1 (371) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
3.3 (1899), 12. (152), 15. (1897) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.3 (141), 3.5.8 (225), 8.3 (227), 
12.2 (206) 
15. (112) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209), 4.1 (3754), 
5 .2 (2327), 8.1 (1830), 14.1 (2324) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3 .5 .10 (369) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5 .2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 
6.1 (49), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 11. (24), 14.1 (371), 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (206) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3 .5 .10 (369) 
11.5 (3780) 
3.5.10 (369), 4 .1 (2138), 5 .2 (881), 
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Individuals 
-----------------------------------------------
Ray, Betty 
Rees, Dianne 
Reeves, Florence P. 

Rick, Doreen 
Ridenow, Brenda 
Righton, Walter C. 
Robbins, Don H. 

Roberts, Mary L. 
Rogers, Les 

Russell, May 
Salisbury, Diana 

Salisbury, Diana 
Sarnecki, Nancy L. 
Sarvey, Robert 

Sasso, Joseph T. 
Schlueter, Timothy 
Schott, Beatrice 

Schott, Ernest 

Schroeder, A. E. 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

8.3.1 (2651) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 
6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12. (152), 12.2 (206) 
5.5 (1796), 5.5 (1797), 8.3 .1 (1798), 
8.3.3 (1793) 
3.5.10 (369) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 
5.2 (180), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 
5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 
6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 11. (24) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.2.3 (3212), 3.6 (3931), 3.6 (3940), 
4.1 (3400), 4.1 (3949), 4.1 (3950), 4.1 (3960), 
4.1 (3961), 4.1 (3972), 4.1 (3977), 4.2 (3962), 
4.2 (3963), 5.1 (3956), 5.2 (3942), 5.2 (3991), 
5.2.1 (3992), 5.2.2 (3393), 5.2.2 (3945), 
5.2.2 (3982), 5.2.3 (3993), 5.2.3 (4006), 
5.2.4 (4002), 5.8 (3947), 5.9 (3984), 5.9 (3985), 
5.11 (3986), 5.11 (3999), 5.12 (3944), 5.12 (3946), 
5.12 (3965), 5.12 (3968), 5.12 (3970), 5.12 (4000), 
6.3 (22), 6.5 (4005), 6.6 (3948), 6.6 (3981), 
6.8 (3955), 8.1 (3746), 8.1 (3934), 8.1.1 (3987), 
8.1.1 (3988), 8.1.1 (3989), 8.1.3 (3941), 
8.1.3 (3995), 8.3.1 (3954), 8.3.1 (3990), 
8.3.1 (4003), 9.3 (3994), 11.3 (4018), 14.1 (4007), 
14.4 (3936), 14.4 (3937), 15. (3952) 
5.2 (4004), 11.6 (4001) 
3.5.1 (209), 12. (152), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.7 (123), 5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 
5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 5.10 (20), 6.3 (22), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
8.1 (3424), 8.1.4 (4304), 8.3.1 (4235), 9.3 (3422), 
13.1 (4236), 14.2 (1639), 15. (3412), 15. (3426), 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133) , 6.6 (4148), 8.1 (3424), 
8.3 (3423j, 9.3 (3422), 12. (152), 15. (3412), 
15. (3426) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
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Individuals Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

11. (24) Schroeder, A. E. 
Schultz, Shirley 
Scott, Doug 
Senauke, Laurie 
Seske, Helen 
Seyfert, Debra 
Sharka, Rodney E. 
Shepherd, Thomas 
Silvestri, Laurence A. 
Simester, Anita 
Simms, Lynn 

Simon, Ilyse 

Simon, Ilyse 

Simone, Chris 
Sitasz, John S. 
Smith, Alan W. 

Smith, Claire 

Smith, Diane J. 
Smith, William J. 

Snortum, Beth 

Sobotka, Frank 
Stavropoulos 
Stevens, Nancy 
Strong, Susan C. 
Sulhowski, Maureen 
Sullivan, Robert G. 
Swada, Gary 
Swires, Edmund B. 
Syphers, Grant 

Szela, Beth 
Szila, Michael G. 
Szymanski, Edward J. 

3.5 .1 (209) 
3.5.2 (541) 
6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 11.3 (237) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) ' 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (1934) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.1 (2317), 11.6 (425), 12. (152), 
14.1 (2374), 15. (2316) 
3.5.7 (123), 6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 
8.3.2 (2381) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
8.1 (3424), 8.3 (3423), 8.3.1 (4235), 9.3 (3422), 
11.3 (4020), 12. (152), 15. (3412), 15. (3426) , 
15. (4277) 
6.7 (25) 
3.5.1 (209), 5.5 (4574) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
8.1 (3424), 8.3 (3423), 9.3 (3422), 15. (3412), 
15. (3426) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5. 11 (3173), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 8.1 (3424), 
8.3 (3423), 12. (152), 15. (3412), 15. (3426) , 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (17), 5.5 (100), 5.11 (315), 
6.7 (25), 15. (314) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 
6.1 (49), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12. (152), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.7 (123), 6.7 (25), 14.1 (371) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 11.3 (1864), 12.2 (206) 
3.5 .1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17) , 5.9 (96), 
5.10 (20) , 5.11 (122), 6.1 (49) , 6.2 (84), 
6.7 (25), 15. (42) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
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Individuals 
-----------------------------------------------
Tackett, Elaine 
Takaro, Tim 

Thomas, Dennis 

Thompson, Kevin 
Thurlow, Andrew J. 

Tichman, Nadya 

Toms-Trend, Zimya 

Treacy, Terri 
Tsutsui, Michelle 

Uemura, Ruth 

Uhler, Anne 
Valek, Arlene F. 
Vasvery, Mary L. 

Vavruska, Joseph R. 
Viereck, Jennifer 

Wagner, Carol 
Waitley, David W. 
Wall, Kristine 
Wallis, David A. 
Wall rich, Paula J. 
Ward, Hilda J. 
Warton, Kathleen 
Weeren, Herman 

Weidner, Kathleen 
Weiss, Mary 
Wenzel , Frances 
Wes tart, Mary A. 
Weyers , John 
Whayne, Sue 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

3.5.12 (2715) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (4133), 8.1 (3424), 8.3 (3423), 9.3 (3422), 
12. (152) 
5.1 (724), 5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 
5.2 (17), 5.2 (727), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 
5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 
6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 11. (24), 
14.1 (371) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (206), 14.1 (371) 
3.2.3 (3212), 3.6 (3931), 6.6 (1783), 
12. (152) 
3.5.7 (123), 6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2651), 
11.3 (237) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3173), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 
6.6 (4324), 8.1 (3424), 8.3.1 (4235), 9.3 (3422), 
12. (152), 13.1 (4236), 15. (3412), 15. (3426), 
3.5.10 (369), 15. (112) 
5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.10 (20), 
5.11 (122), 6.7 (25), 11. (24) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3421), 
5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4133), 6.6 (4148), 9.3 (3422), 
12. (152), 13.1 (4236), 14.1 (371), 15. (3412), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 5.2 (2327), 12. (152), 
12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 5.2 (17), 5.5 (19), 
5.5 (100), 5.9 (96), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 
6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 6.2 (84), 6.3 (22), 6. 7 (25), 
11. (24) 
3.5.7 (123), 14.1 (371) 
3.5 .1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5 .1 (209), 12.2 (206) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3 .5 .10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.4 (166), 8.1 (164), 8.1 (476), 
11.2 (168) 
3.5 .1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5 .1 (209), 12.2 (206) 
3.5 .10 (369) 
3.5.10 (369) 
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Individuals Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

3.5.10 (369) Wheeler, Norma S. 
White, C. E . 
Wiggins, Georgia D. 
Wiltjer, Linda 
Winn, Judy 
Wyszynski, Paul 
Yuan, Lynn C. 

Zawacki, Edwardine 
Zizek, J . 
Zmrhal, Joan 

15. (274) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209), 3.5.1 (2654) 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (206), 15. (112) 
3.5.17 (555), 5.1 (543), 5.2 (562), 
5.2.2 (544), 5.2.2 (546), 5.2.2 (548), 5.2.2 (549), 
5.2.2 (550), 5.2.2 (551), 5.2.2 (553), 5.2.2 (556), 
5.2.2 (557), 5.2.2 (558), 5.2.3 (563), 5.2.3 (564), 
5.2.3 (565), 5.2.3 (566), 5.2.3 (570), 5.2.4 (568), 
5.2.4 (569), 5.2.4 (572) 
3.5.8 (109), 15. (112) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
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AFL-CIO; Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers 
Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association 
Allstate 
Brookeridge Homeowners Association 
Brookeridge Park District Board of Commissioners 
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

Burr Ridge, IL, Village of; Board of Trustees 
CA, State of; EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl 
CA, .State of; Energy Commission 

CA; Pombo, Richard W.; U.S. Congress 

CA; State of; Water Resour. Cntrl. Brd. 
Carriage Way West Homeowners Assoc., Inc. 
Citizen Alert Native American Program 

Citizens Against Ruining the Environment 
Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

3.3 (141) 
3.4.1 (2105), 3.5.2 (400), 3.5.2 (541) 
3.5.2 (541) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.2.5 (2860), 3.3 (141), 3.4.2 (520), 
3.5.2 (541), 3.5.2 (2813), 3.5.2 (2815), 3.5.2 (2850), 
3.5.2 (2856), 3.5.2 (2869), 3.5.2 (2965), 
4.1 (2078), 4.1 (2871), 4.1 (2876), 4.1 (2878), 
4.1 (2880), 4.1 (2892), 4.1 (2898), 4.1 (2901), 
4.1 (2906), 4.1 (2907), 4.1 (2908), 4.1 (2909), 
4.1 (2915), 4.1 (2916), 4.1 (2928), 4.1 (2948), 
4.1 (2958), 4.2 (2873), 4.2 (2911), 4.2 (4019), 
5.2 (2817), 5.2 (2862), 5.2 (2938), 5.2.2 (2800), 
5.2.2 (2830), 5.2.2 (2936), 5.3 (2904), 5.3 (2996), 
5.4 (2864), 5.4 (2940), 5.4 (2950), 5.4 (2951), 
5.4 (2980), 5.4.1 (2935), 5.4.1 (2944), 5.4.1 (2981), 
5.4.1 (2983), 5.4.1 (2984), 5.4.2 (2802), 
5.4.2 (2946), 5.5 (2954), 5.5 (2956), 5.5 (2987), 
5.7 (2819), 5.7 (2895), 5.11 (2820), 5.11 (2829), 
6.1 (2930), 8.1 (2807), 8.1.2 (2783), 8.1.3 (2780), 
8.3 (2274), 9.3 (2782), 9.3 (2814), 9.3 (2826), 
9.3 (3011), 9.3 (3012), 9.3 (3013), 10.1 (2795), 
10.1 (2796), 10.1 (2797), 10.2 (2842), 11. (2127), 
11.2 (2845), 11.2 (2846), 11.2 (2849), 11.2 (2852), 
11.2 (2903), 11.2 (2964), 11.2 (2967), 11.2 (2972), 
11.2 (2991), 11.2 (2993) 
3.1 (3338), 3.6 (1140), 3.6 (3333), 
5.4 (3345), 5.11 (3337), 5.11 (3343), 5.11 (4070), 
8.1 (3342), 8.1.2 (4069), 9.1 (3346), 11. (3336), 
11. (3341), 11.6 (4068), 12.2 (3334), 14.1 (3340), 
14.1 (3347), 14.3 (3339), 14.5 (3344), 15. (4067), 
15. (4071) 
3.5.1 (209), 3.5.1 (1885), 12.2 (254) 
3.4.2 (1665), 10.2 (1999), 10.2 (4058) 
3.4.2 (3243), 3.5.7 (123), 5.2 (3248), 
5.2 (3252), 5.2 (3257), 5.11 (1134), 6.6 (3239), 
8.1.3 (3254), 9.3 (3247) 
3.5.7 (123), 5.2 (180), 5.4.1 (179), 
5.7 (177) 
10.1 (2297) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.2.3 (3212), 3.6 (3931), 5.9 (511), 
8.2 (1108), 8.3.1 (3990), 11. (4032), 11.3 (4018), 
11.3 (4020), 11.3 (4025), 11.3 (4027) 
3.5.1 (209) 
4.3 (2029), 5.2 (14), 5.2 (16), 
5.2 (17), 5.2.4 (2031), 5.5 (19), 5.5 (100), 
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Organizations and Agencies 

Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning 
Clipper Exxpress Company 
Clipper Exxpress Company 
Coalition for Health Concerns 
Coalition for Health Concerns 

DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 

Darien, IL, City of 
Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

Diversified Scientific Services, Inc. 
Downers Grove,IL, Township of; 
DuPage Cnty., IL, Hlth. Dept., Brd. of Hlth. 
Dupage Cnty., IL; Cnty. Brd., Solid Wst. Mng. 
Egan & Associates, P.C. 

Energy Communities Alliance 

Envirocare of Utah, Inc. 
Equestrian Estates Homeowners Assoc. 
Fernald Atomic Trades and Labor Council 
Fernald Citizens Task Force 
Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

Grupe Communities, Inc. 

HI, State of; Benjamin J. Cayetano, Gov. 
Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm. 
Hanford Advisory Board 

Hanford Advisory Board, Hearing 

Hanford Watch, Hearing 

Heart of America Northwest 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

5.10 (20), 5.11 (122), 6.1 (23), 6.1 (49), 
6.2 (84), 6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (2026), 8.3.1 (2651), 
11. (24), 15. (198) 
4.1 (3269), 6.4 (396), 6.6 (3272) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
8.3 (2674), 14.1 (2374), 15. (188) 
3.5.10 (369), 3.5.10 (2228), 
8.3.1 (2175), 8.3 .1 (2651), 15. (2233) 
3.2.3 (915), 3.3 (141), 3.4.1 (917), 
6.7 (25), 6.7 (904), 6.8 (918) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2.2 (3255), 5.2.4 (3258), 6.7 (3249), 
8.3.3 (3253), 9.3 (3256), 11.4 (1138) 
6.8 (191) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
5.2.3 (3693), 5.2.3 (3695), 
5.2.3 (3698), 6.5 (3699), 6.6 (3696), 10.1 (3694), 
5.2.3 (3304), 5.7 (3299), 6.1 (49), 
6.5 (3288), 6.5 (3307), 6.6 (3309), 6.7 (3291), 
7. (3293), 8.3.1 (3294), 9.3 (1100), 9.3 (3282), 
12. (3297), 12. (3308), 13.1 (3306) 
6.8 (191) 
3.5.1 (209) 
9.1 (1107) 
3.5.3 (1761) 
3.3 (2328), 8.1 (2329), 8.1 (2332), 
8.1 (2336), 8.3.1 (2333), 10.1 (2331), 12. (2310), 
12. (2334) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.7 (123), 5.2 (180), 
5.2.1 (67) 
3.3 (141) 
3.4.1 (30), 3.4.1 (31), 6.1 (1819) 
3.5.4 (3166), 4.3 (3158), 5.11 (3167), 
8.3.2 (3161), 11.4 (3169), 13.2 (3170) 
3.2.4 (2256), 3.3 (2258), 3.5.4 (2260), 
11.4 (2244), 11.4 (2255) 
3.1 (2306), 3.6 (4045), 5.2 (2290), 
5.2 (2293), 5.2 (2300), 5.11 (2296), 6.5 (3139), 
8.1 (1652), 8.1.4 (2303), 8.3 .2 (2302), 10.1 (2287), 
10.1 (2297), 11. (2288), 12.2 (206), 13.1 (2304), 
14.8 (490) 
3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (2181), 
3.5.4 (3421), 3.5.4 (3715), 3.5.4 (3743), 
5.7 (3724), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (3736), 8.1 (3746), 
8.3.1 (3738), 8.3 .1 (3745), 9.2 (207), 9.3 (3729), 
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Heart of America Northwest 
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

Henderson Community College 
Hinsdale, IL, Village of; Village Board 
Hinswood Community Association 
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

11.4 (3750), 11.4 (3759) 
3.4.1 (2193), 3.5.4 (2181), 5.2 (2191), 
5.2.3 (2177), 5.7 (2188), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4375), 
8.1 (2172), 8.2 (1108), 9.3 (3422), 10.2 (2184), 
11.3 (2164), 11.3 (2174), 12. (152), 12.2 (4571), 
3.5.10 (369) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.1 (2416), 3.2 (2870), 3.2.1 (2436), 
3.2.2 (2867), 3.3 (141), 3.3 (530), 3.4.1 (2417), 
3.4.1 (4394), 3.5.5 (2583), 3.5.5 (2881), 
3.5.13 (2578), 3.6 (3931), 4.1 (2482), 4.1 (2487), 
4.1 (2490), 4.1 (2491), 4.1 (2492), 4.1 (2493), 
4.1 (2495), 4.1 (2496), 4.1 (2497), 4.1 (2499), 
4.1 (2599), 4.1 (2625), 4.1 (2865), 4.1 (2874), 
4.1 (2897), 4.2 (2450), 4.2 (2485), 4.2 (2494), 
4.3 (2435), 4.3 (2539), 4.3 (2541), 4.3 (2889), 
4.3 (2893), 4.3 (2896), 5.1 (2645), 5.1 (3369), 
5.1 (3406), 5.2 (2480), 5.2 (2503), 5.2 (2505), 
5.2 (2506), 5.2 (2507), 5.2 (2508), 5.2 (2509), 
5.2 (2510), 5.2 (2511), 5.2 (2512), 5.2 (2513), 
5.2 (2514), 5.2 (2515), 5.2 (2530), 5.2 (2628), 
5.2 (2630), 5.2 (2633), 5.2 (2635), 5.2 (2637), 
5.2 (2638), 5.2 (2639), 5.2 (2641), 5.2 (2642), 
5.2 (2643), 5.2 (3365), 5.2 (3370), 5.2 (3373), 
5.2 (3380), 5.2 (3381), 5.2 (3384), 5.2 (3385), 
5.2 (3390), 5.2 (3391) , 5.2 (3407), 5.2.1 (2542), 
5.2.1 (2617), 5.2.1 (2646), 5.2.1 (3383), 
5.2.2 (2447), 5.2.2 (2502), 5.2.2 (2532), 
5.2.2 (2533), 5.2.2 (2535), 5.2.2 (2572), 
5.2.2 (3367), 5.2.2 (3393), 5.2.3 (2411), 
5.2.3 (2648), 5.2.3 (2649), 5.2.3 (2657), 
5.2.3 (2660), 5.2.3 (2662), 5.2.3 (2663), 
5.2.3 (2667), 5.2.3 (2668), 5.2.3 (2669), 
5.2.3 (2670), 5.2.3 (2672), 5.2.3 (2673), 
5.2.3 (2675), 5.2.3 (2676), 5.2.3 (2677), 
5.2.3 (2679), 5.2.3 (3394), 5.2.4 (2565), 
5.2.4 (2566), 5.2.4 (2567), 5.2.4 (2573), 
5.2.4 (2608), 5.2.4 (2618), 5.2.4 (2623), 
5.2.4 (2647), 5.2.4 (2680), 5.2.4 (2683), 
5.2.4 (2685), 5.2.4 (2686), 5.2.4 (3388), 
5.2.4 (3389), 5.3 (2451), 5.3 (2454), 5.3 (2455), 
5.3 (2456), 5.3 (2457), 5.3 (2458), 5.3 (2459), 
5.3 (2460), 5.3 (2465), 5.3 (2468), 5.3 (2469), 
5.3 (2470), 5.3 (2471), 5.3 (2481), 5.3 (2483), 
5.3 (2484), 5.3 (2501), 5.3 (2516), 5.3 (2517), 
5.3 (2518), 5.3 (2519), 5.3 (2520), 5.3 (2521), 
5.3 (2523), 5.3 (2531), 5.3 (2536), 5.3 (2538), 
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ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 

IL, State of; Office of the Senate President 
IL; Meyer, Jim; St. Rep., 82nd Dist. 
Inland Real Estate Investment Corp. 
Island Closeup News Service 
KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

Kingery East Citizens Advisory Committee 
Kingery East Community Association 
Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

5.3 (2549), 5.3 (2550), 5.3 (2556), 5.3 (2557), 
5.3 (2558), 5.3 (2559), 5.3 (2560), 5.3 (2574), 
5.3 (2597), 5.4 (2528), 5.4 (2940), 5.4.1 (2449), 
5.4.1 (2537), 5.4.1 (2562), 5.4.1 (2564), 
5.4.2 (2526), 5.4.2 (2527), 5.6 (2473), 5.6 (2474), 
5.6 (2475), 5.6 (2479), 5.6 (2488), 5.6 (2498), 
5.7 (2489), 5.7 (2529), 5.7 (2888), 5.8 (2877), 
5.11 (2477), 5.11 (2547), 5.11 (2594), 5.11 (2595), 
5.11 (2624), 5.11 (2879), 5.12 (2544), 5.12 (3590), 
6.5 (2602), 6.6 (2653), 6.6 (2659), 6.6 (3397), 
6.7 (2568), 6.8 (191), 7. (2423), 8.1 (1830), 
8.1 (2431), 8.1 (2434), 8.1 (2439), 8.1.1 (2421), 
8.1.1 (2500), 8.1.2 (2440), 8.1.3 (2441), 
8.1.3 (2575), 8.1.3 (2576), 8.1.5 (2587), 
8.2 (2422), 8.3 (2274), 8.3.1 (2446), 8.3.1 (2552), 
8.3.1 (2555), 8.3.1 (2570), 8.3.1 (2581), 
8.3.1 (2589), 8.3.1 (2605), 8.3.1 (2606), 
8.3.2 (2540), 8.3.3 (2445), 9.1 (1107), 9.2 (207), 
9.2 (2415), 9.3 (2427), 9.3 (2437), 9.3 (2607), 
9.3 (2629), 10.1 (2438), 10.1 (2548), 10.1 (2584), 
10.1 (2652), 10.2 (1485), 10.2 (2426), 10.2 (4058), 
11.2 (2543), 11.2 (2545), 11.2 (2551), 11.2 (2569), 
11.2 (2620), 11.2 (2665), 11.2 (2682), 11.2 (2872), 
11.2 (3368), 11.2 (3386), 11.2 (3408), 11.2 (3409), 
11.2 (3410), 11.3 (2412), 11.3 (2718), 11.4 (2425), 
11.4 (2428), 11.4 (2571), 11.4 (2591), 11.4 (3690), 
14.3 (2891) 
3.4.1 (1826), 3.4.2 (520), 
3.5.1 (1831), 3.5.1 (1835), 3.5.1 (1838), 
4.1 (1829), 8.1 (1830) 
3.5.1 (209) 
12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
12.2 (206) 
3.3 (141), 3.3 (3201), 3.5.10 (3180), 
4.1 (3199), 4.2 (3193), 5.3 (3192), 6.8 (2171), 
8.1.1 (3189), 9.2 (3183), 9.3 (3185), 10.2 (3195), 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (2760), 6.1 (23), 8.3.3 (2759) 
3.2.3 (3212), 3.2.3 (3609), 
3.2.3 (3620), 3.2.3 (3633), 3.5.4 (1952), 
3.6 (3599), 4.3 (3603), 5.1 (3618), 5.1 (3650), 
5.2 (3574), 5.2 (3577), 5.2 (3584), 5.2 (3596), 
5.2 (3635), 5.2 (3636), 5.2 (3637), 5.2 (3639), 
5.2 (3642), 5.2 (3645), 5.2 (3646), 5.2 (3647), 
5.2 (3648), 5.2 (3649), 5.2.2 (3644), 5.2.3 (3566), 
5.2.3 (3578), 5.2.3 (3579), 5.2.3 (3595), 
5.2.3 (3612), 5.2.3 (3634), 5.2.3 (3666), 

----- -
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Kw anitew k NATIVE Resource/Network 

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

Laywood Alliance 
League of Women Voters of Washington, Hearing 

Lemont Township 

Lemont, IL, Village of 
Lemont, IL, Village of; Off. of the Mayor 
MD, State of; Dept. of the Environ., WM Admin. 
Manorville Taxpayers Association, Inc. 
Mastic Acres Civic Assoc. 
Military Production Network 

NC, State of; Wildlife Resources Commission 
NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection 
NM, State of; Environment Department 

NTS Community Advisory Board 

NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog. 

NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 

- ---------'--'-"-- - -

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

5.2.3 (3668), 5.2.3 (3669), 5.2.3 (3670), 
5.2.3 (3671), 5.2.3 (3673), 5.2.3 (3675) , 
5.2.4 (3674), 5.4 (3593), 5.9 (511), 5.11 (3571), 
5.11 (3573), 5.11 (3575), 5.11 (3691), 5.12 (3567), 
5.12 (3576), 5.12 (3582), 5.12 (3585), 5.12 (3586), 
5.12 (3587), 5.12 (3588), 5.12 (3590), 5.12 (3591), 
5.12 (3592), 5.12 (3594), 5.12 (3662), 6.3 (22), 
6.5 (3619), 6.6 (3613), 6.6 (3615), 6.6 (3616), 
6.6 (3667), 6.6 (3672), 6.6 (3676), 7. (3658), 
8.1.3 (3597), 8.1.3 (3598), 8.1.3 (3601), 
8.1.3 (3602), 8.1.3 (3605), 8.1.3 (3606), 
8.1.3 (3608), 8.1.3 (3614), 8.1.3 (3622), 
8.1.3 (3623), 8.1.3 (3624), 8.1.3 (3625), 
8.1.3 (3632), 8.1.3 (3995), 8.1.4 (3692), 
8.3.1 (3611), 8.3.1 (3640), 9.1 (3652), 9.2 (3656), 
9.3 (3655), 11. (3661), 11. (3677), 11.1 (3654), 
11.2 (3610), 11.2 (3638), 11.2 (3641), 11.3 (3617), 
11.3 (3689), 11.4 (3680), 11.4 (3690), 13 .2 (3659), 
15. (3664), 15. (3678), 15. (4034) 
5.9 (511), 5.11 (4400), 8.2 (1108), 
8.3.1 (3990), 9.2 (207), 9.2 (4458), 11. (4032), 
11. (4410), 11.1 (4408), 11.3 (4018), 11.4 (3925), 
11.4 (4403), 11.4 (4407), 12. (4412), 15. (4402), 
3.3 (141), 3.5.2 (541) 
6.4 (396), 9.1 (2250), 14.1 (4007), 
14.2 (1639), 15. (2251) 
3.5.1 (209), 4.3 (1177), 5.2 (384), 
14.4 (1176) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.1 (209) 
13.1 (552), 13.2 (554) 
3.3 (141) 
3.5.2 (541) 
3.6 (1140), 5.11 (1134), 10.1 (1146), 
11.1 (4421), 11.4 (1138), 14.8 (490) 
3.1 (1147), 3.3 (141), 3.5.4 (1148) 
5.11 (1360), 5.11 (1361), 8.1.2 (1358) 
3.1 (3552), 3.3 (3556), 3.3 (3557), 
3.3 (3559), 3.3 (3958), 9.3 (3282), 11.2 (3550), 
11.4 (3553) 
6.4 (396), 6.6 (2309), 11.4 (2301), 
12. (2310), 13.2 (2305), 14.2 (1639) 
3.2.2 (1672), 6.6 (1670), 8.3.3 (1674), 
9.3 (1664), 10.1 (1673), 11.4 (1662), 11.4 (1667), 
12. (152), 13.1 (1668) 
3.3 (141), 3.5.8 (1803), 5.2.3 (1807), 
5.11 (1811), 6.3 (22), 6.4 (396), 8.2 (1108), 
10.1 (1816) , 10.2 (1817), 10.2 (1999), 15. (1818), 
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NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv. 3.5.2 (541), 4.2 (4017), 4.2 (4019), 
5.11 (4021), 8.1 (4015) 

NY; Forbes, Michael P.; U.S. Congress 3.3 (141), 3.5.2 (541) 
National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 3.2.3 (3212), 3.6 (3931) , 5.9 (511), 

8.1.4 (3929), 8.2 (1108), 8.3.1 (3990), 9.3 (3930), 
11. (4032), 11.3 (4018), 11.4 (3925) 

National Congress of American Indians 5.9 (511), 5.9 (4014), 5.12 (4008), 
5.12 (4010), 6.3 (22), 10.3 (4009) 

Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off 3.5.8 (3311), 5.2 (3287), 5.2.3 (3304) , 
5.8 (3301), 5.8 (3302), 5.12 (3295), 6.4 (396), 
6.5 (3288), 6.5 (3307), 6.6 (3309), 6.7 (3291), 
9.3 (1100), 9.3 (3282), 11.2 (3285), 12. (3308), 
13.1 (3861) 

OH, State of; EPA 3.2.1 (3017), 4.1 (3003), 4.1 (3008), 
4.1 (3038), 4.2 (3005), 4.2 (3007), 5 .1 (3060), 
5.2 (3016), 5.2.2 (3018), 6.8 (191), 9.3 (3019), 
11.2 (3015) 

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 3.5.4 (3166), 6.4 (396), 8.3.3 (389), 
10.1 (392), 10.1 (2297), 11.4 (2318), 14.1 (379), 
14.6 (386) 

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 3.5.4 (1952), 3.5.4 (3166), 4.1 (3196), 
4.1 (3200), 4.1 (3204), 4.2 (3194), 4.2 (3197) , 
4.2 (3225), 5.2 (3229), 5.2 (3231), 5.2.2 (3182), 
5.2.2 (3235), 5.2.2 (3246), 5.2.3 (3126), 
5.2.3 (3128), 5.2.3 (3206), 5.2.3 (3208), 
5.2.3 (3210), 5.2.3 (3215), 5.5 (3177), 5.7 (3242) , 
5.8 (3238), 5.9 (511), 5.9 (3226), 5.9 (3230), 
5.11 (1134), 5.11 (3173), 6.6 (3209), 6.6 (3217) , 
6.6 (3221), 7. (2270), 7. (3203), 9.2 (3183) , 
9.3 (3244), 10.1 (3187), 11. (4410), 11.4 (2318), 
11.4 (3174), 12. (152), 12.1 (3172), 12.2 (3186), 

OR, State of; Dept. of Energy, Hearing 3.3 (141), 3.4.2 (2240), 3.5.4 (2238), 
4.1 (3196), 5.2.3 (2230), 5.9 (511), 5.11 (3411) , 
5.12 (2236), 10.1 (392), 11. (1113), 11.4 (2244) , 
11.4 (2245), 11.4 (2318), 12.2 (365), 14.1 (379), 
14.6 (386), 15. (2226) 

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 3.4.1 (2949), 3.5.9 (1871), 5.1 (2914), 
5.1 (2929), 5.2 (2900), 5.2 (2921), 5.2 (2924), 
5.2.2 (2941), 5.2.2 (2947), 5.11 (2595), 6.5 (2927), 
6.5 (2931), 6.5 (2939), 8.1 (2905), 8.1 (2910), 
8.1 (2937), 8.1.1 (2953), 8.1.3 (2957), 8.2 (1108), 
8.3 (2926), 8.3.3 (2913), 9.3 (3282), 10.1 (2297), 
10.1 (2923), 11.2 (2919), 11.4 (133), 12. (152) , 
13.1 (2966), 13.1 (2974), 13.1 (2975), 13.1 (2985), 
13.1 (2992), 13.2 (2969), 13.2 (2971), 13.2 (2990), 
13'.2 (2995), 15. (2989) 

Phoenix Environmental Corporation 11.4 (133) 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Hearing 7. (2270), 8.1 (2269), 8.2 (2267), 
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Physicians for Social Responsibility, Hearing 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

Rocky Mountain Peace Center 

SC, State of; Off. of the Gov.; Grant Services 
SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

Save Our World 
Sawmill Creek Homeowners Association 
Southwest Research and Information Center 

Southwest Riverview Homeowners Civic Assoc. 
Southwest Riverview Homeowners Civic Assoc. 
Stone Environmental Engineering Services, Inc. 
Suffolk Cnty., NY; Water Authority 
Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 
-------------------------------------------------

8.3 (2274), 8.3.1 (2272), 11.3 (2261), 11.3 (2263), 
11.4 (2264) 
2. (3352), 3.1 (3349), 3.1 (3350), 
3.1 (3351), 3.5.10 (369), 4.1 (2138), 4.1 (3374), 
4.1 (3375), 4.1 (3379), 4.1 (3398), 4.1 (3399), 
4.1 (3400), 4.1 (3404), 4.2 (3403), 5.2 (3357), 
5.2 (3362), 5.2 (3363), 5.2 (3377), 5.4.2 (3364), 
5.5 (3366), 5.11 (3353), 5.11 (3354), 5.11 (3355), 
5.11 (3356), 5.11 (3376), 6.3 (3371), 6.6 (3402), 
9 .1 (3359), 9 .2 (207), 11.2 (2), 11.4 (1138), 
3.1 (3268), 3.2.3 (3212), 
3.5.13 (3260), 3.5.13 (3267), 4.1 (3265), 
8.1 (3262), 8.3 (3270), 8.3.2 (3271), 9.3 (3282), 
11.2 (2), 11.4 (3276), 12. (152) 
3.2.3 (3212), 3.5.13 (3218), 
3.6 (3214), 6.5 (3227), 8.1 (3262), 8.1.3 (1758), 
8.3 (3222), 11. (3228), 14.2 (1639), 14.2 (1784), 
3.1 (542) 
3.2.3 (2385), 3.2.3 (2405), 
3.2.4 (2407), 4.1 (2387), 5.2 (2386), 5.2 (2388), 
5.2 (2398), 5.2 (2400), 5.2.2 (2393), 5.11 (1134), 
5. 11 (2391), 5.12 (2384), 6.7 (2390), 8.1 (2392), 
8.1.4 (2406), 8.1.5 (2404), 11.2 (2), 11.2 (2410), 
11.3 (2403), 11.3 (2409), 12. (2402) 
3.5.2 (541), 15. (188) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.2.3 (3146), 3.2.3 (3148), 
3.2.3 (3150), 4.1 (3153), 5.2.1 (3151), 5.2.2 (3147), 
5.11 (1134), 5.11 (3143), 5.11 (3154), 5.11 (3155), 
5.11 (3548), 8.1.4 (3145), 8.3.1 (3149), 10.1 (3152), 
11.1 (4421) 
3.5.1 (209), 12.2 (254) 
3.5.1 (209) 
6.8 (191) 
3.3 (141), 3.5.2 (541) 
3.4.1 (71), 3.5.2 (541), 4.1 (2078), 
5.3 (579), 5.4.1 (577), 5.11 (122), 12.2 (254), 
3.4.2 (1744), 3.5.9 (1693), 
3.5.9 (1697), 3.5.9 (1871), 4.1 (1718), 4.1 (1726), 
f 1 (1729), 4.2 (1710), 4.2 (1724), 5.2 (1735), 
5.2.1 (1702), 5.2.2 (1675), 5.2.2 (1678), 
5.2.2 (1680), 5.2.2 (1681), 5.2.2 (1706), 
5.2.2 (1733), 5.2.2 (1736), 5.2.2 (1738), 
5.3 (1720), 5.3 (1745), 5.3 (1750), 5.4 (2940), 
5.4.1 (1746), 5.6 (1722), 5.11 (1361), 5.11 (1737), 
5.11 (1751), 5.11 (1874), 5.12 (1714), 6.8 (191), 
8.1.1 (1688), 8.1.2 (1747), 8.1.3 (1748), 
8.1.5 (1749), 8.3 (1743), 10.2 (1999), 11.2 (1687), 

:i. ._ 
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TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
TN; State of; Don Sunquist, Gov. 

TX, State of; Office of the Governor 
Tartan Ridge of Burr Ridge Community Assoc. 
The Lake-in-the-Woods, CAM 
The Woodlands of Darien Condominium Assoc. 
Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office 
U.S . Dept. of Hlth & Human Serv., Pub. Hlth. Serv. 
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

U.S. EPA, Region X 

VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qlty. 

W. Shoshone Nat. Council, Nuc. Waste Prog. 
WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

L __ -

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

11.2 (1716), 11.4 (1690) 
3.5.9 (1871), 5.2.2 (1675) , 
5.11 (1874) 
3.5.11 (3236) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.1 (209) 
3.5.7 (123), 5.4.1 (179), 6.6 (344) 
5.2 (892) 
3.2.5 (2034), 3.2.5 (2036), 
3.2.5 (2039), 3.2.5 (2040), 3.4.1 (1986), 
3.5.2 (2090), 5.1 (2056), 5.2 (2072), 5.2.1 (1985), 
5.2.2 (3393), 5.4.1 (2064), 5.4.2 (2085), 
5.5 (2077), 5.11 (2082), 5.12 (3594), 6.5 (2032), 
6.7 (25), 8.1 (2079), 8.1.1 (2002), 8.1.1 (2003), 
8.1.5 (2038), 8.3 .1 (2011), 8.3.1 (2014), 
8.3.1 (2016), 10.1 (2061), 10.1 (2063), 10.2 (1999), 
11 .2 (2055) 
3.4.1 (2847), 5.2 (2816), 5.2 (2827), 
5.2 (2831), 5.2 (2833), 5.2 (2834), 5.2 (2836), 
5.2 (2838), 5.2.2 (2835), 5.2.2 (3393), 5.3 (2818), 
5.3 (2844), 5.5 (2851), 5.5 (2853), 5.7 (2812), 
6.5 (2821), 6.8 (191), 8.1 (2823) , 8.1.5 (2855), 
8.3.1 (2848), 9.3 (2809), 11.2 (1716), 11.2 (2840), 
14.3 (2825) 
3.3 (141), 5.3 (1824), 5.4 (1822), 
6.1 (1819), 10.1 (1821) 
10.3 (1643), 10.3 (3315) 
4.1 (3041), 4.1 (3043), 4.1 (3048), 
4.1 (3053), 4.1 (3077), 4.1 (3544), 5.5 (2954), 
5.5 (3095), 5.5 (3564), 5.7 (3085), 5.7 (3554) , 
5.11 (3093), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (3548), 11.2 (3057) , 
1. (3036), 3.5.4 (3088), 4.1 (1554), 
4.1 (3038), 4.1 (3040), 4.1 (3041), 4.1 (3043), 
4.1 (3046), 4.1 (3047), 4.1 (3048), 4.1 (3052), 
4.1 (3053), 4.1 (3072), 4.1 (3077), 4.1 (3115), 
4.1 (3116), 4.1 (3117), 4.1 (3120), 4.1 (3544), 
4.2 (3039), 4.2 (3050), 5.1 (3027), 5.1 (3033), 
5.1 (3060), 5.1 (3102), 5.1 (3108), 5 .1 (3650), 
5.2 (3026), 5.2 (3029), 5.2 (3073), 5.2.2 (3068), 
5.2.2 (3080), 5.2.3 (3110), 5.2.3 (3121), 
5.2.3 (3122), 5.2.3 (3125), 5.2.3 (3126) , 
5.2.3 (3128), 5.2.3 (3130), 5.2.3 (3131), 
5.2.3 (3140), 5.2.4 (3081), 5.3 (3025) , 5.3 (3061), 
5.3 (3103), 5.3 (3104), 5.4 (3106), 5.4 (3107), 
5.4 (3109), 5.4.1 (3075) , 5.4.1 (3084), 5.5 (2954), 
5.5 (3069), 5.5 (3112), 5.5 (3366), 5.6 (3113), 
5.7 (3067), 5.7 (3071), 5.7 (3085) , 5.7 (3554), 
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Organizations and Agencies Comment/Response Index Location(s) 
----------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------
WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 5.8 (3044), 5.9 (3083), 5.9 (3087), 5.9 (3089), 

5.9 (3114), 5.9 (3118), 5.9 (3119), 5.11 (1134), 
5.11 (3093), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (3548), 5.12 (3138), 
5.12 (4010), 6.1 (3129), 6.5 (3066), 6.5 (3139), 
6.6 (3123), 6.6 (3124), 6.6 (3127), 6.6 (3217), 
6.8 (191), 6.8 (3063), 7. (3094), 8.1 (3032), 
8.1 (3079), 8.3 .1 (3133), 8.3 .1 (3134), 8.3.1 (3135), 
8.3.1 (3136), 8.3.1 (3137), 9.2 (207), 9.2 (3183), 
9.3 (3082), 9.3 (3096), 9.3 (3097), 9.3 (3098), 
9.3 (3099), 9.3 (3100), 9.3 (3422), 10.1 (2297), 
11. (3023), 11. (3035), 11.2 (3042), 11.2 (3057), 
11.2 (3058), 11.2 (3062), 11.4 (3034), 11.4 (4339), 
13.1 (3028), 13.2 (4335), 14.2 (1639) 

WA, State of; Dept. of Health 5.3 (1775), 10.1 (2297), 11. (1773), 
13.1 (1772) 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 3.1 (4053), 3.5.7 (123), 3.5.7 (4048), 
3.5.7 (4062), 3.6 (4045), 5.2 (4033), 5.2 (4039), 
5.7 (4061), 6.7 (25), 8.1 (4038), 8.1 (4044), 
8.1 (4046), 8.1 (4065), 9.2 (4047), 9.3 (3247) , 
9.3 (3282), 10.2 (4058), 11. (4052), 11.3 (1527), 
11.4 (1138), 11.4 (4028), 11.4 (4037), 11.4 (4051), 
12. (4054), 14.1 (4035), 14.1 (4036), 15. (4030), 
15. (4034) 

Women 's Internat. League for Peace and Freedom 14.3 (1577) 
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Hearings Comment/Response Index Location(s) 
----------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------
Aiken, SC 3.2.3 (190), 3.3 (141), 3.5.15 (182), 

3.6 (196), 3.6 (1140), 6.5 (200), 8.3.1 (186) , 
8.3.1 (202), 9.2 (207), 15. (204) 

Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 3.3 (141), 3.4.1 (71), 3.4.1 (3782), 
3.4.2 (520), 3.4.2 (3921), 3.5.1 (209) , 3.5.1 (1833), 
3.5.1 (3752), 3.5.1 (3915), 4.1 (3727), 4.1 (3754), 
4.1 (3763), 4.1 (3910), 4.2 (3757), 4.2 (3781), 
4.2 (3787), 4.2 (3859), 4.2 (3876), 4.2 (3913), 
5. (3785), 5.1 (3804), 5.2 (3755), 5.2 (3758), 
5.2 (3776), 5.2 (3802), 5.2 (3880), 5.2 (3881), 
5.2 (3884), 5.2 (3902), 5.2 (3905), 5.2 (3906) , 
5.2.2 (3783), 5.2.4 (3779), 5.2.4 (3909), 
5.3 (3857), 6.1 (49), 6.1 (3711), 6.1 (3897), 
6.1 (3919), 6.2 (3716), 6.3 (22), 6.6 (3872), 
6.7 (2568), 8.1 (1830), 8.1 (3740), 8.1.1 (3761), 
8.1.2 (3796), 8.1.3 (3808), 8.1.3 (3923), 
8.3 (2274), 8.3.1 (3773), 8.3.1 (3775), 8.3.1 (3912), 
8.3.3 (3741), 8.3.3 (3742), 8.3.3 (3771), 
9 .1 (3807), 9 .1 (3856), 9 .2 (3717), 10.1 (3784), 
11 . (2222), 11 .2 (3767), 11.2 (3822), 11.2 (3875), 
11.2 (3917), 11.3 (3766), 11.5 (3780), 12. (3886), 
12.2 (3774), 12.2 (3797), 12.2 (3914), 13.1 (3786) , 
13.1 (3799), 13.1 (3861), 13.1 (3901), 13.1 (3922), 
13.2 (3770), 13.2 (3794), 13.2 (3795), 13.2 (3801), 
13.2 (3805), 13.2 (3908), 13.3 (3789), 13.3 (3792), 
14.1 (4007), 14.2 (3850), 14.2 (3854), 14.2 (3862) , 
14.2 (3900), 14.6 (3800), 15. (3888) 

Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 3.1 (391), 3.3 (141), 3.4.2 (520), 
3.5.1 (209), 3.5.1 (458), 3.5.1 (465), 3.5.1 (471), 
5.2 (384), 6.3 (22), 6.7 (25), 8.1 (1830), 
8.3 .1 (467), 12. (152), 12.2 (206), 13.2 (466), 
14.8 (490) 

Arvada, CO 3.1 (1762), 3.3 (141), 3.3 (1760), 
3.5.8 (1759), 3.5.13 (1764), 3.5.13 (1778), 
3.5.13 (3218), 4.2 (1707), 4.2 (1780), 4.3 (1731), 
5.2 (1728), 5.2 (1752), 5.2.1 (1723), 5.2.2 (1713), 
5.2.2 (1753), 5.4.1 (1727), 6.7 (25) , 8.1 (1652) , 
8.1.3 (1758), 8.3 (1725), 8.3 (1769), 8.3 (1774) , 
8.3 (1788), 8.3.1 (1523), 8.3.1 (1694), 8.3.1 (1721) , 
8.3.1 (2651), 8.3.2 (1782), 8.3.3 (1730), 
8.3.3 (1754), 9.1 (2146), 9.3 (1689), 9.3 (1696), 
11. (531), 11.2 (1719), 11.3 (1755), 12. (152), 
12. (2310), 12.2 (206), 12.2 (254), 12.2 (1484), 
13.3 (1756), 14.2 (1784), 14.2 (1791), 14.2 (1794) , 
15. (1692), 15. (1695) 

Brookhaven, NY 3.1 (2113), 3.2.2 (2048), 3.3 (141), 
3.4.1 (71), 3.4.1 (2105), 3.5.2 (541), 3.5.2 (2109), 
3.5.17 (4444), 4.1 (2078), 4.1 (2909), 4.2 (2102), 
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Hearings Comment/Response Index Location(s) 
----------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------
Brookhaven, NY 4.3 (2129), 5.2 (2095), 5.2 (2938), 5.2.4 (2136), 

5.4 (374), 5.8 (219), 5.11 (2091), 5.12 (2087), 
5.12 (2144), 6.6 (2054), 6.7 (25), 6.7 (2045), 
8.1 (2140), 8.1 (2142), 8.1.5 (2118), 8.3.1 (2117), 
9.1 (2121), 9.2 (2059), 10.1 (2297), 10.2 (1485), 
11. (2127), 11.4 (2147), 11.5 (3780), 11.6 (2149), 
12. (2151), 12.2 (206), 14.1 (371), 14.1 (2131), 
14.2 (2068), 15. (2134) 

Fernald, OH 3.4.2 (520), 8.1 (1087), 8.1 (1105), 
8.1.2 (1089), 8.2 (1108), 8.3.1 (1117), 9.1 (1107), 
9.3 (1100), 11. (1113), 11. (1114), 11.3 (1109), 
11.3 (1112), 11.3 (1116), 11.4 (133), 11.4 (1103), 
12.2 (206), 13.2 (1115) 

Idaho and Boise, ID 3.3 (141), 3.3 (530), 3.4.1 (528), 
3.5.5 (537), 5.7 (523), 5.9 (511), 5.9 (532), 
6.2 (534), 6.8 (191), 8.3.1 (525), 9.3 (517), 
11. (531), 11.2 (2), 11.2 (519), 11.3 (398), 
11.4 (509), 12.2 (1484), 13.2 (536), 13.2 (538), 

Las Vegas, NV 3.1 (1570), 3.1 (1638), 3.4.1 (1650), 
3.5.8 (225), 3.5.8 (1588), 3.5.8 (1627), 3.6 (1621), 
3.6 (1636), 4.1 (1644), 4.2 (1626), 5.2 (1613), 
5.2.1 (1583), 5.9 (511), 5.9 (532), 6.6 (1607), 
6.6 (1618), 6.6 (1624), 6.6 (1629), 6.6 (1645), 
6.6 (1647), 6.6 (1651), 6.6 (1670), 6.6 (3272), 
6.7 (25), 6.7 (1608), 8.1 (1584), 8.1 (1652), 
8.3.2 (1646), 9.2 (207), 10.3 (1643), 11.4 (133), 
11.4 (1611), 11.4 (1614), 11.6 (1632), 11.6 (1648), 
12. (152), 12.2 (254), 12.2 (1576), 12.2 (4568), 
13.1 (1605), 13.1 (1633), 13.1 (1634), 13.2 (1578), 
13.2 (1630), 14.1 (371), 14.1 (1620), 14.1 (1623), 
14.2 (1639), 14.4 (1568), 14.5 (1649), 14.6 (1615), 
14.7 (1640), 15. (1641) 

Oak Ridge, TN 3.4.2 (520), 5. (499), 5.2 (494), 
5.2.1 (493), 5.2.2 (478), 5.2.2 (498), 5.3 (512), 
5.4.2 (474), 5.11 (1361), 6.5 (505), 6.5 (3139), 
6.7 (25), 6.8 (191), 8.1 (476), 8.1 (2910), 
8.1.2 (495), 8.2 (1108), 8.3.1 (507), 8.3.1 (514), 
8.3.3 (506), 9.2 (207), 9.3 (488), 11.2 (3550), 
11.4 (489), 11.4 (508), 14. 7 (522), 14.8 (490), 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 3.1 (1147), 3.1 (2148), 3.4.2 (520), 
3.5.10 (369), 3.5.10 (2180), 3.5.12 (2076), 
3.5.12 (2093), 4.1 (2130), 4.1 (2138), 4.1 (2216), 
4.2 (2101), 4.2 (2145), 4.2 (2192), 4.2 (2212), 
5.1 (2197), 5.2 (1752), 5.2 (2135), 5.2 (2161), 
5.2 (2163), 5.2 (2168), 5.2 (3377), 5.2.1 (2137), 
5.2.2 (2106), 5.4.2 (2202), 5.5 (2199), 5.6 (2086), 
5.11 (2194), 6.2 (2084), 6.7 (25), 6.8 (2171), 
8.1 (2154), 8.1 (2155), 8.1.1 (2074), 8.1.2 (2080), 
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Hearings 
-----------------------------------------------
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Santa Fe, NM 

Tracy, CA 

Comment/Response Index Location(s) 

8.1.3 (2071), 8.3.1 (2110), 8.3 .1 (2175), 
8.3.1 (2651), 9.1 (2096), 9.1 (2146), 9.3 (2190), 
11. (531), 11. (2222), 11.4 (2189), 11.5 (2157), 
11.6 (2160), 12. (2187), 12. (2310), 12.2 (206), 
12.2 (254), 13.3 (1756), 13 .3 (2208), 14.1 (2374), 
14.1 (4007), 14.2 (2114), 15. (188), 15. (2097), 
15. (2126), 15. (2128), 15. (2158), 15. (2165), 
3.1 (2306), 3.1 (2317), 3.2.4 (2256), 
3.3 (141), 3.3 (2258), 3.4.1 (2193), 3.4.2 (2240), 
3.5.4 (2181), 3.5.4 (2238), 3.5.4 (2260), 
3.6 (2215), 3.6 (4045), 4.1 (3196), 4.3 (2201), 
5.2 (2191), 5.2 (2290), 5.2 (2293), 5.2 (2300), 
5.2 (2315), 5.2.1 (2307), 5.2.3 (2177), 5.2.3 (2196), 
5.2.3 (2230), 5.2.3 (2313), 5.2.4 (2203), 
5.5 (2077), 5.7 (2188), 5.7 (2319), 5.9 (511), 
5.11 (2296), 5.11 (3411), 5.11 (4375), 5.12 (2236), 
6.1 (2314), 6.4 (396), 6.5 (3139), 6.8 (2195), 
7. (2270), 8.1 (1652), 8.1 (2172), 8.1 (2269), 
8.1.2 (2200), 8.1.4 (2198), 8.1.4 (2303), 
8.2 (1108), 8.2 (2267), 8.3 (2274), 8.3.1 (2272), 
8.3.2 (2214), 8.3.2 (2302), 9.1 (2250), 9.3 (3422), 
10.1 (392), 10.1 (2287), 10.1 (2297), 10.2 (2184), 
11. (1113), 11. (2206), 11. (2288), 11.3 (2164), 
11.3 (2174), 11.3 (2261), 11.3 (2263), 11.4 (2244), 
11.4 (2245), 11.4 (2255), 11.4 (2264), 11.4 (2318), 
12. (152), 12.2 (206), 12.2 (254), 12.2 (363), 
12.2 (365), 12.2 (1484), 12.2 (2217), 12.2 (2218), 
12.2 (4571), 13.1 (2304), 14.1 (379), 14.1 (4007), 
14.2 (1639), 14.6 (386), 14.7 (2311), 14.8 (490), 
15. (2226), 15. (2251), 15. (2316) 
3.2.3 (1564), 3.3 (141), 3.5.6 (1488), 
3.5.6 (1490), 3.5.6 (1566), 3.6 (1140), 3.6 (1513), 
4.2 (1574), 4.3 (1560), 5.2 (17), 5.2.1 (1486), 
5.2.4 (1550), 5.3 (1553), 5.4 (1323), 5.4.2 (3364), 
5.5 (1559), 5.6 (1510), 5.9 (1561), 5.12 (1504), 
5.12 (1506), 5.12 (1508), 5.12 (1528), 6.3 (22), 
6.7 (25), 8.3.1 (1523), 8.3.3 (1565), 9.2 (207), 
10.2 (4058), 12. (152), 12. (4054), 12.2 (1484), 
12.2 (1567), 13.1 (1525), 13.1 (1541), 13.1 (1542), 
13.1 (1545), 13.1 (1547), 14.2 (1515), 14.2 (1516), 
14.3 (1577), 14.5 (1511) 
3.3 (141), 3.4.1 (71), 3.5.7 (123), 
3.5.7 (1597), 3.5.7 (1603), 3.5.8 (1551), 
4.1 (1554), 4.2 (1558), 4.2 (1604), 5.2 (180), 
5.2 (1505), 5.2 (1514), 5.4.1 (179), 5.4.1 (1556), 
5.4.2 (1598), 5.10 (20), 5.11 (1520), 6.3 (22), 
6.6 (1487), 6.7 (25), 8.1 (1530), 8.1 (1652), 
8.1 (2154), 8.1.2 (1498), 8.1.5 (255), 8.3.2 (1540), 
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Hearings Comment/Response Index Location(s) 
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Tracy, CA 9.2 (4047), 10.1 (1509), 10.2 (1485), 11.3 (1527), 

11.3 (1529), 11.4 (133), 11.4 (1517), 11.5 (1524) , 
12.2 (206), 12.2 (254), 13.1 (1535), 13.2 (1595) , 
14.4 (1507) 



REVERSE INDEX 

GUIDE TO COMMENTORS 
ORGANIZED BY COMMENT/RESPONSE NUMBER 



Response Id Name Organization 
1 

Samuel Olanoff NIA 
2 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 
N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Samuel Olanoff N/A 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

3 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 
Samuel Olanoff N/A 

4 
Samuel Olanoff N/A 

6 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

7 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

8 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

10 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

11 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

13 
Margaret lnderbitzer N/A 

14 
Dorothy Adle N/A 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland N/A 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher N/A 
Betsy Ehlers N/A 
Fran Eldredge N/A 
Edith Feldman N/A 
Louise Foss N/A 
Patricia Green N/A 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Rod Holmgren N/A 
Mary lzett NIA 

Page 1 of 110 



Response Id Name Organization 
14 

Frank Jone NIA 
Jeffrey Jones N/A 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak N/A 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim little Rose Foundation 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Michelle Maciolek N/A 
Jeanne Michels N/A 
Nick Morgan N/A 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien N/A 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk N/A 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers N/A 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
A. Schroeder N/A 
Beth Snortum N/A 
Grant Syphers N/A 
Dennis Thomas N/A 
Jennifer Viereck N/A 

16 
Dorothy Adle N/A 
Gloria Baker N/A 
Gene Bernardi N/A 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown N/A 
Jean Carmichael N/A 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland N/A 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers N/A 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss N/A 
Patricia Green N/A 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Rod Holmgren NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Frank Jones N/A 
Jeffrey Jones N/A 
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Response Id Name Organization 
16 

hen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Grant Syphers NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Michelle Tsutsui NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

17 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
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Response Id Name Organization 
17 

M i lek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
A. Schroeder NIA 
William Smith NIA 
B~th Snortum NIA 
Grant Syphers NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Michelle Tsutsui NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

19 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Rod Holmgren NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kitchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
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Response Id Name Organization 
19 

Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
A. Schroeder NIA 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

20 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Nick Morgan NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
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20 

Name Organization 

L R g r N/ 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Grant Syphers NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
Michelle Tsutsui NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

22 
N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Dorothy Adle N/A 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Gloria Baker N/A 
Gene Bernardi N/A 
Miriam Bloomberg N/A 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Mary Boyce N/A 
Elizabeth Brown N/A 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
Jean Carmichael N/A 
JoAnn Chase National Congress of American Indians 
Paul Copeland N/A 
Joanne Deen-Freemire N/A 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher N/A 
Betsy Ehlers N/A 
Fran Eldredge N/A 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Shelby Foreman NIA 
Louise Foss N/A 
Patricia Green NIA 
Dixie Hahn N/A 
Ann Harmon N/A 
Mary lzett N/A 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly N/A 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb N/A 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Leon Lukaszewski N/A 
Michelle Maciolek N/A 
Jeanne Michels N/A 
Nick Morgan NIA 
Charles Moutvic N/A 
Rolando Muerto N/A 
Lillian Nurmela N/A 
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22 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 

Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
Diana Salisbury NIA 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

23 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 

Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 

Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
William Filer NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 

Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 

Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
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23 

Le Rogers I 
A Schroeder NIA 
Patricia Sexton/Nied Kingery East Community Association 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

24 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Michelle Tsutsui NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

25 
NIA ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Polly Amrein NIA 
Lucia August Marriage, Family & Child Counselor 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
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25 

Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Michelle Buxton NIA 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Mary Corcoran NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
Norman Degelman NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Stephanie Ericson NIA 
Virginia Fabilli NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Lauren Forcella NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Jennifer Freeman NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Patricia Herbert NIA 
Nancy Herrick NIA 
Esther Ho NIA 
Rod Holmgren NIA 
Evelyn Hoye NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Naomi Kamiya Kamiya Construction 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
Joan King NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Judith LoVirolo-Bhurhan NIA 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Nick Morgan NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
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25 

Timo y O' nn r NIA 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Phyllis Pilisuk N/A 
Florence Reeves N/A 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
Les Rogers N/A 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
A Schroeder NIA 
Laurie Senauke N/A 
Ilyse Simon N/A 
Chris Simone N/A 
William Smith N/A 
Beth Snortum N/A 
Susan Strong N/A 
Grant Syphers N/A 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Nadya Tichman N/A 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
Michelle Tsutsui NIA 
Christophe A Tulou DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

27 
William Pardue N/A 

28 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 

30 
Arthur Collins Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm. 

31 
Arthur Collins Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm. 

33 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

34 
Ellie Hamilton NIA 

35 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

36 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

37 
Ellie Hamilton N/A 

39 
Ellie Hamilton NIA 

40 
Ellie Hamilton NIA 

41 
Ellie Hamilton NIA 

42 
Grant Syphers NIA 
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45 

J ff Lanford Horne Engineering Services 
49 

Dorothy Adle NIA 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi N/A 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Grant Syphers N/A 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

56 
L. Latvala NIA 

57 
L. Latvala NIA 

60 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 

67 
D. Unruh Grupe Communities, Inc. 
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71 

NIA rgonn Hearing - 1124 rgonn , IL, 1124196 
Janet Auclair NIA 
Gregory Blass Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
William Filer NIA 
Robert Foulk NIA 
Barbara Gray NIA 
Milan Grganto NIA 
Geraldine Kramp NIA 
Geri Kramp NIA 
Richard Kwasneski Lemont, IL, Village of; Off. of the Mayor 
James Muszalski NIA 
Jaromir Penicka NIA 
Tim Peraino Beckley Cardy, Inc. 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
D. Unruh Grupe Communities, Inc. 

84 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
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84 

Grant Syphers NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

96 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Les Rogers NIA 
A. Schroeder NIA 
Grant Syphers NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

100 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
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100 

Fr n Eldr dge N/A 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss N/A 
Patricia Green N/A 
Ann Harmon N/A 
Rod Holmgren N/A 
Mary lzett N/A 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
A. Schroeder NIA 
William Smith NIA 
Beth Snortum 

I 
NIA 

Dennis Thomas NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

109 
Edwardine Zawacki NIA 

112 
Fzoul Chembryl NIA 
Tiffany OeVoy NIA 
Cletus Ellington NIA 
George Lewis NIA 
Tommy Lewis NIA 
Bob Pekich NIA 
Terri Treacy NIA 
Paul Wyszynski NIA 
Edwardine Zawacki NIA 

122 
Dorothy Adle NIA 
Gloria Baker NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Gregory Blass Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
Miriam Bloomberg NIA 
Diana Bohn Diana Bohn Ceramics 
Hope Boije NIA 
Mary Boyce NIA 
Elizabeth Brown NIA 
Jean Carmichael NIA 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Paul Copeland NIA 
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122 

Joanne Deen-Freemire NIA 
N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Betsy Ehlers NIA 
Fran Eldredge NIA 
Edith Feldman NIA 
Louise Foss NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Ann Harmon NIA 
Rod Holmgren NIA 
Mary lzett NIA 
Frank Jones NIA 
Jeffrey Jones NIA 
Stephen Kelly NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
John Kozak NIA 
Lorene Lamb NIA 
Tim Little Rose Foundation 
Leon Lukaszewski NIA 
Michelle Maciolek NIA 
Jeanne Michels NIA 
Nick Morgan NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 
Lillian Nurmela NIA 
Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Wendy Oser Pro Choice American Planned Parenthood 
Phyllis Pilisuk NIA 
Florence Reeves NIA 
Les Rogers NIA 
A Schroeder NIA 
Beth Snortum NIA 
Grant Syphers NIA 
Dennis Thomas NIA 
Michelle Tsutsui NIA 
Jennifer Viereck NIA 

123 
Polly Amrein NIA 
Gene Bernardi NIA 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
Norman Degelman NIA 
Kari Dorfman NIA 
Stephanie Ericson NIA 
Jack Fleming NIA 
Patricia Green NIA 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 
Sherry Larsen-Beville NIA 
Michael Machado CA, State of; Michael J. Machado, Assembly Memb 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
Richard Pombo CA; Pombo, Richard W.; U.S. Congress 
Robert Sarvey NIA 
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123 

Ilyse imon N/A 
Sharon Smith Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office 
Susan Strong N/A 
Nadya Tichman N/A 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
D. Unruh Grupe Communities, Inc. 
Carol Wagner N/A 

133 . 
N/A Fernald Fernald , OH 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
Douglas Sarno Phoenix Environmental Corporation 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 

141 
N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
William Allen • Paducah Middle School 
Owen Anderson NC, State of; Wildlife Resources Commission 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Jackie Artis Paducah Middle School 
Stephen Baca Sandia National Laboratories 
Brandy Belt Paducah Middle School 
Natalie Blachowicz N/A 
Whitney Boland Paducah Middle School 
Isaac Bonds Paducah Middle School 
Andrea Borum Paducah Middle School 
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
J. Brown Paducah Middle School 
Reggie Brown Paducah Middle School 
Tracie Burkeen Paducah Middle School 
Courtney Burton Paducah Middle School 
Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
Caroline Carloss Paducah Middle School 
Jan Carnahan Paducah Middle School 
Benjamin Cayetano HI, State of; Benjamin J. Cayetano, Gov. 
Heather Clark Paducah Middle School 
Arlene Cohen N/A 
Matt Coleman Paducah Middle School 
Tim Collier Paducah Middle School 
Tamika Dobbins Paducah Middle School 
Thomas Dobson Paducah Middle School 
Cary Driver Paducah Middle School 
Brooke Dunivin Paducah Middle School 
Jessica Dyson 
Justin Farmer Paducah Middle School 
Joanie Fauci N/A 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Megan Flatt Paducah Middle School 
Michael Forbes NY; Forbes, Michael P.; U.S. Congress 
Allyson Forrest Paducah Middle School 
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141 

Tina Forrest Paducah Middle chool 
Chris Fox Paducah Middle School 
Kevin Garcia Paducah Middle School 
Brandi Gardner Paducah Middle School 
Michael Gerrard Arnold & Porter 
Barrett Glastetter Paducah Middle School 
LaKaisha Graves Paducah Middle School 
Ben Green Paducah Middle School 
Scott Green Paducah Middle School 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
Becky Gurka N/A 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 
Daniel Hall Paducah Middle School 
Jasmine Harris Paducah Middle School 
Molly Heath Paducah Middle School 
Cecily Hill Paducah Middle School 
Gina Holland Paducah Middle School 
Rodney Holt Paducah Middle School 
Janiece Hrabovsky Paducah Middle School 
NIA Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
Gina Jaczues Paducah Middle School 
Chris Johnson Paducah Middle School 
Jaleon Jones Paducah Middle School 
Leah Jones Paducah Middle School 
Ryan Jones Paducah Middle School 
Timmothy Juell Paducah Middle School 
Tammy Keeton Paducah Middle School 
Connie Kepert Laywood Alliance 
Jesse Kem Paducah Middle School 
Jeremy King Paducah Middle School 
Lorraine Kuehn Manorville Taxpayers Association, Inc. 
Latoya Laster Paducah Middle School 
LaRita Lewell Paducah Middle School 
Michael LoGrande Suffolk Cnty., NY; Water Authority 
Abbie Martin Paducah Middle School 
Amy Martin Paducah Middle School 
Keshia Martin Paducah Middle School 
Brandon Matthews Paducah Middle School 
Megan May Paducah Middle School 
Venishia McGregor Paducah Middle School 
Lindsay Meriwether Paducah Middle School 
Alex Metzger Paducah Middle School 
Dan Minter AFL-CIO; Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers 
Michael Murphy VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qlty. 
Lillian Nurmela N/A 
Cliff Paschall Paducah Middle School 
Milo Patterson Paducah Middle School 
John Pawlak NIA 
Greg Peck Paducah Middle School 
Michael Petty Paducah Middle School 
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141 

Jessica Phillip Paducah Middle h I 
Jennifer Poff Paducah Middle School 
Keyia Price Paducah Middle School 
Josh Purchase Paducah Middle School 
Judy Raye Paducah Middle School 
Frank Rednour Paducah Middle School 
David Reid Paducah Middle School 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Jessica Rieke Paducah Middle School 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
NIA Savannah River Aiken, SC 
Jesse Scott Paducah Middle School 
Amy Sibley Paducah Middle School 
April Simpson Paducah Middle School 
Brittany Skabo Paducah Middle School 
Brandi Spears Paducah Middle School 
Lashanda Stills Paducah Middle School 
David Stokes Paducah Middle School 
Lisah Sutton Paducah Middle School 
Brandi Tolbert Paducah Middle School 
Tim Topp Paducah Middle School 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
Freddie Travis Paducah Middle School 
Rachel Tucker Paducah Middle School 
Christophe A Tulou DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 
Laquenta Tyler Paducah Middle School 
Rosa Villagomez Paducah Middle School 
Nick Ward Paducah Middle School 
Kimberly Warren Paducah Middle School 
Tisha Watson Paducah Middle School 
Reggie Webb Paducah Middle School 
Von Wiggins Paducah Middle School 
Paul Wilks Paducah Middle School 
Natalie Williams Paducah Middle School 
Revel Wright Paducah Middle School 
Josh Young Paducah Middle School 
Sharon Young Paducah Middle School 

Oregon Department of Energy 
143 

Joan King N/A 
152 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog. 
Stephen Baca Sandia National Laboratories 
Bert Bierschenk N/A 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Elizabeth Bryer N/A 
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152 

Carolyn Calamia N/A 
John Curcio N/A 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
Jotilley Dortch N/A 
Jessica Dyson 
Stephanie Ericson N/A 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
James Hayden N/A 
Carle! Illegible N/A 
Tim Kearney N/A 
Stephen Kelly N/A 
Erin Keplinger N/A 
James Lee N/A 
Leon Lukaszewski N/A 
Patrick Menendez N/A 
Jennifer Moore N/A 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Paul Nelson N/A 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
Joseph Obryk NIA 
A Paull N/A 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Walter Righton N/A 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
Nancy Sarnecki NIA 
Ernest Schott N/A 
Lynn Simms N/A 
Ilyse Simon N/A 
Claire Smith N/A 
N/A Stavropoulos N/A 
Tim Takaro N/A 
Andrew Thurlow N/A 
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A 
Ruth Uemura N/A 
Mary Vasvery N/A 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
153 

Frederick Mann Westinghouse Hanford Company 
154 

R. Borgersen N/A 
Lauren Forcella NIA 
Rolando Muerto NIA 

155 
Frederick Mann Westinghouse Hanford Company 

156 
R. Borgersen NIA 

157 
R. Borgersen N/A 
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157 

Lauren Fore II N/A 
158 

Vicky Dostillung N/A 
160 

Vicky Dostillung NIA 
164 

Herman Weeren N/A 
166 

Herman Weeren NIA 
168 

Herman Weeren N/A 
176 

Jack Fleming N/A 
177 

Richard Pombo CA; Pombo, Richard W .; U.S. Congress 
179 

Richard Pombo CA; Pombo, Richard W .; U.S. Congress 
Sharon Smith Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

180 
Richard Pombo CA; Pombo, Richard W. ; U.S. Congress 
Les Rogers N/A 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
D. Unruh Grupe Communities, Inc. 

182 
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC 

185 
Patricia Herbert NIA 

186 
NIA Savannah River Aiken, SC 

188 
Lauren Forcella N/A 
Jeffrey Jones N/A 
Stephen Kelly N/A 
Marion Leonard Save Our World 
Martin Nix N/A 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Al Puckett Coalition for Health Concerns 

189 
Patricia Herbert NIA 
Candace Kilchenman N/A 

190 
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC 

191 
Richard Dabolt Diversified Scientific Services, Inc. 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Patricia Herbert N/A 
N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
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191 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

Al Rafati Envirocare of Utah, Inc. 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
James Stone Stone Environmental Engineering Services, Inc. 
Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 

194 
Lauren Forcella N/A 

195 
Patricia Herbert N/A 

196 
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC 

197 
Patricia Herbert N/A 

198 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

Virginia Fabilli N/A 
Lauren Forcella N/A 
Nancy Herrick N/A 

199 
Patricia Herbert N/A 

200 
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC 

202 
N/A Savannah River Aiken, SC 

204 
NIA Savannah River Aiken, SC 

206 
N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 

Loretta Ahouse NIA 
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 

Anne Edwards-Cotter N/A 
Stephanie Ericson NIA 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 

Sharon Fields N/A 
Shelby Foreman N/A 
Dominic Giambrone N/A 
Karl Grossman Island Closeup News Service 
Colin Konrad N/A 
Jennifer Motl Suffolk Life Newspapers 
Charles Moutvic N/A 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
MaryAnn Parisi N/A 
John Pawlak N/A 
S. Potersake N/A 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Walter Righton NIA 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
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206 

Name Organization 

Robert Sullivan NIA 
Kevin Thompson N/A 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
David Wallis N/A 
Mary Westart N/A 
Paul Wyszynski NIA 

Hanford Watch 
207 

N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
NIA Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 
Vernon Brechin N/A 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Pamela Dunn 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
NIA Savannah River Aiken, SC 

209 
N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Kathleen Abbate N/A 
Thomas Abell N/A 
James Adamo NIA 
Marian Alletta N/A 
NIA Anonymous The Lake-in-the-Woods, CAM 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Gwendolyn Arsenault NIA 
Robert Arsenault NIA 
Mary Baldwin NIA 
Sally Balle N/A 
Paula Banks NIA 
Kenneth Baran N/A 
Margaret Bardorzi N/A 
Robert Baron NIA 
Bonnie Baum NIA 
Joseph Bechina N/A 
Margaret Bechina NIA 
Joan Belford N/A 
Joellen Beranek NIA 
Bert Bierschenk N/A 
Natalie Blachowicz NIA 
Harold Blesy N/A 
Sandra Bomicino NIA 
Albert Bonavolonta NIA 
Rosemary Boragudi NIA 
Linda Borowiak NIA 
Howard Brandt N/A 
Jolene Brandt N/A 
Robert Brandt N/A 
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209 
Janet Broida NIA 
Ronald Broida Carriage Way West Homeowners Assoc., Inc. 

Charmaine Bryant Kingery East Citizens Advisory Committee 

George Bucic NIA 
Margaret Bucic NIA 
Carolyn Calamia NIA 
Jeannette Campo NIA 
Marilyn Carnevale NIA 
Kathy Carr NIA 
Karen Cartwright NIA 
Patricia Challenger Inland Real Estate Investment Corp. 

Merle Chambers Axem Resources Incorporated 

Neil Christensen NIA 
Jocelyn Claffey NIA 
Richard Cloutier NIA 
Earl Coghans Burr Ridge, IL, Village of; Board of Trustees 

John Connolly Mass Mutual 

Mary Corcoran NIA 
John Curcio NIA 
Rick Curneal Darien, IL, City of 

John Daly NIA 
Joseph Data NIA 
Lydia Deluca NIA 
Connie DelBarba NIA 
Kris DelBarba NIA 
Anne Della maria NIA 
Frank DiPietro NIA 
Rudolph Dian NIA 
Kirk Dillard NIA 
Judy Donahoo NIA 
Richard Dybala NIA 
Anne Edwards-Cotter NIA 
Donna Engelsman NIA 
Charles Englund NIA 
Pamela Falotico NIA 
John Featherstone NIA 
Anna Fein NIA 
William Filer NIA 
Shelby Foreman NIA 
Robert Foulk NIA 
Gayle Franzen Dupage Cnty., IL; Cnty. Brd., Solid Wst. Mng. 

Jane Fraser NIA 
Karen Fratieola NIA 
Dominic Giambrone Hinswood Community Association 

Dominic Giambrone NIA 
Kyle Gilgis Downers Grove.IL, Township of; 

Gretchen Gillespie NIA 
Robert Graffenius NIA 
Dean Gray NIA 
Armando Greco NIA 
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209 

Rebecca Greenfield NIA 
Milan Grganto NIA 
Ingrid Gross NIA 
Peter Guglietta NIA 
Eric Gustafson NIA 
Cindie Hagon NIA 
Rosemarie Hauge NIA 
Robert Hawkins DuPage Cnty. , IL, Hlth. Dept. , Brd. of Hlth. 
Leonard Hermer NIA 
Patricia Hickey NIA 
Daena Hinkelman NIA 
Jeffrey Huebsch NIA 
Vivian Hynes NIA 
Ross lazzetto NIA 
NIA Illegible NIA 
Dan Ivancevic NIA 
Sharon Jacobs NIA 
Alexander Janicijevic NIA 
Dawn Jeffers NIA 
Lori Jones NIA 
Amelia Kalisik NIA 
Pamela Kanner NIA 
Dennis Kapustka NIA 
Sharon Kassi NIA 
John Katsaros NIA 
LeRoy Keiser NIA 
Del Kelly NIA 
Gerald Kelly NIA 
Rosemary Kerrigan NIA 
Lynn Klafeta NIA 
Colin Konrad NIA 
Geraldine Kramp NIA 
Geri Kramp NIA 
Robert Krefft NIA 
Linda Kudelka NIA 
Michael Kurley NIA 
Richard Kwasneski Lemont, IL, Village of 
Richard Kwasneski Lemont, IL, Village of; Off. of the Mayor 
Jeanne Laird NIA 
Edward LeToumeau NIA 
John Lela NIA 
Joseph Levigne NIA 
Alda Levitt NIA 
Dorothy Lindsay NIA 
Maureen Malloy NIA 
Norman Mareci NIA 
Gwen Masters NIA 
Andreja Mateski NIA 
Linda Mayka NIA 
Anne Mazzelle NIA 
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209 

Cindy McDarnell NIA 
Joan McGowan NIA 
Angela McGreal NIA 
Frank McKay The Woodlands of Darien Condominium Assoc. 
K. McVickers Equestrian Estates Homeowners Assoc. 
James Mcwethy Brookeridge Park District Board of Commissioners 
Karen Medek NIA 
Marcia Mengarelli NIA 
Frances Migas NIA 
Alison Miklos NIA 
Thomas Mikolajczyk NIA 
Shirley Miller NIA 
Adele Mitchell NIA 
Robert Moravik NIA 
Donald Mueggenborg NIA 
Robert Mueller NIA 
Joseph Naso NIA 
Walt Neumann Brookeridge Homeowners Association 
Janice Newman Clipper Exxpress Company 
Richard Novak NIA 
John O'Connell Sawmill Creek Homeowners Association 
Michael O'Shea NIA 
Joseph Obryk NIA 
J. Orednick NIA 
Jeff Patten NIA 
Vern Patten NIA 
Julie Paulsen-Yackle NIA 
Jaromir Penicka NIA 
Tim Peraino Beckley Cardy, Inc. 
James Philip IL, State of; Office of the Senate President 
Richard Polivka NIA 
Robert Porter Lemont Township 
John Poteraske NIA 
S. Potersake NIA 
Paul Pratt NIA 
Dianna Prochut NIA 
Dianne Rees NIA 
Ellen Rendulich Citizens Against Ruining the Environment 
Doreen Rick NIA 
Brenda Ridenow NIA 
Walter Righten NIA 
May Russell NIA 
Nancy Sarnecki NIA 
Joseph Sasso NIA 
Timothy Schlueter NIA 
Shirley Schultz NIA 
Helen Seske NIA 
Debra Seyfert NIA 
Rodney Sharka NIA 
Stephen Shinkus Tartan Ridge of Burr Ridge Community Assoc. 
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209 

Anita Simester NIA 
John Sitasz NIA 
John Sitasz University of Illinois 
Joyce Skoog Hinsdale, IL, Village of; Village Board 
Eddie Slowikowski Dynamic Dimensions 
Norbert Slowikowski Slowikowski & Associates, Inc. 
Diane Smith NIA 
Frank Sobotka NIA 
NIA Stavropoulos NIA 
Robert Stelton Southwest Riverview Homeowners Civic Assoc. 
Nancy Stevens NIA 
Maureen Sulhowski NIA 
Robert Sullivan NIA 
Gary Swada NIA 
Edmund Swires NIA 
Andy Sze Clipper Exxpress Company 
Beth Szela NIA 
Michael Szila NIA 
Edward Szymanski NIA 
Kevin Thompson NIA 
Anne Uhler NIA 
Arlene Valek NIA 
Mary Vasvery NIA 
Joseph Vavruska NIA 
David Waitley NIA 
Kristine Wall NIA 
David Wallis NIA 
Paula Wallrich NIA 
Kathleen Warton NIA 
Kathleen Weidner NIA 
Mary Weiss NIA 
Frances Wenzel NIA 
Mary Westart NIA 
Linda Wiltjer NIA 
Paul Wyszynski NIA 
J. Zizek NIA 
Joan Zmrhal NIA 

219 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
James Eagan NIA 

220 
James Eagan NIA 

221 
James Eagan NIA 

222 
James Eagan NIA 

223 
James Eagan NIA 
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225 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
John Pawlak NIA 

227 
John Pawlak NIA 

237 
Lucia August Marriage, Family & Child Counselor 
Kari Dorfman NIA 
Virginia Fabilli NIA 
Jennifer Freeman NIA 
Nancy Herrick NIA 
Esther Ho NIA 
Laurie Senauke NIA 
Nadya Tichman NIA 

251 
Charles Moutvic NIA 

254 
Gregory Blass Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
Carolyn Calamia NIA 
Karen Cartwright NIA 
Merle Chambers Axem Resources, Inc. 
Earl Coghans Burr Ridge, IL, Village of; Board of Trustees 
John Connolly MassMutual 
John Curcio NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy 
Dominic Giambrone NIA 
Armando Greco NIA 
John Katsaros NIA 
LeRoy Keiser NIA 
Ronald Lamb NIA 
Sherry Larsen-Beville NIA 
Jean Mannhaupt NIA 
Jim Meyer IL; Meyer, Jim; St. Rep., 82nd Dist. 
Nick Morgan N/A 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
Janice Newman Clipper Exxpress Company 
Joseph Obryk N/A 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Jeff Patten NIA 
Vern Patten N/A 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
Nancy Sarnecki N/A 
N/A Stavropoulos N/A 
Robert Stelton Southwest Riverview Homeowners Civic Assoc. 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
Mary Vasvery NIA 

255 
Nick Morgan N/A 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 
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26S 

Rod Holmgren NIA 
274 

C. White NIA 
276 

Gloria Baker NIA 
314 

William Smith NIA 
31S 

William Smith NIA 
330 

Jiri Matejicek SUNY, Stony Brook 
344 

Raymond O'Brien NIA 
Sharon Smith Tracy, CA, City of; City Manager's Office 

3S0 
Naomi Kamiya Kamiya Construction 

363 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Jessica Dyson 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

36S 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
369 

NIA Anonymous Henderson Community College 
Patsy Beasley NIA 
Betty Boyd NIA 
Mary Ellen Brooking NIA 
Lou Coots NIA 
Dante Daniel Paducah Middle School 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Jotilley Dortch NIA 
Sharon Fields NIA 
Demetris Fitzgerald Paducah Middle School 
Pam Forbes NIA 
Brandi Gardner Paducah Middle School 
Jean Graber NIA 
Barbara Gray NIA 
Ben Green Paducah Middle School 
James Hayden NIA 
Kyle Hightower Paducah Middle School 
Nikki Hill Paducah Middle School 
Margaret Hurd NIA 
Betty Johnson NIA 
Felicia Johnson Paducah Middle School 
Sarah Johnston NIA 
Edward Jones Paducah Middle School 
Gerry Jones NiA 
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369 

J I on Jones Paducah Middle School 
Peggy Kennerley N/A 
E. Lamar N/A 
Billie LeNeave N/A 
Jeremy Lee Paducah Middle School 
George Lewis N/A 
Tommy Lewis N/A 
Mary Mack N/A 
Andy Mahler N/A 
Ian Mason Paducah Middle School 
Sarah McKinney-Smith NIA 
Jane Miller N/A 
N/A Olson N/A 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Darrell Perisho N/A 
Ellen Perkins N/A 
Jessica Phillips Paducah Middle School 
L. Pittman N/A 
David Polk NIA 
A. Puckett N/A 
Alfred Puckett N/A 
Betty Ray N/A 
Mary Roberts N/A 
Thomas Shepherd N/A 
Amy Sibley Paducah Middle School 
Danielle Strickland Paducah Middle School 
Terri Treacy N/A 
Hilda Ward N/A 
La'Nora Westbrook Paducah Middle School 
John Weyers N/A 
Sue Whayne N/A 
Norma Wheeler N/A 
James White Paducah Middle School 
Corinne Whitehead Coalition for Health Concerns 
Georgia Wiggins NIA 
Judy Winn NIA 
Sharon Young Paducah Middle School 

371 
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Paul Copeland N/A 
Marie Curry-Goes League of Women Voters 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Susan Dulany N/A 
Jean Graber NIA 
Joan King N/A 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
MaryAnn Parisi N/A 
Phyllis Pilisuk N/A 
Susan Strong NIA 
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371 

Dennis Thomas N/A 
Kevin Thompson N/A 
Ruth Uemura N/A 
Carol Wagner N/A 

374 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Marie Curry-Goes League of Women Voters 

379 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
384 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Robert Porter Lemont Township 

386 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
389 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
391 

NIA ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
392 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
395 

Loretta Ahouse N/A 
396 

Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
Cletus Ellington NIA 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Marjorie Grove N/A 
Richard Holmes Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Dale Schutte NTS Community Advisory Board 

League of Women Voters of Washington 
397 

Loretta Ahouse NIA 
398 

Loretta Ahouse NIA 
NIA Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 

400 
Don Garber Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association 

410 
MaryAnn Parisi NIA 
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425 

ynn Simms N/A 
438 

Mary Corcoran N/A 
451 

Lynn Anonymous N/A 
458 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
465 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
466 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
467 

NIA ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
471 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
472 

Lucia August Marriage, Family & Child Counselor 
474 

NIA Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
476 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
Herman Weeren N/A 

478 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 

481 
Janice Bedayn N/A 

483 
Janice Bedayn N/A 
Michelle Maciolek N/A 

487 
Janice Bedayn N/A 

488 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 

489 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 

490 
N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 
493 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
494 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
495 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
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498 

NIA 0 k Ridg Oak Ridg , TN 
499 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
505 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
506 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
507 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
508 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
509 

N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
511 

Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
JoAnn Chase National Congress of American Indians 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 

Oregon Department of Energy-
512 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
514 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
517 

N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
519 

N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
520 

N/A ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10/26/95 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Vernon Brechin N/A 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

522 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 

523 
NIA Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 

525 
N/A Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 

528 
NIA Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
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530 

531 

532 

534 

536 

537 

538 

541 

542 

543 

544 

546 

548 

549 

Robert 
N/A 

Becky 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Lynn 
Gregory 
N/A 
Marie 
Mark 
Jane 
Michael 
Don 
Felix 
Connie 
June 
Marion 
Michael 
Elinor 
Norman 
MaryAnn 
Doug 
Michael 

Rodney 

Lynn 

Lynn 

Lynn 

Lynn 

Lynn 

Name 

Ferguson 
Idaho Falls/Boise Site 

Gurka 
Idaho Falls/Boise Site 
Paducah/Portsmouth 
Rocky Flats 

Idaho Falls/Boise Site 
Nevada 

Idaho Falls/Boise Site 

Idaho Falls/Boise Site 

Idaho Falls/Boise Site 

Idaho Falls/Boise Site 

Anonymous 
Blass 
Brookhaven 
Curry-Goes 
Danowski 
Edsall 
Forbes 
Garber 
Grucci 
Kepert 
Kluglein 
Leonard 
LoGrande 
McDade 
Nosenchuck 
Parisi 
Scott 
Tanner 

Grizzle 

Yuan 

Yuan 

Yuan 

Yuan 

Yuan 

Organization 

I , t t of; v r ight Prag ., INEL 
Idaho and Boise, ID 

N/A 
Idaho and Boise, ID 
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Arvada, CO 

Idaho and Boise, ID 
Las Vegas, NV 

Idaho and Boise, ID 

Idaho and Boise, ID 

Idaho and Boise, ID 

Idaho and Boise, ID 

N/A 
Suffolk Cnty. , NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
Brookhaven, NY 
League of Women Voters 
Allstate 
N/A 
NY; Forbes, Michael P.; U.S. Congress 
Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association 
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
Laywood Alliance 
N/A 
Save Our World 
Suffolk Cnty., NY; Water Authority 
NIA 
NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv. 
N/A 
N/A 
Mastic Acres Civic Assoc. 

SC, State of; Off. of the Gov.; Grant Services 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
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550 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
551 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
552 

Richard Collins MD, State of; Dept. of the Environ., WM Admin. 
553 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
554 

Richard Collins MD, State of; Dept. of the Environ., WM Admin. 
555 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
556 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
557 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
558 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
562 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
563 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
564 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
565 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
566 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
568 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
569 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
570 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
572 

Lynn Yuan NIA 
577 

Gregory Blass Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
579 

Gregory Blass Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
583 

Frank Jones NIA 
John Kozak NIA 

588 
Leonard Burkhardt NIA 
Kari Dorfman NIA 
Timothy O'Connor NIA 
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619 

Kelly N/A 
689 

Candace Kilchenman N/A 
691 

Candace Kilchenman N/A 
724 

Dennis Thomas NIA 
727 

Dennis Thomas N/A 
881 

Betty Ray N/A 
892 

Kenneth Holt U.S. Dept. of Hlth & Human Serv., Pub. Hlth. Serv. 

904 
Christophe A Tulou DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 

915 
Christophe A Tulou DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 

917 
Christophe A Tulou DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 

918 
Christophe A Tulou DE, State of; Dept. of Nat. Res. & Env. Cntrl. 

1020 
Louise Foss N/A 

1066 
Ginny Koss N/A 

1087 
Vicky Dastillung N/A 
Pamela Dunn 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 

1089 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 

1100 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

1103 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 

1105 
NIA Fernald Fernald, OH 

1107 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
NIA Fernald Fernald, OH 
Robert Tabor Fernald Atomic Trades and Labor Council 

1108 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
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1108 

Amy Fitzgerald v r ight Comm., Inc. 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
1109 

N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
1112 

N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
1113 

N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
1114 

NIA Fernald Fernald, OH 
1115 

N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
1116 

N/A Fernald Fernald, OH 
1117 

NIA Fernald Fernald, OH 
1134 

Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

1138 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
C. Lawrence Cornett 
Vicky Dastillung N/A 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

1140 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network 
NIA Savannah River Aiken, SC 

1146 
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network 

1147 
Owen Anderson NC, State of; Wildlife Resources Commission 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

1148 
Owen Anderson NC, State of; Wildlife Resources Commission 
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1159 

otilley Dortch NI 
1164 

Jotilley Dortch N/A 
1168 

Jotilley Dortch N/A 
1176 

Robert Porter Lemont Township 

1177 
Robert Porter Lemont Township 

1182 
Susan Newsome N/A 

1255 
Josh Young Paducah Middle School 

1286 
Hope Boije N/A 

1287 
Hope Boije N/A 

1288 
Hope Boije N/A 

1295 
Angelique Maalem N/A 

1323 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Nancy Ebins N/A 

1358 
Lawrence Schmidt NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection 

1360 
Lawrence Schmidt NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection 

1361 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
Lawrence Schmidt NJ, State of; Dept. of Environ. Protection 

1450 
John Sitasz University of Illinois 

1484 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Tiffany Devoy 
Jessica Dyson 
NIA Idaho Falls/Boise Site Idaho and Boise, ID 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1485 
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 

1486 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
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1487 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1488 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1490 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1498 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1504 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1505 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1506 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1507 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1508 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1509 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1510 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1511 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1513 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1514 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1515 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1516 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1517 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1520 

NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
1523 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1524 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1525 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1527 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
James Muszalski NIA 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 
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1528 

I Albuquerque 

1529 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1530 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1535 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1540 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1541 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1542 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1545 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1547 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1550 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1551 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1553 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1554 
Vernon Brechin NIA 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1556 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1558 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1559 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1560 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1561 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1562 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1564 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1565 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1566 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 

1567 
NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
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1568 

Name Organization 

NIA Nevada La Vega , NV 
1570 

NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1574 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
1576 

NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1577 

NIA Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Madeline Duckies Women's lntemat. League for Peace and Freedom 

1578 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1583 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1584 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1588 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1595 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1597 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1598 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1603 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1604 
NIA Tracy Tracy, CA 

1605 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1607 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1608 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1611 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1613 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1614 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1615 
Vicky Dastillung NIA 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1618 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1620 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
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1621 

NIA Nevada V 
1623 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1624 

NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1626 

NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1627 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1629 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1630 

NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1632 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1633 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1634 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1636 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1638 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1639 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
Beatrice Schott N/A 
Dale Schutte NTS Community Advisory Board 

League of Women Voters of Washington 

1640 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1641 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1643 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
Ian Zabarte W . Shoshone Nat. Council, Nuc. Waste Prog. 

1644 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1645 
NIA Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1646 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1647 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1648 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
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1649 

N/A Nevada a Vega , NV 
1650 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1651 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
1652 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
N/A Tracy Tracy, CA 

Hanford Watch 
1662 

w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prag. 
1664 

w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prag. 
1665 

Jan Radimsky CA, State of; EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl. 
1667 

w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog. 
1668 

w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog. 
1670 

w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prag. 
C. Lawrence Cornett 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

1672 
w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog. 

1673 
w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prog. 

1674 
w. Andrews NV, Risk Assessment/Management Prag. 

1675 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
Don Sundquist TN; State of; Don Sunquist, Gov. 

1678 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

1680 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

1681 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

1682 
Mary Barton N/A 

1684 
Mary Barton N/A 

1685 
Mary Barton N/A 

1687 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
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1688 

1689 

1690 

1692 

1693 

1694 

1695 

1696 

1697 

1702 

1706 

1707 

1710 

1713 

1714 

1716 

1718 

1719 

1720 

1721 

1722 

1723 

1724 

E rt 

N/A 

Earl 

N/A 

Earl 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Earl 

Earl 

Earl 

N/A 

Earl 

NIA 

Earl 

Earl 
Susan 

Earl 

N/A 

Earl 

N/A 

Earl 

N/A 

Earl 

Name 

L ming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Rocky Flats 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Leming 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Leming 
Offerdal 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Rocky Flats 

Leming 

Organization 

TN; Stat of: D pt. of En iron. Con erv tion 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; 'Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

Arvada, CO 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
U.S. EPA, Region X 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

Arvada, CO 

TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
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1725 

NIA Rocky Flat Arvada, CO 
1726 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1727 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1728 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1729 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1730 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1731 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1733 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1735 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1736 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1737 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1738 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1743 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1744 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1745 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1746 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1747 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1748 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1749 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1750 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1751 

Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
1752 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1753 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

Page 44 of 110 



Response Id Name Organization 
1754 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1755 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1756 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1758 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1759 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1760 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1761 
John Applegate Fernald Citizens Task Force 
Pamela Dunn 

1762 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1764 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1769 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1772 
Al Conklin WA, State of; Dept. of Health 

1773 
Al Conklin WA, State of; Dept. of Health 

1774 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1775 
Al Conklin WA, State of; Dept. of Health 

1778 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1780 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1782 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1783 
Andrew Thurlow NIA 

1784 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1788 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1791 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

1793 
Don Robbins NIA 
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1794 

NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
1796 

Don Robbins NIA 
1797 

Don Robbins NIA 
1798 

Don Robbins NIA 
1803 

Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
1807 

Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
1811 

Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin . 
1816 

Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
1817 

Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
1818 

Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
1819 

Arthur Collins Hampton Roads, VA, Planning District Comm. 
Michael Murphy VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qlty. 

1821 
Michael Murphy VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qlty. 

1822 
Michael Murphy VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qlty. 

1824 
Michael Murphy VA, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Qlty. 

1826 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 

1829 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 

1830 
NIA ANL-East Argonne, IL, 10126195 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Eric Gustafson NIA 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 
Jaromir Penicka N/A 

1831 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 

1833 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

1835 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 

1838 
Thomas Ortciger IL, State of; Dept. of Nuclear Safety 
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1863 

Gene Bernardi N/A 
1864 

Robert Sullivan N/A 
1865 

Gene Bernardi NIA 
1869 

Michael O'Shea NIA 
1871 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
Don Sundquist TN; State of; Don Sunquist, Gov. 

1874 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
Don Sundquist TN; State of; Don Sunquist, Gov. 

1877 
N/A Anonymous N/A 

1885 
Earl Coghans Burr Ridge, IL, Village of; Board of Trustees 

1897 
A. Paull NIA 

1899 
A. Paull NIA 

1926 
Peter Guglietta N/A 

1929 
Francis Jones NIA 

1930 
June Kluglein N/A 

1934 
Laurence Silvestri N/A 

1937 
Joan Anderson N/A 

1938 
Joan Anderson N/A 

1940 
Joan Anderson N/A 

1943 
Joan Anderson N/A 

1952 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 
Sally Boyce N/A 
Rachel Brown N/A 
Elizabeth Bryer N/A 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Phoebe Conner N/A 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
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1952 

Greg Hostetler NIA 
Carlel Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Paul Nelson NIA 
Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
Tim Takaro NIA 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

1954 
Phoebe Conner NIA 

1985 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

1986 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

1999 
Julie Butler NV, State of; Dept. of Admin. 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 
Jan Radimsky CA, State of; EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl. 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2002 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2003 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2011 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2014 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2016 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2026 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

2029 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

2031 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 

2032 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2034 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
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2036 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Offi 
2038 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2039 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2040 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2045 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2048 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2054 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2055 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2056 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2059 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2061 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2063 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2064 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2068 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2071 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2072 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2074 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2076 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2077 

NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2078 
Gregory Blass Suffolk Cnty., NY; Off. of the Cnty. Legislature 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2079 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

2080 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
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2082 

Richard Sanderson u. . EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2084 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth , OH 
2085 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2086 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2087 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2090 

Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
2091 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2093 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2095 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2096 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2097 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2099 

Jean Mannhaupt NIA 
2101 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2102 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
2105 

NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Don Garber Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Association 

2106 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2109 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 

2110 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2113 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 

2114 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2117 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 

2118 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 

2121 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
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2126 

2127 

2128 

2129 

2130 

2131 

2134 

2135 

2136 

2137 

2138 

2140 

2142 

2144 

2145 

2146 

2147 

2148 

2149 

2151 

2154 

2155 

N/A 

N/A 
Felix 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Mark 
N/A 
Betty 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 
N/A 

NIA 

Name 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Brookhaven 
Grucci 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Brookhaven 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Brookhaven 

Brookhaven 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Brookhaven 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Donham 
Paducah/Portsmouth 
Ray 

Brookhaven 

Brookhaven 

Brookhaven 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Paducah/Portsmouth 
Rocky Flats 

Brookhaven 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Brookhaven 

Brookhaven 

Paducah/Portsmouth 
Tracy 

Paducah/Portsmouth 

Organization 

Brookhaven, NY 
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Brookhaven, NY 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Brookhaven, NY 

Brookhaven, NY 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Brookhaven, NY 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
N/A 

Brookhaven, NY 

Brookhaven, NY 

Brookhaven, NY 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Arvada, CO 

Brookhaven, NY 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Brookhaven, NY 

Brookhaven, NY 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Tracy, CA 

Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
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2157 

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2158 

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2160 

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2161 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2163 

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2164 

NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

2165 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2168 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2171 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2172 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
2174 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

21 75 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Corinne Whitehead Coalition for Health Concerns 

2177 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
2180 

N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
2181 

N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
2184 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

2187 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2188 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
2189 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
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2190 

NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and P 

2191 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

2192 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2193 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

2194 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2195 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2196 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2197 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2198 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2199 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2200 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2201 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2202 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2203 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2206 
Jessica Dyson 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2208 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2212 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2214 
Tiffany DeVoy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2215 
Tiffany DeVoy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2216 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2217 
Tiffany DeVoy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
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2218 

Tiffany D Vy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2222 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1 /24/96 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

2226 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
2228 

Corinne Whitehead Coalition for Health Concerns 
2230 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Oregon Department of Energy 

2233 
Corinne Whitehead Coalition for Health Concerns 

2236 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
2238 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Oregon Department of Energy 

2240 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
2244 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Advisory Board 
Oregon Department of Energy 

2245 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
2250 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2251 
League of Women Voters of Washington 

NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2255 
League of Women Voters of Washington 

NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Advisory Board 

2256 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Advisory Board 
2257 

Judy Donahoo N/A 
2258 

NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Advisory Board 
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2259 

Judy Donahoo N/A 
2260 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Advisory Board 

2261 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2263 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2264 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2267 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2269 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2270 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2272 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2274 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 

2287 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 

2288 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 

2290 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 

2293 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 
2296 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Watch 
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2297 

John Adams CA; State f; W t r Resour. Cntrl. Brd. 
NIA Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Al Conklin WA, State of; Dept. of Health 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

Hanford Watch 
2300 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Watch 

2301 
Dale Schutte NTS Community Advisory Board 

2302 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 
2303 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Watch 

2304 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Hanford Watch 
2305 

Dale Schutte NTS Community Advisory Board 
2306 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Watch 

2307 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2309 
Dale Schutte NTS Community Advisory Board 

2310 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
Dale Schutte NTS Community Advisory Board 

2311 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2313 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2314 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2315 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

2316 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Lynn Simms NIA 
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2317 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Port! nd, OR; L y/Pa co/ 
Lynn Simms N/A 

2318 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 
2319 

NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
2324 

Jaromir Penicka N/A 
2327 

Jaromir Penicka N/A 
Mary Vasvery NIA 

2328 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2329 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2331 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2332 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2333 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2334 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2336 
William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

2337 
Becky Gurka N/A 

2338 
Becky Gurka N/A 

2339 
Becky Gurka N/A 

2340 
Becky Gurka N/A 

2341 
Becky Gurka NIA 

2343 
Becky Gurka NIA 

2345 
Becky Gurka N/A 

2346 
Becky Gurka NIA 

2347 
Becky Gurka N/A 

2351 
Becky Gurka N/A 
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2352 

Becky Gurk N/A 
2354 

Becky Gurka N/A 
2374 

Eldon Ball N/A 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Al Puckett Coalition for Health Concerns 
Lynn Simms N/A 

2381 
Ilyse Simon N/A 

2384 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2385 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2386 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2387 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2388 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2390 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2391 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2392 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2393 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2398 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2400 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2402 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2403 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2404 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2405 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2406 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2407 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 

2409 
Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advisory Board 
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2410 

Bob Slay SRS Citizens Advi ory B r 
2411 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2412 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2415 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2416 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2417 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2421 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2422 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2423 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2425 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2426 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2427 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2428 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2429 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2431 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2434 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2435 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2436 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2437 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2438 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag ., INEL 
2439 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2440 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2441 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2445 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
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2446 

Robert F rgu on of; Over ight Prog., INEL 
2447 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2449 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2450 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2451 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2454 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2455 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2456 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2457 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2458 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2459 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2460 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2465 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2468 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2469 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2470 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2471 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2473 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2474 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2475 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2477 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2479 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2480 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2481 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2482 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversigh Pr g , 
2483 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2484 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2485 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2487 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2488 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2489 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2490 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2491 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2492 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2493 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2494 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2495 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2496 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2497 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2498 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2499 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2500 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2501 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2502 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2503 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2505 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2506 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2507 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

Page 61 of 110 



Response Id Name Organization 
2508 

R ert ID, State of· Oversight Prog., INEL 
2509 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2510 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2511 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2512 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2513 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2514 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog ., INEL 
2515 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog ., INEL 
2516 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2517 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2518 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2519 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2520 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2521 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2523 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2526 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2527 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2528 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2529 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2530 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2531 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2532 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2533 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2535 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2536 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; 
2537 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2538 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2539 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2540 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2541 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2542 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2543 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2544 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2545 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2547 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2548 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2549 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2550 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2551 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2552 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2555 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2556 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2557 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2558 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2559 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2560 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2562 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2564 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2565 

Robert ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2566 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog ., INEL 
2567 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2568 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2569 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2570 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2571 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2572 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2573 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2574 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2575 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2576 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2578 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2581 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2583 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2584 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2587 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2589 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2591 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2594 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2595 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2597 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2599 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2602 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog , INE 
2605 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2606 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2607 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2608 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2610 

Marjorie Grove N/A 
2617 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2618 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2620 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2623 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2624 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2625 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2628 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2629 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2630 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2631 

Worth Gurley N/A 
2633 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2634 

Phoebe Conner N/A 
Worth Gurley N/A 

2635 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2637 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2638 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2639 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2641 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2642 

Robert Fergu on ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 
2643 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2645 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2646 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2647 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2648 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2649 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2650 

Charles Englund NIA 
2651 

Lucia August Marriage, Family & Child Counselor 
J. Caseber Citizens Opposing a Polluted Environment 
Ludell Deutscher NIA 
Charles Englund NIA 
Virginia Fabilli NIA 
Lauren Forcella NIA 
Jennifer Freeman NIA 
Patricia Herbert NIA 
Nancy Herrick NIA 
Cecily Hill Paducah Middle School 
Esther Ho NIA 
Evelyn Hoye NIA 
Candace Kilchenman NIA 
A MacDonald NIA 
NIA Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
Betty Ray NIA 
NIA Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 
Laurie Senauke NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Nadya Tichman NIA 
Corinne Whitehead Coalition for Health Concerns 

2652 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2653 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2654 
Charles Englund NIA 
Linda Wiltjer NIA 

2655 
Charles Englund NIA 

2657 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2659 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Over i h Pr EL 
2660 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2662 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2663 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2665 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2667 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2668 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2669 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2670 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2672 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2673 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 
2674 

Lou Coots N/A 
Al Puckett Coalition for Health Concerns 

2675 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2676 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2677 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 

2679 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2680 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2682 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2683 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2685 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2686 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

2687 
Lou Coots N/A 

2689 
George Freund N/A 
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2690 

Geor e Freund NIA 
2701 

Susan Dulany N/A 
2702 

Mary Barton N/A 
Susan Dulany N/A 

2710 
Vicky Dastillung N/A 

2715 
Elaine Tackett N/A 

2718 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
David Losey N/A 

2759 
Patricia Sexton/Nied Kingery East Community Association 

2760 
Patricia Sexton/Nied Kingery East Community Association 

2775 
Eric Gustafson N/A 

2777 
Eric Gustafson N/A 

2780 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2782 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2783 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2795 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2796 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2797 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2800 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2802 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2807 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2809 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2812 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2813 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2814 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
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2815 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; 

2816 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2817 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2818 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2819 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2820 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2821 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2823 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2825 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2826 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2827 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2829 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2830 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2831 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2833 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2834 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2835 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2836 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2838 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2840 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2842 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2844 
Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 

2845 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2846 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
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2847 

usan Offerdal u .. PA, nX 
2848 

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 
2849 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2850 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2851 

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 
2852 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2853 

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 
2855 

Susan Offerdal U.S. EPA, Region X 
2856 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2860 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2862 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2864 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2865 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2867 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2869 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2870 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2871 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2872 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2873 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2874 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2876 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2877 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
2878 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2879 

Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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2880 

2881 

2888 

2889 

2891 

2892 

2893 

2895 

2896 

2897 

2898 

2899 

2900 

2901 

2903 

2904 

2905 

2906 

2907 

2908 

2909 

2910 

2911 

Felix 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Felix 

Robert 

Felix 

Robert 

Robert 

Felix 

Amy 

Amy 

Felix 

Felix 

Felix 

Amy 

Felix 

Felix 

Felix 

NIA 
Felix 

Amy 
NIA 

Felix 

Name 

Grucci 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Grucci 

Ferguson 

Grucci 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Grucci 

Fitzgerald 

Fitzgerald 

Grucci 

Grucci 

Grucci 

Fitzgerald 

Grucci 

Grucci 

Grucci 

Brookhaven 
Grucci 

Fitzgerald 
Oak Ridge 

Grucci 

Organization 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; ff. f h Super. 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Brookhaven, NY 
Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
Oak Ridge, TN 

Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
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2913 

Amy itzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2914 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2915 

Felix 
2916 

Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2919 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2921 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2923 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2924 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2926 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2927 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2928 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2929 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2930 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2931 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2935 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2936 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2937 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2938 

N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2939 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2940 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
Earl Leming TN; State of; Dept. of Environ. & Conservation 

2941 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2944 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
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2946 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of h Super. 

2947 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2948 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2949 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2950 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2951 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2953 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2954 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

2956 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2957 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2958 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2964 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2965 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2966 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2967 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2969 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2971 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2972 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2974 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2975 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 

2980 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2981 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 

2983 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
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2984 

Felix Gru Br khav n, Y, T wn of; Off. of the uper. 
2985 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2987 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2989 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2990 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2991 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2992 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2993 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
2995 

Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
2996 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
3003 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3005 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3007 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3008 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3011 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
3012 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
3013 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
3014 

Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
3015 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3016 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3017 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3018 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3019 

Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 
3023 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
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3025 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of E ology 
3026 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3027 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3028 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3029 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3032 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3033 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3034 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3035 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3036 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3038 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 

3039 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3040 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3041 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3042 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3043 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3044 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3046 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3047 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3048 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3050 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3052 
Mary !{ivel~nd WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
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3053 

Fay McConnaugh y WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3057 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3058 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3060 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
Thomas Winston OH, State of; EPA 

3061 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3062 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3063 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3066 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3067 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3068 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3069 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3071 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3072 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3073 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3075 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3077 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3079 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3080 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3081 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3082 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3083 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3084 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
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3085 

Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: D p . of F Wildlif 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3087 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3088 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3089 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3093 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3094 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3095 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

3096 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3097 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3098 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3099 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3100 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3102 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3103 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3104 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3106 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3107 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3108 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3109 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3110 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3112 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3113 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3114 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
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3115 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3116 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3117 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3118 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3119 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3120 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3121 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3122 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3123 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3124 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3125 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3126 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3127 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3128 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3129 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3130 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3131 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3133 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3134 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3135 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3136 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3137 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3138 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
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3139 

N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 
NIA Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

Hanford Watch 
3140 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 
3143 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3145 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3146 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3147 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3148 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3149 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3150 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3151 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3152 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3153 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3154 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3155 

Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
3158 

Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board 
3161 

Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board 
3166 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board 

3167 
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board 

3169 
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board 

3170 
Merilyn Reeves Hanford Advisory Board 

3172 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3173 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
Sally Boyce N/A 

Page 79 of 110 



Response Id Name Organization 
3173 

Rachel Brown N/A 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Carle! Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney N/A 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee N/A 
Patrick Menendez N/A 
Jennifer Moore N/A 
Beatrice Schott N/A 
Ilyse Simon N/A 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith N/A 
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A 

3174 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3177 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3180 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

3182 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3183 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3185 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

3186 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3187 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3189 
Caroline Hijight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

3192 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

3193 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

3194 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3195 
Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prot. 

3196 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Oregon Department of Energy 

3197 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
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3199 

Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prat. 
3200 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3201 

Caroline Haight KY, Commonwealth of; Dept. of Environ. Prat. 
3203 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3204 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3206 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3208 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3209 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3210 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3212 

Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
C. Lawrence Cornett 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Diana Salisbury N/A 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 
Andrew Thurlow N/A 

3214 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 

3215 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3217 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3218 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
N/A Rocky Flats Arvada, CO 

3221 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3222 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 

3225 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3226 
Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 

3227 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 

3228 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
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3229 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3230 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3231 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3235 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3236 

Roger Mulder TX, State of; Office of the Governor 
3238 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3239 

Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 
3242 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3243 

Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 
3244 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3246 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; Dept. of Energy 
3247 

Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 

3248 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 

3249 
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

3252 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 

3253 
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

3254 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 

3255 
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

3256 
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

3257 
Charles lmbrecht CA, State of; Energy Commission 

3258 
Jane Williams Desert Citizens Against Pollution 

3260 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3262 
Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

Page 82 of 110 



Response Id Name Organization 

3265 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3267 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3268 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3269 
Richard Holmes Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning 

3270 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3271 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3272 
Elizabeth Bryer N/A 
Richard Holmes Clark Cnty, NV, Dept. of Comp. Planning 
N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 

3276 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

3282 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj . Off. 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 
Amy Fitzgerald ORR Local Oversight Comm., Inc. 
Linda Murakami Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3285 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj . Off. 

3287 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 

3288 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3291 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3293 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3294 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3295 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 

3297 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3299 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3301 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty. , NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 

3302 
Les Bradshaw . Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
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3304 

Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty. , NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3306 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3307 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3308 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj . Off. 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3309 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 
Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Energy Communities Alliance 

3311 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 

3315 
Ian Zabarte W. Shoshone Nat. Council, Nuc. Waste Prog. 

3324 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 

3325 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 

3328 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 

3329 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 

3330 
Jean Mannhaupt NIA 

3331 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 

3332 
Jean Mannhaupt N/A 

3333 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3334 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3336 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3337 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3338 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3339 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3340 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

3341 
Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
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3342 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveill nc T m (BLAST) 
3343 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
3344 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
3345 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
3346 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
3347 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
3349 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
3350 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
3351 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
3352 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3353 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3354 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3355 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3356 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3357 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3359 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3362 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3363 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3364 
N/A Albuquerque Santa Fe, NM 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3365 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

3366 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3367 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 

3368 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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3369 

3370 

3371 

3373 

3374 

3375 

3376 

3377 

3379 

3380 

3381 

3383 

3384 

3385 

3386 

3388 

3389 

3390 

3391 

3393 

3394 

3397 

Robert 

Robert 

Mark 

Robert 

Mark 

Mark 

Mark 

Mark 
NIA 

Mark 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 

Robert 
Susan 
Diana 
Richard 

Robert 

Robert 

Name 

F rguson 

Ferguson 

Donham 

Ferguson 

Donham 

Donham 

Donham 

Donham 
Paducah/Portsmouth 

Donham 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 
Offerdal 
Salisbury 
Sanderson 

Ferguson 

Ferguson 

Organization 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 
Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 

Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog. , INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
U.S. EPA, Region X 
NIA 
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
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3398 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Co c 

3399 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3400 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

Diana Salisbury N/A 
3402 

Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3403 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

3404 
Lou Coots N/A 
Mark Donham Reg. Assoc. of Concerned Environmentalists 

Cary Driver Paducah Middle School 

3406 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 

3407 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 

3408 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 

3409 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 

3410 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prag., INEL 

3411 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

Sally Boyce N/A 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
Greg Hostetler N/A 
Tim Kearney N/A 
Erin Keplinger N/A 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

Patrick Menendez N/A 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 
Oregon Department of Energy 

3412 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Eldon Ball NIA 
Sally Boyce NIA 
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3412 

Rachel Brown N/ 
Elizabeth Bryer NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy NIA 
Marjorie Grove NIA 
Greg Hostetler NIA 
Carle! Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee NIA 
Alice Longo NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Paul Nelson NIA 
Susan Newsome NIA 
Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

3421 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
NIA Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy NIA 
Carlel Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Paul Nelson NIA 
Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
Tim Takaro NIA 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

3422 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Tiffany Devoy NIA 
Carlel Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
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3422 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez N/A 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

Beatrice Schott N/A 
Ernest Schott N/A 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith N/A 
Tim Takara N/A 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

3423 
Loretta Ahouse N/A 
Tim Kearney N/A 
James Lee N/A 
Patrick Menendez N/A 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
Tim Takara NIA 

3424 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
Tim Takara NIA 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 

3426 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy NIA 
Carlel Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger N/A 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
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3426 

Jennifer Moore NIA 
Beatrice Schott N/A 
Ernest Schott N/A 
Ilyse Simon N/A 
Alan Smith N/A 
Claire Smith N/A 
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A 

3524 
Michael Gerrard Arnold & Porter 

3527 
Vernon Brechin N/A 

3528 
Vernon Brechin NIA 

3530 
Vernon Brechin NIA 

3531 
Vernon Brechin NIA 

3533 
Vernon Brechin N/A 

3535 
Vernon Brechin N/A 

3537 
Vernon Brechin N/A 

3538 
Vernon Brechin NIA 

3539 
Vernon Brechin N/A 

3544 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3548 
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3550 
Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 
N/A Oak Ridge Oak Ridge, TN 

3552 
Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 

3553 
Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 

3554 
Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3556 
Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 

3557 
Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 
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3559 

Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environm nt Departm nt 
3564 

Fay Mcconnaughey WA, State of: Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 
3566 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3567 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3571 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3573 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3574 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3575 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3576 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3577 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3578 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3579 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3582 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3584 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3585 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3586 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3587 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3588 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3590 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

3591 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3592 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3593 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3594 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Richard Sanderson U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities 
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3595 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3596 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3597 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3598 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3599 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3601 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3602 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3603 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3605 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3606 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3608 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3609 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3610 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3611 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3612 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3613 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3614 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3615 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3616 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3617 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3618 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3619 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3620 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3622 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
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3623 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3624 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3625 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3632 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3633 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3634 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3635 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3636 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3637 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3638 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3639 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3640 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3641 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3642 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3644 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3645 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3646 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3647 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3648 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3649 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3650 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

3652 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3654 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
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3655 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3656 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3657 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3658 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3659 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3661 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3662 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3664 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3666 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3667 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3668 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3669 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3670 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3671 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3672 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3673 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3674 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3675 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3676 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3677 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3678 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3680 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3681 

Jean Mannhaupt N/A 
3682 

Jean Mannhaupt N/A 
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3683 

Jean Mannhaupt N/A 
3685 

Jean Mannhaupt N/A 
3687 

Jean Mannhaupt NIA 
3688 

Jean Mannhaupt N/A 
3689 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
3690 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 

3691 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3692 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3693 
Joseph Egan Egan & Associates, P.C. 

3694 
Joseph Egan Egan & Associates, P.C. 

3695 
Joseph Egan Egan & Associates, P.C. 

3696 
Joseph Egan Egan & Associates, P.C. 

3698 
Joseph Egan Egan & Associates, P.C. 

3699 
Joseph Egan Egan & Associates, P.C. 

3711 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3715 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3716 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3717 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3724 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3727 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3729 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3736 
NIA Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3738 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 
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3740 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3741 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3742 

Joan Anderson N/A 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3743 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3745 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3746 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 
Diana Salisbury N/A 

3750 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3752 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3754 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Jaromir Penicka N/A 

3755 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3757 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3758 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3759 
N/A Anonymous Heart of America Northwest 

3761 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3763 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3766 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3767 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3770 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3771 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3773 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3774 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3775 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
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3776 

NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3779 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3780 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 
Shirley Irwin N/A 
Alfred Puckett N/A 

3781 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3782 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3783 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3784 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3785 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3786 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1124/96 

3787 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1124/96 

3789 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3792 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3794 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3795 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3796 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1 /24/96 

3797 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3799 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3800 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3801 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3802 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3804 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3805 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124/96 
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3807 

NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3808 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3822 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3850 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3851 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3854 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3856 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3857 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3859 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
3861 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
Les Bradshaw Nye Cnty., NV, Nuclear Waste Repository Proj. Off. 

3862 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3872 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3875 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124/96 

3876 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3880 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3881 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3884 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3886 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124/96 

3888 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1/24196 

3897 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3900 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3901 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

3902 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1124 Argonne, IL, 1124196 

Page 98 of 110 



Response Id Name Organization 
3905 

NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3906 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3908 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3909 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3910 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3912 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3913 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3914 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3915 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3917 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3919 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1 /24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3921 
NIA Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3922 
N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3923 
NIA Argonne Hearing -1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 

3925 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

3929 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 

3930 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 

3931 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Robert Ferguson ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
Diana Salisbury N/A 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 
Andrew Thurlow N/A 

3934 
Diana Salisbury N/A 

3936 
Diana Salisbury N/A 

3937 
Diana Salisbury N/A 

3940 
Diana Salisbury NIA 
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3941 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3942 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3944 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3945 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3946 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3947 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3948 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3949 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3950 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3952 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3954 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3955 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3956 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3958 

Gedi Cibas NM, State of; Environment Department 
3960 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3961 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3962 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3963 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3964 

Pamela Dunn 
3965 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3968 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3969 

Pamela Dunn 
3970 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3972 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
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3976 

Pamela Dunn 
3977 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3978 

Pamela Dunn 
3981 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3982 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3984 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3985 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3986 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3987 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3988 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3989 

Diana Salisbury NIA 
3990 

Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Diana Salisbury NIA 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 

3991 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

3992 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

3993 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

3994 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

3995 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

3999 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

4000 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

4001 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

4002 
Diana Salisbury NIA 

4003 
Diana Salisbury NIA 
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4005 

Diana ali ury NIA 
4006 

Diana Salisbury N/A 
4007 

N/A Argonne Hearing - 1/24 Argonne, IL, 1/24/96 
N/A Paducah/Portsmouth Paducah, KY, and Portsmouth, OH 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Diana Salisbury N/A 

League of Women Voters of Washington 
4008 

JoAnn Chase National Congress of American Indians 
4009 

JoAnn Chase National Congress of American Indians 
4010 

JoAnn Chase National Congress of American Indians 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

4014 
JoAnn Chase National Congress of American Indians 

4015 
Norman Nosenchuck NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv. 

4017 
Norman Nosenchuck NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv. 

4018 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Diana Salisbury NIA 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 

4019 
Felix Grucci Brookhaven, NY, Town of; Off. of the Super. 
Norman Nosenchuck NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv. 

4020 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 
Ilyse Simon N/A 

4021 
Norman Nosenchuck NY, State of; Dept. of Env. Consv. 

4025 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 

4027 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 

4028 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

4030 
Jacqueline Cabasso Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

4032 
Pat Broudy National Assn. of Atomic Veterans 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Virginia Sanchez Citizen Alert Native American Program 
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Response Id 
4033 

4034 

4035 

4036 

4037 

4038 

4039 

4044 

4045 

4046 

4047 

4048 

4051 

4052 

4053 

4054 

4058 

4061 

4062 

4065 

Name 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Neilly Buckalew 
Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline 
Margaret 

Jacqueline 
NIA 

Cabasso 
lnderbitzer 

Cabasso 
Richland 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline 
NIA 

Cabasso 
Tracy 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

N/A Albuquerque 
Jacqueline Cabasso 

NIA 
Jacqueline 
Robert 
Jan 

Albuquerque 
Cabasso 
Ferguson 
Radimsky 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Jacqueline Cabasso 

Organization 

Western tate i n/Tri-V II y R 

Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
N/A 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Hanford Watch 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
Tracy, CA 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Santa Fe, NM 
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Santa Fe, NM 
Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
ID, State of; Oversight Prog., INEL 
CA, State of; EPA, Dept. of Toxic Substances Cntrl. 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 

Western States Legal Foundation/Tri-Valley CAREs 
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4067 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Lo Alm T am (BLAST) 
4068 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
4069 

Bonnie Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 
4070 

Bonnie 
4071 

Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

Bonnie 
4133 

Bonneau Bueno Los Alamos Surveillance Team (BLAST) 

Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy NIA 
Greg Hostetler NIA 
Carle! Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Paul Nelson NIA 
Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
Tim Takara NIA 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

4140 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 

4148 
Loretta Ahouse NIA 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown NIA 
Tiffany DeVoy NIA 
Greg Hostetler NIA 
Cartel Illegible NIA 
Tim Kearney NIA 
Erin Keplinger NIA 
James Lee NIA 
Patrick Menendez NIA 
Jennifer Moore NIA 
Beatrice Schott NIA 
Ernest Schott NIA 
Ilyse Simon NIA 
Alan Smith NIA 
Claire Smith NIA 
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4148 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 
Ruth Uemura NIA 

4235 
Sally Boyce NIA 
Rachel Brown N/A 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
Canel Illegible N/A 
Beatrice Schott N/A 
Ilyse Simon N/A 
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A 

4236 
Sally Boyce N/A 
Rachel Brown N/A 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
Canel Illegible N/A 
Beatrice Schott N/A 
Zimya Toms-Trend N/A 
Ruth Uemura N/A 

4277 
Ilyse Simon N/A 

4304 
Beatrice Schott N/A 

4324 
Zimya Toms-Trend NIA 

4335 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

4339 
Mary Riveland WA, State of; Dept. of Ecology 

4354 
Erin Keplinger N/A 

4375 
Tiffany DeVoy N/A 
N/A Richland Pendleton/Pprtland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 

Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

4394 
Jeff Eastman Argonne National Laboratory 

4400 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

4402 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

4403 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

4407 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

4408 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 

4410 
Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
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Response Id Name Organization 
4410 

Michael Grainey OR, State of; pt. of ner y 
4412 

Neilly Buckalew Kwanitewk NATIVE Resource/Network 
4413 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4414 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4415 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4417 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4419 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4421 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network 
George Freund N/A 
Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center 

4422 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4423 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4425 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4426 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4427 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4431 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4432 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4433 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4435 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4436 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4437 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4439 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4440 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4442 
C. Lawrence Cornett 
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4443 
C. awrence Cornett 

4444 
N/A Brookhaven Brookhaven, NY 

4445 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4446 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4448 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4450 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4451 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4452 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4453 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4454 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4455 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4456 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4457 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4458 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4460 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4461 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4463 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4464 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4465 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4466 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4467 
C. Lawrence Cornett 

4468 
C. Lawrence Cornett 
Diana Salisbury N/A 

4469 
C. Lawrence Cornett 
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4471 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4473 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4474 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4475 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4476 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4481 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4483 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4486 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4488 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4490 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4491 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4492 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4493 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4494 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4495 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4506 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4512 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4513 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4514 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4515 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4516 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4519 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4520 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4521 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
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Response Id Name Organization 
4524 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4525 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4526 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4527 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4528 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4529 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4530 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4531 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4532 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4533 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4534 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4535 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4536 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4537 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4538 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4539 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4540 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4542 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4543 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4544 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4545 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4546 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4547 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4549 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
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Response Id Name Organization 
4550 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4551 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4553 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4554 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4556 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4557 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4558 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4560 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4561 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4562 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4563 

C. Lawrence Cornett 
4568 

N/A Nevada Las Vegas, NV 
4569 

N. Derkach U.S. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
4570 

Gerry Jones N/A 
4571 

N/A Richland Pendleton/Portland, OR; Lacey/Pasco/Seattle, WA 
Heart of America Northwest, Hearing 

4572 
Joan King N/A 

4574 
John Sitasz N/A 
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