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Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company
of it. Guess what. They haven't. We have so many
broken promises.

On top of that, have you guys been watching
World News with Diane Sawyer? What's happening? We're
all suffering, oh, $3.56, maybe some parts of New
Mexico $4.00 per gallon, but guess what. A small two
second blurb on World News. O©Oh, the oil companies are
making a $2.5 billion profit, up to $5 billion profit.
what about the rest of us? We're suffering.

How many people are afraid right now. We
can't go anywhere; we can't do anything. They can
barely make it to work, maybe on fumes, but guess what.
The oil companies are making good money. They have a
$2.5 billion profit. TIf you don't believe me, go to
World News. Check out Diane Sawyer. I think it was
just this past week.

So tell me how much can we really trust the
government when they say, "Oh, we're bringing in this,
this waste and don't worry. We've taken care of it.
it's not going to affect you." I don't have that trust
in them, and T'm saying absolutely not. We do not

accept anybody else's waste. Let them take care of it
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T109-3

T109-3

See response to T109-1.
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Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d)
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Capital Repuriing Sompany 19

in their own state or wherever they processed it,
wherever they made their money. Let them deal with it.
I don't want any part of it.

I don't want it for myself. I don't want it
for my tribe. I don't want it for my kids. I don't
want it for my grandchildren, my great grandchildren or
even future gencrations.

The other --

MR. BROWN: You've got a little less than a
minute.

MS. ORTEGA: The other most important thing
that I want to talk about is being that I am from Santa
Clara Pueblo, we live together and we speak our
language and we sing our songs and we have our dances.
We have our traditions. We have our culture.

Now, if Los Alamos says, "Ckay. You know
what? All you people from Santa Clara, sorry to tell
you but your land is condemned, and for your own safety
you're going to have to move on to other places,” who
is going to accept two to 3,000 of us to come together
so that we can continue our traditions, our culture,

our dances and our language? Where are we going to go?
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T109-3
(Cont.)
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Capital Reporting Company

So I think there's a lot at stake for all of
us here, and what T would like to say is respect for
life is above and beyond. Respect for each other,
absolutely necessary. Respect for our children, we are
the mothers. We are the fathers. We are the
caretakers. Absolutely respect for our children, and
respect for our Mothex Earth because she sustains us,
and above and beyond everything, respect for what our
Lord has given us. He has given us this to cherish, to
use, and to respect.

So you know what? We all need to think about
that. 1Is it the almighty dollar or is it respect for
our families, our future generations, and respect for
what our beautiful Lord has given us and blessed us
with?

MR. BROWN: Okay.

MS. ORTEGA: Thank you.
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Osterman, Norm L., Commenter ID No. W420

rom: cceiswebmaster@anl.gov
bhorg ?:my June 24, 2011 12:59 AM
s y e
o g‘:;im: Gmter-Than-gl::s-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10420
Subject:

Thank you for your comment, Norm Osterman,

has been assigned to your comment i GTCC10420. Please refer to the comment

ing number that
mﬁowmtxrm carsbapog

ber in all correspondl

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 12:58:29AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £15 Draft Comment: GTCC10420

First Name: Norm
Middle Initial: L

Last Name: Osterman
Address: PO Box 1535
City: Walla Walla
State: WA

Zip: 99362

Country: USA

Email:

Privacy Pref Don't withhold name or address from public record

: - stes in
3 HanﬁordS:m not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in lam;?:s wo’rn b:a:l:'l:s 'd;ht wa: -
, isting soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed. Radioac e ‘MmpmmmA Wil
:l:e C.:umbh River. You would be putting the whole area and all the towns and cities from o
tuding Portland and Vancouver, in jeopardy.
e | wazo-2

or vaults.
2. Extremely radicactive wastes belong in deep underground repositories, not in landfills, boreholes or v .

‘W420-3
3. USDOE needs to consider in the EIS how to avoid making more of these highly radioactive wastes. |

Questions about submitti ts over the Web? Contact usat: gleceiswebmaster@ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W420-1

W420-2

W420-3

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137
irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites
with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients,
and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Panfilio, Carol, Commenter ID No. W344

From: gtcceiswebmaster@ant.gov
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 11:06 PM
To: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste E[S Comment GTCC10344

Thank you for your comment, Carol Panfilio.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10344. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in ail d lating to this

Comment Date: June 22, 2011 11:05:58PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C LowsLevel Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10344

First Name: Carol

Last Name: Panfilio

Address:

City:

State:?

2ip:

Country: USA

Email: madyapan@yahoo.com

Peivacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
Regarding: Greater-Than-Class C Low-Level Radioactive Waste {GTCC LLRW) EIS process

Just what is it going to take for the citizens of the Northwest to have safe water, when the government agencies that are
to protect us completely ignore the urgency of the clean-up of Hanford Waste?

Where is the Spirit of America?
We must have agencies that want ta move forward with the most expedient cleanup.

We need the Disposal of Radioactive & Hazardous Waste to be disposed into lined trenches.
Hanford agencies have been given Billions of dolfars for clean-up by the citizens of the United States of America. These
citizens expect these funds to be used effectively and wisely....not squandered on frivolous experiments.

To abandon the contamination which leaked from the High-Level Nuclear Waste Tanks would be criminal because itis
shown to be flowing rapidly towards the Columbia River and has been for decades.

| want to see the closure of the SST system, do NOT bring more nuclear waste to Hanford, and absolutely NO
transporting of NUCLEAR WASTE along our highways.

Carof Panfilio

Questions about submitting © over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W344-1

W344-2

W344-3

W344-1

W344-2

W344-3

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

See response to W344-1.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Thank you. Our next speaker is

Carol Panfilio, and Ethan Scarl will be after Carol.

MS. PANFILIO: I'm from Vancouver, Washington,

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Panfilio, Carol, Commenter ID No. T156 (cont’d)

Copital Renartine Comoany

The Department of ¥nergy has a long history of
careless irresponsibility with regards to toxic and
hazardous waste disposal. What are the number of
lives that you feel are expendable through death or
illness in carrying hazardous loads of highly
radioactive waste on rcads greatly populated in
Washington, Oregon, and the rest of the country?

I say no lives should be lost or illness given
with the negligent and unnecessary movement of
nuclear waste and extra storage of toxic materials.

Tesla, come back. Where are you?

87

T156-1

T156-1

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations
and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Parker, Michael D., Commenter ID No. W138

From: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:34 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10138

Thank you for your comment, Michael Parker.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10138. Please refer to the comment

e ber in all d relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 08:33:50PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10138

First Name: Michael

Middle initial: D

Last Name: Parker

Address: PO Box 56

City: Oysterville

State: WA

Zip: 98641

Country: USA

Email: michaelparkeroystervile@yahoo.com Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Please do not permit radioactive waste to be ported through the Columbia River Gorge. I've been driving and flying
through the Gorge since 1937 and have wil d the evolving degradation of this national

Please make a wise and responsible decision and do not permit this material within the Gorge. If allowed it will
eventually cause a tragic event.

Thank you,

Michael Parker

Q about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5708.

Wi138-1

W138-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Parker, Michael D., Commenter 1D No. W374

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 4.05 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10374

Thank you for your comment, Michael Parker.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10374. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all pond relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 04:04:57PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10374

First Name: Michael

Middle Initial: O

Last Name: Parker

Address: PO Box 56

City: Oysterville

State: WA

Zip: 98641

Country: USA

Email: michaeloarkeroysterville@yahoo.com

Privacy Pref Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Please no trucking of nuclear waste through the Gorge. Surely in the future an accident will occur with tragic results.

Stop any further ion for shipping this dang waste. I've been traveling through the Gorge since 1937 both | W374-1
as a pilot and driving. Over the years I've witness the slow destruction of this incredible naturl feature.

Thank you,
Michael Parker - Oysterville, WA 98641

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: glccelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W374-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Patten, Colleen, Commenter ID No. W520

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 1:21 AM

To: glcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10520

Thank you for your cormment, Colleen Patten.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10520. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all d relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 01:21:00AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10520

First Name: Colleen
Middle Initial: C
Last Name: Patten
Address: 720 June Street
City: Hood River
State: OR

Zip: 97031
Country: USA
Email:

Privacy Pref

Don't withhold name or ad from public record

Comment Submitted:
The risks are too high!!

Questions about sub g
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

over the Web? Contact us at:
Waste EIS Wet at (630) 252-5705,

or call the Greater-

W520-1

W520-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Paulson, Lauren, Commenter ID No. T180

Canits? Pavanetioe Crinssnae
L )

MR. BROWN: Lauren Paulson, and then Jan Castle.

MR. PAULSON: My name is Lauren Paulson, and I'm

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Paulson, Lauren, Commenter ID No. T180 (cont’d)

24

25

Capital Reporting Company

from Aloha. My story is going to make you cry, It's
about a love story, It's a love story about the
Columbia River. I first got acquainted with the
Columbia River in 1965 and hung out with somebody

that rented a h at. 1970 I bought my h b

and faced a group like this with the League of Women
Voters when the government and the Port of Portland
wanted to expand the airport into the Columbia River.
The League of Women Voters won that fight, 1In 1995 I
bought the home of my dreams on the Columbia River
out by St. Helens across the river from Woodland.

And I'm sitting on my deck one day, and I noticed a
rather sinister looking barge coming up the Columbia
River towing a platform with a tarp over it and a
gunboat lurking close by. What do you suppose that
was? A nuclear reactor from a submarine. It took me
a while to find out what that was.

So I started coming to meetings like this and
learned something else. There's a plume coming close
to my river. And the more I looked into it, the more
T couldn't find out how close it was coming. So T
don't know if anybody here knows the answer to that,
but I would love to find out how close that nuclear
plume is coming to the Columbia River.

A couple wmore things. After 9/11 something even

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T180-1

T180-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Paulson, Lauren, Commenter ID No. T180 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

more sinister was occurring around these gunboats and
barges coming up the Columbia River by St. Helens.
They were having commando exercises, apparently, to
protect homeland security against anybody raiding
these nuclear -- it didn't say anything about that in
the Oregonian. I fipally decided it was time to
leave the Columbia River, and I did.

A couple more things. This is a story of
surprises. A couple months ago I'm dropping off a
radical newspaper at Reed College, and I picked up
their school nowspaper. How many of you know that
Reed College has a nuclear reactor? I didn’t. How
many of you know they got a delivery just a couple
months age? So that's my story. It's a story of a
love of the Columbia River, and I hope we tan keep it‘

unradicactive.

T180-2

T180-2

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations
and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Peck, Susan, Commenter ID No. E94

From: Susan Peck <speck@peak.org>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 340 PM
To: gteceis@anl.gov; gteceis@anl.gov
Subject: proposal for Hanford nuclear dump

To whom it may concern:

Hanford is already the site of too much radioactive waste, and it sits dangerously close to the Columbia River, upstream
of several towns and cities, including Portland OR and Vancouver WA, 1 strongly oppose the plan to send 12,600
truckloads of radioactive waste to Hanford, via highways and interstates running through Oregon and Washington.

US-DOE should ider locating all radioactive wastes in deep underground itories in geologically stable
forma S-00¢ should phase out any nuclear progr that will g dditional waste, there is already enough
ﬂf&?::r: the world to endanger the environment and all life for thousands and thousands of years. The ongoing
fisaster at Fukushima, the past disasters at Three Mile Isfand and Chernobyl, and the potential disasters at Ft. Calhoun,
Diablo Canyon, and Indian Point plants should be enough to warrant the phasing out of all uses of nuclear energy
generation. There is no economic reason to generate power with nuclear fission; no plant runs without subsidies, and

all plants are ble due to the dangers posed by natural ph aswellas ist threats.

Sincerely

Susan £, Peck

2728 SE 52nd Ave, apt C
Portland, OR 97206

Please withhold my address from the public record. Thank you

E94-1

E94-2

E94-1

E94-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137
irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites
with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients,
and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFOR MATION: Information you

Mr. Amold Edelman

Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. 1.277

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN.CLASS C (QTCCYLOW.T EVEY
* RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE |
Mr. Mrs.

(DOE/EIS-0375-D) ° !
o Ms, jﬁ__ Mr&Mm . Dr

U.S. Department of Energy
Name:  MAgTHa Orze 56#%&&&.4_______

Title: m@mwmmmmw
Organization: 66/\!5:(4:. /bLInmL e

920 NwW KEAgwe) St # 10 . ke
L el O . . TipCode ,?12_3_3"!5

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
Must be received onor before June 27, 2011

olha:idcime:pa« is necded. C%/h'"
of the pnb!ic record for this project, inclading publication on the Intemet. Individuat mpondcms ’b ™M
confidentiality by checking ong ofthe two boxcs below. The DOE will hoaor sch requests 1o the extent alwdby T

i und

All submission from orfmﬂl“"“"m& ves as rep arofficials 24
of organizations or busi will be availabl wuupablicnl)mrmmy :

[ Withhold my name and address from the public record.
=] Withheld only my address from the public record

Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment form may be faxed to:
(301)903-4303 .

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (bM-43)

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585-0119

or.sent by electronic mail to:
gteceis@anl.gov

L.277-1

L2772

L277-1

L277-2

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste

streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS,
including impacts to ecological resources (see Section 6.2.5).
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L277-3

12774

L277-5

L277-3

L277-4

L277-5

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS,
including impacts to ecological resources (see Section 6.2.5). These analyses addressed a range
of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts on all environmental resources
consistent with NEPA requirements.

NEPA review to support any final siting of a GTCC waste disposal facility would have to
address all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations.
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Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. W42

From: geceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2011 2:48 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste IS G t GTCC10042

Thank you for your comment, Martha Perez.

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10042. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all ¢ pond {ating to this ¢ t

Comment Date; May 19, 2011 02:47:56PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Draft Comment: GTCC10042

First Name: Martha
Middle Initial: O
Last Name: Perez
Org: | Political Activi:

Address; 920 NW Kearney ST APT # 110

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97209

Country: USA

Email: marthaoperez@yahoo.com

Privacy Prefi Don't withhold name or add from public record

Comment Submitted:
1 will be at the hearing on Thursday, May 15th at the Doubletree Lioyd Center in Portland, Oregon.

When | found out about the Japan earthquake and subsequent nuclear crisis unfolding, | was terrified. My co-worker has | /45 ¢
2 son who is stationed in the areas near Japan (Navy) where the disasters are still taking place.

Here in the greater Pacific NW, | am concerned thata similar event could take place, because our region is included in

the "ring of fire" and while it is rare for strong earthquakes to occur here, it is still a potential concern. | Wa2-2

Our highways are an important transportation commerce system, and if they were to be shut down, due to a significant | w421
i (chemical or otherwise) our y would definitely be affected. We must do all we can, to take precautions, | (Cont.)

and to heed the lessons of Japan. Thank you.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Cantact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W42-1

W42-2

Seismicity was a factor considered in identification of the preferred alternative in the EIS. A
description of the seismicity of the Hanford site can be found in Section 6.1.2.1.4 of the EIS.

See response to W42-1.
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Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. T158
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23

2

Capital Reporting Company 38

MR. BROWN: Robert Weisman will follow you.

MS. PEREZ: Okay. Thank you. My name is Martha
Orta Schonchin Perez. I'm a descendant of Chief
Schonchin of the Klamath Tribes of Southern Oregon.
1'm a general political activist. I'm a former
employee of Bonneville Power Administration Energy
Etticﬁncy Office of the Portland branch.

I am here to speak on behalf of 40,000-plus
urban Indians who already suffer disproportionate
rates of diabetes and obesity. Hence, my concern for
the three Native American tribes that would be
impacted by additional disposal of any class
materials additionally imposed as a result, and as a
consequence, of disposal of materials on the Banford
site or any site, We need to insist to Congress to
secure additional funding for the granite shield and
reallocate nuclear tax refunds and invest in the
north granite shield now.

The Draft EIS and the Final BIS is inadequate.
And pretty much, when I'm talking abour fish
populations, when 1 talk about impact on surrounding
vegetative, flora and fauna, aquatic and

land-based/plant-based hahitat, the EIS is

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T158-1

T158-2

T158-1

T158-2

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500—1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations
and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137
irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites
with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients,
and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS,
including impacts to ecological resources (see Section 6.2.5). I
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Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. T158 (cont’d)

2

23

28

Lapital Keportung Lompany

inadequate. In addition to how it's impacting our
commerce considerations, impacting safety of highway
transportation systems, including both state and
federal, The impact on animal habitations and
ecosystems and economic costs associated with
relocation, destruction, and our loss of animal
species, habitat, ecosystems, associated areas, per
EPA law.

I am a former employee and want you to know that
while I'm proud of my civil service, I learned about
where we are having significant limitations on how to
be responsible stewards of our existing resources,
which includes nuclear waste, and how to be good
stewards and proper stewards in dealing with that
mess.

You know, the state of Washington can challenge
the permit process that will keep additional
shipments of class hazardous materials to be sent to
Hanford site. In addition, I would advocate and
argue that these matters of national and regional
security shall need to continue to be referred via
legal means, not excluding the following actions be
taken. And there's so many, but I'll just talk about
one.

A state or federal court imposed injunction on

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T158-2
(Cont.)

T158-3

T158-3

NEPA review to support any final siting of a GTCC waste disposal facility would have to

address all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations.

STH DOLD 19U
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any trucks containing any and all class material,
including, but not limited to, class A, B, and C

hazardous material. Thank you.
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Perla, Andrew, Commenter ID No. W1

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 12:21 AM

To: mail_gteceisarchives

Subject: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10001

Thank you for your comment, Andrew Perla.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10001. Please refer to the comment
g ber in all pond {ating to this ¢

Comment Date: March 17, 2011 12:20:46AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10001

First Name: Andrew
Middte initial;

Last Name: Perla
Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA
Email:

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
1 think that the EIS should include an economic assessment, such as the potential for lacal job creation, new business
opportunities related to waste handling, demand for skilled and semi-skilled labor, etc.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@ani.gov or calt the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad ive Waste EIS Web at {630} 252-5705.

Wi-1

Wi-1

The estimated costs associated with the construction and operation of GTCC waste disposal
facilities at each of the sites — including costs for direct and indirect labor, equipment,
materials, services, and subcontracts — are included in the assessment of each waste
management alternative in the EIS. The cost estimates for the land disposal methods are based
on a conceptual design of the disposal facility and could increase with actual implementation.
Costs shown for WIPP are based on actual costs experienced to date and reflect construction
and operation costs of an operating geologic repository. The economic analysis in the EIS
addresses the potential economic impacts, including potential impacts resulting from in
migration of workers or their families during the construction period, and any consequent
impacts on housing, public finances, public service employment, and traffic.
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Perslin, Clemence, Commenter ID No. W130

From; gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:10 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10130

Thank you for your comment, Clemence Perslin.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10130. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all pond ing to this t. i

s

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 08:09:34PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C !.o#l.evel Radipactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10130

First Name: Clemence
Middle Initial: C

Last Name: Perslin
City: Vancouver
State: WA

2ip: 98686

Country: USA

Email:

Privacy Prefe Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please do not bring MORE nuclear waste into my state. The existing waste at Hanford is already a threat to the Colunbia
River and to "downwinders." Hanford is already the most d site in the Wi hemisph The
Department of Energy is considering a proposal to bring more radioactive waste in. I'm told 12,600 truckloads of
“extremely radioactive waste” would come through Oregon and Spokane to Hanford, if Hanford Is chosen.

This Is "more than 4 trucks a day, every day, for over twenty years."

We should NOT have to be exposed to this dangerous material. It should NOT be sent to Hanford.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Clemence Perslin

Questions about sub over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705,

W130-1

W130-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Peters, Douglas, Commenter ID No. W246

S——
From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 12:06 PM

T teceiswebmaster@anl.gov

srbj«t: anceipt Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10246

Thank you for your comment, DOUGLAS PETERS.

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10246. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond fating to this t.

Comment Date: June 16,2011 12:06:24PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste £15 Draft Comment: GTCC10246

First Name: DOUGLAS

Middle Initiak D

Last Name: PETERS

State: WA

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
THE COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE needs protection in many ways. One Important way is to prohibit the transportation of W246-1

nuclear waste within the Gorge. | support that prohibition.

over the Web? Contact us att wmm«almemtew
Waste EIS at (630) 252-5705.

Questions about submitting
Than-Class-C Low-Level

W246-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. T55
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MR. BROWN: Rod Peterson -~ and he will be

followed by Niyol Tsinhanhjinnie.

MR. PETERSON: My name is Rod Peters and I've

been a resident here in the Albuquerque area since

1950, My

background is in engineering and geology. I

attended school in ~-- geology at New Mexico School of

Mines, the Colorado of Mines, the University of

Wisconsin.

I worked at a WIPP site. 1've worked all

over the Nevada test site under various contracts for

the AEC.

The consulting engineering firm I was with
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. TS5 (cont’d)

2

n

Capital Reporting Company 2

had the contracts and I was the project engineer in the
field.

And, I'm here tonight to ~- kind of wondering
what -- why we spent all this additional money looking
at new sites when since ~- in 19 -=- in 2002, Congress
designated the Yucca Mountain site as the permanent
storage site for highly radioactive nuclear power plant
waste. And, in the past two decades, more than $13
billion was spent on -- on the Yucca Mountain project.

And, since 1983, that's 28 years more or less,
portions of most of our electric bills have gone into a
fund to build and operate a permanent storage site for
the nuclear power plant waste, which could include all
this other waste we're talking about tonight. And, in
March 2009, it leaked out at a Senate Energy Commission
hearing, I believe, that no more funds would be spent
on the Yucca Mountain site. Ard, what's wrong with the
Yucca Mountain site, Mr. Chu -- Senator John McCain
asked -- asked the Energy Secretary. Chu's answer was,
"we have nothing concrete in mind, just a new
comprehensive séudy. some kind of new strategy.” Well

that's what's being presented here tonight I believe.
866.488.DEPO -
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T55-1

T55-1

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. The Secretary of Energy
determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel at Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be developed. Therefore, DOE
concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable alternative and
has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the EIS.

SI4 DOLD [ould

JuawUn20(] asuodsay judwwio)) :f xipuaddy



96EI-r

9107 Lapnupp

Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. T55 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company 2

I pulled up on the Internet about 21
publications by the U.S. Geological Survey relating to
the Yucca Mountain radicactive waste storage project.
Reports covering the span from 1968 through 2008, and
they'd probably £ill half this room. And, most of the
geologists that worked over that long span of years, on
the Yucca Mountain project, were in favor of that being
a permanent storage site for high radiocactive nuclear
fuels.

And -- I'm going through my notes here.

Giving up the Yucca Mountain site is a threat to public
health and the environment. Nearly 60,000 tons of used
radioactive fuel will allow -~ continue to be stored in
pools of water at reactor sites all over the country.
And, I have an editorial here that appeared in the
Albuquerque Journal on March 7, 2009, regarding storage
of nuclear waste, and I'll give that to the person
here.

And, I've heard reference to nuclear power =~-
building nuclear power plants and using nuclear power
is going to kill everybody on earth. We've had nuclear

power plants on submarines in our Navy for 60 years and

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T55-2

T55-3

T55-2

T55-3

See response to T55-1.

Comment noted.
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there's never been a single fatality on these nuclear
submarines that have been roaming the planet's oceans
in that long period of time.

Los Alamos is currently working on small
nuclear power plants, small units that can be used by
our military in remote areas and could be sited
anywhere im the country or anywhere in the world for
energy, electrical energy for small communities. And,
I just believe that we've got to continue developing
our nuclear power. Wind and solar are not going to --
are not going to do the job. And, that's about all I

have to say. 1I'm glad to have been here.

”

T55-3
(Cont.)

T55-4

T55-4

Comment noted.
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Peterson, Andrew, Commenter ID No. W171

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:53 PM

To: mail_gteceisarch gteceisweb gov; gtecei Lgov

Subject: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10171
Attachments: nuke_waste_GTCC10171.txt

Thank you for your comment, Andrew Peterson.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10171. Please refer to the comment
k ber in ail d fating to this

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 10:52:58PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10171

First Name: Andrew

Last Name: Peterson

Address: 3146 SE 54th Ave

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97206

Country: USA

Email:

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: nuke_waste.txt

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

SI4 DOLD [outd

Juawno0(] asuodsay juduiuio)) [ xipuaddy



66€1

9107 Ldpnupp

Peterson, Andrew, Commenter ID No. W171 (cont’d)

¥ AR * o o "v:‘\dﬂ_‘s\&‘m{cz L}“ ' PRI R B &
A problem that has been plaguing the United States for decades is where to store all
that nuclear waste, from our reactors and weapons program, in a safe place where it
won't destroy the fives of manx people if it springs a leak. The fact is, there is
_nowhere_ that we can put it that is _really. safe.

obviously, Hanford already has serious problems, and I don't believe they need any
more. I think it is a bad location, primarily because of the proximity to a major
river, and the fact that leaking waste is already heading toward the river.

sometime before he died, my father told me about a phone call one late afternoon at
his office (he worked for ETAC ... part of the Air Force weather arm ... at the Navy
vard in washington DC). He was tho only ﬁerson sti1l in the office, when the call
came in. The caller wanted to know what he could tell him about the seismic activity
in the washington Cascades. It turned out that they were Tcoking for a place for
long term storage of nuclear waste ... a search that eventually settled on vucca
Mountain, in Nevada. That idea seems to have (finally) u1t1-atel¥ died, because of
the resistance to placing the waste site that close to a large city.

The idea of the Cascades never made much sense to me, because they're on the "rim of
fire", with several active volcanoes. But it seems to me that there are places that
would be better suited, simply because they are a long way from population centers,
and not located along any fault lines, as far as I know.

what about the center of Nevada, _away_ from ulation areas, or that big basin in
wyoming, where I-80 crosses the Continenta) Divide twice, because the basin doesn’t
drain to anywhere. these areas have very low population density. If you look at a
map of the United States at rnght, you can see where there is a very low density of
population, SE Oregon and northern Nevada stand out for the lack of lights, as do
some others. Texas has a lot of wide-open spaces ... maybe you could bury it in
George Bush's back yard.

tooking at a population density map, there are lots of areas east of the mississippi
River that have less than 4 people per square mile ... less than you'l)l find around
Hanford. surely you can find one that doesn't have a major river beside it.

Andrew Peterson
Portland OR

Page 1

W171-1

W171-2

WI171-1

W171-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500—1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.
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Phelps, Ralph L., Commenter ID No. 1L.418

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

ULS. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be recetved on or before June 27, 2011

Me X M Mi Mi3Me D

Name: Relsh L. Phefos

Title: ‘:‘:" Yhle £ A ‘hi,&i‘a:‘

Organization: Relive ‘l
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WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you provide on this form may be published ss part
of the public recard for this project. including publication on the Intermet. Individunl respondents imay request
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All submi ond busi ar from individuals identifving th lves as rep ives or officials
of’ izati m“ i will be available to the public in their entirery.

- E-Mail Address:
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L418-1

] Withhold my name and address from the public record.
1 withhotd only my sddress from the public record

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Amold Edelman

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 205850119

Comment form may be faxed to:
(301)903-4303

or sent by clcctmmc mail to:

L418-1

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

The estimated costs associated with the construction and operation of GTCC waste
management facilities at each of the sites — including direct and indirect labor, equipment,
materials, services, and subcontracts — are included in the assessment of each waste
management alternative in the EIS. The economic analysis in the EIS addresses the potential
economic impacts, including potential impacts resulting from in migration of workers or their
families during the construction period, and any consequent impacts on housing, public
finances, public service employment, and traffic.

STH DOLD outd
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Phelps, Ralph L., Commenter ID No. L418 (cont’d)
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Philips, Sally, Commenter ID No. W461

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 8:17 AM

Yo: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10461

“Thank you for your comment, Sally Philips.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10461. Please refer to the comment
i ber in all corresponds ing to this

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 08:17:09AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10461

First Name: Sally

Last Name: Philips

Address: 4651 NE Killingsworth #22

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97218

Country: USA

Email: sally philips@gmail.com

Privacy Prefs Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

This is an insane plan that puts millions of people and our water resources at risk. It is not suitable to locate nocle'ar
waste so near a vital body of water (haven't we learned anything from F ), nor is it responsible to truck it
through major metropolitan areas. Please make another choice. | don't need to be an expert to know that nuclear
wastes should only be located away from water resources and major fault lines.

Questions about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmastec@anl.2ov or call the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-level Radi Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W461-1

W461-1

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
over 60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to
the Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of
highway travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Pierée, Susan, Commenter ID No. W90

O N A RSN G e A e

From: - gieceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2031 11:39 PM
To: gieceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10090

Thank you for your commaent, Susan Flerce.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10090. Piease refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 13, 2011 11:38:37PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Lovw-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10090

Flrst Name: Susan

Last Name: bierce

State; OR

Zip: 97060

Country: USA . .
Email: susibtraveln@yahco.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhotd name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
As is exampled by Fukoshimq, while we "think" we tan control nuciéar energy, we OBVIOUSLY ¢an notl The hazards of

the waste material is well known, and to take such dangerous materials on public roads and face the dangers that
driving can create, Is incredibly irresponsible.

Please do NOT allow tie transport of hazardous nuclear waste o the northwast, and fet's continue to lock into
alternative greener energy sources! Thank you,

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswehmaster@anl.ggv or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster 3t (630) 252.5708,

W90-1

W90-1

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). ’

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope‘of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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MR. BROWN: The court reporter. Thank youw.
Stevan will be followed by Parzyl Siemer.

STEVAY PIET: Helloe. The firat thing I have

(to do is p Ny name 1ly. It's Steve

Piet,

MR. BRONN: Piet. OXay.

STEVAN PIET: ©Don'’t worry about it. Everyone
gets it wrong., It’s great because when I got a
telonarketer call at homs, I know it’s not a friend
or 'a relakive. .

I have four points. Rumber one, it iz
high time that the nation had a waste management
clasaitication system based on the characterization
of -waste and not the acurce. When you read these
sorts of documents, this thing is coming from here,
it*s coming from thexe, Lt's DOB, it’s WRC, it's
commercial, it's high-level waste. That's garbage.
You'va got to have a <lear, unambigucus, censistent
characterization-based waste management
classification scale.

Point nurbex twae, my reacticon to the

T19-1

T19-1

Changes to the radioactive waste classifications are outside the scope of the EIS.
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Piet, Stgve. Commenter ID No. T19 (cont’d)

1 various alternatives. I oppose the no-~actien
2 alternative because nho action is no solution, It
3 doesn't get thingy done. It loaves problems to my
4 c.‘;lldren, and who will some day, perhapu, have their
5 own children.
3 I oppose the duep geological burial idea
? that, aioparently, the Governor loves, It's way too
8 expensive and it's a ~- it’'s an overkill. I .think
9 the ldoa ¢f disposing things at WIPP in a treach, or
10 in a vault, any of those could be made to work.
11 . ‘ 1 oppose the bore hole approach for
12 three reasons. Humber one, as stated in the Draft,
13 it cannot be Implemented everywhexe in the countxy.
14 Su from & geographical equity prospective, borxe holes
15 are a loser. Nunber two, [ don't believe I know how
16 to mwonitoxr it in a xoliiable way, whoreas I know T van
17 monltor trxenching and vawlta. Finally, the last
‘ 18 argument against bore holas f3 If T scrow up or T
19 decida later that I want to undo things, 1 don't Xnow
20 how to reverse it. So those are criteria that I
21 wcul.d Mike to see DOE considar; geographical equity,
22 mois!..:u:mg, and reversibility. Boze holes dalhave
23 ona usaful purpose, and thar‘.’a the place where ne
24 could deposit excess ldwyers,
25 . The third point, the Draft uges the

T19-2

T19-3

T19-4

| T195

T19-2
T19-3

T19-4

T19-5

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The three land disposal facility conceptual designs (above-grade vault, enhanced near-surface
trench, and intermediate-depth borehole) were selected as being representative of a range of
land disposal configurations (varying degrees of waste consolidation and geometry) that could
be employed for the disposal of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. As
discussed in Section 1.4.2, each concept has been used to some degree in the United States or
other countries to dispose of radioactive waste similar to the three waste types analyzed in the
GTCC EIS. The same vault, borehole, and trench characteristics were considered for the
disposal sites evaluated in order to compare the performance of each site’s natural
hydrological, geological, and meteorological properties relative to contaminant fate and
transport once any engineered barriers would begin to fail.

The conceptual nature of these configurations takes into account the characteristics of all of the
disposal sites for which they were considered, but their designs (e.g., width, depth, cover depth,
reinforced containment) could be altered or enhanced, as necessary, to provide an optimal
solution at a specific location. As an example, the cover depth could be adjusted to ensure that
roots from vegetation would not compromise the top of the engineered barrier. In addition, the
dimensions of the generic land disposal units (e.g., trench - width and depth, borehole —
diameter and depth, vault — width, depth, and height) were selected based on similar existing
facilities, existing equipment and methods for construction, and optimized (maximized waste
volume disposed of for a given disposal unit volume; simple waste handling procedures to
minimize exposure) for the types of waste packages considered. All designs could also
accommodate different disposal packages (existing and proposed) with minor variations in
their dimensions, but the EIS analyses would remain relevant for each option considered.

For example, if borehole disposal at NNSS became a preferred alternative, any capacity in the
existing boreholes would have been considered in follow-up studies. For an above-grade vault
with a 5 m cover, long-term impacts from the above-grade vault as determined by modeling for
the EIS would be expected to be similar to those for a vault set lower with respect to grade,
including with the top of the vault at or below grade, except in the case where the bottom of the
waste confinement was closer to the groundwater table. For any disposal option, the bottom of
any disposal unit would not be located at or below the water table to exclude the chance of
groundwater migration into the disposal unit. Actual implementation of a disposal option at a
specific location at a given site may have to be modified (i.e., the depth of a trench or a
borehole may need to be reduced to avoid groundwater issues).

Past operational experience with these types of disposal facilities at DOE sites has shown that
when properly implemented, they can provide isolation of radioactive waste from the
environment for extended time periods. Past problems that have arisen with each option
provide additional information to improve the design and performance of future land disposal
facilities. Issues related to performance over time would be analyzed in a project-specific
analysis to address technical and long-term cultural concerns (e.g., tribal issues).

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept for
10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended out to 100,000 years. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-
term modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a
comparative evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation
presented in the EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal.
Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.
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tired, old, discredited approach of linsar dose
;eaponse. 1t looks like a valug of about .05
fatalities per person. It's especially wrong in
using that apézoach when you'rae dealieg uith
population dozes, Tho ICRP, tho Health Physics
Sociaty, the French National Rcademy, the Japanese,
apd so forth, all say don't do that. You are
overevtimating cancer risk when you do that. It is
not justifiadble science. !

And the fourth point is bring the waste

here and send us money to do it. Thank you.

T19-5
(Cont.)
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Polishuk, Sandy, Commenter ID T160

20
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23

4

-~ Capidai Repuoriing Compaity

MR, BRGYVN: Caa you spell yeur last pame?
45, POLISHUK: 1It's Polishuk. Sandy Polishuk,

and I want to say before I begin my testimony that ¥

was in touch with Congres n gaxl 8L 's

cffice today, and he had hoped to be bere. e is

cextainly against bringing in the waste, and he said

‘he sent hig apologies and his regrets, but he will

send Lﬁ his comments so they wili get in the record.

Just by chance today, total coincidence, I
happcned to read that Wasﬁington and Oragon are
ranked nunbar one and number two in the nation for
breast cancer incidence., That's a brand-new fact for
me. I was born in Seattle, grew up there, and except
for three years of my life, I've spent the rest of my
adult life here in Oregon. Suv I am & Horxthwesternar;
those "two states.

I was diagnosed with breast cancer at 46, age
46. Back then, that was conSidered young. It no
10nger<is. Woman in their thirties are routinely
diagnosad with breast cancer. They never were
before. So something has changed. Rnd mspy of us
feel pfetty clearly that it's the enviremment. BAnd
reading this number one and number two, I couldn't

help but think of Ranford and the contaminatfon that

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Polishuk, Sandy, Commenter ID No. T160 (cont’d)

20

21

2

24

28

Canital Reporting Company

it has brought to our two states. I was the fizst of
my friends diagnesed, but definitely not the last,
and I've lost three¢, that I can think of off the tep
of my head, to breast cancer in those ensuing years.

Just like Japan, this is earthguake country. e

' do not want a Fukushima here. And the idea of

purposely bringing more, of relicensing & plant that

is up there for longer -- did you know that? pid you

know thét ariginally {t was licensed for 20 years and

* now they want to —- before that liceanse is even done,

thoy want to renew it., That is another thing we need
te be working against, But, you know, maybe you

can't have a tidal wave that far up the Columbia, but

you cﬁn certainly have an earthquake. An carth
would. be a terrible disaster for Eastern Hashington,
for tAo.river, for the entire Noxthwest. ‘

so like everyone, save.onc, who has testified, I
say the same thing. Clean up what's there and do not
bring any more. ¥ind an apprapriate, safe place for
that garbage that hau been created and stop creating
it. In 1977 I happened to have a conversation with a
man whﬁ had been a nuclear engineer, and I was
arquipg with him then about the fact thar we were
cyeating this nuclear waste that we dida't know how

to deal with. And he assured me that it was not a

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

e

T160-1

T160-2

T160-1

T160-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Polishuk, Sandy, Commenter ID No. T160 (cont’d)
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t problem, that the technocrabs were goiag to have it
2 . 't‘ixed,:',t}\e scientists, the physiclsts, they were

3 going to figure it out before it was a problem, It
L] . i1s 34 years lager, and it is still a problem. He is
5 still wrong in what he told me, and I'm not a

6 scientist. You don't have to be a scientist to Xnow
7 how dangerous this stuff is, how ~~

8 MR. BROUN: I'm sorzy. You're at your time

9 limiz. -

10 MS. POLISHUX: Okay. Thank you.

SIH DD.LDH [put]
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Pollard;Stein, Kristine, Commenter ID No. W40

From: grecriswebmaster@antgov

Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2011 1341 PN

To: © . gleceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subjoct: " Receipt: Greater-Than-Class.C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS ¢ t GTCCI0040

Thank you for your comment, Kristine Pollard-Stein.

The camment tracking number thiat has been assigned Lo your comment is GTCC20040. Please refor to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence ralating to this comment. B

Comment Date: May 18, 2031 42:40:36PM CDF
Greater-Than-Clasi-C Low-Leve] Radloactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10040

First Name: Kristine

Middle Initial: N

Last Name: Pollard-Steln
Address: 365 NW Cherry Streot
City: White Salmon

State: WA

2ip: 98672

Country: USA

Emaif: krispoflard70@pmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name dr address frem public record

Comment Submitted: . -

The main priosity of the Hanford Nuclear Facility should be waste clean-up and not finding room for more additiona!
waste, The toxic waste that is already stored at Hanford toxic waste is already is currently and for many years have been
lcaching into the land asound the tanks that are leaking, and it is slowly moving into our ground water. | absolutely
oppose 10 any additional waste being stored at the Hanford site. No additional toxic waste should be stored at the *
Hanford site. This would be very unethical and immoral practice of putting our community at further risk by adding to an
alveady tragic and overwhelming problem of the Hanford clean-up that is already being spoken of, No more toxic waste

at Hanford!INtee :

Questions aboul submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: ateceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EfS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W40-1

W40-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Polychronis, Jan, Commerter ID No. W206
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From: ' gteceisviebmoster@anlgov
Sent: +, Thursday, June 16, 2011, 9:10 AM
To: gteceiswebmastes@anl.gov
Subject:

Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10206

Thaak you for your camment, Jan Polychrorsis.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10206. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 09:10:06AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10206

Flrst Name: Jan

Last Name: Polychranis

Country: USA E

Privacy Praference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: _

1do not want more nuclear waste shipped to Hanford through the Gorge or any other way. Hanford still hasn't
Rerfected their vitcifying method and shipping more waste to be stared there Is not a good answer, We need to find
them however and spend the time, energy and money towards this end,

Questions about submitting cor over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater.
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-5705.

W206-1

W206-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is Sperational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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. Pomeroy, Kelly, Commenter ID No.W450
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gtecelswebraster@ard.gov

From:

Sent: ' Friday, June 24, 2011 7:51 PM
To: . .. grcceisviebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: ’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Levet Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10450

Thank you for your cdmment, Kelly Porneray.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10450. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 07:50:39PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: 6TCC10450
First Name: Kelly

Last Name: Pomeray |

Address: 59-148 Olomana Rd.
City: Kamuela

State: HI

2ip: 96743

Country; USA ;
Emall: kpterra@gmail.com

Privacy Preference; Don't withhald name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:’ .

We have already seen'ample evidence that Hanford Is Incapable of properly storing huclear waste, so why would anyone
think it appropriate to send them thousands and thousands of gallons more of this highly toxic material, endangering
the whole Columbis Gorge in the process?

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste €iS Webmaster at {630) 262-5705,

W450-1

W450-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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From: . gtccéiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: friJay, June 24, 2011 1:30 PM
To: ° gtecaiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Reécelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10434
Thank you for your comment, 8, Pope.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10434. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all dence felating to this ¢ t.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 01:30:17PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve) Radioactive Waste E15 Draft Comment: GTCC10424

First Name: B,
Last Name: Pope
Country: USA

Email: bpope@pacifier.com
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: .
Increased use of the limited and narrow Columbia River Gorge travel corridor for radivactive waste going to an slready

overburdened Hanford site, is unacceptable. | live and breathe here. | do not chose to have this radloactive transport
Burden added to the environmenta) problems of the Gorge.

Questions about submitting ¢ ts over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster@anl.oy orcall the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5708.

W434-1

W434-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13 2013
: : y » stated that DOE has defi isi
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as descrilfezr;gdt}?edecmon

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational

For'information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Pope, B., Commenter ID No, W280

From: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Seat: Thursday, June 16, 2011 957 PM -

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GICC10280

Thank you for your comment, 8. Pope.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10280. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber In all o dence relating to this comnient.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 09:56:58M COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10280

First Name: B.

tast Name: Pope

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

" Comment Submitted:

The Columbia River Gorge Is a restricted corridor of railroad, highway, river traffic, and trails connecting a population
living in small towns and communities on either side of the river. Any additional traffic of hazardous materials ls
unthinkable in the increased risk it poses for everyone living and working here,

Quastions about it - over the Web? Contact usat: greceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-

“Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W280-1

W280-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

STH DOLO 1vul]
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" Powell, Charles, Commenter ID No. L.52

. fegslied
Chaclkes R Fowe]f T et
PO, Box 2045

Albuguerque ym F715¢

June 20, 2011

Ay Acrold M. Edelman, €18 Documert. Mprager
Cloverleag Bollding, EM-43

1600 Independenca Ave. sW

Washing 7 (DL 20585

Dear Me, Edalman’

Im Shengly Opposed o Sendiy
Greater Than Chss C Nocfase Wasthe 3
Yo the. WLPP S—Forac)e,yga.dl&'y (n
Newd Mexieo,

WIPP's sission 1o limided by law,

Bromisnd Wete Moo Fhort- Au‘f)/vu“‘
Fhan FeansuceN e, Wasfe Wauld nor
be Ses~ fo WILPP.

/4 l%@fﬂ‘a%r(\.je S 3/\&0 [c/ ISQ. Se Q’z(d‘ ux ! )/
. Con S)kC/QJ'QA- I QOA SlL<é€46'l‘V\C} f {chle.ﬂ 2

L52-1

L52-2

1.52-1

L1522

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than
TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new
facility within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing
and evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act 0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

ST DOLH putd
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Powell, Charles, Commenter ID No. L.52 (cont’d)

L52-2

Waste 15 ?ro}w ced and predently Cont)
: Stored makes lot- of Sense

L bnfiwis the shued grocess shoud
e Stopped and No Lol =enVicenmenthy
fffM?me ?Sbf‘e_/vzm—!*@l S) S id be 155 ved

WLM foeld
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Powers, Patrick, Commenter ID No. W460

from: _glecuiswehmasterdantgov

Seant: Savrday) June 25, 2011 528 AM

Tou Gicaiswehmaster@anl.goy

Subject: Reveipts Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radivactive Waste EIS Comment GTCLI0460

Thank you for your comment, Patrick Powers,

The comment tracking nurnber that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10460. Please refer ta the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: luna 25, 2011 05;28:00AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Wasta EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10460

first Name: Patrick

Middie lnitial: M

Last Name: Powaers

Address: 46 Lokeview

City: White Salmon

State: WA

2ip: 98672

Country: USA . .

Email: patmpowers@gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhald name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: .
fladioactive waste next to the Columbia River? Forget it.

Questions about submitting ¢ aver the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

| w460-1

W460-1 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations
and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

SI4 DOID 1ol
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Presley, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W406

From: gteceiswebmaster@ani,gov

Sent: . Thursday, June 23, 2011 9:27 PM

To: . gtcceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10406

Thank you for your comment, Elizabeth Presley.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10406. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 09:26:53PM CDT
G rea!er~Than‘Class;C Low-Level Radicactive Waste 1S Draft Comment: GTCC10406

First Name: Elizabeth

Middle Initial: N

Last Name; Presley

Address; 3221 Minnesota Ave
City: Duluth

State: MN

Country: USA

Emalt: beep2222@pmail.core

Privacy Preferente: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . : .

Having tived in the Seattle area from 1975 until 2603, | have been well versed In the canisters of waste leaking into the
Celumbia River, the railroad transfer of waste to Grouad 2ero, the high incidence of cancer in the Hanford area, the
death in Seattle of the Chernobyl pilat, and the fr ted pis o start the ol If this were not enough to make
the case for abandoning the current plan, surely the Japanese disaster must.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us al: gtecaiswebmaster@ani.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste E1S Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

‘W406-1

W406-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision

on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SIH DOLD vuld
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Procter, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T79

S Capitai Reporiig Compaity

MS. PROCTER: Thank you.

MR. BROWN: §o please proceed.

MS. PROCTER: Hello. My name is Rebecca
Pto?terx I'ﬁ a rasident of Santa Fe County.

Iﬁ my professional life I've been involved
quite a 1oé with NEPA. So I wanted to start off with
just a couple of technical points, just kind of
reminders for you, and especially if this is new for
you, things you should keep in mind.

The NEPA process is only a consultation
process. It requixes that federal agencies like DOE
consider the effects that theix proposed actions have
on peéple in the envirorment. It does not -- and it's
important ﬁo remexber this -~ it does not mandate any
particular level of protection ox consideration by an
agency. It only requires that those effects be
consideted'in some fashion.

Sa this me@né that you, the public, must
advoéate for the appropriate leveli of evaluation and
protection for the action that's peing considered.
This is no.quaranteed outcome for the National

Environmental Policy Act process.
866.488.DELO
wwswv.CapitalReportingCompany.com

910 Lipnupp
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Procter, Rebecca, Commenter ID No, T79 ( cont’d)

20

21

22

L Caeiial TPan
GG AP

Secondly, I'd like to make the point that in
this case, it appears that the NEPA process has been
foreshortened in a way that is nrot defensible, to wit,
the failure of DOE to consider and evaluate all
reasonable-alternatives.

There’s an alternative that some of our
Nuclear Watch Groups with theilr speclal expertise are
advocating, and that is that this higher level and more
daﬁgerous waste be stored on site at nuclear plants.
This is the hardened on-site storage that you were

hearing about in the presentation earlier, HOSS.

¥You'll probably hear that acronym again.

I-would advocate that the HOSS method is, in
fact, within the boundaries of the mandate for the EIS
simply because it states clearly that DOE must develop
a facility or facilities, plural, for this Xkind of
waste.

Now, I want to get to the xzeal heart of the
matter. ﬁhy is New Mexico an acceptable dumping ground
for higher level and commercial grade nuclear waste?
This tore potent question underlies and actually

subverts the NEPA process. For decades New Mexico has
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9]0z Lionupp

T79-1

T79-2

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act 0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

S14 DD.LD outd

JuaUNo0(J 2SUOdsIY JusuuIo)) [ xipuaddy



Procter, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T79 (cont’d)

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137
irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites

STH DO.LD [putd
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Capii Keporting Company =~ ~ - ey with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients,
and sufficient depths to groundwater.
been viewed as a poor, low population, fringe area that . . . i
: i While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
serves as a politically and socially acceptable place (disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
. could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.c., enhanced near-
to hide toxi terials that richer, more densel . . 2
: ¢ materals tha ! L surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
populated or more commercially profitable communities evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
T79-2 would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
s  would-never consider housing in their own areas. (Cont.)
[ I suggest, therefore, that as New Mexicans,
7  you must beco}ne very angry, very vocal, and very
3 politically motivated to prevent this disaster in the
9 making.
10 . Further, New Mexicans must recognize and be
it wiliing to paint the elephant in the room a shocking
12 electric pink. Any technology that genervates large
13 amounts of incrodibly toxic matexial that never in the
14 foreseeaple future of the human species really goes
15 away, any téchnology that does that is clearly
16 unmistakably maladaptive and harmful to the human
1?7 community and the planet as a whole.
18 : We must, therafore, reject not just any
19 unacceptable waste disposal, but this technology as a
20 whole as it is being used to enrich a few while T79-3
21 endéngering all. This is clearly not in line with the
22 values of the American democracy.
866.488.DEPO
.www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Procter, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T79 (cont’d)

- Capital Reporting Company 10

¥ow, I will just leave you with one £inal
thouéht, and that is it appears to me that the
:easbning-that would lead this agency to choose to
dispgse of higher level waste in facilitiés thaé are of
a. less seqpée nature than the geologic containment at
HIPP:—- you've seen some of the other alternatives here
- is tau;cy reasoning and should not be followed.

Thank you.

T79-3
(Cont.)

SIH DOLO putsd
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From; gteceisivebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 10:26 PM

To: oo gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subfect: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10008

Thank you for your comment, Peggy pryor.

The comment tracking ‘number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10008. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence celating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 6, 2011 10:26:14PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lowv-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10008

First Name: Peggy

Middle initial: )

Last Name: pryor

Address: 1420 nw 12th Andrews Texas 79714

City: Andrevis :

State: TX

Zip: 79714

Country: USA .

Email: pryors02@suddentink.net *

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or aduress from public record

Comment Submitted:

Leave low leve! radioactive waste at its orgin of generation! When will you understabnd every time you move and store
in 4 new plate your are contaminating a new area also mixing these waste have proven that new elements are created .
Yau more than likely havé not done heatlh studies ta be able to verify any contamination in the future that is a number
one way we as Individuals have no way to prove our new iliness ,example Andrews texas has lowlevel it has been at least
15 years the only study that was done in 1996 is {ost,not,appropriate,etc. .
You fail to listen 10 the cancerans of the public until a Chernobly or Japan.crisis occurs, in the low lavel waste sites you
are creating heatth crsis with 10 way to prove or side and by not listening or conducting proper studies oaly how much
money you can make {the states main interest or to do any thing to get your job done to without worrying about
cansequeses to health,and safety of the pubtic.

Our Earth Is all we have to protect us and Go,d ask us to care for it for it can feed us house us it qur source of water and

deli

you are not ining due aswe are dated in Gods law.
Say no to 2 gamble to vs the public but also to gods faw. Peggy Pryor
420 nw 12th
Andrews Texas 79714

432-523-4550

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giccelswebmaster@an).gov or cafl the Greater-
Than-Class-C Lov-Level Radloactive Waste EiS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

Wws-1

Ws-1

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Pryor, Peggy and Melodyve, Commenter ID No. E28

. B 8albm

From: -

Sent: ’ Monday, October 01, 2012 2:31 PM
To: . UL U

Ca e

Subject: ’ FW: Greater than Llass C Comments
-—-Original Message~-—

From: Diane D'Arrigo/NIRS [majltos dianed@nlrs.ore]
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:39 PM

To: Araold Edelman ’

Cc: Diane D'Arrigo/NIRS

Subject: Greater than. Class C Comments

June 16 2011

Arnold Edelman, Document Manager, DOE GTCC £15, Cloverleaf Bld,, EM-43, 1000

Independence A , SW,, Washington, DC 20585

Dear Arnold £defman and DOE

'

Please extend the public comment period for one month so that individual izations and ities affected

and potentially affected by GTCC and GTCC like waste can fully revie, evalulate and comment, Those fiving and working

at and around some of the sites with large amounts of this waste or potentially in line to receive large smounts of E28-1
deserve the chance to learn more and provide input. it has been a long time coming --getting to the point where the

public can weigh in on this unique waste category. We would greatly appraciate a 31 day extension.

Sincerely
Diane D'Arrigo

Nuclear Information and Resource Service

Takoma Park MD

E28-1

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings. DOE
considers the 120-day public comment period to be adequate relative to the 45-day NEPA
requirement.

ST DOLD [putd
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Pryor, Peggy and Melodve, Commenter ID No. E28 (cont’d)

Peggy and Melodye Pryor

Andrews TX

Diane D'Arrigo/NIRS -
6930 Carroll Ave #340
Takoma Park MD 20912
3012706477 x 18
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Putkey, Lisa, Commenter ID No. E53

Fram: L " -Lisa Putkey <putkey@gmail.com>
Sent: - "~ ‘Menday, June 27, 2011 845 PM
To: gtcceis@anl.gov .
Subject: GICC €IS Comment -Lisa Putkey
Attachments: GTCC Comments.doc

Dear Mr. Edelman,

Copied below and attached are my comments on the Greater than Class C EIS, Flease contact me if you have
any trouble viewing them,

Best, Lisa Putkey, lisapnlkey@gmnii.com

Arnold Edelman

Document Manager.

DOE GTCCEIS
Cloverleaf Bld, EM-43

100D Independence Avcnue, SW.

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Department of Encrgy,

As I write this a giant forest fire is burning vp the southwest comer of Los Alamos National Laboratory, 1t has
been very dry in the desest this year and this is just one of rampant wildfires in the area, The city of Los
Alamos was evacuated earlier this afternoon: Natural Disasters do happen. Science is not infallible.

Please do NOT bring any of the 160,000,000 curics of radivactive GFCC waste to New Mexico. GTCC
radioactive waste will be dangerous to humans and the envivonment for hundreds of years, Right now the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant east of Carlsbad has a capacity of only 5,000,000 curies of radioactivity, This waste
is 30 times more radioactivity than intended for WIPP and would break their ban on commercial (nuclear
power) waste disposal. Los Alamos National Laboratory has no adequate facility for this waste storage and
currently disposes of low level nuclear waste at Area G in unlined trenches, pits and shafts. Area G is leaking
and in need of clean-up not more shallow radioactive waste buriall

1

E53-1

E53-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable )
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. i

SIH DOID [outd

Juamnd0(J asuodsay juswuio)) 1 xipuaddy



Lokl

9710z o

Putkey, Lisa, Commenter ID No. E53 (cont’d)

N

[ live in Chimayo and volunteer with 2 youth organization called Think Outside the Bomb. We educate, tr{\in,
and mobilize youth to be involved with environmental justice issues in their communities, focusing on the
impacts of the nuclear industrial complex. 1have been working with youth in the Espanola Valley for o ydar

now and when this proposal came out we started meeting with local intergenerational groups to read throygh thd
EIS together (which by the way we need much much more time to do, sinee it is two thick books of dens
technical information ind many of the youth in the Espanola Valley struggle with the English language). [As we
read through we became very dismayed by this proposal and the negative implications for our commumity,

which has already suffercd from 65 years of puclear contamination.

We started doing outreach in the community and at the high schools about the proposal and not only was/NO
Qne aware of this proposal, but they sl were very concemed and didn’t want this waste braught to New
Mexico. We did art sessions in which students and community created art and wrote letters to be broughl to the
public comment period (which is always a sham so that the project can check off “involved local
communities.””) Many of the students' letters spoke of wanting healthy, safe, and sustainabls communitifs to
grow up in and for their families.

In my opinion New Mexico has been a sacrifice state for the U.S. nuclear industrial complex since the
beginning, with LANL, Sandia, WIPP, Kirtland’s nuke storage, uranium mining, and moze. The Espanola
Valley Communitics, which are downwind of LANL, have already suffered enough front their air, land, wals
and bodies being contaminated and it has lead to severe health problems. To bring more radivactive waste §;rbc
stored in shallow burial in inadequate facilitics at LANL is a slap in the face that puts a community historically
contaminated with radioactivity even more at risk. Furthermore, it is an environmental injustice to the
predominately Indigenous and Chicano Espanola Valley.

The fire happening as I write is a blaring examplc of how this community cannot sustain this waste, As plebal
warming progresses these disasters will only increase. Even so, in hundreds of years the geography of Lo
Alamos, between a rift valley and a dormant volcano, with underlying fault lines, will have changed. Its
shallow burial at Area G cannot handle waste that needs (o be secured in deep geological repositories and
monitored for generations. The surrounding Indigenous Puebles are land-based peoples who have always §nd
will always live in the sacred land they are living. To ask future generations, as stewards of the Jand, to be

this radioactive burden is unaceeptable. The “Native Text” of the Drafl EIS for GTCC waste should be yeall by
the DOE in greater sincerity. The proposed LANL site is just not suitable.

Additionally, since the Department of Encrgy seems to have sooo0oo much radioactive waste, and NO good
solution for what to do with it, perhiaps they should immediately cease all of their efforts to hype up nuclear,
power and create more of this waste that will be toxic for generations. Nuclear power is an absurdly dangeyous
and dirty process to boil water, and only profitable because of government subsidies. only see it as a wayjfora
handful of rich to profit at the direet expense of low income communities in our country and abroad, and th
ultimate expense of everyone,

E53-2
E53-3
E53-1
(Cont.)
E53-2
E53-3
E53-4
E53-4

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Text prepared by potentially affected American Indian tribes is included in this EIS. DOE
considered this text for Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS; however, DOE also needed to ensure
consistency in the EIS analyses between the various sites, so that an even comparison could be
made between alternatives as required by NEPA. Because of this, it was not possible to fully
utilize all of the information provided by the tribal governments in order to perform specific
analyses associated with exposure events unique to a given American Indian tribe (such as
greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; the use of sweat lodges; and the use of natural
pigment paints for traditional ceremonies). Once a decision is made on a specific site location
and method, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed, including appropriate
analysis of exposure events unique to the impacted local American Indian tribes.

However, the information provided in these narratives was considered in the identification of
the preferred alternative presented in this EIS. The information provided in the narratives for
Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS was very useful, and DOE appreciates the time and effort
expended by the various tribes in supporting this EIS process.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Putke&, Lisa, Commenter ID No. E53 (cont’d)

Sincerely,

Lisa Putkey

Organizer, Think Outside the Bomb
Chimayo, New Mexico )
Email: lisaputkey@gmail.com '
Phone: 650-303-1353 '
Mailing Address: 1940 Willow Way

San Bruno, Ca 94066
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MS. PUTKEY: And We are both active in groups
around here, including Think Outside the Bomb, the
Envirénmentéliaus:ice Group at Tewa Women United, Honor
Pueblo's Existence. We work with a lot of the other
groups coming together to analyze this EIS.

| And I've been working with youth in the
Espanola Valléy. T can't help but notice that you ==
wheﬁ I say Jyéu," I mean DOE -~ you've been not doing a
very good job of letting anyone in this community, the
Espanola Valley, that lives downwind of Los Alawos,
which is one of the sites where you want to put 160
million Curies of radicactive waste, that you haven't
really got the word out.

I've been looking in the Rie Grande Sun. -Take
noté. The Rio Grande Sun, it's the valley ncwspaper.
It comes out evary Wednesday. Try to get an article or
an ad ‘or sowething in there.

fle've been doing outreach in the community and
talking to people and youth, We went ko Egpanola
Valley High School and talked to a lot of classes. Not
ane pérson that we have come across has heard abuul

this proposallto bring waste here to New Mexico. So I
866.488,.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T89-1

T89-1

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings.
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Putkey, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T89 (cont’d)
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think it's‘kind 6f preposterous to even have a
community hearing without doing the proper, adequate
outreach to the community.

That being said, when we were at_Espunola High
Schooi, we'wqued with youth. Maybe you come to our
table afteéwaxds. ¥You can check out the artwark that
the youth from the Espanola High School made in regards
to Chﬁs, and we made it as a way for them to have their
commeﬁts and have their voices here even though it's
very, very hard to get around in the area, lack of
public transportation and such.

So I'm going to have Elizabeth read one and
I'm going to read another one from two different
students from the Espanola High School that they wrote
on Tuesday.

MS. CHAVEZ: This letter is written to the
Department of Enexgy. It says, "New Mexico is a
beautiful, peaceful and friendly environment. Please
do rot take that away from us. This state is not a
waste for the government to be destroying. We are all
humans, and we all deserve to live In & {ree, healthy,

and clean environment.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T89-2

T89-2

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500~1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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"please consider another source or idea to put

this Qaste. We care about cur community. Ve want it
to befthe bést for our economy, anrd we do éare for a
clean; healthy environment. Please reconsider.
Students of Espanola Valley High School.”

l Ms. Putkey: "We don't support this idea
because we don't want anything to harm our community.
e want oux children and grandchildren to live healthy
lives and not have to live through devastation if
something goes wrong.

"Phis idea is frightening. ’This ldea isn’t
goirg 'to allow us to live long, healthy lives.®

Thank you.

T89-3

T89-3

See response to T89-2.
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Quintana, Marlene, Commenter ID No. L77

L77-1

4 «L() et Co),
Wfé ghmféo{ s%i/ﬁ . ‘L&’/LM

Lhile 'é[/k ﬂ[ﬁy)\’/’/ N o L77-2

§L%M @7 /'? J.S\S
i

iy o %%%
Gunh /rhes Let
Wtht( b S ben

el donT //Leea/
0)’“ Msvlc e ree

-

§

eé'b
é/ ms

. 9@ xd'fws.
wanol r e pest s, //WS- y
j}z,m QS‘W Mp'(wa,%ﬁ/ &Qu_a
7779 67/(/( /mne/;wﬂ(aa/nﬂ(

F’w/,/ﬂ_a,s&
Lcte. 5“}14%?&( Sée S a7 4@&5
C vt Lot grca ,ZM

s S L b , o

L77-1

L77-2

L77-3

L77-4

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at LANL and ongoing cleanup efforts
at the site will continue. DOE does not anticipate that GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like waste
disposal would affect ongoing cleanup activities at these sites.
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Quintana, Marlene, Commenter ID No. 177 (cont’d)
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short of funds needed to finish a containment structure
for the Cherncbyl reactor today. So how can it ever be
safe? It can't.

So I would like to submit that for the time
peing, that all of this GTCC waste be kept at exactly
wheré it was produced at those commercial plants and
leave it there for 100 years, and in that space of
time, maybé we'll come to some real}zatioﬁ of a better
place :o‘sﬁart. And I would also like to say that I
don‘é think any of it should be transgorted across the
state. Thank you.

MR. BROWN: Thank you. William Radford will
be speaking next, and then Astrid Webster.

‘ MR. RADFORD: First of all, I'd like to lodge
a cemplaint ;hat I wasn't sent a copy of the drakt
Environmental Impact Statement. I have been on the
DOE's list since 1976, and I keep getting dropped from
the list. I don't know what it takes to get on there
permanentlﬁ, out piease put me on permanently. So the
remarks I'm going to give this evening are basgd on my
review of the panels iﬁ the back and a briefl review of

the documents in the front there.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T161-1

T161-1

DOE?’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings. The EIS
was also posted on the project website. Request for a copy of the EIS can also be made through
the website.
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I think that this proposal amounts to a
cynical bréach of the public trust, primarily because
the WIPP project that seems to be your not quite yet
préferred $1ternative, seems to ignore the fact that
thg éitizeng of New Mexico who have under some duress,
I would say, accepted 'this project, was with the
un&érstanding that it would be for defense-related
waste only, and.now we find that we're being told that
it will include some commercial waste as well. I
considexr that a breach of trust. There was a great
deal pf negotiation, and discussicn through Congress
and other méans to come up with a decision whiéh wasg
wade, which wés that it was not to include any
commercial waste.

The next point I would like to raise is that
the QIPP site shoﬁld be preciuded from consideration as
an alternaéive for the same reason that it should have
been Erecluéed in the site selection process for the
transatlantic disposal. That is to say, the
government'g own criteria: site selection criteria,
called tc avoid any site that had attractive natural

resources. In the case of YIPP, we’re dealing of
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

910 Avnuop

Ti61-2

T161-3

T161-2

T161-3

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than
TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new
facility within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing
and evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA for the disposal of defense-generated TRU waste. The
physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes proposed for
disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU wastes currently being disposed of
in the repository. WIPP is surrounded by various natural resources — including potash, oil, and
natural gas — as identified in Section 4.2.2.2 of this EIS. Resource considerations were included
in the site selection process for WIPP and are documented in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, Section 7.3.7). Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes at WIPP would not invalidate the WIPP site selection decision.
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course, wiéﬁ potash and oil and gas. If you look at
the claims and the drills around the WIPP project,
you'll see it's just dotted. Everywhere around the
land withdrawal ;ite, there are oil and gas sites. It
cannét be denied that it's a very atpractive site for
natural re;ources.

So ‘it should be excluded for the same reason

.that it should have been excluded for what it was. I

didn't -~ T asked whatever the DOE represents is
ougside, whether or not tﬂere was any critexia for
avoidance of natural resources; he said he didn't know
or tﬁat the list that was on the panels tﬁere dia not
incélude all of the criteria. I'm suggesting that if
there isn't a eriteria for exclusion due to natural
resource competition or attractiveness, that that
should be there, and that the WIPP site should be
precluded for that reason.

. The next point I would like to raise also
relates to the WIPP project, and it has to do with your
deginition of the word “deep." Now, your criteria call
for deep geologic disposal. 1T contend that "deep" in a

geologlic sense should mean some amount greatexr than
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

SN ANNEY s el

T161-3
(Cont.)
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Radford, William, Commenter ID No. T161 (cont’d)
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less than a half mile. 1 think most of the audiences -
- I think tﬁac if the general public understood that
when @hey think of the waste -- at the waste isolation
pilot plant as being deep, deep, deep underground, if
they really thc&ght about how far less than a half mile
it is, they Qould be far less complacent about it.
That's only about four throws of a good rock, if a good
arm, or younger arm perhaps.

So I would think that if we're going to be
talking abqut deep geologic disposal, it should be
considerably more than the dépth at which the waste
isolagion p;lo: plant sits; i.e., way deeper than a
half mile. Those are my comments.

MR. BROWN: Thanks very much. Astrid Webster
and. Brich Kuerschner will be next. '

uS. WEBSTER: Hi. My mame i3 Astrid. I've
been in New Mexico since I was an 18-year-old freshbman
at the University of New Mexico, and my‘affiliation is
for life. And I'd like to speak to the man in the red
jackeg who thinks that solar power and wind power can't
meel our needs.. I have solar punely on my roof, and

they're more than meeting our needs, by a bunch. And
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T161-4

Ti61-4

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137
irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites
with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients,
and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.
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Ralin'us, Carla, Commenter ID No. W37

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gay

Sent: . Wednesday, May 18, 2011 2:10 PM
To: gtcceiswebmaster@ant.gov
Subject: ’ " Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10037

Thank you for your comment, Carla Rajnus.

The comment trackiné number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10037. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all ccrrespaqdence refating to this commem,

Comment Date: May 18, 2011 01:09:21P8 CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10037

First Name: Carla

Last Name: Rajnus

Address: 5905 sw pendleton ct.
City: portland ’ .
State: OR

Zip: 97221

Country: USA

Email: cartaralnus@gmailcom | -
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:" i .

Please do not move toxic waste to Hanford. It is too dangerous and there is 2 better way to dispose of it; at least clean it { W37-1
hefore transporting it.

thanks.

Questions about submitting comments aver the Web? Contact nsat: gtecelswehmaster@anldoy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705. -

W37-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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From: " gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; " Thursday, June 23, 2011 5:30 PM

To: . gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS C GTCC10389

Thank you for your comment, Carla Ralston,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCCI0389, Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all cor d relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 05:30:14PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10389

First Name: Carla

Last Name: Ralsten

Cauntry; USA X

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
The #1 priority should be cleaning up the existing waste, not dumping more waste on the problem,

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@an).gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EiS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W389-1

W389-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Randolph, Gretchen, Commenter ID No. 1.318

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the

S
§‘$ : %’a DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
.-..M—. . RARINASTIVE WAQTE ANDOTOOY IR WASTE. .. . e
g,-.»'” . (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
Must be received on or before Jime 27, 2001

Mr&Mrs. ___ D 1[

Mr. Mrs. ___ Ms.

Name: f wede Cmm-?_}? wadal ph

Title: (1a.e @uc(n e

Organizuliun. .

Address: :

City: ._ _ Stater _ ZipCode: _, . _ _ .
Phone: 50\3),_57_@ Qs 2158 E-Mail Address:

Comment:
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achua. sl .__L()ﬂ'ait Dumm . ke Grand vo e
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D;_L&QLQ(M_&&&_A ALL w@lﬁmﬁ:.._;,g,_

mmm@bww ) (JG%‘!@/
Piease usa other sids if more spéee is needod. s 5 E W Mbc \f‘\) ai .

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL lNFORMATlON [:\formanon you provide on this forin may be published s part
of the public secord for this project, intluding publication on the Intemet. Individual respondents may request
canﬂdcnualﬂy by :hcckmg one of the two bo\es Lelow, The BOE will honor sich thucsis 0 the extent allowed by law,
All submission from org; and b or fram individuals identifying th Tves as rep ives or officials
of’ izations or busi will be availgble to the public in tacir entircty.

&

. [ withhold my name and address from the public record,

3 vithhold onty ny address fram the public record \‘——f i

:nt form may be faxed to:
(301)903-4303

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Acnold Edelman

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Complinnce (EM-43)
U.8. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585.0119

or sent by clectronic mail to:
sleecis@anlgov

L318-1

L318-1

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on
preferred routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state
routing agency in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D).

DOE’s Record of Decision 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has
deferred a decision on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as
described in the Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until
WTP is operational.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside
the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable
the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes.
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- Ray, Gisela S., Commenter ID No. 1.212

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
" RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND G TCC-LIKE WASTE ™" -
(DOE/LIS-0375-D)
U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

st be recetved on or before June 27, 3011

,
Mr. __ M. _L_/_ Ms, - Me &M . Dbr -
Name: Creeloe S, Rey
Title: /

Organization: Zg //‘2’{_1/_(_ ol Demll 4 (/' /4

Address: P SE Y (oLt

City: _&E4ha tn State: __ OF Zip Codc:w‘fﬂ
Phone: : E-Mail Address:

Convment: : )

L cun dugprer antad asidle [Lei loong! 0K Coty

?
4

—Lotnecl e lle Dupen Leplobafive cleleDudiin~
— otk ditl ot L e Y Sl /mé:/z 260 Oaedae iy 28
it et by

2L bl LB _Golil Bessl. s
—lmode 4ol alienaly pplluded t Les i
Bhpsrtotal WA o jé&.,m&mwa@z.%@zé}w {

(ohas = [o 0, aue JLLBEE. é&ﬂfﬁ;iggnu A S

Please use obs side f mende space §s needed.

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Infornuation you provide on this form may be pubtished as part
of the public record for this project, including publication on the lnterney. Individual cespendents may reqsest
confidentiality by checking ane of thie two boxes below, The DOE will bonor such requests to the extent allowed by faw.
All submission from ions and busi of from individuals identifyving i tves as rep ives o officials

of izatiens o7 bush will be t¢ to the public in their entirely,

7 withhold my name and address from the public record.
(] Withhold onfy my nddress from the pubiic reeord
Y i

Comment form may be faxed to:

Comment forms may be mailed to:
(301) 903-4303

Mr. Amold Edelman

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S, Depastment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119 -

or sent by electronic mai to;
eleceis@anl.gov

L212-]

L212-1

DQE’s RQD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred 4 decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Mﬁ.’BROHN: Carol will be followed by Ren
Ferguson.
v M3, REILLEY URNER: ®ell, scmeone who spoke here
was 81, I'm 82. And we bocame Oregonians way back
when I was 29. And it was when we were here, ny
huspand was a planner for metro —- the metro area of
portland, and I am very proud of the work that he did
and the fellow planners. I think that Oregon,
portland and the surrounding communities, are
gomething very special in this country. And I think

we gwe it to all the people that have helped make

866.488.DEPO
wwiw.CapitalReportingCompany.com

L .

910Z Laonupp

T171-1

T171-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID No. T171 (cont’d)

Cupii:x‘rI{uporiing'Con'np;my‘
. this a wonderful place to live as well, as Mother
Nature and Mother Earth :hemsélves, who've made it a
: worderful place. ¥ot to let this desecration occur
.along our Columbia River.
#hen my children were only two and five the
-Berlin crisis happened, and we were teetering on the
edge of nuclear war. Some of you haven't had to live
shrough that. We lived through it scvoral times.
And a newspaper colunnist asked, Where are the people
in this country? khy aren't they speaking out?
And 50 I wrote a letter saying the reason we
weren't speaking vwas we wexe helpless. And I'm sure
_that when I looked at my own children and realized
they probably wexen't going to grow to adulthood, and
I thought Russian women —- who at that point, by the
‘way, were demons because they wexe Communists -~ I
was sure that they felt the same when they looked at
‘their children.
] Well, the next day, after -— well, the paper put
:1: in the paper with a five-column headline. The
:nex: day, women all over Portland ware calling me,
~w0men,‘most of them I'd never met and dldn'f know.
And :ﬁqy said, Carel, we have to do something. So I
felt helpless, had to help, and I love the women of

Portland and will ever since, because they gathered

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

IR R

T171-1
(Cont.)

T171-2

T171-2

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes. ’
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Juawnoo(T asuodsay] juawiuio)) [ xipuaddy




124408

9107 (Clbnuv[

_Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID T171 (cont’d)

21

22

23

24

sete o -Capital Repos

_ tegether, formed a movement, and helped gé£ that

- nuclear test ban that stopped dropping fallout on our

_ ¢hildren and helped to put a break and get people to
think, where are we going? Ghy are we preparing to

‘ kill?

Well, for 35 years we lived overscas, because my

- hushand.worked with poor countries. He wanted to
help thém lift up. He didn't want to be involved in
killihg‘o: the military in any way. and I came to
lova all the countries we lived in and all the
hundreds of countries we visited, and all the people,
the po;r peoéle. fhere were 5o many wanderxful people
that wb‘chink about killing without a second thought.
And these arc precious people, and we need to
recognﬁze their preciousness, just like the Columbia
River is precicus and Oregen and Washingron are
precious.

And now I've come back, and I don’t know as much
as a lot of you do about thc details of Hanford amd
nuclear power and nnglca: weapons, but I do know,
listening to you and reading and looking; this is
crazy. UMy people are worth more than this. The
world is worth more than this. e can't keep going
in this direction.

And in those years overseas -- T'1l end with

866.483.DEPO
wiviy.CapitalReportingCompany.com

TI712
(Cont))

TI171-3

T171-3

See response to T171-1.

STH DOLD vutd

Juouns0( asuodsay yusuwiuioy) 1 xipuasddy



Y4458

9107 &wnupp

Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID T171 (cont’d)

™ gt S Gy by ", "
Capital Reperting Company,

this -- T mostly worked with very pooxr people to help

them work fox thelir own human xights, their own

comaunities. 2And I learncd that they had a power in

them and that they were smart and that they knew what
was best, and they wouldn't have done foolish things.
But % also iearned when I took them wp to meet with
arbassadors or generals or corporation presidents, in
eveiyone we met, there was something we could reach,
But thei too knew that what they were doing to these
people was wrang. And we stopped a 1§c of bad things
that way.

S50 I know that we together, and these people
with us,”can stop this madness, We have a great
country and a great people and a gseat world. So
let's stop messing with nuclear bombs, miclear power,
killing people, and piling up this waste that nobody

knows what to do with,

T171-4

T171-4

See response to T171-2.
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From: - gheceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: : * Monday, June 27, 2011 1049 PM

To: ' . gieceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level tve Waste E1S Ct t GYCC10362

Thank you for your comment, Carol Reilley Urner.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10562. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 10:58:27PM cor

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10562

First Name: Carol

Middle (nitial:

Last Name: Reilley Urner
Address: 3745 $.E. Harrison Street

, City: Portland

State; OR

Zip: 97214 ‘
Country; USA :
Email: carol.urner02@gmail.com

Privacy Pref : Don't withhold pame or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Please do not transfer more nuclear waste to Hanfard. Our Columbta, fifeline of the northwest, will be dangerously

polluted for generations with teitium and beryllium Tiny particies of plutanium dust will be carried in the air and remain W62-1
in Hanford seil for centuries. nstead pleass concentrate on vitrification, shut down nuclear power plants and cease 3
nuclear weapons produstion before vie destray our beautifut planethome as sustainer of life.

Questions about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W562-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes. :

STH DO.LO [oul

[ xipuaddy

JUBWNIO(T dSUOASIY JUIUUIO))



LPFI

9107 Cwnor

From; gicceisivebmaster@anl gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 140 FM

To: " giecelswebmaster®antgov

Subfect: Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radi Waste EIS C t GTCC10352

Thank you for your camment, Robert Relahart.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10352. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 01:40:03PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Lov/-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10352

First Name: Rohert
Middle Initial: W

Last Name: Reinbart -
Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Email: wizsaimbch@nventure.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

Helln. Pay attention to the needs, desires ang public heaith protection of all Washington State citizens,
Try putting this waste next to the Potoma¢ River!

Our citizenship is no less Important than people living in your nelghborhend!

We already have mare then our share of this national trash.

Thank you. -

Robert Reinhart

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gieceiswebmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705,

W352-1

W352-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

ST4 DO.LD putd
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163

MR. REMPE: Rempe.
MR. BROWN: I thought I remermberxed from the last
time. Thanks. Janet Greenwald will be following you.

Thank you.

MR. REMPE: Good evening, 1 have a few commonts

that I actually referenced from the summary. One on page

26, it says, "WIPP is a LOE facility,™ true. "It's the
first undérqround deep geologic repository." ot true.

) ';::he Czechs built the first underground
repository. The Russians were there before WIPP. The
Germans, the Swodes and the Flnqs, 30 please don't repeat
nonsense like that.

As far as sealed sources is concerned, I believe
you, gentiemen. just like so many government bureaucrats,
are in a decp conceptual rut that is defined by the
regulatory regime. Of course, we have saveral disposal
facilities for Greater-Than-Class~C waste in Eddy County
and in southeasten New Mexico already.

One is, of coursc{ known, T guarantee you there
is Greatar-Than-Class—C waste in thexe as well. The
others arc radicactive sources that are being used in the
oil patch, and when a logging company uses a radioactive
source after days to weeks of trying to tisr.t it out,
they're unsuccessful. They get usually an NRC license to

27

T163-1

T163-2

T163-1

T163-2

Text has been revised to state that WIPP is the first underground deep geologic repository in
the US.

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than
TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new
facility within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing
and evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-specific NEPA reviews, including
further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

STH DOLD vutd
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. T163-2
actually cement it in place. (Cont.)

So I can pretty much guarantee you there axe
P:obably at least dozens of those places. And by the way,
these borehole disposals, they are much deeper than the
intermediate borehole disposal that you mentioned in your
report. Tﬁey'xe thousands of fect deeop, several thousands
of feect deep. So let's talk facts, not regulatory
£iqures. Try to think outside the box when you write
these kind of things.

Hichout saying or without -~ it goes without
;aying that disposal of Greater-Than~Class-C at WIPP is
not rocket surqe¥y (sic). Okay? No problem whatsoever. ) T163-3
I need to make that point, you know, while T expresa some
criticism of other things.

0; page S$37, you'yre stating that, "The
Rdministration has determinaa that developing a permanent
xcpository_for high-level waste and spent nudiea: fluid at
Yucca Houncain, Wevada, is not a workable option and that
the project should be terminated.™

I should think that the term "determined" assumes
T163-4
that there was scme intellectuwal thought process that
formed tha.basis for this determination. I should suggest
the next time you write this, you write "decreed” or

"declared,” because it is nothing but @ declarative

statement without any kind of intellectual foundation.

T163-3

T163-4

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d)

0a page 559, you have -- in Table S5, you compare
the costs of the different waste disposal alternatives.
WIPP there comes out to be the mest expensive of all the

optiens by Actually a factor of more than threc over all

. the other optiens, which seems really rather out of whack,

and actually there's very little explanation for that.

I '_oolievo the assumption for -- I believe you
need to oxplain the assumptions for that gigantic
difference in cost much more explicitly.

And finally, just to put a little bit of an order
of magnitude on what this total radicactive inventory of ’
Greater—‘l‘haﬁ-class-c waste ig out there that needs to be
disposed, if we compare thosc 160 megacuries to some
national engity, that would be about the equivalent of the
granite mass in the Matterhorn in Switzerland times ten.
So you woﬂd bury about the equivalent of the granite in
the Matterhoxrn that sticks out over the surrounding

mountaing at about 10.to 15 of those. That would be the

same radioactive inventory that you're planning to dispose

of with Gr-eacex:-'l‘han—class-c waste.

1 would suggest that cven if you don't like that
analogy, that in the final draft Environmental Impact
Statement you draw some analogies, you make scme
comparisons to how much of this stuff is compared to some

quantities of naturally radicactive makerials that we are

T163-5

T163-6

T163-5

T163-6

The operational costs for WIPP reflect the use of smaller packages which also result in a much
larger number of shipments as well as the higher overall cost to operate the existing WIPP
facility.

The footnote “c” has been updated to explain the difference.

A megacurie is a measure of radioactivity (i.e., radioactive decay) equal to one million curies.
%r;e curie of radioactivity would be approximately the same as from 1 gram of Radium-226
(** Ra).

Although some analogous information has been provided in the EIS to assist the public in
understanding disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, DOE chose not revise the EIS
with a description of “Curie” beyond that provided by the glossary.

ST DD.LD [put]
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d)

all familiaxr with. Because 160 megacuries otherwise
doesn't really mean anything to the average citizen.

Thank you for your time.

[

.

T163-6
{Cont.)
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MR. BROWN: Yes?

MR. REMPE: Can I make a second comment?’

MR. BROWN: Yes.

MR. REMPE: Norbert Rempe again. It is timec to
correct twa previous spcakers. The red herring of xarst
ig being brought up by certain folks all the time. The

issue revolvaes around features in tho neighborhcod of WIPPR

R
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d)

that would allow water to dissolve the salt. This issue
was laid to rest by both the cnvironmental evaluation
group in one speqific report and by an independent report
by a gentleman named John Lawrence, who is an
internationally-recognized authority. He was, among other
things, the president of the American Association of
Petroleum Geologists, a very honorable professional
organization of which I myself also am a membder.

And that wagy published in the form of a Sandia
repoxt. So these reports are available. bLet's lay the
issue of kaxrst to rest before it festers some more in this
community.” There ha; been np karst documented at HIPP
anywhere on the land disposal area, the 16 square miles
that are reserved for wxé?. There is karst cutside of
WIPP.

I'm a geologist. I know what karxst.is. 1'm not
a karst expert, but I know enough about it to make a few

statements, and that is even if there were karst right at

the WIPP site, it would still not bother me in the least.

Tt wouldn't cost ne slcepless nights because karst, the
solution featuzes associated and sort of summed up under
the'term *karst,"” they are surface and near-surface
featureé.‘ They have no impact whatsoever on something
that is half a mile undexground.

So cvon if there were karst at WIPP, and there's

T163-7

T163-7

Comment noted.

STH DOLD [puld
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Rempe, Nbrbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d)

PSS O M S S R T

no evidencg there is, it would not be a problem. So I
just want to lay that issue to rest once and for all.

Hopefully, it won't pop again like a vampire.

B0 T
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From; . ", gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: ' Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:53 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10127

Thank you for yaur comment, Byron Rendar.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10127. Please refer to the comment
tracking b g to this

In all ¢ P e

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 07:52:238M COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low‘l.evei Radlaactive Waste E}S Draft Comment: GTCC10127

First Name: Byron

Last Name: Rendar

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Camment Submitted:

Hanford cleanup projects and plans have becn defayed time after time. We know that whistleblowers have been
sanctioned untaswiully. We know Hanford is already the mast poliuted area in the West , with high level nuctear and
chieimical waste stored in aging, leaky tanks near the Columbia River.

Do not add to the problem and end any possibility of cleaning Hanford by trucking highly radioactive waste to It, Thatis
a recipe for disaster.

Q about submitting ¢ nve? the Web? Contact usat: gicceiswehmaster@ani.gav or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

I W127-1

I W127-2

W127-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

WI127-2  See response to W127-1.
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Richards, Betty, Commenter ID No. T25

MS. RICHARDS: My name is Betty Richards, and I'm
a totally.independent citizen of Carlsbad. I'd like to
comment on the integrity of the WIPP site.

I was here at the very, very beginning of the
NIPP g}ojecz. I was here when they drilled the test
holes. I wﬁs here when a company, I think, was called
Abalonia Jrillcd into the brine pocket that underlies
wIPp.

The pressurized water erxupted several hundred
feet Into the aix, blowing out the césings and scattering
them like pick-up sticks. The eruption never stopped.

One week later, one whole week later, they made the
decision ro cap that well with cement.

I was here when Dr. Larry Bargows said that there
was karst at WIPP. Ile was told that if he said the word
"karst" cne more time, he would be fired. I was here when
they gerrymondered WIPP 33 from the Land Withdrawal permit

because it was a sinkhole. I was here when they totally

¢

T25-1

T25-2

T25-1

T25-2

Comment noted.

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA for the disposal of defense-generated TRU waste. The
physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes proposed for
disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU wastes currently being disposed of in
the repository.

Dissolution has occurred outside of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by karst
features in the Nash Draw area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution occurred at
the WIPP site sometime in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-bound features)
but was associated with a geologic setting other than that currently present at WIPP. However,
dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP site. The EPA, as
part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling performed by DOE
(which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary) and indicated that this
was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic information.

WIPP is located in a salt formation, and moisture (brine) is naturally present. The brine makes up
about 1% of the rock volume. The brine comes in two forms: interstitial and included. Interstitial
brine is trapped between crystal facies (between fracture boundaries at the microscopic scale).
Included brine is inside small cavities called inclusions trapped within the crystals themselves.
Samples of brine collected from locations just inches apart from one another show different
chemical and isotopic compositions, indicating that the brine did not move more than a few
inches from where it was trapped when an ancient tidal flat dried up 250 million years ago. This
indicates the extremely slow movement of water in this salt formation. In addition, the current
design for operating WIPP involves sealing the shafts to ensure that no fresh water can enter and
affect the disposed-of wastes.

STH DD.LD 1vuld
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dissolved EEG, who was standing up to the public because
their numbérs were not acceptable to the DOE's numbers.

So I believe that the WIPP site hydrogeologically
is not stable, nor is it the end-all answer for disposal
of nuclear. x;asce.

Thank you for listening.

T25-2
(Cont.)
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Risser, Susan and Peter, Commenter ID No. W28

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

gtcceiswebmaster@anigov
Tuesday, May 17, 2011 1141 AM

“gleceiswebmaster@ant.gov .
Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10028

Thank you for your comment, Susan and Peter Risser.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10028. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Cormment Date: May 17, 2011 11:40:25AM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10028

First Name: Susan and Peter

Last Name: Risser
Country: USA

€mail: grisser@yahoo.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: - . N
it Is perfectly clear that USDOE has no viable plan nor support for any method of actually disp g of this

material. Until such exists it is incredibly irresponsible to transport it o a site which is 2lready cut of control and unsafe

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gtccelswebmaster@anl. gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste €IS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W28g-1

W28-1 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500—1508 of Title 40 of the Code of

Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods (i.e.,
geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault) and
federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable to
analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and consequences
to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including the release of
radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated that about
12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required.
This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although
one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC& WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site. |

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to 2 more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

STH DD.LD vyt
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Ritter, John, Commenter ID No. W165

From: gtecelswebmaster@anlgov

Sent; Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:10 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10165

Thank you for your comment, Iohn ritter.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment s GTCC‘.lOlSS Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15,2011 10:09:32PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste Ei$ Draft Comment: GTCC10165

First Namae: john

Middle Initial: |

Last Name: ritter

Address: 109 Montetlo Ave.

City: hood river

State: OR

Zip: 97031 .

Country: USA

Email: ritter@po w

Privacy Preference: Don’t withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted; .
The columbia river gorge is the [argest national scenic area in the united states........ please protect it for future
generations.thank-you

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gieceiswabmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radivactive Waste EIS W at (630} 252-5705.

W165-1

W165-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SIH DD.ID [puld
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Ritter, John, Commenter ID No. W53

From: greceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Saturday; May 21, 2011 5:29 PM

To: : gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov g
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovs-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10053

Thank -you for your commant, john Ritter.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10053. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 21,2011 05:29:21PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lovs-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10053

First Name: john

Last Name: Ritter

Address: 109 montello ave

City: hood river

State: OR '
Zip: 97031

Country: USA

Email: fitter@gorge net
Privacy Preference: Don't withhe!d name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please, Hanford Is NOT the place for a dumplng ground of nuclear \aste. It has been promised for years that Hanford
would be cleaned -up. The chance of radioactive ground water to end up in the Columbia is too great;tt of
waste materis) byroad,rail, or barge is too great a risk....1t is an insane prospect.We are talking about the largest national
scenle area In the United States.Please do not risk changing this amazing, beautiful place

Questions about submitti over the Web? Contact us at: glcceiswelimaster@ank.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W53-1

W53-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Roberts, Susan, Commenter ID No. W24

From: : . gleceiswebmaster@anigov

Sent: .. Sunday, May 15, 2011 4:20 PM

To: . gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: ' Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10024

Thank you' for your comment, susan roberts,

The tracking ber that has been assigned to your-c

Is GTCC10024. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond: relating to this comment. .

Comment Date: May 15, 2011 04:20:11PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment; GTCC10024

First Name: susan

- Middle Initlal: e

Last Name: roberts .

Address: 1130 36th ave . .
City: seattle .

State: WA

2ip: 98122

Country: USA

Email: susanrobertsart®@email.com

Privacy Pref 2 Don't withhold name or add from public record

Comment Submitted: W1
Keep radioactive waste out of Washington. -
Questions about submfttins comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EiS Web at {630) 252-5705.

}

W24-1 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of

GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste streams
(see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Rock, Kibbey, Commenter ID No. W262

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Thursday, June 16, 2011 2:21 PM

To: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov .

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS C GTCC10262

‘Thank you for your comment, kibbey rock.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment s GTCC10262, Please refer to the comment
kil ber in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 02:21:10PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EfS Draft Comment: GTCC10262

First Name: kibbey

Middle Initlak h

Last Name: rock

Organlzation: frlends

Address: 32 balgona dr

City: vancouver .

State: WA

2ip: 98661

Country: USA

Email: kibbey@kibbeyrock.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhald name or address from public record

Commaent Submitted:
No radioactive trucks in the Gorge.

Q about sut C overthe Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@apl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web. at {630) 252-3705.

W262-1

W262-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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MR.- BROWN; Okay, thank you. Susan wili be
 followed by Judith Kidd. '
' MS.‘hODRIQUEZ: Good evening, my name is Susan
] Rodriquez; I've lived in Albuquergue for 22 years. I
agree with, from what I understand, what Don Hancock
- said. I usuzlly do agree with him. »~nd I asgree with
Astrid and wiéh Elaine.

-&nd I've been here -~ for the 22 years

I've been here, it's been a real learning of what New

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9107 Avnupp
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Rodriguez, Susan, Commenter ID No. T64 (cont’d)

P

tHing Coinpany -

Mexico is really into and how uninformod we are and how
ignorant we are and how some of us are paying the price
for the nuclear industry, and how when we do ask
questions, we've told by people who have their Ph.D.s
who work at Sandia that, oh, don't worry; it's just —-
it'1l hold all -~ whatever's coming down from Los
Alamoé will £all into that dam and all the heavy metals
will fal! to the bottom, and you won't be drinking any
of it. And when we get our watervbill, the study of
the water, we take a 1$ok at it, and they':e not even
testi&g for the nuclides. »

) Nuclides are very small, and they are
cumulative, -which means-- that woxd means it adds up,
and if we get it in the aix, we get it in our fooa,
we're now getting it more substantially in our water.

I think close to 80 percent of the water that we now
drink is coming from the Rio Grande. And they're not

testing for the nuclides. I find this very

disconcerting.
The Japanese, of all people, are learning
the hard way how ao industry can sell them something

that they don't need, they shouldn't have had, and
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

ey BRSNSV, . DUNUICJNULTIN. SNSRI

T64-1

T64-1

Other concerns or programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of

the EIS and do not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS.

STH DDID outd
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they're really sorry. And I did here one of the --
prébably the only report that I heard from a Japanese
citizaen quéstioned by U.S. media, how did this happen?
You guys, you had the bomb, you had two bombs, and you
know what could happen when &ou‘re affected by this.
And they said, well, the industry came heré and they
conv;ncea us, and that's what happened.~

Here in New Mexico, the industry goes
arcuhd and t$e city helps, and the schooi system gets -
- has special schools to educate our brightest and gets
them into Sandia and pays them really good money and
also up to Les Alamos. My daughter is in her last year
in chemistry at the University. She didn't have such a
great education at APS, but she got into some courses
thatlinteresied hére, I'm glad, in medicine, not in
working atlsandia. aAnd my husband also has a Ph.D. and
he'was never interested in that. But she says she gaets
all ﬁhese forms, or these advertisemencé, to get ‘these
young xids to work in the industry, without being
raally aware. I don’'t think there's enough information
about it.

1f you support it and you understand what
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T64-2

T64-2 Comment noted.
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Rodriguez, Susan, Commenter ID No. T64 (cont’d)

20

21

22

(e H Hur Comnany - SRV, |

yo;x‘xe doing, then that's one thing, but most of the
people, that's why there's such a poor turnout here, I
think. it's vexry poorly advertised on what you're
doing, and.when we come here we don't get the full
trﬁcﬁ. I didn't really understand what kind of waste

was comipg here. I don‘t see why we taxpayers should

pay for private industry to be storing waste. What is

that all about? I mean, wa're paying for everything.
The bottom line is we're paying with our lives, that's
what @ feel, and it is very dangerous.

56 I'm very upset about that, and 1 know
what:EIS Studies are, and Don Hancock said that there's
an EIS Study that goes back to 1999, I mean, they
tried —- they did that here in Albuquerqﬁe, used ‘an old
BIS in oxder to build the road through the petroglyph,
and they needed to update that, and they never did. So
you have to update EISs. That is totally -- see, I
think it's. illegal.

‘ What you try te do is what they do over
in Sandia. They decompartmentalize what everything,
what people are doing. So they don't work in war,

because this guy doesn’'t know what this guy is doing.
~ 866.488.DEPO
wiww.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T64-3

T64-3 The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) assigns DOE responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
generated by NRC and Agreement State licensees. The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) does not limit
DOE to using only non-DOE facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal. Under NEPA, DOE
must evaluate the range of reasonable alternatives for a GTCC LLRW disposal facility. DOE
sites represent reasonable alternatives for a GTCC LLRW disposal facility.
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You put it all togethexr, they certainly are, and that's
their greatest mission, is to work(in the war industry.
ithen we look at Chernobyl or we look at Three Mile
Island, and you say, oh, that's different. 1It's not
diffeient; it's all nuclear energy, and it's nuclides
that do add up te a very dangerous situation for human
health. .

If we want to have certain types of
enerqgy, the‘last resort should be something like ceal
or nuclear energy. Ue really should go the way of
Denmark, which is green. They also -~ do they preduce
any 0il? ‘I'm not aware of the oil, but there .was a
wondeiful piogram on NPR showing what that country has
done to a great extent, of making that country green,
And wé should try much harder to do that. ‘It's
cleaner, it's safer, and certainly the people in the
industries will not he making big money, but tough crap

for them. Thank you.

T64-4

T64-4

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

SIA DOLD [1ould
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Roper, Catheriﬁe, Commenter ID No. W553

From; gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 7:25 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radroaclwe Waste EiS Comment GTCC!OSSS

Thankyou for your comment, Catherine Roper,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10553. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber In all corn dence relating to this comment.

P

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 07:24:32P1 CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10553

'First Name: Catherine . .

Middle initlal: B

Last Name: Roper

Address: 5620 200th Streset 5. W HA209
City: Lynnwood

State: WA

Zip: 98036

Country: USA

Emall: kate roper@gmafl.com

Privacy Preference: Don‘t wlthho!d name or address from publlc récord

Comment Submitted:

DOE and those involved in these decisions: | requost and insist that NO mora RADIOACTIVE NUCLEAR WASTE BE
DUMPED AT HANFORD. Due to careless, ignorant, criminat dumping of toxic radiactive waste at Hanford over the past 60
yaars, the ground watey, soll, river, fish,and people have been poisoned. Despite millions of $ appropriated, ciean-up
has been poorly supervised and partial so the poisoning continues, No one wants this in their backyard, so stop
generating radioactive waste. ~ 8 years ago we testified against more dumplag at a Towin Rall in Seattle, These toxins
cause psychosis, mental retardation, cancer, autism etc, Obama talks sbout Green Energy - help him on this PATH. If we
"“cannat afford" to cleanup and safely dispose of nuclear waste, remind the rich if they want tax reductions that these
toxins know no borders. Wars have caused amputati PTSD, di y, death to millions, sulclde, poor education,
homeless and unemployed and broken families. Nuclear weapons and nuclear energy have proven to not he the dnswer.
Reciprocal violence abounds with and rogue states, The polsoning of our sail, rivers and people certainly is not
a safe all ive. Destroying our envir is foolish and goes agalnst the EPA mandate. Thank you.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gtecelswebmaster@anlgav or call the Greater
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W553-1

W553-1 The Hanford Site is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility in
the GTCC EIS. DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and
the ongoing cleanup efforts at the Hanford Site will continue.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is. operational.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The analysis in the GTCC EIS also indicates that the radiation dose to a nearby hypothetical
future resident farmer could be as high as 49 mrem/yr within the first 10,000 years
(see Table 6.2.4 2 and Figure 6.2.4 1 in this EIS).
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Rose, Viola, Commenter ID No. W507

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 6:46 PM

To: " gteceisvebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: N Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Law-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10507

Thank you for your comment, Vicla Rose.

The comment tracking number that has been assignad to your comment is GTCC10_507. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all corcespondence refating to this ¢

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 05:45:41PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radivactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10507

First Name: Viola

Last Name: Rose

Country: USA R

Privacy Pref &: Don't withhofd name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Dear Hafiz,

Prateck our Columbia River and prevent cancer in the children who will drink the contaminated water from the Energy

Oepartment's [USDOE's) latest plan to use Hanford as a National Radioactive Waste Dump for extremely radioactive
wastes.

12,600 truckloads of extremely radioactive waste would come through Oregon and Spokane to Hanfard, if Hanford Is
chosen as the national radfoactive waste dump for extremely radioactive (GTCC) wastes.

This Is in addition to the 17,000 truckioads with 3 million cubic feet of other radioactive and radiodctive chemical wastes
which USOOE declded (n 2004 to ship to Hanford for disposal - Heart of America Northivest continues legal efforts and
organizing to overturn. This would total 4 teucks a day, every day for 20 years,

Truck routes include 1-5 through Eugene, Salem, Portland; 1-84 over the Blue Mountains; and 1-80 through Spakane.

W507-1

W507-1 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of

GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste streams
(see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter 2
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About
12,600 truck shipments over 60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of highway travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

STH DDLD 10Ut
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- Rose, Viola, Commenter ID No. W507 (cont’d)

in 2008, USDOE admitted that trucking similar highly radioactive wastes to Hanford would cause as many as 816 fatal

terrorist attacks.

‘This is due to the fact that the casks used for trucking cannot shield all of the radiation without belng too heavy to truck.

Highly radioactive Plutonium shipments are a prime target for tarrorists - especially when the US government is trucking
them through the center of cities such as Portland or Spokane.

In the event of a foreseeable accndent with fire ora terrorist attack ona truckioad of highly radicactive Plutoniurm waste
en route to Hanford on 1-205 and -5 or 1-80, an independ issioned by Heart of ita Northwest
Research Center found that hundreds of square muIes of elther Ponlzmd or Spokane would be ¢ dand overa
thousand fatal cancers would result.

Questions about submitti ts over the Weh? Contact us at: gteceiswehmaster@®an).gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad!uacnve Waste £1$ Webmaster at (§30) 252-5705,

sancers | m the nublic expased Yo the radistion fram.the rrucks along the routes.- evenif there are.ng. acddonts of )i

W507-2

W507-3

W507-2 While over 800 LCFs were identified in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft GNEP PEIS, DOE/EIS 0396) this value is
not relevant to the proposed action in the GTCC EIS. This value represents the maximum
impacts associated with 50 years of transportation activities supporting the operations of all
existing domestic commercial light-water reactors if all of them were replaced with high
temperature, gas-cooled reactors. DOE cancelled the GNEP PEIS process on June 29, 2009

(74 FR 31017). The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that
program (now terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of
analyses were done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers (see Section 6.2.9.1).

W507-3 A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes that
the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results provided
in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and HLW. This value
represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation activities supporting
the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they all were replaced with
high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled by DOE on June 29, 2009
(74 FR 31017). The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that
program (now terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of
analyses were done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers (see Section 6.2.9.1).

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Rothman, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. W510

From: . glecelswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: . . Sunday, June 26, 2011 7:34 PM

Te: . . gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . ' Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste E(S Comment GTCCLO510

Thank you for ydur comment, Keaneth Rothman,

'The comment tracking number that hos been assigned to your comment is GTCC10510. Please refer to the comment

king ber fn all © ponidence relating to this comment.
Comment Date; lune 26, 2011 07:33:42PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radiaactive Waste £1S Draft Comment: GTCC10510

First Name: Kenneth
Middle initial: )

Last Name: Rothman -
Address: 110 € Hilllard Lo
City: Eugene

State: OR

Lip: 97404

Country: USA

Email: kirothman2@msn.com
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submmed
High level radioactive waste (spent fuel rods) should not be ported en the‘ ighways ar railroads to Hanford,
Washington because transportation involves signifleant risk of accident, and rlsks exposure of the public to dangerous

levels of radiation, The history of Hanford is full of incidents of leakage into the Columbia River, ¢ Caddis Fly | W510-1

larvae, fish, and those who eat the fish. The example to the Fukishima disaster shoum convince the DOE to change
rourse to not develop new nuclear plants for electricity. R

Questions about submit over the Web? Contatt us at: glegel “vobnmgter@an! gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloachve Waste EIS Webmaster at (630] 252-5705.

|

W510-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

Stopping nuclear power research is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to
evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS.

8§14 DOID jould

Juauno0(J asuodsay juawuio?) . xipuaddy



aLri-r

910¢ Kavnupy

Rowe, Joe, Commenter ID No. W564

From: L gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: " . Monday, fune 27, 2011 11:54 PM

To: . " -greceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject:  Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10564

Thank yéu for your comment, Joe Rowe.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10564. Please refer ta the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence relating to this

Cornment Date: June 27, 2011 11:54:18PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Camment: GTCC10564
First Name: Joe ‘

Last Name: Rowe

Address:

City: |

State:

Zipt

Countryz USA

Email: jrowe @ipc.org : '
Privacy Prefererice: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

1 ask that this waste remain in the current location and not be transported to Hanford or any other distant location, Safe
contalners for the waste should be transported to the location of the waste. The waste should not be moved until there
is imuch mare time given to design safer mades of transport, and more locat storage optians.

Questlons about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster®anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Law-Level Radloactive Waste EiS Web at {630) 252-5705. N

W564-1

W564-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

Stopping nuclear poWer research is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to
evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS.

ST DOLID [vutyd
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From: greeeiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 4:57 Pt

To: L. gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC1044S
Thank you for your ¢ Cath b j

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10445. Please refer to the comment
kil ber In all cor Jence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: Junc 24, 2011 04:56:44PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10445

Flest Name: Catherine

Last Name: Rubenstein

City: Pertland

State: OR

2Zip: 97221

Country: USA

Email: cathruben@yahoo.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Secretary Chu and Mr, Edelman:

Please remave the Hanford Nuctear Reservation from the U.S. Department of Energy's list of candidate sites for 2
permanent nuclear waste dump site to store radioactive materials coming from across the United States. Hanford Is the
wrong place to transport and dispose of more highly dangerous radivactive material,

Hanford is already the most contaminated site in the Western Hemisphere and the Department of Energy is already
engoged In one of the largest and most complex cleanup projects in L.S. history at Hanford, The number one priority
should be to stop waste from leaking into the Columbid River and clean up the existing waste at Hanford. No new
nuclear waste should be stored at Hanford.

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: gicceiswebmaster@ani.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Lovi-Lavel Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W212-1

W212-1 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed-a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable
to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

SI14 DD.LD putd
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Sandefs, Elizabéth, Commenter ID No. W347

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: - Thursday, june 23, 2011 110 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Wasta EiS Comment GTCC10347

Thank you for your co;nmen(. elizabeth sanders.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your commant is GTCC10347. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all carrespondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 01:09:58AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10347

First Name: elizabeth

Middle tnitial: a

Last Name: sanders -
Country: USA

Email: nexugar@comcast.net
Privacy Pref e: Don't withhold

1 name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . .

Instead of trucking this extremely toxic radioactive waste around the country, WHY ARE WE NOT VITRIFYING iT ON srrg

AND BURYING IT? (other countries vitrify their waste, eg. France} We must deal with our deadly waste in an aware and W347-1

responsible manner. The cost of vitrification should be factored into the cost of nuclear pewer, and if this cost s tao high

then we need to look at other energy options.

The DOE's safety record at Hanford is dismal. There are 60+ year old single wall containers fram atomic bomb W347-2
develop leaking radioactive waste into the graund, and ground water, There is no credibifity herelli

Questions about submitting comments over thé Web? Contact us at: pteceisivebmaster@ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W347-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act
(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range of
alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or programs
suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the
purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS.

W347-2 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste streams
(see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

STH DDID 1outd
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Sather, John, Commenter ID No. E48

A v

From: JOHN SATHER <jssather@mac.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 6:57 PM

To: gteceis@anl.gov

Subject: Muclear Waste

Pleas do not transport nuclear waste through the heart of the Willamette Valley or uo the Columbia Gorge, Japan's
experience should remind us just howw risky nuclear activity Is. Any additional nuclear waste in the Columbia Watershed
puts the whole northwest water supply at risk. .
Please reconsidar this obvigusly foothardy plan.

Iohn Sather

E48-1

E48-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

STH DO.LD outd
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Savelie, Michele, Commenter ID No. W49

From: - gieceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: o Friday, May 20, 2011 12:10 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anlgav - .

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10049

Thank you for your comment, Michele Savelle.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10049. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment. .

Comment Date: May 20, 2611 12:10:08FM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCC16049

First Name: Michele

Middle Inhtlal: A

Last Name: Savelle

Address: . .

City:!

State:

2ip: .-

Country; USA ,

€mail: michelesavelle@earthlink.net

Privacy Preference; Withhald address only from public record

Comment Submitted: ‘

| wauld like to go on record in opposition to the intrease of radioactive waste storage at Hanford as proposed by the
DOA, The risks of cantinued groundivater ¢ ! and exp toh at that site are far to great to make it
unsuitable as a long-term to the problem of waster disposal. | favor the deve! of a more secure site in
the Granite Shield of North America, It s ble to simply ¢ to dump these wastes at Hanford because it
Is already there, and offers the cheapest altarnative for disposal. If the Fukushima disaster has taught us anything, itis
that long-term safety must be the first priority in the development of huclear energy, hot cost, Thank you,

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste €15 Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W49-1

W49-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on

importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter
2wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository altemative supports this
statement. However, the degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be
necessary for all of the GTCC EIS. LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS,
The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived
radionuclides such as Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land
disposal facilities at sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil
distribution coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal (disposal
in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods could be
approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-surface
trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates
that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and
safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

STH DDLD [ouid
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Scanlon, Bruce, Commenter ID No. W489

From: ' gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 10:27 AM
To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10489

Thank you for yout comment, Bruce Seanlon,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10489. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence relatlng to this

Comment Date: June 26; 2011 10;26:58AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste E1S Draft Comment: GTCC10485

Flrst Name: Bruce
Last Name: Scanlon
Address: POBOX 4559
City: Eagle

State: €O

Zijp; 81631

Country: USA

Email: bruce.scanlon@gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

A, Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to he buried In landfills or boreholes - the wastes in
existing soil trenches and ditches and fram tank leaks need to be removed,

2. Extremely radioactive wastes belong in deep underground repositories, pot in landfills, boreholes of vaults.

3. USDOE needs te consider in the EIS how to avoid making more of these highly radioactive wastes,

4. USDOE has ta disclose and consider the total (cumulative} impacts of both of USDOE's separate propasals to use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dumgp, and alt the risks from trucking wastes to Hanford, in one environmental
impact statement for the public to review and comment on the full picture, The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE

is also proposing to add 3 milllan cubic feet of radioactive and chemical wastes to be di d at Hanford, in addition to
the GTCC wastes,

Questions about 4 its over the Web? Contact us at: giceeiswebmaster @anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Latv-Level Radl ive Waste EIS Wet ter ar {630) 252-5705.

I W489-1

| wagg2

| waso-3

w4894

W489-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W489-2 DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement, However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as
Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal (disposal
in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods could be
approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.¢., enhanced near-surface
trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates
that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and
safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

W489-3 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes,

W489-4 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and consequences
to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including the release of
radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated that about
12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required.
This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although
one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC&WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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Schaffner, Benjamin, Commenter ID No. W481

From: - Co * gteceisseebmaster@ant.gov

Sent! ’ . Sawrday, June 25, 2011 4:33 PV

To: _ gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: ) Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10481

Thank you for your comment, Benjamin Schaffner.

The camment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10481. Plense refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: Jung 25, 2011 04:58:37PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10481

First Name: 8enjamin

Middle Initial: J

Last Name: Schaffaer

Address: 2121 Reed Rd.

City: Hood River

State: OR

Zip: 97031

Country: USA N
Emall: benfaminjschaffner@gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from publi¢ record

Comment Submitted:
1 highly disapprove of the plan to bring spent fuel rods from nuclear plants across the states to the Hanford site. I'm not
sure as ta what the alternatives would be but | would hope that whomever s making these decisions would consider the
ible risks of transporting such ial in clase proximity to people’s homes, jobs, etc. This seems like a very poorly
} d solution. Though bud, may or may not be an issue, and 1 may or may not have all the information regarding
th:s situation, | feel that this is generally lacking due consideration.

Quastions about submitting <Gmments over the Web? Contact us at: tecelswebumaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi ive Waste EISW at (630) 252-5705.

W481-1

W481-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500—1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods (i.e.,
geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault) and
federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable to
analyze the Federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

SIH DOIO [puts]
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Schilke, Peter, Commenter ID No. T57

20

21

2

Capital Reporting Company, . .

MR. BROWN: Peter Schilke and then Rosemart
Evens.
MR. SCHILKE: Good evening, My name is Petey

Schilke. I've lived i{n various parts of the country.

24

I've been in New Mexico for 16 years. My background is

in the fields of engineering. I've worked for various

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Schilke, Peter, Commenter ID No. T57 (cont’d)

i e ...Capital Reporting Company, . - .. %

countries that were paxt of the military industrial and
nuclear complex.

And, I'm heére to say that there's no
credibility in these 1ddustries. If all of the
projection; of -- and statistics that they put forth
were valid, we wouldn't have had the many, many space
accidenis that we have had, the launch wvehicles burning
up on the l&unch pads. The shuttles -- one blowing up
on launch or partly through the launch, another one
coming back in and being destroyed, and I go back to
the time when the mércury project had many problems
happen in one of the capsulés and the com§uters failed
and the astﬁonaut, fortunately, was able to manually
brng it back in.

I mention this aspect even though it doesn't
seem like it's part of the nuclear program because all
of these programs had people pushing numbers and
statistics about the rellability. Reliability? I
don't think so. So many of these numbers that have
been put forward io you this evening are purely picked
out of the air. I just don't believe any of the things

that officially get put forth anymore and my history

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T57-1

T57-1

This comment is outside the scope of this EIS.
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Schilke, Peter, Commenter ID No. T57 (cont’d)

1.

" Capital Reporting Company. ... .. ...

goes back to the 50's when I first got my first
secﬁrity clea¥ance.

So, 'I've been through the industry, I see the
lies that go on, the cover-ups, pushing the facts under

the ‘rug. We've had this with Los Alamos. We've had it

, at Kirtland Air Foxrce Base. 1t just permeates the

,whole'econoﬁy; the whole society, to make all of these
outrageous claims about the safety to me, is totally,
bogus.,

If the things were as safe as they were, the

nuclear industry, we would not need the Price-Anderson

~ Act. Ve would not need to be giving loan guarantees to

the nuclear'iﬁdustzy. wall Street would gladly step uﬁ
to the plate. So, what we are dealing with is a lot of
smoke énd mirrors and lies, I believe.l And, if they're
looking for a good place to bury nuclear waste, they
might bury ig-under washingten, D.C., and under Wall

Street.

%

T572

T57-2 Comment noted.
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'Schlarb‘, Theresa, Commenter ID No. W257

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

. gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Thursday, June 16, 2011 121 PM
giccelswebmaster@anl.gov
* Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10257

Thank you for your comment, theresa schiarb.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10257. Please refer to the comment
tracking nurnber In all correspondence refating to this carmment.

Comment Date: june 16, 2011 01:20:23PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10257

First Name: theresa
Middle nitial: m
Last Name: schlarb

Address:

City:
State:
Zip:

Country: USA

Email; sacriverhorse@corncast.net
Privacy Preference: Withtold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
GTCC waste is dangerous to human health and the environment for more than 500 years. A 2008 Department of Energy

study predicts over 800 adult cancer deaths along the trucking routes as a result of radiation leaking from the trucks

during normal operation, even if no accidents occur! And this "best case scenario” study only includes adults, excluding

children who are even more susceptible to the dangers of radioactive waste. An accident resultingin thg spillage of
highly radioactive waste would be catastraphic for the Columbia River Gorge and its residents,

Hanford is already the most polluted area in the Wi
chemical waste stored in aging, leaky tanks near the Columbia River. This deadly waste is currently leaking underground
and flowing slowly into the Columbia. The number one priority should be to stop more waste from leaking into the river

, with 53 million gallans of high level nuclear and

and clean up the existing waste and cantaminated soll.

Now is the time to speak up and say NO to nuclear waste in the Gorge!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C LowsLovel Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W257-1

W257-2

W257-3

W257-1 A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes that
the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results provided
in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and HLW. This value
represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation activities supporting
the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they all were replaced with
high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled by DOE on June 29, 2009
(74 FR 31017). The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that
program (now terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of
analyses were done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

W257-2 The retrieval, treatment and disposition of wastes from underground tanks at Hanford are not part

of the GTCC EIS scope. That scope is part of the Tank Closure and Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS
DOE/EIS-0391).

W257-3 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia

River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Schmitt, Kate, Commenter ID No. W169

From: qieceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, Junc 15, 2011 10:43 #M

To: . gleceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: ' Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste FIS G GTCC10169

Thank you for your cominent, Kate Schmitt,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10169. Piease refer to the comment
king number in all corr d relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 10:43:11PK CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10169

First Name: Kate

Last Name: Schmitt

State: OR

Zip: 87296

Country: USA

Privaty Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please do not allow this insanity. W169-1

Questions about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (620) 252-5705.

W169-1 Commént noted.
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Scholtz, Claudia, Commenter ID No. W491

From: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: : Sunday, June 26, 2011 11:45 AM

To: ’ gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: "Receipt: Greates-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10491

Thank you for your comment, Clavdia Scholtz,

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10491. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all corresponderice refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2013 11:45:04AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10491

First Name: Claudia

Last Name; Scholtz

State:r .

Country; USA

€mail; claudia.scholtz@amail.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted: .
We can’t cleanup Hanford and protect our Columbia River while more waste gets dumped at Hanford - Put Cleanup

Firstd :

Hanford can not be cleaned up ¥ USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in landfills or boreholes - the wastes in
existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed. NO MORE WASTE BROUGHT TO HANFORD,

USDOE neceds to conslder in the EIS how ta avoid making maore of these highly radicactive wastes. MAKE APLAN Td
LIMIT OR ELIMINATE PRODUCTION OF HIGHLY RADIDACTIVE WASTES,

USDOE has ta disclose and consider the total {cumulative) impacts of both of USDOE's separate proposals to use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump, and all the risks fram trucking wastes to Hanford, in one environmental
impact statement for the public to review and corament on the full picture. The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE
is also proposing to add 3 miltion cubi¢ feet of radioactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, in addition to
the GTCC wastes, CLEANUP OF EXISTING WASTES AT HANFORD SHOULD BE A PRIORITY.

Q about submitting ¢ aver the Web? Cantact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W491-1

I W4a91-2

W491-3

‘W491-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

‘W491-2 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

‘W491-3 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. '

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and consequences
to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including the release of
radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated that about
12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required.
This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although
one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC& WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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Scholz, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W517

,

4

Fram: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 12:35 AM
To: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste 65 C t GYCC10517

Thank you for your comment, Elizabeth Scholz,

The comment tracking aumber that has been assigned t0 your comment Is GTCC10517. Pleass refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence refating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 12;34:25AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Levef R;dioactm Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10517

First Name: Elizabeth

Last Name: Scholz

Address:” " T 7T

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Emall: Ibbybett@comeast.net

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please DO NOT aflow any nuclear waste to be transported through Oregon, Hanford is already a very contaminated site,

and the wastes in existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to he removed, not added to! Extremely

radioactive wastes belong in deep underground repositories, not In landfills, boreholes or vattits, The Columbia Riveris | W517-1
being poisoned by nuclear waste and Hanford must be ¢leaned up. Please do not deposit any more nuciear waste at

Hanford, or transport any through Oregon.

Thank you very much!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contactus at: gtceeiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Webmaster at [630) 252-5705.

W517-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on

importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Schrader, Don, Commenter ID No. 1.291
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L291-1

L291-1 DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal

at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public
Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify
this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA as
amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1) and was
considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, disposal
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal environmental impacts
for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and transportation. Both the annual dose
and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero because there would be no releases to the
accessible environment and therefore no radiation doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years
following closure of the WIPP repository. In addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that
the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-
specific NEPA reviews, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide
inventory and heat loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101

20

21

22

Capital. Renacting Company., . .5

MR. BROWN: Gary here. Okay. Thanks.

Tercsa. Okay, and Miguel Moreno will follow.

MS. SCHRECK: 1 know everybody has been trying
to wrap their mind around this one, you know. I think
I've been ~-—

' MR, BROWN: 1'm sorry. Speak into the
microphone a little, a little more.

MS. SCHRECK: Oh, can you hear me?

MR: BROWN: Okay. Good. Thanks.

14S. SCHRECK: T said I know people have been
trying to wrap their minds around this one. 1 think we
have for a.long time.

It's always, you know -- it's a saddening
situation, you know, that we have to, you know, kind of
waste our time coming here because in some ways you
want to keep and protect what you have. You know, the
promiscs which they make which are always broken, and

you lookx and you say, "Where Ls the real issue for New
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 (cont’d)

20

21

2

77

Capital Reporting Company

Mexico and what is it that we're really looking at?"

I think that, you know, part of their
continuous éfforts to create a place to store high
level waste or Class € waste or whatever it is anymore,
I don't even ~—~ I can't even follow what class the
wagte 1s anymore.

But I do know one thing. I‘knoﬁ the impacts
that it's having oniour community and especially the
indigenous and traditional communities of New Mexico
and the cultural impacts that it has to our communities
and, you know, the lack of DOE's and the lack of
respect that it has had for er communities, and never
putting forth our communities and the needs that we
need.

It's a shame when we, people that have been
here long before anybody else was, that --

(Applause.)

MS. SCHRECK: -- you know, we have to come
here and feel like we're sitting in the welfare line
once again, you know, asking for, you know, for
participation. And, you know, it's heartening bscause,

you knott, as New Mexico is changing because New Mexico

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T101-1

T101-1 Asrequired by NEPA, the EIS evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed action on cultural

resources at the various DOE sites in sufficient detail to assess the potential impacts of the
proposed alternatives. DOE recognizes that development of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes would require that future land uses be restricted at and near the site for the
protection of the general public. This action could affect areas that may be important to American
Indian tribes.

DOE considered the text provided by the participating affiliated American Indian tribes for each
of DOE sites evaluated in selection of the preferred alternative. Information provided by the
tribal governments associated with exposure pathways unique to American Indian tribes

(e-g-, greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; use of sweat lodges; use of natural pigment paints
for traditional ceremonies) would be evaluated in site-specific NEPA reviews for the
alternative(s) selected in a ROD for this EIS.
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is changing, 'and you know, the pecople that are getting
left behind Are our communities. It's our communities.
it's the in&igenous and traditional communities and the
peoplé that have lived here forever, you know, that are
-~ that are getting impacted, and Los Rlamos doesn't
care. It never has cared.

Because it all comes down to money. There's
where it all goes down to. It goes down to, you . know,
where is the money. It has nothing to do with
alterﬁative‘

Look what happened in Japan, and those people
wer; promised, I mean, literally promised that they
weye safe. And theﬁ they want us to believe that we're
safe, There ain't no safety in this kind of stuff.
And we know that i1f anything ever happens at WIiep,
that's “caliche" (phonetic). They'll never trace the
con;aminatioﬁ. They can't contain the contamination,
and yet they want us to believe, want us to believe
that it's safe.

Safe for who? Safe for the hundreds of
thousands of cancers that we deal with every day in our

communities,:things that we've never ssen, cancers in
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T101-2

T101-2 The WIPP has been certified by the EPA for the disposal of defense-generated TRU waste. The
physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes proposed for
disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU wastes currently being disposed of in
the repository.
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Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 (cont’d)

0

21

22

e« Eramila) Raporting Company, »
¥ 5 [ pany. .. .

dur childran?

When in the world did you ever imagine that
you would have Lo face seesing your child ar your
grandchild. or your ‘niece oxr your nephew or your cousin
with cancer?

How many people were compunsated after the
Corro firea? They send us away to hunt, and yet péople)
fxavé to grow hecause what? 1It's not a gréen econony

Tk's what we eall

tox us. Il's a way of life.

sustainable. It's the new word, "green." . This is the
w'ay we've lived all our life. We'%'le planted, hunted,
Lished and did all khe rest.

And then I look at here, that if they can't
send it and giv; it to us, now they're going to send it
to peoplu like Hanford? Well, t:hnno. are our brothers

and aisters. They live along the Columbia River. They
hunt and £ish for their substance and their survival.
They're talking shout sending it to Savannah
where our African brothers and sisters are trying to
surviva. You know, I mean, y.eah, don’l put it in our
backyard, but don't qive to anybedy else. If you've

got the world's bost scientists in the world, why don't
866.488.DEFO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T101-2
{Cont.)

T101-3

T101-3 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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you create secmething else? Why do you have‘to coma and
dump your trash in ou? yards? Why do you have to come
and give us‘the trash that you try to convinde us that
:ﬁat is the best way that we and the best and safe and
creates no foot -- carbon footprint or anything,
nuclear energy? Why?

Come on. Let's get real, I mean, this is ==
you know, it -has not.only gotten old, but I think as, -
you‘know, indigenous and traditional communities and

rural communities, we need to stand up and start saying

‘ne more. You know, this is already pathetic. It’'s

gotpen cld, Qou Xnow .

Aﬁd thé only thing is, is that we see the
cancexr rates growing in our community, .and we see the
conéaminations of our water, land, food, and everything
else, and our traditional ways of life. -So I think
that it's, yéu know, a part of DOE that not only should
they have these kind of meetings, but they ought to
consider having strictly meetings with community
representatives. Don't always just look to the
officials, you know. It's the communities that are

being impacted. I&'s us that are planting the gardens.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

Capital Revonting. Company.ov v see e - o B0

T101-3
(Cont.)

T101-4

|

T101-4 DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings. Site-
specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed and would consider the meetings with
community representatives as suggested by the commenter.
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Canitad Ronovbine Commany . .ol . 800 0 o
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1 It's us that have to go out there and water, you. know.
2 Ik‘slus, thé people that actually live in the

3 community, that aren't always in your offices. {e are
4 the people that you've got to talk to. We are the

s  people you should be meeting with, and we shouldn't

§ haye to alvays meot in this kind of situation, but I

7 know it's the only one, the only way that was created
} because, Seiieve me, I've been struggling in this

9 struggle for years and fighting for them to bring this
10 kind of hearings to oﬁr community.

S Thank you. .
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Schwartz, Maxine, Commenter ID No. W338

From: gtcceisiwebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Tuesday, June 21, 2011 €:36 PM

To: gtecelsivebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10338

Thank you for your comment, Maxing Schwartz,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10338, Please refer to the camment
tracking number in all corsespondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 21, 2011 06:35:30PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve) Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment; GTCC10338

First Name; Maxine

Middle Initial: R '

Last Name; Schwartz

Address: 8325 SE 11th Ave,
City: Portland

State:OR ~

Country: UsA

Email: blatkkata@comeast.net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . .
We have bizen warned with the what happened in Japan. Nuclear waste...NOT I THE GORGE.

Questions about submitti 2nts over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Léve! Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {§30) 252-5705,

W338-1

W338-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-~137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Schwarz, Peggie, Commenter ID No. W289

L
From: 7 " gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:23 AM
To: ' geceiswebmaster@ant.gov
' Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Cormment GTCC20289

Thank you for your comment, Peggie Schwarz.

The comnﬁent tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10289, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in alt correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 12:23:11AM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Woste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10289

First Name: Peggle

Last Name: Schwarz ' . .

Country: USA | .
Privacy Prefi e; Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: -
i strongly oppose the trucking of radioactive waste through the Columbia River Gorge. It puts people at risk who have W289-1
no optlons for protecting themselves.

Questions about submitth overthe Web? Contact us at: greceliswebmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster 3t (630 252-5705.

W289-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Seabrdok.. Kathy, Commenter ID No. W364

From: gteceiswigbmaster@ani.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 3:33 PM

To: . giecelsivebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €1S Comment GTCC10364

Thank you for your comment, Kathy Seabrook.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10364. Please referto the comment
ber in all cor e relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 03:32:93¢M COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCC10364

First Name: Kathy

. Middle tnitiak L

Last Name: Seabmok
State:

- Zip:

Country: USA

Email: adylanesls@hotmanl com
Privacy Preference: Withhold addreéss only from public record

Comment Submitted:

To whom it may concern,

1 don't want ful, subsidized, dirty, carcinogenle nuclear power jet alone the nuclear waste in my backyard or I W364-1
anywhere upwingd (planet earth),

In response to your proposal to truck it through our little paradise...NO! I W364-2

Questions about over the Web? Contact us at: gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than.Class-C LowLevel Radxoachve Waste EIS Webmaster at {520} 252-5705.

W364-1 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the

scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.W364-1 The Hanford Site is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste.
Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable
to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

W364-2 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred

routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Seibin, Susan, Commenter ID No. E93

From: susan selbin <sselbin@hotmailcoms>
Sent: . \Wednesday, April 27, 2011 8:18 PM
* Tou greceis@anlgov
Subject: No to More Radioactive Waste in New Mexico

Thanks you for the 6pporlunity to cominenet on the draft Environmenta] Impact Sta!e_mem (EIS) for the
disposal of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) low-level radioactive waste and "GTCC-Like" waste.

There are scveral altemative Tocations; two of them involve bringing GTCC wastes to either the Waste Isolation

Pilot Project (WIPP) near Carlsbad or to Los Alamos National Laboratary.

The Waste I.solarr'an. Pilot Piunt east of Carlsbad is prohibited under federal and New Mexico law from storing

commercial radioactive wastes (nuclear power plants, for example).

Los Alames National Lab y has no adequate facility for this waste storage and currently disposes of low
level nuclear waste at Arca G in unlined trenches, pits and shafts. Area G is leaking und in need of clean-up -
not more shallow rdioactive waste burialt

It appears Iha"( the DOE is ignoring discussion of real aliernatives and rushing a dccisiqu on storage of GTCC
waste now, while most GTCC waste cannot be collected and transporied to a storage site for decades.

Do not rash to & decision. And do not send more radioactive waste to New Mexico.

Susan Sclbin
2431 Northwest Circle NW

- Albuquerque, NM 87104

l E93-1

| E93-2

E93-3

E93-1

E93-2

E93-3

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public
Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify
this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.” )

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA as
amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1) and was
considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, disposal
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal environmental impacts
for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and transportation. Both the annual dose
and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero because there would be no releases to the
accessible environment and therefore no radiation doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years
following closure of the WIPP repository. In addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that
the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-
specific NEPA reviews, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide
inventory and heat loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

LANL is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility. DOE is
performing environmental restoration activities at LANL. The ongoing cleanup efforts at LANL
will continue. A GTCC waste disposal facility would not affect ongoing cleanup activities at
LANL.

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-making
process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited amount of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than haif (about 6,700 m®
[240,000 t°] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m’

[420,000 f°]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m® (71,000 f*) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given the
length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The
purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).
The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process, in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.
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. Seligman, Carole, Commenter ID No. E12

From: ' caroleseligman@sbeglobai.net

Sent: . Saturday, June 25, 2011 6:35 AM

To: greceis@anl.gov ’

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS {DOE/E1S-0375-D)

Importance: High

Document Manager Armold Edel

‘s want an end to the gencrating of nuclear waste, be it from commercia or military uscs. No Nuclear weapons
and no nuclear power plants! This is a clear necessity in light of the disaster still taking place from the

Fukushima plant in Japan; the historic accidents at Chernobyl, Three Mile {sland and others; as well as the plans

now tnderway 1o build pilotless, stealth planes that could carry nuclear weapons,

In the meantime, [ definitely don't want to see nuclear waste transported around the country. Fitst, stop
producing it; Sccond, store it as safely as possible on site where it has been produced until a safe way can be
developed for disposing of it.

Sincerely,
Carole Scligman

245 Whitney Strect
San Francisco, CA 9131

E12-1

El12-2

El12-1

E12-2

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162

.MR. BROWK: Danicl is advancing on the podiun,

"and he will be followed by Ross Tewksbury.

HR. SERRES: Thank you for the opportunity to
cenment., I also want to take this opportunity to
thank the Washington Department of Ecology and Oregon
Department of Encrgy for telling it like it is and
for taking a strong position. It's nice to have our
state agencies backing up the vast majority of pcople
in this room who oppose new GTCC waste coming to
Hanfoxd.

Columbia Riverkeepers, like Oregon and

washington, oppose the usa of Hanford for importing

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalRepartingCompany.com

] S

T162-1

T162-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

DOE’s Record of Decision 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred
a decision on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Stopping nuclear power research is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to
evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS.

ST DOLD puld
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Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d)

20
21
22

a

25,

‘greater-than~-class C waste. There is class A waste,
class B waste, class C waste, and all this
miscellancous ruclear 3unk that's way more
:tadioactive than any of those other thres,

whaé's praposed to come to Hanford ig a real
risk vo the Columbia River, and that means it's a
:risk to the river environment, to the salmon that
spawn in the Hanford reach, and to the pagple who eat
those salmon. And that's a risk that will last for
thousands of years as it is, without cven importing
inew Grcc‘wasce. So that is why we think, as so many
of you said so eloguently, it is pure insanity to
even look at this.

. The Columbla River -- to answer the question
that was posed carlicr -~ is already contaminated by
_radicactive waste coming off the Hanford site. There
are qgroundwater plumes that include triduum and other
radlanuciides that hit khe river now. You can detect
radiation in the Columbia f2om Hanfoxd as we speak.
The idea of contributing more waste to that is
'somethiné that will obviously make cleanup much moxe
difficult.

Ultimately, you know, the long-term plan for
Yanford and the Columbia River Treaty Tribes that

“{inavdible), that people should de able te live

866.488.DEIO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T162-1
(Cont.)
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Serres, Daniel. Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d)

20

21

22

23

25

’ chexe,'literally should be able to live on the site.
That's the agreement that existed betweon the tribhes
and the fedexal géveznmcnt when they claimed this
land.

And so that's something -- jcu know, long-term,
by adding this additional nuclear burden, you're
foreclosing that option, certainly, for another
thousand -- 10,000 years. The dose levels in the

‘ long term for things like uranium and plutonium in

. the ne#t 50 to 100 to 1,000 years are very high and
completely unacceptable.

There are major problams with technetium-99,

) iodinc-iZQ, and various isotopic uraniums already at
the Hanford cite. GTCC makes it worse,

‘And T think, you know, ome of the ways we look

" at this is ~- it was said in the presentation that
deap geologic repository, that alternative may not he
reasonable at this time. And from my pezsp;ctive,
what yu& should do then is to back out. Okay, if we
don't have a good place to put this stuff, we should,
at the very least, stop making it

And this point has been made, and it is a really
gaod one, but there are two groups of waste in the
EIS. The one is Group I, aad that involves waste

that has already boen produced -- I'm soxry -~ that

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T162-2

T162-3

T162-2

T162-3

When the impacts of technetium-99 from past leaks and cribs are combined, DOE believes it may
not be prudent to add significant additional technetium-99 to the existing environment.
Therefore, one means of mitigating the impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of off-site
waste streams containing iodine-129 or technetium-99 at Hanford.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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"would come from nuclear operations that are already

ongoing. So that's the ongoing operations and

decormigsioning of existing licensed nuclear

‘facility,

And then there is Group IL, which are things we
might bufld 4{n the future. And that, actually, by

volume is the majority of the waste, by volbme. So

.what we are contemplating here today is not just

using Hanford as a nuclear waste dump, It is looking

upstream at where this stuff comas from, and I'm

really encouzaged. There's some pecple here who made

‘that point over and over. It is really important.

It may not be something that the Department of Encrgy

'gats To deal with directly, but they should. They

-should look at it, and it is semething you can pass

through the line to NRC and say, Hey, our good
friends, . we encourage you to solve this problem for
us.

Ulvimately, you know, from Columbia
Rivarkeepers' perspective, we plant owr heels on tho
source of the Columbia River, and we look at whot's
coning off the Hanford site to the Columbia.
Anything.thac gors in is going to come out. 1 mean,
the stor} is, plutonium is forever. And what we

bring in, along with highly mobile radicactive waste,

866.488.DEFO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

o .

T162-4

T162-4 See response to T162-1.
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Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d)

13531\ LR ————
ADAY

will be' a problem for generations to come. And I am
. very inspircd by all the testimony tonight. So thank

. you very much,

ST DOLD [putd
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Shaulis, Dahn, Commenter ID No. E21

From: Dahn@santamedia.nmstv.com

Sent: Monday, fune 27, 2011 10:24 AM

To: Arnold Edelman

Cer Dat dia.nmsrv.com; Shauli dianmsrecom; Ph.D.
Subject: . . Greater ttian Class C Comments

June 27, 2011

Arnold €dal) Docurhent Manager, DOE GTCE EIS, Cloverleaf Bld., €843, 1000

independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20585

Dumplng nuclear waste In Nevada is not a thoughtful solution. The Nevada Test Site for wh you wish to call it

presently)is Westera Shoshone land that youe have already defiled--in violation of international Law and the Ruby Valley )

Treaty. It will take thousands of years to heal the destruction you have already made. Who will speak for those
generations not yet bosn? Who will answer those genarations when they ask why you destroyed the ecosystem for
short-tere gain? .

Dahn Shaulis, Ph.D.
Rancocas, N) 08073

E21-1

E21-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives
for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations

(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods

(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final
siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

SIH DOID 1ould
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Shea, Jan, Commenter ID No. W209

From: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:27 AM

To: gteceiswvebmaster@anigov

Subject: i Reccipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10203

Thank yau for your comment, Jan Shea,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10209. Piease refer to the comment
ki ber in all correspond; relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2013 09:Z6:16AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C LowsLevel Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: 6TCC10209

First Name: Jan

Last Name: Shea

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from publlc record

Comment Submitted:

Sending more nuclear waste to a facility that cannot safely cantaln what Is already there Is ludlcrous. Sendlng through
the gorge, which has very dangerous weather conditions much of the year, preclous wildlife habitat and many residents
is unconscionable, We need alternative energy NOW, and continuing down this road when thinking people know this is
unsafe has got to stop. )

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteeeiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W209-1

W209-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

Stopping nuclear power research is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to
evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS.
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Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164

" WR. DROWS: Thank you. Darryl Siemer, and he
will be followed by Seatrice Brailsford.
DARRYL SIEMER: I quess wc've got the numos

right thic time. We pronounced them right. I guoss

my concern with :his,'I agree that this nation necds

a Greater-Than-Class C repository site. 1t
definitely does need ong. ;A‘Ms isn't the best quick
possible remedy to be implemented here.

The thing that concerns me about this is
that I see it 28 a backdoeor, a way for DCE to end up
leaving its ropracesaing waste at the Site for quite
a nueber of yoars. [ used to work at the Site az a
consul ting scientist in the management technology

develcpmont busingss.

T164-1

T164-2

T164-1

T164-2

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable requirements
and regulations. The EIS impact analyses for all alternatives took into consideration the factors
discussed in Section 2.9 for the identification of the preferred alternative described in Section
2.10.

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable
to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

DOE recognizes that including GTCC-like wastes within the scope of this EIS along with GTCC
LLRW may complicate the implementation of GTCC LLRW disposal alternative(s). However,
DOE determined that the most efficient approach was to address both types of waste, which have
many similar physical and radioactive characteristics, in a single NEPA process. DOE’s intent is
to facilitate the overall process for addressing the disposal needs of both waste types. Issues
associated with potential regulatory changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary
to enable implementation.
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And we have over the years ~- the Site
has over the years talked i{tsolf out of doing
ovorything that's logieal uith its xcprocessing
waste, and i3 left with illogical things to do. Most
prominently, the stesm reforming of tho remaining
liquid reproceasing waste that are still in the
tanks,

Stean reforming iz a woy of éu.lcining
waste in o spoctacular, only inefficient fashion. We
could and shonld have caleined those sediments a long
time ago using tho alresdy-patd-for Calcing wlih a
flow sheat that was develeped at Argonne N}xtianal Lab
in the 1950's. That could have been dons. It should
havo beon.done. which would have put all of the
reprocassing -.o;x:xtc developed at this pa:tlﬁcuxar
site -~ and one would have to classify most of the
wagte that was so processed as nondefense waste,
unlike the waste that was processcd at Savannah River
and Hanford and places. So this nondefense type
répxoccssinq generated this site as a uniquely
Lnerficient disposal path right av this point.

Starting off with this cobuilding of a
caleinerz, renamed and roformed instead of coleining.
The project cout -- it stacted off with .$45 million.

The latest official guess s 3571 million. It's way

T164-2
(Cont.)
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Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 (cont’d)

10

1

vehind -- way behind schedule. Contractors are going
to make a herolc effori to goet the thing started,
wnich means it’s contaminated before this contract
runs out in a year and a half, that's when the
contract ends out.

Nhen they run that facility, if it rung.
which 1s highly questionable, it's going to creata
vast amounts of very fluffy, rcadily water soluble,
high carbon containing dust and gronules, which are
unsu&tﬁble for convexting into a roal wasto plant,
that i3, a chunk of glass, and it wili be.
spectacularly expuhgive,

And DOE, of course, has no place to
dispose of it. Now, DOE Bad sold this whole idea to
the State of Idaho based op the nation that this
particular reprocessing uasfe, largaly hecange it
haén': caleined yet, wasn’t really a roprocessing
waste. And, therefore, wasn't a high-lavel waste,
Just like cverything olse that had been calcined
through the same process pravicusly.

It was going to ko déne gnd then it was
going to be shipped off to WIPF. So a pazt of the
criginal contract 1ot back in 2005 was not only that
i1 would he steam veformed, it would be shipped to

NIPP. And the WIPP folks that decido what's going to

STH DOID [P4id
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go to WIPP had openly declared well before this
éc_m:ract wa= left that it would not be satisfactory
to ship it to WIPP,

LOE went shead and sold {t to the
locals. The locals loved this idaa becavse it takes
4, 10t of time, spends a lot of money right here in
t.fm qood.old state of Idahe,

And go the contract is lifted, the thing
is gone. hndlthan if it works, it's going to create

all of this stuff that's not going to go to WIPP,

It's not going to go to a high-lavel waste repository

cither because we don't have one.

Where is it going to go? tell, if ona
1'anks at this fluff, thisz water aoiuble, carbon
co.ncaining, highly velumetric or highly voluminous
stuff that's going to come out of the reformer, i{f ft
worka, ona can clasaify it as a Greater-Than-Class
C-like waste becaude, tochnically, that's what it's
going to be.

) Now, DOE has made many arguwents over
the years that this stuff ‘raally fan't high-lavel
wagte, so I presume, and I thiank it's likely, that
this stuf?, if they can get the procass te rum, will
go into n repository just tike we're talking about

here situated at this site. And, again, this is an

T164-3

T164-3 See response to T164-1.
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Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 (cont’d)

observation, based on working at the Site for

30 years and seeing how decisions are made.

. We back ourselves into a corner. ke
don'.: have any place to get rid of this stuff, and
now we'ze golng to open up a xapository that will
scemingly fit this stuff. I juar wanted you guys to

be aware of this, Thank you.
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Sill, Marjorie, Commenter ID No. W9

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Scnt: Monday, May 09, 2011 11:45 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: " Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radivactive Waste EIS C GTCC10009

Thank you for your comment, Marjorle Sill,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10009, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May S, 2011 11:44:53AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €15 Draft Comment: GTCC10009

First Name: Marjorie

Last Name: Sill :
Address: 720 Brookfield Dr.
City: Reno

State: NV

Zip: 89503

Country: USA

Ematl: msill@{uno.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
1 do not believe that low level nuclear waste should be stored at the former Yest Site. Instead | favor hard cask storage
on site 5o there is no possibility of spill or sab during tation.

(4 P

1
Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecplswebmaster@anl.zov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W9-1

W9-1

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act
of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements. The disposal methods and sites
evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in
Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In
this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault) and federally owned sites
(i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic
commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites
because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP
Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

S1d DO.ID [ould
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Simpson, Katharine, Commenter ID No. W76

From: : " gleceiswebmaster@anl.gav

Sent: . Friday, June 03, 2011 10,00 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: o Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-leve! Radioactive Waste £IS Comment GTCC10076 |
Thank you for your ¢ Katharine Si

The comment rracklng;numher that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10076. Please refer to the comment

, tracking number in all correspondence refating to this comment.

© Comment Date: June 3, 2011 10:00:26PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Camment: GTCC16076

First Name: Katharine
Middle nitiak: §

Last Name: Simpson
Address: 5817 SW Texas St.
City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97219

Country: USA

Email: sksms180@aol.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please do not consider sending maore nuclear waste to Hanford, a ocation that still has persistent contamination
according to testing, despite angoing fforts to clean it up. This threatens the bealth of the 3 native tribes afong the
Columbia River, as well as fife In and near the river. "

Trucking 12,000 additional loads of exterely radioactive GTCC wastes to the dump at Hanford would provide huge
danger to all areas along the trucking routes, Increasing the risk of cancer to the public.

Please conslder alternatives such as deep gealogic repositories, where g ) would not be affected.
This problem needs to be solved in a safe manner before we continue to produce more radioactive waste.

Sincerely,
Katharine Simpson

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glccelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W76-1

| w72
| wr3
| w64

W76-1

W76-2

W76-3

W76-4

The Hanford Site is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility in
the GTCC EIS. DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and
the ongoing cleanup efforts at the Hanford Site will continue. Proposed actions for the retrieval,
treatment and disposition of wastes at the Hanford Site are described in Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC &
WM EIS). These factors, along with other environmental factors were considered in developing
DOE’s preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed
in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS.

Tribal perspectives from the Wampum, Umatilla and the Nez Perce are reflected in Chapter 6 as
well as in Appendix G.

See response to W76-1.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal (disposal
in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods could be
approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench, borehole, and
vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with
suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Sims, Anita, Commenter ID No. 189

dun. 36 3011 16:19A8  Brookdale senior living o fa 241 B2
e 2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the’
1 o DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL

%

- RADICACTIVE WASTE AND GTCCLIKE WASTE

. (DOE/EIS-0375-D) -
- U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
Must be vecelved on or before Junc 27, 2011
Mr. Mrs. M. Mr. & Mrs; Dr.
Name: AN =2 4 8
Title:
Organization:
Add '
City: i State: Zip Codc

Phone: __DaF A Fo - ‘7 L BMail Addresst SIS R L2V ColECAST . NET
' Comments.. BHLY o2 TS Tradd.. T8 Coraprrs e
< AN (ggg' Sr e A LA N ETAD, .
[ PAfCED g Wacs _prale fof K e A5 A
Bentad & rogdir g £ ALZ2 /,{/é/Z _Z/Vo.y‘
Ll AR sAE e :

Please 1se ether 3ids if more spoce I3 nessfed.

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INPO}WIATION lnformntiau you pro\ndc on 1his font may be published 25 part
of the public recond for this project, includi on g fofenict, Indd TORY Fequesy
confidentiality by checking ong of the two boxes below, The DOE will k konor such u-qums o the exteat atiowed by faw.
All from and bush or from indiviguals identifying themseives as ry ives or pfiichils
of jzations or busj , will be

D Withho!d my nsme and address from (he public record,
Elwihhold only my address from the public recond.

(e the public by their cmire:y

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Arnold Bdelman

Doswnent Manages

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy . or sent by electeenic mail 1o
1000 Independence Avenue, SW gteceis@anl.goy
‘Washington, DC 20585.0119

Comment form may be faxed to:
(301) 593-4303

L89-1

L89-1

L89-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with 11m1ted exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Comment noted. A discussion of the types of packaging used in the EIS analysis and their usage
may be found in Appendix B of the EIS.
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From: ¢ Smith starrmystt@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 707 PM

To: qteceis@anl.gov

Suhject: Written Cormment ce: Draft B8 for Bisposal of GYCC & GTCC-fike waste {DOE/EIS-0375-
D)

M. Amold Edleman

Document Manaper

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
US Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washinglon, DC 20535-0119

Cluire Smith
Private Citizen
2638 SE 5Znd Ave,
Portland, OR 97206

Dear Mr, Amold Edelman,

T was at the public hearing held here in Portland and received a copy of the summary Draft GTCC EIS. 1did
not address my comments at the time becanse, honestly, I needed a fittle thne to digest juste what was baing
proposed,

It is my undendanding that you e nof sctively considering the Hanford site, as it is under moratorimm until
such time us the treatmont fiscilily for 1S current auclear mess, has been constructed. 1 am under the impression
thut, acconling 10 your documentation, there is not even i projected completion date. With the recent news of
further, cnrrent, safely enncems regarding that construction, 1 can only surmise you will be scratching Hanford,
WA off the [ist permanendty.

L da hawever wish o state that ) ant opposed ta the entire oonoem of wuckloads af UNMARK BP relioaclive
wastc traveling on our roads. Tt would be risky enough to transport it via rail, at least the milroads hava a buffer
area built in already and are not subject to "civitian® waific. The idea of wansporiing it via wuck, werifies me. 1
am glad fht you will not be shipping it to Hanford as that would mean that you are committing any Amgerican
Getween the East and West ¢oast «t xisk for DNA stripping without even notifiing them.

[ seein to recal! tiie Amesican citizens were mobilized at the thought of Russia sending nuclear weapons against
the US. Would vot shipping TONS of nuclear waste across the US in UNMARKED trucks be the same type of
terrarist nclivity? Hspeenally since there is @ risk of more no-bid contracting, if not vutright cronyism inhierent

. inhe treatment al waste no one swanis © wuch, much less transport, 1 would like to point to Hanford, if you

have any questions regarding the results’., When were you going o bave the (reatiment plant boile? Afteritis
built, when do you intend o hove the radionstive waste leaking into the Coluethia {one of North America's
major arteries) cleancd up? When do you intend to begin shipping Groater than Class G (The highest
classification for nuclear waste possible) waste into this currently damaged environmant for safe keaping?

Additionally, the draft Envitonmentut hnpact Statenent wiakes no mention of Tritiuae, It is aiy understanding
that this highly volatile materia], made from lefiover nuclear weapons, is now being considered for a few of our

E10-1

E10-2

E10-3

El10-1

E10-2

E10-3

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2,

The transportation of radioactive waste will meet or exceed DOT and NRC regulatory
requirements that promote the protection of human health and the environment. These regulations
include requirements for radioactive materials packaging, marking, labeling, placarding, shipping
papers, and highway routing. The waste shipments would be on preferred routes, which are
interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in accordance with
DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC wastes would be shipped in
approved waste packages and transportation casks. The robust nature of these casks limits the
potential release of radioactive and chemically hazardous material under the severest of accident
conditions. It is unlikely that the transportation of GTCC waste to any of the alternative sites
evaluated in the EIS would cause an additional fatality as a result of radiation from either
incident-free transportation or postulated transportation accidents.

I
Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Smith, Claire, Commenter ID No. E10 (cont’d

power plants back casl. Thani( goodness you hadrit tried it out in Minot, ND. Isn't this the same substance they

_hadinst Inaged ings Fukushima? 1Fso, perhiaps we aueht to look at the full fatlout from Urt disaster beforewe

begin submitting our people to the same level of hazard.

Since the northwest is currently generating more power than we need via, wind and water technology, 'would
like to encotirage you to consider a plan of discontinuing nuclear power an.d begin building .wmd farms and
hydroelectric dams. Or perhaps you could take half the money being considered for allocation to the safe
storage of nuclear material, and send it to infrastructure improvements so we can self some of our power to the
east coast...just o thought.

In short the only plan that makes any sense 10 me is to continue (o stote these materials ot the 84 facilities

- (Region 1, 11 & III) cast of the often flooded Mississippi and the 20 in (Region V) west of the Mississippi in

place. Allow the people within transmission range of these plants and able to access the me;dicfal facitities, to
take the risk associated with that benefit, instead of spreading it through the already ravag tnid-west and all
across the continental US.

Thank you for your time and consideration, Hiyou have any questions or if my infonmation is inaccurate, please
contact me. :

Sincerely,

Claire Smith
(503) 233-3165

E10-3

-|- (Cont.)

E10-4

E10-5

E10-4

E10-5

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Smith, Dawn, Commenter ID No. W86

From: gecciswebmaster®anl.gav
Sent: Saturday, Junc 11, 2011 7:13 PM
Tos gtecelswebmaster@anlkgoy
Subject;

Ruceipt: Greater-Thun-Chiss-C Low-Level Rsdivactive Waste EIS Commoent 6TCC10086

Thaak yau for ynise comment, Dawvn Smith,

The cumment tracking number that has heen assigned to your comment {8 GTCC10086, Please refer 1o the comment
tracking ber in all cor relating to this camment.

Comment Date: June 13, 2011 67:13:_15PM <bT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Oralt Comment: GTCC10086

First Name: Dawn

Middle snitial; ¥

Last Name: Smith .
Address: 3110 19th Ave, Apt. 318"
City: Forest Grove

State: On

21p: 97116

Country: USA

Eraall: dawnd5810@bracn nat

* Privacy Preference: Dan't witithald nante or address from public record

Comnieat Submitted:

fam oppused to hiaving mora nucfear waste disposad of at Hanford WA. sité

1 is nwar the Columbia River whxch is already contaminated. T‘his affects the citles downrivar as well as the surrounding W86-1
area,

Questions about itting « over the Web? Contact us at: mwww@gpﬁ_@_ v or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W86-1 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste streams
(see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on

importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Smith, Doyle, Commenter ID No. T27

MR, BROMM: That's very much.

Doyle Smith is next, to be follewed by Dale
Janway.

¥R. SMITH: I'm Doyle Smith, and I'm a long-time
resident, lifetime resident of Carlsbad. I've been here a

long time, I've left and followed construction all over
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Smith, Doyle, Commenter ID No. T27 (cont’d)

Mew Mexico. I was here when I was & young man, whenever
they set that bomb off out here, the Gnome Project, 8o was
Hr.lsob Forrest. Soma of the rest of us is here.

. I disagree with what's ~~ you know, I want every
~= it's a lot of peeple working at the WIPP site, good
people that need jobs. And I understand what's -~ but my
concern i; you all were talking about transportation. The
transportation of the highways, and I}live out at the
rorth end of town up by Bob Forrest, out therec on Canal
Street, and I've got a little bit of pasture out there
thét I graze a few cows on once in awhile and put some
heifers on, weaning heifers. And I can't even get the
state to go out there and fix the cattle guards alongside
the highway that they're hauling the nuclear waste on.

' If you came in the evening like the wind's been
blowing, and it's so dry, and the wind is so bad here -«

two weeks ago, my wife apd I were ceming back from

‘tubkiock, and we were on the Loop Road toat they haul the

nuciear waste on right out here north of Carlshad. I had
to slow down to 20 miles an hour. 1It's a SE-mile-an-hour
highway. 'And if you pull the trailer down ir, or a horse
trailer or anything, it's so rough, you can't cven hardly
drive down right now,

And as we turned the corner of the curb there,

the wind was blowing. They've got a ~- whét you call it

T27-1

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
?cc_ordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
xr}dlcates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Smith; Doyle, Commenter ID No. T27 (cont’d)

-~ the injeétion vells -~ the oil fields. I'm so nervous,
I can't hardly talk. But they inject the bypass of the
byproduct with what they drill the water, the oil wells
baqk to into the ground, and they call it an injection
Qell. There's some out here on the Hobbs Highway between
hax-'e and }k':bbs. _'

And those injection wells, I think they haul a
lot of trﬁcks on it. And they stir up the dust so bad out
there on the Locp Road that 1 had slow down to about 20
miles an hour and keep flashing my liqhts‘because the
truck's px}zlling’off of tl'.:a highway out there. It's an
accident looking to happen. And I went to the county
commission fneeting about it and talked to some of the
county commissionexs, and Jack Veolpato -- he's here
topiqht. He just got through talking. And he knows what
1 was talking about. and it's a crying shame that our
goverament has let that road right here roxth of our town

get in such shape that you ~-- it's -- it's bad. And

‘that's all I have to say. Thank you.

e

T27-2  See response to T27-1.
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Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546

Fram: . Qicceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 4: 27 PM

To: mail_gteceisarchives; gie b @antgov; gtecels@anl.gov

Subject: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10546
Attachments: . letter_to Wash,_D.C_on_Hanford_GTCC10546.d6¢

Thank you for your comment, madeline smith.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned Yo your comment is GTCC10546, Please refer to the comment
King ber n all pondence relating to this comment.

. Comment Date: June 27, 2011 04:27:03PM COT .

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCCI0546

First Nanie: madeline
Middle Initial: m

Last Name; smith
Address: 594 wast 11 ave
City: cugene

State: OR

. Zip: 9740%
«Country: USA

Email: msmith28@uoregon.edu

Privacy Preference: Don't withhiold name or address from public record
Attachment: E:\letter to Wash. D.C on Hanford.doc

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: g!cceiswebmaster@anl goV or call the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-level Radmacﬂve Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.
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Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d)

Greater-Than-Class C Waste
Office of Technical and Regulatory Support (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.\W,
Washington, DC 20585-01198

June 27, 2011
www.gtcceis.anl.gov/involve/comments/index.cfm
To those who are concerned about Hanford’s nuclear wastes:

The latest issue of Heart of America Northwest contains
four pages, in great detail, concerning the dangers of the

‘Energy Department’s proposal to use Hanford as the

national waste dump for extremely high level radioactive

-+ wastes. . .

At this time we are especially aware of those dangers
because of what has happened in Japan. That disaster has
become a wake-up call. The geography of the Hanford site is
ripe for a disaster due to more signs of climate warming.
While such a disaster would likely have a different process
than Fukushima'’s earthquake, tsunami, and then cracking
open three of nuclear power plants, the problems of
containing a disaster might be the similar: extremely
expensive, extremely difficult to bring under control, with ail
manner of leakage of highly toxic radiation problems
extending far into the future.

At this decision point junction, one path promises to
lead to desolation of vast areas and a high number deaths
from radiation related diseases; whereas one or more of the
alternative paths promise a more peaceful planet capable of
nurturing ail life,

W546-1

W546-1 T.he EIS considered the geology of the Hanford site in analyzing the risks associated with
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. A description of the geology used in this
analysis may be found in Section 6.1.2 of the EIS.

STH DDIO [outd
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Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d)

If we choose any one of the aiternative paths, for
starters, we dedicate ourselves to cleaning up all nuclear
waste now while we’re still in the early stages of global
warming because Fukushima illustrates how hard it is to
have to deal with several kinds of global warming induced
disasters when they occur together.

We are advised to heed the disaster warning signs
being reported here at home. For example, recent mid-west
floods may mean the Cooper Nuclear Station will have to
close down if Missouri River rises three more inches. The
Fort Cathoun nuclear power plant has already shut down due
to flooding. Emergency generators have been powering it.
Now another plant on the Missouri is in danger. In addition,
extreme heat caused Prairie Island Minn. plant’s two
emergency diesel generators to fail. In New Mexico, the
Nuclear Weapons lab has been shutdown for the day due to
a fast moving wildfire which is not yet under control.

Global warming presents one set of problems. Another
set of problems that has surfaced involves aging nuclear
power facllities. The Nuclear Power Industry, against
common sense, has decided to fail and/or inadequately
address dangers to public health! For example, they ignore
the report that radioactive tritium has leaked from 48 of the
65 U.S. commercial nuclear power sites due to corroded,

_buried piping and even when reports include the fact of

Jeaks from 37 contain concentrations which exceed the
federal drinking water standard—sometimes a hundred
tires the limit—they don't take these problems on with due
seribusness. Why didn’t/doesnt the Nuciear Power Industry
explore real solutions to public safety?

Instead of thinking through to solutions the problems
recently reported, the Nuclear Power Industry and the
Department of Energy weakened safety margins for a
second time and also failed to feel any need to enforce the

W546-2

W546-3

W546-2 T}.le EI'S considered the impact of the climate at the Hanford site in analyzing the risks associated
with disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. A description of the climate analysis used
may be found in Section 6.1.1 of the EIS,

W546-3 See response to W546-2
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Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d)

existing standards. Why aren‘t they paying closer attention

to Japan?

I’'m aware that clean-up will cost money. I'm aware
that issues regarding the Hanford Budget for the Fiscal year
2012 are now being reviewed by House Appropriations
Committee. We don’'t know how much of the $5.4 billion
proposed for environmental cleanup at defense sites in 2012
wiil be allocated to Hanford? For sure, not enough to do the
safest clean-up. I'm aware that doing a proper clean-up will
be extremely expensive. But to do nothing has to be far
worse,

It’s horrifically callous to think it’s OK to have collateral
deaths due to radiation, especially that of children. How dare
the U.S. Department.of Energy trample on all our futures for
this unbeautiful-mass-commodity-mindless-of-what’s-
important-culture.

We need real solutions to how to sequester nuclear
wastes. Simultaneously, we need to do all the mitigations
which can slow down and/or contain global warming.
Simultaneously, we need to clean-up poverty world-wide,
and create a steady-state economy.

Only then can we evaluate exactly how successful re-
newables have been as sole source of energy.

. Only when we’ve done everything we already know how
to do to bring both nature and how we use’ nature’s
resources back into planetary balance, might it be a
reasonable idea to revisit nuclear power as a source of
energy:

I'm well aware that many issues are overwhelming us—
+ Two wars eating up too much money
« Local social services being cut due to shortfalis

W546-4

W546-4 This comment is outside the scope of this EIS.
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Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d)

» ocean marine species and entire maritime ecosystems
on the brink of disappearing within a single generation

« land species disappearing

« plagues and diseases due to environmental toxics

s refugee population reaches a 15 year high—44 million

this year, and likely to go higher due to coastal areas

liable to go underwater

too many floods, droughts and tornadoes

ongoing financial and home foreclosure troubles

high joblessness

hunger, and in some areas, food riots

food and water insecurity, and contamination

e 9 & © o

The general feeling Is that the strong leadership that's
needed to bring all this under control just isn't there.

But Vermont is in the process of shutting down its Mark 1
reactor. Robert Alvarez, former senior policy advisor to U.S.
Sacretary of Energy and now a senlor scholar at the Institute
for Policy Studies has written a new report called, “Spent
Nuclear Pools in the US: Reducing the Deadly Risks of
Storage”. There have been other eloquent anti-nuclear

" activists, for example Helen Caldicott. Germany and
Switzerland, and some other nations plan to phase out their

nuclear plants. A few leaders already are seeking solutions
that end nuclear waste as a perpetual hazard.

My question is this—what arguments would persuade
you in nuclear industry and government officials who side
with them, to join us In figuring out how to achieve the
changes we the people, we the ordinary citizens really want?
Once we find our common ground, we’d find the ways to
remove.the obstacles. We can wortk on the technical
problems we need to solve to create a clean land, air and
water planet. We do have laws guaranteeing that to us. Can
anything be more important than safeguarding our presence
on' the planet for all time to come? :
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* Smith, Pamela, Commenter ID No. W475

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent Saturday, Sune 25, 2011 12:52 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radiozactive WWaste EIS C GTCC10475

Thank you for your comment, Pamela Smith.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10475. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all cosrespondence relating to this camment.

Lomment Date: June 25, 2011 12:51:45pM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radinactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCCA0475

First Name: Pamela

Last Name: Smith

QOrganization: pamelasmith1974 @yahan.com
Address: 1822 SE 12th Ave .

City: Portland ’

State: OR

Zip1 97214 .

Country: USA . .

Email: PAMELASMITHIS74@YAHO0.COM

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public recard

Comment Submitted: .
USDOE's envi | impact stat on its proposal to use Hantord as a national radicactive waste dump for the

extremely radivactlve GTCC wastes puts waste in landfill trenches at Hanford and would result in annyal radiation doses
of 48 millirem per year to the people who will be drinking the groundwater - which flows straight to the Columbia.

We cant cleanup Hanford and protect our Columbia River while more waste gets dimpexd at Hanford - Put Cleanup
Firsth

That's a radiation |ével which would cause fatal cancers in approximately 1 to 2.5 of the Native American children living
in the area under Yakama, Umatilla and Nez Perce Treaty Rights.

Q ions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact usat: gteceiswabmaster@ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W475-1

W475-2

W475-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W475-2 All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS,
including impacts from surface runoff and airborne emissions. These analyses addressed a range
of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts on all environmental resources
consistent with NEPA requirements, The assessment of impacts from accidents occurring
hundreds to thousands of years into the future was considered too speculative to include because
of the large uncertainty associated with estimating future land use and population patterns. For
the human health assessment, the focus was on the groundwater pathway, since this is the most
likely manner in which someone could be exposed to the radioactive contaminants in the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the distant future. Locations closer than the 100 m (330 1t)
evaluated would result in higher dose and cancer risk estimates. The 100 m (30 ft) distance was
used to be consistent with the minimum buffer zone distance surrounding a DOE LLRW disposal
site identified in DOE Manual 435.1 1, As discussed in Section 2.7.4.2, the hypothetical resident
farmer scenario was only used to provide estimates for comparing the various sites evaluated;
however, this scenario may not be consistent with the reasonably foreseeable future scenario at
some of the sites evaluated. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This
information could include sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for
American Indians. In a similar fashion, additional cumulative impacts analyses would be
conducted by using additional site-specific information when the location selected for a GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal facility was determined.
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Soden, Mary, Commenter ID No. W210

From: gtccelswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: ) Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:24 AM

To: ’ " gteceiswebmaster@anl. gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10210

Thank you for your camment, Mary Soden.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment fs GYCC10210. Please sefer to the comment
tracking number In all corcespondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date:Jur;e 16,2011 03:34:05AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10210

First Name: Mary ,
Middle tnitial: £ o

Last Name: Soden

Address: '

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only fram public recard

‘Comment Submitted:

We do not need 3n Chernoel/Japan in this country let alone in the Columbia River Gorge. Hanford has the ability to
murder every living thing in the northern hemisphere, Why would anyone, any government, ¢ontinue to promote
death as a form of commerce? Time to ask GE for solutions to their worn out and hazard making falled engineering
projects instead of promoting more, We all are brought closer to death hy Hanford's faiture. Hanford needs to be burfed,
not the Columbia River Gorge. Both are possible.

Questions about sub 8 C over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@ant.gay or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

Ww210-1

W210-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Sorgen, Jacqueline, Commenter ID No. W518

From: . gleceiswabmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 1:03 AM

To: / Lo gteeelswobmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radl ive Waste EIS C GTCC10518

Thank you for your comment, Jacqueline Sargen.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10518. Pleose refer to the comment
tracking number in a{) correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 01:02:33AM CDY
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10518

First Name: Iacqueline
Last Name: Sorgen

.

0 ; {C ity Volt i ple orgs
Address: 325 North 78th Street

City: Seattle

State: WA

Zip: 98103-4619
Countey: USA T
Emall: [acaueling98103@amail.com

Privacy Preforence: Don't withhold name or address from pubfic record

Comment Submitted:
1am a Cancer Patient/Survivor, [T 1s a terrible disease.
The treatment is also MISERABLE}

Just to "think' that OUR GOVERNMENT coutd be causing CANCER, when 'IT' SHOULD "KNOW" BETTER --- 1 find appalling.

1 did STOP Smoking {| knew the riskfand chose to ‘sidestep’ it). But how can the ‘Native American Population' SIDESTEP
the "RISK” you are propasing?

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gteceiswehmaster@anl.gov or call the Grester-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve} Radioactive Waste £1S Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W518-1

W518-1 The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives

for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods

(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radicactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS,
including impacts from surface runoff and airborne emissions. These analyses addressed a range
of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts on all environmental resources
consistent with NEPA requirements. The assessment of impacts from accidents occurring
hundreds to thousands of years into the future was considered too speculative to include because
of the large uncertainty associated with estimating future land use and population patterns. For
the human health assessment, the focus was on the groundwater pathway, since this is the most
likely manner in which someone could be exposed to the radioactive contaminants in the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the distant future. Locations closer than the 100 m (330 ft)
evaluated would result in higher dose and cancer risk estimates. The 100 m (30 ft) distance was
used to be consistent with the minimum buffer zone distance surrounding a DOE LLRW disposal
site identified in DOE Manual 435.1 1. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.2, the hypothetical resident
farmer scenario was only used to provide estimates for comparing the various sites evaluated;
however, this scenario may not be consistent with the reasonably foreseeable future scenario at
some of the sites evaluated. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This
information could include sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for
American Indians. In a similar fashion, additional cumulative impacts analyses would be
conducted by using additional site-specific information when the location selected for a GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal facility was determined.
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Setir; Gregory, Commenter ID No. T165

0

21

2

23

24

23

MR, SCTIR: Hi, everybody. I just moved to this
zegion,'and X hope To becose a homgowner seon. I'm
looking for properties. And, you know, this area is

5o wonderful. I'm coming from a desert climate.

* And, well, you can feel the rivers hexe. You gan

. feel them. and it just constantly blows me away the

effects of the watershed, the way you can really just
feel itvmoving.

Taat said, you know, this EIXS, this puts me at

. risk, This really puts me at risk. %ooking through

ir, it doesn't even talk about liabilities of

' companies like, you know, Bachtel and Yostocology

(phonetic), for sxample, who will be contractors at
the site who have violated local, state and federal
laws over and over and over again, and will, no

doubt, continue to do so &f they're allowed to expand

" the contamination zone at Hanford.

So you really need to redo this, and you really
need to include those liakilities in it to let people
knew, you know, that we're subsidizing these
corporations to kill us down the road. I mean, that
would really be enviroamental jestice. And in this
there's a lot of talk sbout environmental justice,

but environmental justice 1s not dumping all this

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T165-1

T165-1 This comment is out of scope for this EIS.
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Sotir, Gregory, Commenter ID No. T165 (cont’d)

22
23
29

25

nuclear waste into 930 boreholes, you know, within
the Columbia River watershed.

Thét's not environmental justice. It'z not
subsidizing, you know, an industry, such as nuclear,
which is going to constantly produce products that
are extremely radiocactive and very, very dangerous.

That's not environmental justice.  Environmental
Justice 'is not saying that we need to create a
nuclear sacrifice zone, you know, in this part of
North America, because that's what tlanford would be
if it's turned into a nuclear dump site. It would be
a sacrifice zone; that is, the whole country would
sacrifice it forever.

I. think it's really just a matter of time,

* right, in terms of contamination. Once the preduct
is in the grounsd, whethex it's next year or ton years
or 10,000 years, it will reach the watershed. and,
you know, time, though, is kind of a scientitie
construct. The lichens that live in that axea, they
don't experience time. The wolves, the hawks, the

- salmon, they don't know anything about time., They're
contaminatad today, they're going to be contaminated
tomorrow, and they're going to be contaminated in

- 10,000 years, you know.

The perennial plants that exist there, you know,

866.488.DEPO
wivw.CapitalReportingCompany.com

! . [ER— 42 -

T165-2

Ti65-3

910C Aionupp

T165-2 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the

T165-3

scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives
for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations

(40 CFR Parts 1500~1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods

(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commereial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final
siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

STH DDID [vurd
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Sotir, Gregory, Commenter ID No. T165 (cont’d) T165-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act
B . (P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives

for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified

= for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
U S R < Capital Reporting Company.. . 00 0 e most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
) that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal

! . they're going £o be concaminated. And the humsns facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
2 that live in the vicinity, well, waybe -- do we know multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
3 botter? Do we? I dor't kmow. When youw have an EIS comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
4 like this, it doesn'c xaally seem like we do, because | T165-5 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
H basically what this EIS is doing is, it's saying scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the

: selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
6 there's nothing wrong, there's nothing wrong, trust

wastes.

7 us.
8 Bechtel? Oh, they're great. They're going to
9 . do a gobd job. They're going to protect you. That's
10 . what this says, and it's wrong. It's a lie. In
1 torms of acceptable risk, you know, this is not
12 acceptable risk. I am not an acceptable risk. wny
13 . future cancer and my futurc home contamination fs not T165-4
L an acceptable risk.
15 . So I would encourage the DOE to not only redo
16 this and talk about the truth of the liabilities of
17 the outside contractoxs invelved, but you really need T165-5
13 to deccmmission and get away from nuclear power in
19 general. You really nced to demolish this whole
20 cycle of nuclear military, you know, industry as
21 well. And we need to start thinking about our
2 watersheds a lot more than we have been,
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Spadone, Marian Commenter 1D No. W535

Fram:

gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: " Munday, June 37, 2011 12:50 PM
To: gleceiswebmaster@anl gov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC1053%

Thank you far your comment, Marian Spadone.

The comment mck(ng nunsher that has beon assigned to your comment is GTCC10535, Plcasa refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence refating to this comment.

Corminent Dates June 27,2011 -12:50:00PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GICCI0535

First Mame: Marian -

Last Name; Spadone

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name ar address from public record

Comment Submitted:
{ am strongly opposed to adding more radinactive waste to Hanford, which has yet to be fully cleaned as it is, and it
more waste Is added, cannot be cleaned up effectively. The place far this waste, ot this puint, is deep under the ground,
Aot in fimited He-span casks ar other kinde af cantalaees. in additian, teucking this through vur ¢ty is dangerous to the
putation...by DOE's own admi £xpasing innocent and unaware citizens Lo the danger of radiation poisoning is
llnrom'clan:lhle AND, these Issues--of storage and of transport-- siced (o be considered separately, Stop this action
now. 1N the end..wa noad to wark to climinate energy suurces that create nudear waste and do not pose threats to
peopfe now and o far (nta the future.

Sllxcere!"f,
Narian Spadune

at (uso) 2525705,

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Web

W535-1

W535-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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_;_ S_. aéth Thea, Commenter ID No. T107
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101

. MR, DROWN: Okay. Thea?
‘MS. SPAEZTH: VYes.

MR. BROWN: Qkay.
M5, SPAETIL: Thea Spaeth, and T reprascnt
several L.u'ganj.zations: womanhood, mothexhood, animal
and plant life becausa - and the earth itseli because
all of that is part of my body. I represent goeanic
c:!:u.akures and insects, too, whether we like them ar
nat .

1'd like to talk abour, flrst of all, what the
DOE has come here specifically on. 1 agxee with ma;xy
of the sééakers here that the waste should be kept on
site where it's created. If the large populations ara
wanting nuclear energy to supply them, the areds around
Chi,caqo I know have aseveral nuclear power plants. They
should keep their own waste.

I alse think that your choices of bore holes
and trenches are nat only unacceplkable. They’'re '
ridiculous because all of the other sites that vou've
locnted in here, Hanford, Los Alamos, Savannah, they
already have rrenches, and they're already pelluting

our enviroument, and many pecople have already discussed

866.468.DLLO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T107-1

T107-2

T107-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act
(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

T107-2 The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives
for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.c., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

STH DOLO [putd
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Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 (cont’d)

that. S0 I don't think that they are acceptable.
Next, I want to talk about the issue of the

gentleman who was supporting the facility based an the
medical radioactive waste. I choose Lo work for
myselé, ny family, my neighkors, my state, my countxy
to live and wbrk towards eating and living in a health
manfer 8o as to live a healthy life and, with God's
blessing, to come to a healthy death. Our modern way
of life is unhealthy, which leads to the need for such
medical testing. Our fear-based way of life
conétibutes as well.

: The Hippocratic Oath is to firxst do no harm.
I1f the trash from medical testing is nucleaxr
radicactive waste, then doctors are choosing poorly. I
choose to live and die as God intends, over getting an
MRI or whatever such test produces this wéste.

¥ext, to the points of the discussion in

general. The Department of Energy, what is that? Most
of what we have in our society is defined on where the
money goes. If you look at the budget for the
Department of Energy, most of it goes to testing for

nuclear energy and for weapons reseaxch and for a
866.488.DEPQ
- www,CapitaiReportingCompany.com

T107-2
(Cont.)

T107-3

T107-3 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope'of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 (cont’d)

03

{ handful of other things, but very little money actually
"2 goes to alternative energy resource investments.

3 S0 T agres with many of the other people that
.4 with our brain capgcities and with our financial

5 iﬂvestmentsl we can maxe a4 greab dent on other

6 possibilitios. '

7 But also the Deparxtment of Energy focused on
¢ how to create more. Now, I know Lhis intimately

9 because my mother i5 a nualear physicisé and she works
}0 on the NIF Project, and I believe that NIF ilas some

11 unigue possibilities; bul il is 8o young and no in the
12 z"mehrz:h and dewelopment staqes that this is noé the
13 weste that the bLepartment of Ene.rgy is actually

1 disciesing, and WIF supposedly will burn waste and not
15 create it. .

16 ’ But you're talking about waste that is a

17 future wasle. On page 1 you talk about leas than ten
i poreent of the toval volume iz currently in storage.
19 Most of the waste will be generated for several --
20 won't be genuwrated for several docades. Sa let's talk
21 azbout generating that next waste,

2 The Departument of Encrgy iz unbalanced., It's
866.188.DEPO .
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Companys

focusing on creating energy for the world, for the
future, for global warming, for water drought, for how
will be provide for our refrigerators and for our
commarcial lead. Nobody is talking, and not even the
Department}&f Enerxgy agout conservation, WNot even‘the
consefvative political party is talking about
conserving.

A burlng the California eneray crisis I heard
that through voluntary turning off of powe} and through
smact‘usage of power that they reduced their use load
enobgh that if sustained, they could have shut down
seven power plants.

So if we'can consexve, we don't have tc have
such a conversation. Now, if we're talking abeut
India's grcwing energy needs, let's talk about it
without the pollutants and toxic»variabilitles of
nuclear.

ThanX you.

e 198

T107-4

T107-4 See response to T107-3,

STH DDID [vutq
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Spence, Michael, Commenter ID No. W384

From: . . geceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 4:55 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: - Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radi Waste EIS C t GTCCL0384

Thank you for your comment, Michae] Spence.

The comnient tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10384. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all cor s refating to this comment.

Compent Date: June 23, 2011 04:55:16PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Ratfioactive Waste E1$ Draft Comment: GTCC10384

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Spence

Address: 5810 5, 144th Street

City: Tukwila

State: WA

Zip: 98168

Country: USA :

privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from pubiic record

. Comment Submitted: s :
I¥'s patently crazy to be c Jering sending th ds of teuckloads of nuclear waste through the Columbia Gorge, one

of our nation's most precious natural resources. Please don't knuckte under to the nuclear industry, just so it can W384-1
expand Its toxic business, We need more conservation, nota doubling-down on this lethal, cutdated technology.

Questians about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@ant.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-5705.

W384-1 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km
(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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‘Spencer, Amanda, Commenter ID No. W95

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Lo . Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:05 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Comment GTCC10095

‘Thank you for your comment, Amanda Spencer.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10095. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all cor d relating to this comment.

Cormment Date: June 15, 2011 07:05:29PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Luw-l.evel‘ﬂadloa ctive Waste £1S Draft Comment: GTCC10085

First Name: Amanda

Last Name: Spencer

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only fram public record

Comment Submitted:
The rlsks for this method and location of transport are not acceptablel Even If there are not any spills {which are very

likely if you hove ever driven thal highwayi) the detriment to residents (human and anima) is unnacceptable.
An alternative solution needs to be found.

Thank you

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@anl.gov of call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste £I5 Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W95-1

W95-1 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to

dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the sites being
evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and consequence’s
to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including the release of
radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated that about
12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be
required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs
(see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Stannard, Richard, Commenter ID No. W19

From: . . "gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: : Seturday, May 14, 2011 10:15 PM

To: ateceiswebmoster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C LovssLevel Radioactive Waste E1S GTCQ0019

Thank you for your comment, richard stannierd.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment s GTCCI0019. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date; May 14, 2011 10:14:34PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Draft Corament: GTCC1C015

First Name: richard

Middle Initial: m

1ast Name: stannard - .
Organization: heart of america northwest
City: seattle

Srate: WA

Zlp: 98105

Country: USA .

Email: olympleview@comeast.net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: - - .
Nothing should be done about these wastes until 1)a disposai site with maximum safety is ready; and 2)rail transport, I Ww19-1
when the time comes, should be the preferred transfer method, much safer than teucks and highways, W19-2
Having said that, | must say that this Is so far an unsolvable problem because no locality will tolerate the disposal site in
their area. Which means na more nukes to generate more waste until there (s 3 solution.

W19-3

Spare no exy Bud, Y iderations should be set aside for this project, which is probably the single most

important project in the ccountry.

Questions about sut ts over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or cail the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Wehimaster at (630} 252-5705.

W19-1

W19-2

W19-3

The use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the disposal of the
entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluation for the
WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the degree of waste
isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that certain
wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137 irradiators) could be
safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites with suitable
characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients, and sufficient
depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land disposal facilities located in arid
climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate radionuclides for a sufficient period of
time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal (disposal
in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate, that other disposal methods could be
approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-surface
trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates
that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and
safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Comment noted. Recommendations will be taken into consideration, as appropriate, in the
implementation of the preferred alternative.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy
Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58).
The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed disposal
alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE has
determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and, as
discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

STHA DDLO 1ol
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Stanton, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No, W380

Fram: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 4:44 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10380

Thank you for your comment, Elizabeth Stanton.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCCA0380. Please refer to the comment
tracking In all carrespondence relating to thisc .

Commaent Date: June 23, 2011 04:43:20PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: 6TCC 10380

First Name: Elizabeth

Middle Initiak 8

Last Name: Stanmton

Address; 2803 SW Mongomery Drive

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 87201

Country: USA -

Privacy Preference: DOn't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
| am opposed to Hanfard } ing the d
waste across aur highways ls unthinkable.

site for our mation's nuclear waste. Transportation of highly toxic

Questions about submitting <o s over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@an) gov or cali the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Love! Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W380-1

W380-1 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred

routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in

accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D).

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on

importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

S17 DO19 jpuld
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Stein, Fay, Commenter ID No. W499

From: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 3:56 PM

To: gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10499

Thank you for your comment, Fay Stein,

The comment tracking number that has bean assigned to your cormment is GTCC10439, Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond: relating to this comment. .

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 03:55:27PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment; GTCC10498

First Name: Fay

Middle initiak: J

Last Name: Stein

0O 07 3 ianRaolated
Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA .
Email: fayjayalitheway@hotmail.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public recard

Comment Submitted: .

When | heard that there ware plans to use the Columbila River as a waterway for nuclear waste disposal,  was sicken to
think that anyone would endanger the life of this wonderful River and the fives of the inhabited areas of the Gorge. | say
that you are here to protect your citizens and our environment from danger, so please do not allow nuclear waste to be
moved in our vaterways.

Questions about submitting comments over the Weh? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Law-Levef Radioactive Waste EIS Web at (630} 252-5705.

W499-1

W499-1 1t is e}ssumed that GTCC LLRW and GTCC:-like waste would be transported by truck and rail to
the disposal facility in Type B shipping packages, as discussed in Section 5.2.9 of the EIS.
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Stengle, James, Commenter ID No. W323

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, june 20, 2011 12:58 PM

To: . gleeeiswebmaster@anl.gov .

Subject: . . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10323

Thank you for your comment, James Stengle.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10323, Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all ¢ pand lating to this

Comment Date: June 20, 2011 12:55:04PM £DT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radisactive Was'ze EIS Braft Comment: GTCC10323

First Name: James

widdle tnitial: 8

Last Name: Stengle

Address; 730 SE 33rd Street

City: Troutdale

State: OR

Zip: 97060

Country: USA .

Email: [stengle@frontier.com

Privacy Preforence: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

I ive in Troutdale which Is a go Y ity to the C River Gorge. Because the Columbia River and Gorge are so
¢ritical for the ecological, economical, and social survival of the area, these areas sré important to protect and preserve,
Hauling hazardous materials through these areas is an accident waiting to happen. Whea it does happen, there are
fikely very significant impacts that will be difficult to control and mitigate. Find a bitter choice to manage the
radigactive waste~-fames B. Stengle, Certlfied Wildlife Biologist

Questions aout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giccelswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W323-1

W323-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Sterling, Shila, Commenter ID No. T43

10
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MR. BROWN: Thank you.
(Whereupon Exhibit No. 4 was marked for
) identification.)
Okay. Shila 2. is next, and she will be followed by
Mike Kelly.

M8, STERLIN&: Good evening., I'm Shila 2.
sterling, and I'm just xepresenﬁing I am a voting
citizen of Las Vegas, a long-time resident. i am alao
a traiﬁed participant and presestet for the climate
project with Al Gore, and I'm the Southern Nevada
coordinator for Ioms. I am Ions, Las Vegas, which is
the nostic sciences.

There's a plethora of reasons why this
shouldn't haﬁpen. I just want to talk about a couple
of them. One, the economics. Las Vegas is known as a
desﬁination. People come here to get married. People
come hexe for a heliday. Tf this happens, if therve is
a repository for nuclear vaste, regardless of what
1e€e1, the pubiic eye will no longer be able to look at

Las Vegas as a romantic destination. It would be

T43-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives
for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations

(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods (i.e.,
geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault) and
federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP Vicinity) as
well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to analyze
these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities,
except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final siting of a
disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further NEPA review as
needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would include local
stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Sterling, Shila, Commenter ID No. T43 (cont’d)

10
11
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economically disastrous.

Sacondly, %n 2005, I was in Washington DC,
1obb§ing for the national parks and became privy to
what was called a “safe route.” At that time, they
were.looking at Yucca Mountain for other -- as a
repository.. And when you overlaiq what they considered
safe routes, hecauﬁe they.were going to be trucking and
you overlaid it over the states, the route they
conaidered safe went through 14.05 our Zé national

parksa.

Because they were going to try and stay off
of a lot of the main highways hare in Las Vegas, it
would be impossible; and as many have said before, it
is a high~risk donger. 3It's a disaster looking for a
place to happen. There are no safe routes for nuclear
waste to be érucked.

I'd like to just say a little bit about
solutions. It's my personal opinion that companies who
enqagé and ceompanies who make and use radioactive
materials need to be responsible for that, if‘they're
goigg’co do that. They need ko be not moved but
disposed of or done with whers thoy stand. The less
movement -—- kecause there is no way to 180 percent
contain nuclear waste when it 1s being in a movement.

And ‘1 think it's time that corporations -start taking

T43-1
) (Cont.)

T43-2

T43-3

T43-2

T43-3

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable requirements
and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent practical. The
methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS is based on
standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of radiation on
humans evolves.

The transportation analysis as presented in the EIS is conservative in that consideration of the
TRUPACT III and the SNF casks could reduce impacts. However, while these packages are
viable options for transport of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, consideration of their
use as an option in the EIS did not influence the identification of the preferred alternative. Use of
the spent fuel cask designs would require rail transport, and any of the conceptual land disposal
designs could be modified to accommodate the larger packages, but their use at WIPP would
require further study.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple Jocations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Sterling, Shila, Commenter ID No. T43 (cont’d)

10
11
12
13
1
15
16

17

reséonsihility.

And, also, I would like for -- I think I
mentioned before there is technolegy. Therxe is now
technology. One is called a "plasmic arc," and I would
iike to see the government looking into this. There is
8 way té dispose of the waste that we have today
withouc bciéoniug the earth and poisoning the air and
potentially poisoning everybedy. Because we are on the
endangered species list, and if we don't wake up pretty

aoon, we're coming to that tippihg point.

sé my recommendation i3 also stop making
nuclear waste by finding alternative methods of power
and use. ‘The technology is out there, and it's time we
put oux feet forward for the future, for the future of
this planet; let alone our children and other
genarations.

Thank you véry much,

T43-4

T43-4 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range of
alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or programs
suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the
purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS.
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Stewart, Margaret, Commenter ID No. ES8

From: . Margaret Stewart emaggiemaystewart®yahao.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 219 P

To: . gleceis@antgov

Subject: ro: DOE GICC FIS

Attachments:

GTCC HOSS ltr la DOE 6232011.doc

Mr. Amold Edelman,

Attached you will find my cancerns reg fing the disposal of GTCC radioactive nuclcar waste. Please inciude it
and my grave concerns in your final EIS.

Thank you,

Margarct Macdonald Stewart

SIH DO.LD [putd
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Stewart, Margaret, Commenter ID No. E58 (cont’d)

June 23,2011

Armnold Edelinan, Document Manager
DOE GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20585

Mr. Edelman,

T am writing regarding the proposal to dispose of Greater-Than-Class-C radioactive
waste. GTCC nuclear waste is some of the most dangerous radioactive nuclear waste on
the planet and the thought of transporting it to a central Jocation for disposal is beyend
belicf. I am vehemently oppased to transporting any existing or future projected GTCC
waste to a central repository — no matter the type of repository (burial or otherwise). The
idea of burying it underground, either in boreholcs, *enhanced’ near-surface trenches, a
deep geologic repositery ....we all know this scenario will never happen....is to not look
very far into the future — or into the past. Once buried, it will be nearly impossible to
monitor and we are already spending hundreds of miltions to un-bury nuclear waste that
was unwisely buried decades ago.

I this country insists on creating more nuclear waste, (which any thmkmg, person will
agree is noi only unnecessary, but insane) the only bi ing-
possible and economically rational solution is to store the GTCC nuclear waste in
hardened, on-site storage systems (HOSS). Nuclear waste, whatever its type, should be
stored as safely as possible above ground, as close to its point of generation as possible.
This will prevent states that have nuclear waste-producing reactors from creating more of
this dangerous waste to be seat off “into the sunset,” without a care of its final destination

...which is usually the atid west. As a resident of the arid west, I am jncensed that 1 have
no voice as to the deposition of this horrid material...cven though I am paying for it
daily. Environmental discrimination is what this is called. The HOSS system has been
advocated by many scientists for more than a decade but it has been ignored.

As the economics of our world grow more dismal by the day, it seems the DOE should )
make the wisest (and rmost economical) decision (nof the political decision) and chos«. the
1108S system for disposal of its GTCC nuclear waste.

Sincerely,

Margaret Macdonald Stewart
Box 2404, Ketchum, ID 83340

E58-1

ES8-2

E58-1

ES8-2

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act
0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Stock, Ron, Commenter ID No. E105

3

From: : Ron Stack <stockantheroad@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, Jupe 27, 2011 5:23 P

To: gleceis@ant.goy

Subject: No to waste stocage propasal on Los Alamos

Arnold Edetman,

Iis 4;15 pm. on Monday, June 27th. 1just stepped cutside my door here Is Taos, Now Mexieo and inhaled the
pungent ador of smoke fram the Las Conchas fire in Los Alamos. Itis not iard for me to imagine, mayba saoasdthan |
think, that after an earthquake or human error accidant, those fire fumes could be carrying radistion. theseech fouty
first stop producing this in Indlsposible nurlear waste, and two, find 2 site as far away from people a5 possibie, nht 56
mifes downwind from our Tittte viltage.

Ron Stock Taos cesident.

E105-1

E105-1 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the

scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Stolzberg, Karen, Commenter ID No. W455

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gav

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 12:57 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: : Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10455

Thank you for your conmiment, Karen Stolzberg,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10455. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence refating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 12:57:09AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve| | Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10455

First Name: Keren

Last Nama: Stolzberg .

Country; USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: .
1t seems highly ill advised to consider moving nuclear waste thraugh a corridor that Is subject to extremes of weather,

fog,and traffic. The inevitable accident will threaten not only the unlucky pnnlcipahls, the ather travelers, local
residents, but also a unique natural area. We need to work together to keep this extracrdinary environment as unsullied
as possible, given the existing transportation.

This is a bad idea thut must be rejected.

Questlans abaut submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glcceiswebmaster@®ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Ciass-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Web, at {630) 252-5705. .

W455-1

W455-1 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Stoney, Mindy, Commenter ID No. W560

From:; . gleceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 9:55 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subjeet: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E{S Comment GTCC10560

Thank you for your comment, Mindy Stoney.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10560. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to this comment.

Corament Date: June 27, 2011 09:58:31PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10560

First Name: Mindy

Middle Initial: | ¢
Last Name: Stoney

Address: P.0. Box 213

City: Bellevue

State: ID

Zip: 83313

Country: USA

Email: omstongy@yahgo.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhotd name or address from public record
Comment Submitted:
Keep Nuclear waste off the road! This heyond hazardous; it s just plain stupid! I W560-1

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contactus at: ptecelswabmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EIS \Webmaster at (630) 252-5705,

W560-1 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to

dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Stookey, Jeffrey, Commenter ID No. L211

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN- CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

U.S. Department of Cnergy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

At be recolvad g o deGre Juve 37, 2000

-

M VM, Ms. . Mnd&Mms - Dr

Warmes .Tef—é \’&3 J{’m.l’su\ .

Title: oy el lzem”

Organiztion: ___Aflldne. for :D-&Mot‘,vaf,r}

Address:

City: _ - State: - ZipCode: |
Phone: 503232657 E-Mail Address: | l;].zj}mk?/u)\@l'bﬂﬂgl.}\a ( EOVHL
Canmment:

Dlaste wee aher side Fnore Jpae. frm'ﬂfm'

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Tafuimation you pxuvrw an s fourn may b published as pan
aftle public recard for this praject; including publication on she toternet, Individint respordents may réquest,
confidentlality by checking ong of the two boxes helaw. The DOE will henor such requestata the extent pllowed by law,
All submi from er rical: 2nd busi 3, ar from individuals idratifying themselves as rcpr:xcnmms or officials
of organizations or busis will'be available to the public in their entirely.

£3 Withhald my name and address from the public reenrd.
ﬂ Withhold only my sddress from the public recerd

Comuent founs tay be muiled W Camment fonn may b faxed w:
Mr. AntoM Edetman N . (301} 9034303
Dacumem Mrnager

Office of Regulatory CampHanee (FM-43)

U.S. Deputtaent of Evergy or sent by elecrranie meil to:
1000 ladepeaduice Avenue, SW pecuoisiant goy
Washington, DC 20585.01 19

RADIOACTIVE WASTEAND GTCC-LIKE WASTE ~ - o~ v
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StookexJeffrey, Commenter ID No. L.211 (cont’d)

28 Mav 201

Ten thousand years! That is how long nuclear
contamination would continue to pollute the Columbia Rive if
she Hanford sife is notadequately cleaned up. But now the
Dept. of Energy is planning to store “Greater than Class C”
nuclear waste in unlined trenches that would in time leach into
the Columbia River which flows past Portland,/OR, the ¢ity-
where I lwe Wi‘iat‘iﬁ‘morewth13~dangcmﬁs’???xste woula e’
“frackedrilie through my city to reach the Hanford site. A terrorist

wltack or a serious accident with one of these trucks could rendgr
a 30 mile radius around Portland uninhabitable for many 1any years,
similar to the Fukushima site in Ja;:yi’?\mf’“ﬁffﬁ?re are p!fa’t‘i
mmhmamwxpcﬂmenhlmnmm fuel as Fukushima
reactor 3 in our region’s only commercial reactor at Hanford.

The environmental risks of the proposed plans are sim _tj‘
100 high. 1urge that the USDOE’s proposal to tuck and b
““ireater than Class C* waste at Hanford be stopped.

Smceml\f,
ﬁéaé"ﬂ
chxrsyjbtookby

L211-1

L2112

L211-3

L211-1

L211-2

L211-3

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and conséquences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Storhm, John, Commenter ID 0. W72

From: “gleceiswehmaster@ant.gov

Sent: N - Friday, May 27, 2011 11:34 AM

To: L. gteceisvebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: - Receipt: Greater-Than-Closs-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10072

Thank you for your comment, John Storhm.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GYCC10072, Please refer ta the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Cominent Date: May 27, 2011 11:34:06AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10072

First Name: Joha

Last Name: Storhm

Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Emall; jstorhm @@burnedbookspublishiog.com Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted; .
1am opposzd to the plan, proposed by the DOE, to ship 12,000 truckloads of Greater-Than-Class C Low-Level Radioactive

Waste [GTCC LLRW) to the Hanford site. Hanford, as the DOE is well aware, is already a highly contaminated site, sitting
in the branks of the Columbia River, up stream from many farge population areas. The DOE plans and progress an
cleaning up the waste already at Hanford have not been well executed, not been well planned, and have facked
sufficlent funding. Adding additional waste to this site, a site that is stroggling to cope with the waste already on site,
seems foolhardy and exceedingly risky. In addition, shipping waste to the site, will expose a larger popufation to the
risks of health lmpacts, property damage, and, in the event of an accidental release en route, even death, 1urge the
DOE to cancel this planned transportation of Greater-Than-Class € tow-Level Radioactive Waste (GTCC LLRW) to
Hanford.

Questions about submitting comments over the \Web? Contact us at: atcceiswebmaster@anl.gay or calf the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5205.

w72-1

W72-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on

importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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- Sullivan, Robert, Commenter ID No. W416

from: ’ gtcceiswebmaster@art.gov
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 1138 PM
To: gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10416

Thank you for your comment, Robert Sullivan.

The comment tracking.number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10416. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all carrespondente relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 11:37:50PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10416

First Name: Robert

Last Name: Sullivan

State: OR

2ip: 97217

Country: USA .

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . .

The Hanford site in \Washington State Is already the most rodioactive site In the U.S. Radloactivity Is already leaking from
storage tanks Into the Columbia River. Allowing more radioactive waste into the Hanford site Is Insane, Allowing many
many trucks to hau! the waste through the Gorge Is Insane, The result of a spill in the Gorge would be a catastrophe
beyond description. ' .

Trucking radipactive waste through the Gorge nust not be allowed,

Quastions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Rad Waste €15 wetk at (630) 252.5705.

W416-1

W416-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardiess of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Sunrise, Elizabeth Anne, Commenter ID No. W79

From: . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: - * Thursday, June 09, 2011 5:47 PM
. To: gteceiswebmaster@anlgoy
Subject: " Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10079

Thank you for your cdmment, Elizabeth Anne Suntise.

The comment tracking numbér that hias been assigned to your comment is GTCC10079. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: une 9, 2011 05:46:51PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10079

First Name: Elizabeth Anne

Middie Initfal:

Last Name: Sunrise

City:

Stata:

Zip:: .

Country; USA .

Emaik: annewsunrise@yahoo.co

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record
!

Comment Submitted:

I'm shacked & appalled that Hanford WA is the planned national site for dumping of 12,000 truckioads of highly *
radioactive waste by the DOE. It is totatly outrageous and unacceptable. There would be countless causes of cancer over
a long period of time. it's highly irrationat and unfair to ship all the natlon's waste to one location and it should be
banned permanentiy}i} .

Questlons about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtccegs\zqhmaster@gﬂ n!.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W79-1

W79-1 DOEts.Recor('i of De:cision 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred
a decision on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Sutherland, Al and Juiie, Commenter ID No. L.80

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the

RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
: (DOE/EIS-0375-D)
U.5. Deparunent of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be received en or hefore June 27, 2011

Mr, . Mrs, e M & M. Pr. ..

i e M
Name: ﬁ—/ # m/ulfﬁ’.- ‘52(1“46)/‘/%&?

Tite: . %_Mwy@éf/x.ﬁéélﬂ;év&@?gﬂ/&:& SO,

Organization:

Address: //7‘,_(’ ‘7-2 / /‘) "(Apf .
City: . QL("QS'/’ZL State: /L/ \M«I’
Phons: 2 ‘7;(‘ RA ( @t’%a'y/\ddrcss:

Commen: . L ) /
e Al07 720 ] 7 7
/ & / et y )

P2 - T e

;. D\ S
( e\ )
K L
N\ L >

. ,, /4
Ploase use otiier side i mare space is susded, \

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: (nformation you pravide on this form may be published as pars
afthe public record for this project, including publication on the Iaternet, Individusl tespondeats nray requust
confidensiatity by checking one of ihe 1wo boxes betow, The BOE will honor such n:qucs!i ta the extent atlowed by I,
All fon (rom $rations asd busi of trom individuals entisying th 1925 28 £epi ives or olticials

of prganizations or businesses, will be available to the public in their cotirety.

0 witkhold my aame and address from the public recoru.
1 witnnod only my address feom the public recond

Zip Cuode: ﬁé’—sﬂfc

Comment form miy be faxed to:

Cominent forms may be maiked! to:
(301)903-4303

M. Amnold Edelasan

Document Manager

Utice of Regulatary Complinsee (EM-43)
4.8, Depactaent ptf Enevgy

{050 Istlepemleiee Avenue, SW
Washington, BC 0385-0419

or setit by eleetronic aail ta:
ateegisid@ gl soy

DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL

L80-1

L80-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Swansoﬂ, John, Commenter ID No. 1.292

Qecewed
MAR 3 0 200
March 24,201)
1318 Cottonwood Dr.
Richland, WA 99354
509-946-787%
Amold Edel F!S D M R
Office of Enwmnmmml Mmagemcnl
U.S. Department of Encrgy
Cloverleaf Building, EM-43.
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 29585
Dear Mr. Bdclmun, '
Subject: Comcnts on DOEIBIS-0375-D (Dmﬁ Bnvi 1 frapact St for the

Dispasal of Greater- Than-Clnss C (GTCC) Law-Level Redioactive Waste and GTCC-Liko
Waste)

“Thelicve that his EIS should be modified {0 mnla: umch ot etear the fact thnt it sddresses only

a (pethaps small) poruon of the GTCC LLW that may require disposal dunng the time peried
that is addressed in it, While the current draft Summary dogs acknowledge (page S-13) that this
EIS does not address wastes that would result from an increass (tbove an unspecified number) in

tho number of new commercial miclear power plants sadfor would rosult from mpluncnmnon of

nuclear fucl cycles involving dvanced reactors or recycling of used fucl, it does not emphasizs
this fct sufficiently well. Thus, it is easy for a reader to ooncludc that the scope of the bIS is

much greater than it actally is. Spoclf‘ c jations 10 i this si
1) Add a now paragraph to the Introducti (ruﬂowmgthc first paragraph?); this
parogruph sho'uld 1cpeat the in y inf now contained in the last three

sentences of the first pamgmph onpage S-13. This action will pu( the information ina

Iocation that witl better call attention to the limited scope of this EIS.

2) Definc, and use frequently throughout the EIS, a term to indicate that tho waste
inventory considered in this EIS is a limited one. 1'm baving a hard time supgesting
such a term; “'existing” isn’t e; I thought bricfly of “currently-li d”, but
pag: S-ls says that the study inventory mcludcs wastes from planncd facilities

@ an unspecified numb ofncw reactors) not yet in operation, 50 1 essume
that those facilities are also not yet i 4. 1also Jeved about * ly
anticipated”, but fany (ticluding me) anticipate that o reprocessing/recycie fuel”
cycle, giving larger volumes and more types of GTCC LLW, will be unplcmcnwd
within ths time frame covered by this EIS, Maybe the term “currently-planned”

L292-1

L292-1 DOE respectfully disagrees. The inventory is based on the best available information from DOE
and the industry.
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Swanson, .ﬂ)h& Commenter ID No. 1.292 (cont’d)

would work? Examples of places whers use of such n qualifying term would be
cspecinlly valuable include:
a, Iathe title, Add a term such as “currcatly-plenned” —to make it read " for
the Disposal of Currently-Planncd Greates-Than Class-C «-”
b. Il locations where the types of wastes are discussed. For example, on page S-
3, “Other Waste consists of —. A better statement would say “—.
Currently-planncd Other Waste consists of -—." (An altemalive improved
wording would be * Other Waste considered in this EIS consists of ---.")
.. Inlecations whese conclusions based on the volume of waste are discussed,
For example, on page S-65 of this draft is “— siting another deep geologic
repository facility --- would be impractical duc 10 - and the relatively small
vyolume of GTCC LLRW ~-.% A bettor statement would 53y “— and the
relatively small volume of curtcntly-planned GTCC LLW -2, (An
I ive improved would include “-- and the relatively smafl .
volume of GTCC covered by this EI8 =)

| also believe that the deciston to not includs consideration in this BIS of co-disposal of GTCC
LLW elong with used fue! and high-Tovel waste at the Yucea Mountain repositery should be
reversed - and that that co-disposal option should be included in this EIS, as was planned

fginally. The decision to not include this option 13 stated (page §-37) to be based on the Obanta
Admieistration’s determination that the Yacea M it repository is not a workablc option and
that the project should be terminated, However, the legality of that administration-deteamination
has not been established (it is belng contested in the court system), so it would appear to be

dent to include consideration of this option in the EIS, Asother reason to include
consndmhon of this option in the EIS js that it is also possible that, even if the legality of this
ion’s d ination Is uphild, the next admini conld d ine that the Yueca

Mountain repository is indeed a workable option. .

Finally, L am disappointed that this draft EIS uses the acronym “LLRW™ instcad of “LLW™, The
LLV stronym has been the visage for decades (including, for e , i the NOY of
this EIS and in existing NRC regulations), and I sceno va!ucto having this LIS use a different
one. I urge that the final BIS be returned to the use of LLW. If that is not done, it should at lcast
he stated somewhore (perhaps in the list of acronyms) that “LLRW” in this K{S means the same
as does “LLW elsewhere.

Respectfully yours,

[/ R

John .. Swansoen

L292.1
(Cont.)

1292-2

L292-3

1.292-2 The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. The Secretary of Energy
determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel at Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be developed. Therefore, DOE
concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable alternative and has
eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the EIS. DOE has
included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become
available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility, DOE
would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

1L292-3 The acronym LLRW is defined in the EIS.
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»Swanson, Marsha, Commenter ID No. W525

From: . gteceissvebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 8:41 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10525

Thank you for your camment, marsha Swanson.

The commem tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10525. Please refer to the comment
ber in 2ll corcespond, {ating to this

Comment Date: june 27, 2011 08:40:584M COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioastive Waste £1S Draft Commeat: GTCC10525

First Name: marsha

Last Name: Swanson

Country: USA

Privacy Prefarence: Withhold address onlv from public re:ord

Comment Submitted:
1 am totally opposed lo trucking nuclear waste to Hanford and to trucking nuclear waste on the Columbia River highway

system

Questions about submmlng comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteeeiswebmaster@ant, go or call the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €15 Wel at (630) 252-5705.

W525-1

W525-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

STH DO.LD putd
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From: ' " gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 4:28 PM

Yo: . gteceiswebmaster@antgov :

Subject: - Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10500

Thank you for your comment, rod Swanson.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment s GTCC10500. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspornd fating to this «

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 04:27:27PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10500

First Name: rod

Middie Initial: ¢

Last Name: Swanson

Qrganizati Related/Training
Address. . :

City: ¥

State"”

2ip:

Cauntry: USA L
Email; swansonrod@hotmail.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

my wife and | have had to leave our home of 30 years because our corcupt county surrcunded our home with a wind
factory. we now live in the columbia gorge. hearing that the departrment of energy is going to bring radipactive waste
through the gorge now makes me wonder hosw long we will be tiving here. the whole question of nuclear energy needs
to be addressed. after japan nuclear disaster to think we'll never have a prablem like that is wishfut thinking not a
reality. please don't truck nuclear waste through the gorge it's just not worth the risk of destroying this magnificent
columbia gorge. .

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster@ant.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leval Rodi e Waste EIS Wel at (630) 252-5705.

W555-1

W555-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

STH DOLD [puid
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Tarpey, Raymond, Commenter ID No. W44

From: gteceiswebmaster@ant gov
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2011 8:C0 PM
To: ateceiswebmaster@anl.gov

ive Waste E1S C GTCCIC044

Subject; Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radii

Thank you for your comment, Ray;_-hond Tarpey,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10044. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all correspondence relating to this

* Comment Date: May 19 2011 07:59:40PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10034

First Name: Raymond

Middle Initiat: )

Last Name: Tarpey

City: Lake Oswego

State: OR

Zip: 97034 °

Country: USA :
Emall: raymontarpey@yahoo.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: .

As a citizen of the state of Oregon and the USA,

1strongly object to the plans to truck more nuclear waste to the Hanford site in the state of Washington. W44-1
The plan Is haphazard at best with proven radicactive leakage alveady occurring and g our precious Columy

River and adjacent lands.

The other sites In Mevada sheuld be used unth our waste Ieakage is addressed. We shnuld have a short-term plan of

removal of waste at Hanford with i to full | as } technology develops in the future. i

Any plan to pave it over and start carting in new waste is a denia) of the existing problem and pandering to Washing W42
government & business intergsts. In addition, the transport of such huge amounts of radioactive viaste threatens !arse

areas of our Iands adjacent to the highways to be used,

We expect more accountability from our Federal Government and a common sanse attitude in solving problems.

Alt i see is pandering and ridiculously unaccountable to a life-th i bl

Plaase get the other sites back on the table and get to work in serlously removing the radioactive leakage threat at

Hanford.

We are tired of your half-hearted promises and corcupt shor!—lerm solution proposals.

Please protect our precious Columbia watershed from the effects of this poisonous nuclear technology.

Signed,

Raymond Tarpey

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster®anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

Wa4-1

W44-2

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km

(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

Proposed actions for the retrieval, treatment and disposition of wastes at the Hanford Site are
outside the scope of GTCC EIS. Those activities are described in Final Tarnk Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

(TC &WM EIS).

STA DO.LD [ould
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From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 2:22 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: i Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radionctive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10194
Thank you for your t, Or, Ron and Paulette Tatum.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your tomment is GTCC10194, Please refer to the comment
tracki ber in all cor d refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 02:21:51AM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10194

First Name: Dr. Ron and Paulette’

Last Name: Tatum

Address; 17435 SW Blanton

Address 2: Stregt

City: Aloha

State: OR

Tip: 57007

Country: USA

Email: pswitzertatum@peoplepc.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: ’

The Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area is a beautiful and important scenic area of the Northvest, It's a protected area
and shou!d remaln protected all'of the time and In all circumstances. This area is a national treasure so let's keep it that
way. Radioactive waste should not be ported through the Columbia Gorge area at any time. We do not want
Hanford Muclear Reservation to ba a permanent waste dump for radioactive waste materials coming from all over the -
US. Hanford is already contaminated enough as it is.

Questions about submilting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswabmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705. :

W194-1

W194-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

POE’S ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Taylor, Sarah, Commenter ID No. T6

MR, BROWN: Thank you., Sarah Taylor. And Stewarxtc

_ Fox will be after Sarah.

4S. SARAH TAYLOR: Hi. I am a small business
person and a small farmar in Aiken County., I am a

private citizen. I want %o record my oppesition to

U 5 .

] T6-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives
for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations

(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods

(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final
siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

SIA DOLO 10Ul
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Taylor, Sarah, Commenter ID No. T6 (cont’d)

héving class~-C waste stored in Savannah River Site. I
wonder, and probably all of us in the back of our nind
arc wondering, did the Japanesc have these maotings.

That's something that’s quite chilling that we should

really look arcund and see how many empty seats we see

. here, how many of us can iake ‘a differesice to our

government- in light of what has happened in~-in Japan.
And we certainly do not need more waste here in South
carolina. As a biologist I also am concerned about the
350-plus square miles of the Savannah River 8ite’

itself, syﬁat will happen to it as it’s been a S_O-year

 laberatory which can--has somo pristine qualities to it

in spite of the fact that plutonium being in--the

tonnage of the area, But I do believe that they are

managing well but we do not need more waste coming in.

_We do not need a repeat of Japan's scepaxio here and we

need to abridge our neighbors and our friends to be
educated about this problem before it becomes a bigger

problem. Thank you.

17

T6-1
(Cont.)
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Ten‘ho‘nen, Steve, Commenter ID No.' W316

From: ) . gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 4:14 PM

To: - gteceiswebmaster@anlgov .

Subjeet; .o Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Comment GT(C10316

Thank you for your comment, steve tenhanen.

The comment tracking number that has been a;slgned to your comment Is GTCC10316. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in ail correspondence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 18, 2011 04:14:25PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10316

First Name: steve

Middle nitiak: p

Last Name: tenhonen

Address: po box 5491

City: portland

State: OR

Zip: 97228

Country: USA

Email: stevetenhonen@hotmail.com

Privacy Pref e; Bon't withhold name or address from publicrecard
oy : p

Comment Submitted:

Igrew up near the Columbla River Gorge. ! enjoyed hiking and visiting the water falis as a child. Today | work with
disabled folks who love fishing and hiking in the Gorge. It is a place that creals a sense peace and serenity, | am very
frightened by the idea of toxic waste being transported snd stored In our national treasure: L am repulsed by the idea of
developing cancer or other life threating ilfnass enjoying this sacred area. This Is a dangerous violation of 5 place that
touches so many lives,

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmaster®@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W316-1

W316-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

STH DOID 104l
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Tewksbury, Ross, Commenter ID No. T167

21

22

23

24

25

51

Capital Repocting Companv. | .. . L.

MR. BRCUN:! Greogory Kafoury willi follow 'Ross.

MR, TEWKSBURY: My name is Ross Tewksbury. I
'11ve in Portland, and I'm actuslly the seventh
qanératién of my family that has lived here in
Oregon, and my ancestors came out on the Oregon
Trail, . And, you know, you want to think, what is
happening. 'seven generations from now? And people who
sc{.ll, amazingly, are going to be dealing with this
stuff, you k;'xow, because it basically never ends. So
I'm against putting this waste at Hanford. They

already have way too much waste there they have to

_deal with or c¢lean up for the past 70 years, and we'

don’t need any moxe.

I tt;ink ‘that a couple othér people mentioned
that nuclear waste ought to be handled by the
‘p:oponent‘.s in the geographical areas that they're
p:oducihg.t;his, in the Midwest and South, bscause
they're the ones that want the stuff. 'And. you kagow,
Athey shouidn‘: be able to just get the benefits and
net any of the costs.

: 0:1;: 't;hihg that I was thinking about is the

transportation. The transportation is sort of dealt

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T167-1

T167-2

T167-1

T167-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Tefy.vksburv, Ross, Commenter'ID No. T167 (cont’d)

Ve en vam il aea 22, T nevesebiver At
. LReporting Company. |

LR AT

with in this whole thing kind of, whas I would say,
aort. of cavalierly or asmething. You'rve not really
thinking about the real -- what reslly happens out
there, You know, it is like some imaginary truck
qets from point A to point O with‘no xind of problem
ar anﬁching.

. But, you know, what X want to ask these
pnuéop@ata. you know, what if your wife or husband oz
your childreﬁ are stuck in traffic sitving next to
one o:.theﬂe trucks getting irradiated? uhat abour
that? ®hat if -- you know, I've 3een these trucks
bufore on the road, down in Califvrnia, and I took
pictures of a fow of them,

what if you ware, you }mdw, e.ir.ing Iimeh in a
Burger Xing and a truck iz parked in the back, you
kaow, the drlver is, you koow, cating lunch? How
nuch radiaticn are you getting there? I've actually
aeen rhat hefave. You know, uhat if you're at a reat
stop and the truck pulle in behind, you know, where
you're parked? Thore's many opportunitics for -~ you
know, you can get a little hit here, & little bit
there, and how muen £5 oo much?  You nead a Gelger
counter to keep track of this.

And theu whal aboul, you kinow -- I mean, peoply

mantioned accidents. Bubl whkat abowt storms snd

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T167-3

T167-4

910¢ Avnuvp

T167-3 Transportation of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable requirements
and regulations. Doses to the public will be minimized to the extent practical. The methodology
used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS is based on standard practices
that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of radiation on humans evolves.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the sites being
evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and consequences
to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including the release of
radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated that about
12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be
required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs
(see Section 6.2.9.1).

T167-4 Details of the facility accident analysis can be found in Sections 5.3.4.2.1 and C.4.2. All
information necessary to duplicate the transportation accident consequence assessment was
available in Section 5.3.9.3 of the Draft EIS.
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Teyxksbugy_‘ . Ross, Commentex ID No. T167 (cont’d)

[N SIS T T JUIN S U
RN SRR RN N

c«lami(.ie.:s? Coctafnly in Che last fow wooks se’ve
had, you know, more wxdamples of thuse than anybody
would ever -- thera's terrorisk attacks, theve's
t.ornam;aa, hurrieanea, aarthquakes, fload, yosu know,
these last few wocks.
¥ was Just thiaking, you know, what if a tzuck
happe}sed to ke going through Tuscaloosa, Alsbana,
when the tnvnado hit? “hen acmebody had got
{inaudible}. Besides you have a soction wiped off
the map, thes it is wiped off -~ lrradisted, like in
Japan. . Bub people den't seem to think about that too
. mu’ch.:
There is always a lull, you know, of things
happening, b lately Lhere's besn a let higher
) things happening, becauss they _):eep hegpening, you
. know.’ 8o i do think that the idea abour the --
putting thom in decp gronite areas daep in the earth,
you khow, is sboul the best thing I've heard so far.
and tinaily, I think the cpne statement that you
' menticned sarliar abaut if there wWere no asw nuclear
facilities, thore would bo no more waste te he
. 6&5905’@3! of; then we wouldn't apwed this in .the firse
p‘iace‘. So that's vreally the answex, as many pevpls
have pointed ouf, that we just zeesd to use solax

goter and wind powar and conservation, aill vhe other

866.488.DFEPQ
~www.CapitaiReportingCompany.com

T167-4
(Cont.)

T167-5

T167-6

T167-5 DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the

T167-6

disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal (disposal
in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods could be
approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench, borehole, and
vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with
suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like

wastes.

STH DO.LD [vuld

JUUWNI0(T asuodsay jusuio?) :r xipuasddy



89SI-r

9107 Kavnupp

mmsssess e SO DERE Reportingy Cognpmy .

, alternatives, which are not completely Eree of

prckleoms,  Bub compared Lo nuclesr, itz like
nothing, you know. Who wanta to spend, you know, @

hundred thousand years watching it take care of
itaocly, '.'rhank you. -
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* Thomas, Charles, Commenter ID No. W414

W414-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

geceisivebmaster@anl.gav

From: .

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 11:28 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov X
Subject: ’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radi Waste E1S C 1t GTCC10414

Thank you far your comment, Charles Thomas.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned ta your comment is GTCC10314. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence relating 1o this carnment. .

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 -11:28:02PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10434

First Name: Charles

Middte fnitial: L

Last Narme: Thomas

Address: 1577 Holly Ave .
City: Eugene

State: OR

2ip: 97408

Country: USA :

Emall: chuckithomas@yahao.com

Privacy Preference; Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
L am strongly opposed to the propasal to truck Greater than Class € Radivactive Waste through the Columbla River

Gorge,

Quaestions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glcceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactivé Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W414-1
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Thomas, David, Commenter ID No. W397

From: gieceiswebmasterantgoy

Sent: Thusday, Juse 23, 2011 701 PM

To: giceaiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Graater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radinactive Waste §IS Commant GTCCIO397

Thank you for your comment, David Thomas.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10397. Please refer to the comment
teacking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2041 07:00:49PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10397

First Name: David
Middle Initiak A
Last Name: Thomas
State: WA

Zip: 98548
Country: USA

Email; sharemydream@cablaspeed.com
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Corment Submitted: .

t have lived her for 40 yrs, and | do not want any waste comming through our town of Stevenson....we have way to much
to loose please dont truck it through here.l am begging you te help get rid of the waste, maybe take it to Hawaia and
drop it in there Volcano|

Q about submitting ¢ over the Web? Comact us at: grcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Wet at {830) 252-5705,

W397-1

W397-1 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency in
accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over
60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the
Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway
travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

ST DDID [puts]
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From: o * ghecelswebmaster@anbgov

Sent: . Monday, June 27, 2011 7.06 PM
To: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: . - Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Cornment GTCC10551

Thank you for your comment, Eileen Thomas,

The comment tracking number !hét has been assigned to your commient is GTCC10551, Please refer to the comment
tracking aumber in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 07:06:02PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10551

First Name: Eileen .
Last Name; Thomas
City:

State!

Zip:

~ Country: UsA

Email: ei@efn.org
Privacy Preference: Withhold address onfy feom public record

Comment Submitted:
Ne more nuclear waste buried at Hanford until Hanford is cleaned up!

Questions about subrmitting comments over the Web? Contactusat: greceiswebmaster@anl zov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5708.

W551-1

W551-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SIH DD1D [putd

quauna0(J asuodsay juswuio)) :p xipuaddy




oLsi-r

910 Aonuvp

Till, Rick, Commenter ID No, W325

From: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: , Monday, funs 20, 2011 3:.07 PM

To: ) gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Leve! Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCCI0325

Thank you for your comment, Rick Till.

The comment lraﬁklng aumber that has been assigned to your comment 15 GTCC10325. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all corcespondence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: Jung 20, 2011 03:06:37¢M CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC20325

First Name: Rick -

Last Name: Till

Country: USA

Email: ricktili@gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

" Comment Submitted:

Secretary Chu and Mr. Edelman:

1strongly oppose fncruding the Hanford Nuclear Reservation on the U.S. Department of Energy’s list of potential sites for | y395_¢
storing hazardous nuclear waste from across the country.

What has occurred at Hanford aver the years is a travesty and must be fixed, Given DOE's poor track record, the existing
waste must be cleaned up and the existing threats to human health and the esvi must he d. To consider
shipping additional waste to a site that is already a catastrophic waste Is an insult to everyone fiving downstream of
Hanford and to everyone that would be exposed to waste as it would be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge.

W325-2

Shockingly, the DEIS does not nclude a 2008 USDOE study that estimated 800 adulk cancer deaths would occur due to
i diation from the port vehicles alone. Nor does the DEIS include the unimaginahle number of deaths and

environmental damage resulting from a truck accident, an earthquake or an intentional attack. These risks must be
added to the existing threat from h tous waste leaching into the Columbia River,

W325-3

The risk is simply too severe. DOE must clean up the existing mess and needs to find alternative solutions for storage of
hazardous waste, If safe alternative cannot be found, DOE needs to reconsider the practices that generate the waste in
the first place.

W325-4

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Rick Till
Porstland, Oregon

Questions about submitting camments over the Web? Contactusat: gkécelsv.-ebmaster@anlm or call the Greater~
Than-Class-C Lov-Level Radioactive Waste-EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W325-1 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing

cleanup efforts will continue. As stated in the Hanford TC& WM EIS, the receipt of offsite waste
streams (including GTCC LLR W) that contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, specifically
iodine-129 and technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment. When the
impacts of technetium-99 from past leaks and cribs are combined, DOE believes it may not be
prudent to add significant additional technetium-99 to the existing environment. Therefore, one
means of mitigating the impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of off-site waste streams
containing iodine-129 or technetium-99 at Hanford. DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December
13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on importing waste from other DOE sites (with
limited exceptions as described in the Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. These factors were considered in developing DOE’s
preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in
Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS.

'W325-2 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on

importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

W325-3 A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes that
the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results provided
in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and HLW. This value
represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation activities supporting
the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they all were replaced with
high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled by DOE on June 29, 2009
(74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of analyses were
done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from transportation
of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites considered in the GTCC
EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers.

W325-4 A GTCC waste disposal facility would not affect ongoing cleanup activities at the Hanford Site.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Till, Rick, Commenter ID No. W325 (cont’d)

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Timm, Chris, Commenter ID No. T54

20

i}

2

BRI

o g o st s ‘C&’llllin: Repoiliap

.MR‘ BROWN: OQkay. Chris Tima and Rod Poterson
will follow Chrisa.

MR. TiM: Thank you ladies and gentlemen.
I"m pleased Lo see bhe turnout. I'm always pleascd to
sec people intereated in trying to solve a problém.

L' Chris Timm, 1'm also a civil enginsex,

I've had sboul 20 plus years, closer to 30
years in the envirommental compliance, envircnmental
cleanup, waste management business, I'm with Pecos
Man:-.:lgemenﬁ'Scrviccs, and mosf reonntly, we finished a
five-year stint of.being the independent oversight
contyactor fox WIPP. Before that, I worked st Rocky
Flat, I worked at Hanford’s, T worked at Tos Alamos, on
a varlety of cleanups. I'm very familiar with what
these isstes are, and 1'll speak to it from a
purspective of this is a problem that has to he solved
and looking at the aiternatives.

The citizens of this country have received
many benefita from thelr lives from the use of

radivactive olements that have resulted in Greater-~
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T54-1
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Timm, Chris, Commenter ID No. T54 (cont’d

| Than-Class-C waste. You've heard mention about the

2 treatment of cancer and of other diseases by the

3 medical -- by medical processes that result in this

4 waste. and, I think there's a lot of people, probably
s many .in the andience that would agree this has been

6 banafici#l, it's something that we'll want to continue
7 (inaudib&e); )

s put, therefore, I think it's time that we

3 agree on a pexmanent disposal path to protect us and
10 our offspring from the side effects, if you wish, of

I3  having the waste., If it sits elsewhere, it's going to

continue to cause problems. If it's put in a safe

SL81-r

13 disposal, out of touch of all of us, then it's

14 certainly a much safer situatlion.

Of the alternatives presented, the one with
16 the éemonséraéed safoty for permanent disposal of this
17 type of waste is WIPP. Greater-Than-Class-C waste is
15 essentially'nc more radioactive than the transuranic
19 waste now being disposed of in WIFP. In fact, much of
2 it is less hazardous than the waéte being disposed in
21 WIPP now. WIPP also has an established transpoxtation

2 system designed to wminimize potential exposure to the
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T54-1
(Cont.)

T54-2

T54-1

Comment noted.

T54-2 Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP

repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law. In
addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant,
the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of spent
nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of the

New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that “the
Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as the
preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition, the
Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011, stated
that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP as the
preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Timm, Chris, Commenter ID No. T54 (cont’d)

Fe

EALLRY EEE3 1 U
Dant P

public, etec. RAgain, they've got the safety record.
WIPP is also well regulated by EPA and the New

Mexico Environment Department, which will continue to

_assure the‘gitizens of Mexico that they would be safe.

Pinally, using WIPP 1ls the quickest and most cost~
effective solution as well as being safe. In this era

of concern about federal spending, yet still wanting to

protect ouh-health, safety, and environment, all tracts

- all factors make it the preferred alternative.

Thank you.

T54-2
(Cont.)
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) Tims, Margaret, Commenter ID No. W170

From: gteciswebmaster@anl.gav

Sont: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:51 PM

To: gleeeiswebimaste Danlgov

Subject; Recaipt; Greater-ThanClass-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10170

‘Thank you for your comment, hargaret Tims.

The comsnent tracking number that has been assigned ta your commaent Is GTCC10170. Please refer to the comment
tracking manber in afl correspondence refating to this camment.

Comment Date: J«.;ne 15,2011 10:50:58PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class+C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Draft Comment; GTCC10170

First Name: Margaret
hiddla Initiat: )

L85t Name: Tims
Qrganization: Nona
Address: 7754 5.€. 21st Ave.
City: Partland

Stare: OR

Zip: 97202

Country: LISA

Emall: mitims@cmeast.net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhald name ar address fram puhlic record

Comment Submitted: X .

People of the Nourthwest have been fighting for decades to have radloactive matertals REMOVED from Hanford. Afrer
years of pruparation of the Nevada site, siow 1o frave it suddenly di t and huge of additinat radinarts
materials brought to Hanford represents s truly stedlth attack. {and every other resident of the Narthwest protest in
the stropgest terms, This must not be allowed.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us ati gecelswebmastes @anluoy or call the Grester-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster st {630) 252-5705,

W170-1

W170-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Toll, Betsy, Commenter ID No. W336

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 3:42 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject; . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC20336

Thank you for your comment, Betsy Toll.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10336. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in 3ll correspondence relating to this camment.

Comment Date: Juﬁe 21,2011 03:41:48PM COT
Greater-Than.Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10336

First Name: 8etsy

Last Name: Toll

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97206

Country: USA

Email: betsy.toli@gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address fram public record

Comment Submitted:
Secretary Chu and Mr. Edeiman:

| an writing to strongly urge you 1o remove the Hanford Nutlear Reservation fram the U.S. Department of Energy's list W336-1
of possible permanent nutlear waste storage sites, to dump radloactive materials from across the United States.

The Hanford proposal woutd require thousands of trucks to carry deadly radioactive loads though the Portiand

metropolitan area, end ing half a mililon peaple with every trip. Then those trucks would drive another 160 mites
through the Columbia River Gorge National Scenie Area, oftenin black-ice conditions, passing within yards of homes, Wi36:2
schools, protected wilderness,critical wildlife habitat, and the Columbla River itself.

These terrifylng risks are undenlable and ble. We don't need domestic terrorism from DOEE

The Draft Envi tal Impact (DEIS) for this proposal totally ignores that an estimated 800 adult cancer
deaths would result from amblent radiation from “safe” transport vehicles, and the sisks to children and wildlife ore
even higher, .

W336-3
The DEIS Ignores the possibility of a truck accident, earthquake, or deliberate attack, and the countiess deaths and
on tal ge that could result, These are not far-fetched dangers, but very real and likely disasters

wailing to happen.

W336-1 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km
(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

W336-2 See response to W336-1.

W336-3 A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in
800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes that
the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results provided
in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and HLW. This value
represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation activities supporting
the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they all were replaced with
high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled by DOE on June 29, 2009
(74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLiRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of analyses were
done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from transportation
of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites considered in the GTCC
EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Toll, Betsy, Commenter ID No. W336 (cont’d)

My oppasition to transparting more nuclear waste to Hanford Is shared by Friends of the Columbia Gorge, Heart of
America Northwest, Columbla Riverkeeper, thousands of Gosge-area rasidents, plus Oregon legist

Again, [ urge you to cross Hanford off the list of pussible nuclear dump sites. Our reglon has already suffered too much
from Hanlord's nuclear mess. .

Q about submi g C ents over the Web? Contact us at: ftecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Wek at (630) 252-5705.

e GOSN T T BRI, UISTSEENUT feii Merkiey, UiS. Senaiur Run Wydew nud imangutisyss - e e

W336-4

W336-4 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

|
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) I(_)ml_{leson, Barbara, Commenter ID No. W192

o TS o it o n e

From: gteceiswebmaster@antgav

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2011 12:54 AM

To: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Lavel Radioactive Weste £15 Cemment GTCC10152

Thavk you for your ¢ Barbara Tombteson,

The conument tracking number that has been sssigned ta your comment §s GTCC10192. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 12:53:31AM COT
Greater<1han-Class-C Low-Levet Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC1V192

First Name: Barhara

Last Name: Tombleson

State: .

Country: LISA .
Privacy Preference: Withhold sddress unly from public record

Commient Submitted: )

Please sedausly reconstder Lucking radicactive Class € nuclear waste Into the Columbia Gorge, Thousands of trucks

make the adds tou fiigh fur tegking or accidents to occun. We aeed ta pratect aur enviromaent and not play dite with | W192-1
this destructive potentiality. The potential for catastrophe is way too high, No nuclear waste shipments in our precious|
Columbia River Gorge. :

Thank you for thinking deeply about this important fssue.

Quastions about submitting ¢ sover the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebnvaster@ant goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W192-1 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and
all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine
conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine
conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation
accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck
option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km
(30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Trainer, Patricia, Commenter ID No. W351

From: greceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 12:32 PM

To: ’ gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: - Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10351

Thank you for your comment, Patricia Trainer,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment fs GTCC10351. Please rafer to the comment
tracking berin all cor 3 lating to this ¢

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 12:31:41PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radlpactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10351

Flrst Name! Patricle

Middle Initial:

Last Name: Trainer

Address: 1305 €ast Republican, #2

City: Seattle

State: WA

Zip: 58102

Country: USA

Emall: triclatralnor@email.com .

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold nome or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

There is toxic radiation leakage already at Hanford, threatening the health of the Columbia River, And alf ¢fforts to clean
up Hanford have been slow, very costly, and not completely effective. Sol do not want more toxic waste hroughtin to
Hanford, until what is there has been successfully stored, 1do not belleve in nuclear powér because there are as yet no
suceessfal ways W store waste products. )

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gleeelswebmaster@®anl.gev of call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Wehmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W351-1

W351-1 pOE’s.ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on
importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement
Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For
information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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MR‘l. BROWN: Okay. Penny Truitt is at the
podium andliséott Kovac will follow.

U T Ms. TRUTTT: I'm Penny Truitt. I live in El
Dorado, immediately adjacent to the 285 WiPP route to
Carlsbadi

In light of the disaster 25 years ago at

Chernobyl and its continuing impact, & continuing

disaster with no solution, and in light of the present

and concurrent disaster at Fukushima, there should be
no further accommodation for transporting and
containing matexrials that are death sentences to life

on our planet, not just human beings, but all life.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T84-1

T84-1

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable requirements
and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent practical. The
methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS is based on
standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of radiation on
humans evolves.

The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and consequences
to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including the release of
radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated that about
12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be
required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs
(see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Only yesterday a neax disaster occurred at
Brown's Ferry. WNone of the 442 working commercial
atomie reactoxrs arxe safe.

Thank you.
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s o apital Reporting Company .

: MR! BROWN: Okay, again, is it Mary Alice
Trujillo?
M8. TRUJILLO: ‘{es;
MR. BROMWN: And she'll be followed by Michael
Trujillo.
MS. TRUJILLO: Good evening. My name is Mary
Alice Trujillo, I'm from a little toun called

Antonito, Colorado, which is aboul siz miles north of
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Trujillo, Mary Alice, Commenter ID No. T70 (cont’d)

60

Capital Reporting Company... . . .. .o o

the New Mexican border. About a year and a half ago,
we were told that there were train cars that were
going, gondelas, they werxe called, going on a little
rail that goes from Antopito all the way to Walsenburg
and c;n up to Chicago. And we were going to be the
facilitators of transporting nuclear waste out of Los
Alamos.

Well, anytime anyc;ne tells me about
nuclear waste, after having taught for 30 years iln the
fields of chemistry, bielogy, and,mgth, my cars go up
and the hairs on my arm stand up, because nuclear.
waste, according éo the Academy of Science, the only
safe exposure to radiation is no exposure. And so I'm
thinking, here we go, all those wonderful geniuses up
at Los Alamos, they haven't figured out how io do what
they heed to do; and that is, dispose of whatever it is
that they generate on site, Well, no, they're not
going to do that. Why? Because there'’s a lot of money
to be made in transporting this all over the country.
through little towns like Antonito, Colorado, which
they practicéﬁ environmental injustice. It's a little

town made up of more than 380 percent Latinos, which are
' 866.488.DEPO
- www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T70-1

T70-1

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at LANL. The ongoing cleanup efforts at
LANL will continue.
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Truiillo, Mary Alice, Commenter ID No. T70 (cont’d)
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ng
wha& I cali ABmérican Mexicanz, a lot of Indian
influence:  Been there For generations, five
genarations. Ignorant? Well, yeah, most of ;:s are
ranchers. We're not ignorant about all things.
Uneducated, but the majority of us might be. Average
ifnc;::me pm;: family in Conejose County, 24,000 dollars,
wéi;, that's all we need. We have our own. We're
self-sustainable, Ve don't need all that.

But as they looked at the environment, they
felt it was.okay to take five gonénlas full of nuclear
waste dirt,. transport it by fruck and then transfer it

on to rail.. #ell, thank geodness that anr rown mayor

and -our county ccmmissioners were alert, and they put a

sbtop to that because no one had evéx applied for a
special land nae permit. No ona had ever asked
permissicn. Ve were those kinds of people you don't
ask pexmission of. We're dispensable, and guess what?
Gur culture, our peaple, ara very much like the people
in New Mexico. We're of indigenous background, half of
us. He're Hisgpanic and we're pour, and we're ignorant,
and that's what they think.

And su when you have this elitist mentality

866.488.DEPO
www.CapilalReportingCampany.com

T70-2

T70-2 Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable requirements
and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent practical. The

methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS is based on

standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of radiation on

humans evolves.
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Cupiiad Reporting Company: -

that your Ph.D., shit piled high and deep, exempts you
froﬁ practicing ethics, then'we'’re in trouble. We're
in trouble because therein sits the good old boy's
club, making all the decisions for our country. I
belie.\re in miclear energy. It's based in the sun, and |
we can gapture it by using &ll the xight technology.
And’ you know how I think we can curb this behavior?
When I was at gne last meeting in Log Alames and they
were presenting the budget £or their pew metallurgical
building, whatever, and they had yline items that said,
[ be_ dete.rm.{ned. Excuse me? I wish that my income
tax said thét: tax to be determined. You khow? But
no, they're taking all the pennies away from everybody,

so six billion dellar structures can be built in Los

“ Alamos.

well, I had a thought. ®When my daughter and
her son and hev husband ran the Race for the Cure and
each of them raised X amount of dollars, and for the
wholé thing it was a 40 thousand dollar benefit, why
don't we get our scientists at all these various
places, and have them run to raise money so that they

can keep their science projects going? And so from
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T70-3

T70-3  This comment is outside the scope of this EIS.
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Capjtal Reporting Company. ...

20

21

Colorado I 'tell you, the nation is aware in little bits

and pieces, and we have prevailed. There will be no
shipping unless a NEPA study and I question that, too,

will. be done; when they put their little shipping’

facility -- ready -- 75 yards from our river source,

over a railway, a bridge that is over 100 years old,
and then another bridge down apout two miles. And what
Mich;el wiii be talking about is just how dilapidated
that'rarl,iine was. DOE isn't watching at the bottom;
théy'just make the decisions at the top, and any
subcontractqr‘can do'whatever they want, at the bottom.
Thank you.

o Mﬁ. TRUJILLO: Good evening, my name's Mike
Trujillo. Thanks for having me here. 'I'm a property
owner here at Rio Rapcho, and a lot of my life was )
spent in Cdiorado. I've had something like niné career
changes in my life. I'ma disébled United States
Marine veterxan, Vietnam. One ofithe'things I learned
wﬁen I was 18 is how the government. tried to convince
thé masses that Agent Orange is a beautiful chemical.
By listening to the big coxporations, the enticed the ~

U.S. government to imvest in Agent Orange. It was a

866.488.DEFO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

-T70-4

T70-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at each of the reference locations
evaluated. The EIS addresses the collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, the radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
the consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical contaminants. The EIS also evaluated
the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste handling, transportation,
and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential risk of such destructive acts is
estimated to be low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secure, and the packaging for the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. Because GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
are not readily dispersible, the potential physical impacts from an intentional destructive act (e.g.,
an explosive blast) would be no greater than those from the release of any radioactivity from a
severe accident during waste handling, transportation, and disposal.
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Colorado f tell you, the nation is aware in little bits
and pieces,- and we have prevailed. There will be no
shipping unless a NEPA study and I question that, too,
will be done; when they put their little shipping’
=facili€y.—— ready —— 75 yards from our river source,
over a railway, a bridge that is over 100 years old,
and then anoiher bridge dewn about éwo miles. And what
Michael will be talking about is just how dilapidated
that rail line was. DOE isn't watching at the bottom;
théy‘just m;ﬁe the decisions at the top, and any
subccptraCCOf-can do whatever they want, at the bottom.
Thank you. ‘

. MR. TﬁUJILLO: Good evening, my name's Mike
Truji}lo. Tﬁanks for having me here. "I'm a property
owner here at Rio Rancho, and a lot of my life was

spent in Célorado. I've had something like nine career

changes in my life. I'm a disabled United States

Marine veteran, Vietnam. One of.the‘things I learned
when I was 18 is how the government.tried to convince
the ﬁ%sses that Agent Orange is a beautiful chemical.
By listening to the big corporations, the enticed the

U.8. governmént to invest in Agent Orange. It was a
. 866.488.DEPO
- www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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beautiful chemical to destroy forests and other plants
and animals, thereby giv;ng us the opportunity to see
the enemy. It's no different now.

COE, I haté £o say it,'but I must have
met in the last year and a half, approximately 19, 20
officials éf DOE and their assocjiates, contractors, and
the_railrcad. And sad to say, I never met one with any
suBstance. A pack of lies is all I heard from day one.
I haven't heard tho word here used tonight, propaganda.
P:opaganda'g a texm that we éll kind of shy away £from,
but it's a very effective tool that's used by DOE and
anybedy assﬁéiated with something that they want to
pass onto to you'to make a few buckg, because that's
what it's all about. It's about money.

A railroad pxa-aéisted in town. DOE came
into town. A con;ractox came into town, and they sald,
this is where we're going to have a transloading
station. Approximately fourteen people got together
aftep £inding out what was going on, and they said, no,
no, you're not; you're not going to have any
transloading station. And they said, well, we're just

shipping dirt from Los Alamos. #ell, if it's just
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

RPN £

T71-1

T71-2

T71-1 Comment noted.

T71-2 Comment noted.
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dirt,;just leave it in Los Alamos. He don't want Los
2lamos! dirt.. Lo and behold, I already knew from day
one tSat thgtlwas a pack of lies, because that's the
way they opgfate.

I was a former building inspector ten
years for the City of Alamosa, Colorada. I was called
upon‘éo do a structural analysis of the fiscal plant,
the railroad ~- the ties, the railroad, the railroéd
bed, the bridges, the culverts -- you name it. and I
praesented 120 photos through a PowerPoint presentacion,
and I presented this at a hearing. And I asked
officials of the DOEs, is this what you want to
transport your waste in? Well, of course. Did they
care? I doubt iv. The facility to this day, is
deficient, éecrepit. It should be demolished and
cleared, by analysis, be it structural engincer or
building a specter, you game it.

' I'm not going to take a whele iot more of
your time, except to say this. When aggrieved by a
bully, there's only one action to take, and that's to
téke»the bully by the horns. And it's very easy to say

it, but we took three bullies by the horn, and we said,
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T71-3

T71-3  DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste i’olicy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of
GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No Action alternative.
Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be identified
for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in
most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes
that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal
facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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you;re net going to have a transloading site here.
You're not éoing to ship anything from Los Alamos here.
And we formea a corporation, and this corporation got
sexvices from lawyers, professionals in the community
to help us out, and we never actually went to

litigation. 'As a macter of fact, we went to a

‘ sectlément..}aut I don't trust these guys to this day.

They'll slip through the back deoor when they have a
chanice. They'll siip at the onset of sunset, and
they'll try to sneak their stuff into my town. And my
advice to ygn, don't let them do it. You organize; you
foxrm. You'd'be surprised what a few people can do with

bullies. Thank you.

SRR . S}

T71-3
{Cont.)
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Capitat Reporting Campang
MR. BROWN: Okay, and Patricia Trujillo.
MS. TRUJILLO: (Speaking in foreign language.)
GoodAevenihé: My name is Dr., Patricia Trujillo. I am
a professor of literature, Chicano and Chicana
literature and Native American literature.

' And I actually missed the beginning of thiQ
meetihg because I was teaching a class at Northern New
Mexico College, and sc I come to speak to you all from
the perspective not of hearing the discourse, but being
familiar wi£h it, but also as a community educator.

It's really difficult to live and work in this
a:eé Snd to Qork with students in terms of creating
eopportunity ;Qd envisioning and empowering them to be
stewards of their community, to want to work for the
comQunity, and to want to have healthy lives for
themsélves aﬁd for their families in this community
when ve‘re iﬂheriting the pollution from the years of
Los Alamos National Lab that's already been in
existence, but also this whole new proposition of
inheriting basically the nation's nuclear garbage.

(Spgaking in foreign language.) I was korn

and raised in the Espanola Valley. My mom is from Del
866.488.DEPQ
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

ns, .

T111-1

T111-1 The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives

for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500~1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed 2 range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radicactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final
siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Guache. My dad is from Taos, and one of the things I

know in terms of going away to earn my Ph.D. and to
come back to want to serve my community is that we live
in an area of great contradiction.

Los Alamos County is one of the wealthiest
counties in the nation, while Rio Arriba County is one
of tﬂe pooreét. Ye live in one of the most culturally
diverse and culturally rich areas. WNe have multiple
land-based cultures that have lived witrh mutuality and
interdependence for centuries, but the nuclear industry
seeXs to destroy that which we hold sacred: our
mountains, our water, our air, our bodies.

\ We are told that Los Alamos must be protected
for our economic viability, but our communities have
always traditionally becn sustainable, and we have
survived for centuries like that.

Ironically we were never at economic risk
until LANL made us dependent on the cash econemy that
it superimposed on us.

(Applause.)

MS. TRUJILLO: So when I left here ten years

ago and reéently returned last summer, I came back with

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

_Capital Reporting Company . ue

T111-2

TI11-2 See response to T111-1.
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1 a %nowledye that was infused with me not only by my
2 parenta and my family and my community, but now with
3 the support wf havinyg read fox méiu)‘l, many years and
4 many, wany theorists and working with many wonderful
3 r,hi_nkers, and I fundamentally. believe that education is
6 a pathway to liberation, .

? But my consciousness is consistently

L3 chnllenqed by the obstacles that we are asked to face

3 as community members who are belny challengoed by this
10 glant, r;gtﬁ:? Tt's the pavid and Goliath situation.

H . R8s a young indigenous educatox, cemmitted to
12 helping students be stewards of their community, I am
13 burdenacd h,yv, the contradictions that CORB and the U.S5.
14 government impose on us. Ir my Chicano studies classoes
15 and in my Native studies classes I ask my students four

16 essential quostiona:

" : {low do we learn to be human?

18 - How do we Dehave as good relatives?

19 <o }l_nw do we becowe good ancestors?

20 ’ and how do we learn to Live again?

H] ' L1 may ba hold enongh to impose myself as a

21 warrlor educator on the Department of Educalion, I

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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oriing e et

would’ like 'ti.o ask you to reflect on these same
questions and think if the GICC is ‘che way ithat we
learn to kecome more human, if it's the way that the
U.8. governmant acts as good relatives, if it's the way
that the U.S.. govermnent becomes good ancestors to
Chicago and -indigenous: populatiuns, and if it is truwly
the way that we learn to live again.

: hand .in ‘c‘;nnectiﬁg to what David was saying in
terms of how do wp: start to have a meaningful dialogue
rather than monologue is that T would like to volunteer
myself and Ddopefully other people in the awdience, is
as én-expert in cultural studies I would ke more than
willix;g o go and do trainings with the Depactnent of
Energy sv we can start having more meéningful
conversations.

(Applanze.)

T111-3

T111-3 DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested puBlic for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. See Section 1.5.
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Tsinhnahjinnie, Nivel, Commenter ID No. T56
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- -+ Capital Reporting Company., . B

MR. BROWN: Okay. Our next apeaker is Wiyol
Tsinhnahiinnie, Are you herge? Okay. Please come

forward then. Okay. And, our -- our nexl speaker

would ha Poter Schilke.

Hi.

MR, TSINHNAHJIINNIE:

Hello, wy name's Nival.

I'm here to xopresent the earth and sky.

And, yeah, [

was b:etty mich -~ first, I'd 1ike to say I definively

think it shouldn't come to New Mexico, but I mean, I
' 866,488, IEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T56-1

T56-1 The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives
for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i-e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial Jocations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final
siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Tsinhnahiinnie, Niyol, Commenter ID No. T56 (cont’d)

1 thinﬁ there-shoul& be definitely some sort of

2 talternacive. I mean, I wouldn't -~ I personally

3 wouldn't know the best alternative. Haybe like --

4 maybe even like pqssibly'send it out to space OX

s something, té like a star or something, you know, like.
6 I mean like it would cost a lot of money, but I think
7 the earth dégerves it. You Xnow, because I mean like
8 the earth is what made us all this money, and I mean

o 1like,. I just pretty much -- I pretty much just hope --
10 hope that this waste finds its home in like a

11  harmonious -- harmonious like neutral place where it
12 doesn't hurt:anything including the earth or any

13 organisms. But, yeah, X say good luck and loving you

M all.

R IRV,

T56-1
(Cont.)
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Tsinhnahjinnie, Tsosie, Commenter ID No. 1.287

April 26,2011

Amold Edelman

DOE Document Manager GICC EIS
Cloverleaf Blvd, EM-33

1000 Independence Ave, SW
\Washington DC. 20585

Dear Dept of Energy

This Is a letter of strong opposition to the DOE plan to utifize the New Mexica Waste isalation Pilot
Carlsbid for Greater Than Class € radioactive viastes Do nat use New Mexicafor GTCC" —
radioactive waste, This is ample evidence thot DOE and their sclentist have falied to responsibly use
nuctear encrgy. if 0OE cannot keep and treat the radicactive waste where it is produced, then OOE

Y noaey. Ch byl, F ima and

should not support 2 fut ise with taxpoy ? .
Three Mile Island have shown how devastating radiation darage can be. Thank you in advance to stop

the shipments.

Claudia Fugge/Tsosie Tsinhnahfinnle
§020 Northtand Ave NE

_Albuguerque, New Mexico 87102

1.287-1

L.287-1 The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable alternatives

for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP
Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. Final
siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve further
NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and would
include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Tsosie, Beata, Commenter ID No. T88

»

20

2)

2

MR. BROWN: Okay. Is it Beata Tsosie? Do I
have:that right? Qkay. Robert Chavez will follow.

MS.. TSOSIE: My daughter was at a meeting we
we;e at, and she heard. Ue were talking and I asked
her if she wanted to make a drawing, and this is the
drawing she made and the title she gave it was “"The
Rainbow of Life and Hope,® and that's the image I'd
like-to put out there.

I think all our children are bern with this
image in their heads of what the world should be for
them, and they get to a certain age when they're
teenagers, when they realize it's a whole different
picture than what they're given when they're born. Aand
the truth is revealed to them, and we wonder why our
young people have so many problems as they get elder.

I don't have the arnswer or the solutions for

this problem, but I think that ifF the DOE works with
866.488.DEPO
www,CapitalReportingCompany.com

k]

T88-1

T88-1

Comment noted.
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Tsosie, Beata, Commenter ID No. T88 (cont’d)

2

3

4
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22

B L T S TR VUMY o}

Capital Repeorting Company.
ch; communities in a meaningful way, that we can help
with ;t. ‘

GTC& is not wanted here. It cannot safely be
conta;ned herse where mountains have hoxne witness to
desecfation équal to only the volcano and fanlt lines
that sleep geneath the labs. I pray the detonrations,
const;uctioﬁland disxrespect do not awaken them.

' GTCC is not wanted here where generations of
cur people gave already suffered and died, who are sick
£rom illneés:that did not exist before uranium was
taken out of the ground. Area G once.held the prayers
of my relatiées since the beginning of circular time
and now hoidé waste that borders cur groundwater
beneath the ground in unlined pits.

Area G, whose now toxie breath cannot be
cleanged eveﬁ by tﬁe 76 mile per hour winds that sueep
overlbarreis.of mixed waste on top of the Pajarito
Plateau, barrels of waste handled by brown brothera
wearing only work gloves whose providing hands will go
home and caress their families.

GTCC waste cannot be handled by workers

wearing only gloves. It cahnot be cerried over roads
866.488.DEPQ
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

35 [ ———

T88-1
(Cont.)

T88-2

% T88-3

T88-2

T88-3

DOE is responsible under the LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The
purpose of the EIS is to evaluate alternatives for the safé and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes. Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was
evaluated as part of the No Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component
of the disposal process that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
because the disposal site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator
sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall
human health risks compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be
conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements
and past experiences.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves,
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. Tsosie,‘ Beata, Commenter ID No. T88 (cont’d)

20

i}

22

that pass our schools, cross our river, and where
Pueble cmergency response does not have the training or
capacity to handle an accident. It cannot be stored in
an area where the people still live off the land, and
this 1ife style was not considered when producing more
waste, where the trees' roots are strong and will
peneirate égything over time, where fire threatens
disasterx, gnd no one can predict whers lightning will
strike.

Why is production of this nuclear waste
continuing when there is no plan in place for the
storage of‘ifs abomination offspring, where war wade
lovelto greéé in'pristine landscapes?

Why has therevbeen no true dialogque happening
with the people, no health studies, no clean-up? We
know much., We have our own experts. We deserve
equality. We can help with solutions to help heal our
cultural homelands.

I ask for consideration for life, the life of
the environment, my people, my children who have
already endured so'much, and who dream of rainbows and

1ife and hope and the land of her birth.
866.488.DEPO
www . CapitalReportingCompany.com

T88-3
(Cont.)

T88-4

T88-5

T88-4

T88-5

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS (see Section 1.5).
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Tsosie, Beata, Commenter ID No. T88 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

Desecration has been put in motion, has
already begun before our generations coming- and can
still change. With wisdom and listening and when
wellness and t:ea].th for all are the priority for
induétry. ‘

Thank you.

37
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Tufner, Barbara, Commenter ID No, E3

- Barbara Turner <barbaraturnerd@yahoo.com>

§f°l:= . Tuesday, Aprit 26, 2013 10:29 AM
er'u ) gtecels@anlgov )
;ziziecu . nuclear waste disposal in New Mexico
i exic jec my complete rejection
ith itizel cantifnl state of New Mexico to voice .
i L o bury. e ‘r)e nuclear waste in our state. 1 an i support of the Tegal ban on

lace. High tevel waste at the proposcd
! WIPP, under the proposed
Nugclear waste

the 5 ct Mo

£ the proposed plan of the NOE to bury ye W d

;;igh-]nl:)\'el"\vas(a and spent nuclear Tuel that T understand f:?u::r;?:?;i{o‘:ﬁo P
New Mexico sites woald b2 a threat to our groundwater for g

¢ ic di ite and that is completely umaceeptable, ’
DOE scenario, would be the only geologie disposal sitc andlt ::11 e jants ahere L e

from sites outside our state shauld remain at the commercial
produced.
A n Jop i xico ¢ extremely
Given the lmgc(ly that is stil] playing outin Japanl,)ll think New M::;co needs to:“d xtrem
- ith thi s Jege ease
i ¢ state with this nuclear waste Jegacy.
careful abowt burdening our s e eyt _‘

them in (he DOE public commrent gathering

Barbara Turmer

PO Box 26

1 .
Fl Rito, New Mexico §7530

E3-1

E3-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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‘ Turner, Maggie, Commenter ID No. W274

From: . gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:11 PM
To: gtceeiswabmaster@anlgov

Subject: ) Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10274

Thank you for your comment, Maggie Turner.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10274. Please refer to the comment
tracking number inall pond {ating to thisc

Comment Date: june 16, 2011 06:10:18PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Ratilaactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10274

First Nare: Maggie

Last Name: Turner

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don’t withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
| agree with the Columbia Gorge group that the trucks should never be aliowed to drive In the Columbia Gourge. M

Questions about submitting commants over the Web? Contactusat: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Lov-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Wet at (630) 252-5705.

| wz7a-1

W274-1

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Turnér, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106

From: "' ROGER TURNER KAYE TURNER <rktumer71@msn.com>
Sents . * Monday, June 27, 2011 12:32 PM

Tot i gteceis@anl.gov

Ccc - Craig Halverson@deq fdaho.gov; Susan,Burke@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: . Comments- DOE's GTCC waste- EIS, June, 2011

Attachments: ' © GYICC-2011-comments.doc

Arncld Edelman

* Docurnent Manager, Office of fechnlcal and Regulatory Support (EM-43}

U.S, Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW,
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Please find attached my coniments on the DOE's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal
of Greate;—Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-lLevel Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste.,

Please let me know if you h'ave‘problems opening the attachment.

Thank-you.

Roger Turner
307 N. Buchanan

Pocatello, 1D 83204 °
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TurnerLRéger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d)

Submitted by e-nil ta: gleceis@anl.poy

June 26, 2011
Roger Tumer
307 N. Buchanan
Pocatello, ID 83204

Ammold Edelman

Document Munager -

Office of T'echnical und Regulatory Support (EM-43)

U.S. Departiment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW.

Washington, DC 20585-0119

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Please find my comments on DOE’s Deaft Env] | Impact Stat for e

Disposal of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-
Like Waste.

(1) GTCC Waste aut GTCC-Like Waste not intended to be regulated in by 10 CFR
Part 61. The dralt GTCC EIS (herealier “DEIS") describes Greater than Class C waste
Low-Level Waste as material that is not a new clussificmion and therefore is subject 10 10
CFR part 61. However, after a review of the classification section (61.55) il is clear that
GTCC waste is not covered uncler these rules. Under 10 CFR section 61.55t here is only
& reference ta the fact that wastes that exceed the concentration in table no, 1 are *.not
: 5cneml])' 'xcccplablc for near-surfice disposal”, This excerpt is h'u-dly acomprehensive
y v for disposal of GTCC waste, comprising over 160 million
cuncs but is merely @ reference that the wastes that exceed class C characteristics must
await further rulemazking or legislation. The incomplete nature of the regulations
clussifying GTCC waste is evident at 10 CFR 61, whercin they do not establish limits for
the concentration of radignuclides in cach classification of B.and C waste! The
regulations were not intended to regulate waste described by DOE as GTCC, and as such
are unprotective of public bealth, In fact, the term “Greater than Class C waste™ is not
mentioned, defined, nor described by the rulemaking referenced jn the DEIS.

Both GTCC and GTCC-like waste arc clearly not intended to be classificd or regulated
by 10 CFR part 61. The DOE is attempting to swecp these wastes into a classification
that has not gone through a full rulemaking process. The DEIS acknowledges that some
of the GTCC is TRU waste, and contuins concentrations that excecd the minimum
threshold for TRU waste radiation and concentration levels, so this waste is not simply
Low-Level Radioactive Waste (LLWA). A new rulemaking is required for safe disposal
of this wastc; one that details the radiation activity limits, and provides guidance an
treatment, blending, and disposal.

(2) Draft EIS alternatives do not follow NEPA and other laws. In addition to the
aforementioned crror in classification of GTCC waste, the allematives presented do not

Page 1 of 4

E106-1

E106-2

E106-1

E106-2

DOE recognizes that including GTCC-like wastes within the scope of this EIS along with
GTCC LLRW may complicate the implementation of GTCC LLRW disposal alternative(s).
However, DOE determined that the most efficient approach was to address both types of waste,
which have many similar physical and radioactive characteristics, in a single NEPA process.
DOE’s intent is to facilitate the overall process for addressing the disposal needs of both waste
types. Issues associated with potential regulatory changes or NRC licensing would be
addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA., On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m® [240,000 f*] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m®
[420,000 fi*]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m?* (71,000 ft’) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035, This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The
purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).
The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE agrees that use of a
geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the disposal of the entire
inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluation for the WIPP
geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the degree of waste isolation
provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), this regulation also indicates that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that fand disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

SIH DOLD [vuld
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Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d)

adhere (o exisling court-defined requirements for disposal. The entire premise of this
draft EIS is flawed. The draft EIS proposes alternatives for waste disposal that are -
against the laws and regulations. According to the draft EIS (GTCC Summary, page S8)
NRC regulations require that GTCC be disposed of in a geologic repository as defined in
10 CFR Parts 60 and 63, unless proposals for an altemnative method are approved by
NRC. Since no altemative method has been approved by NRC...by definition all GTCC
waste must go to WIPP or another similar geologic repository Jicensed by the NRC.
Borcholg, trench, and vault methods presented as altematives are “land disposal
methods™ may not meet the minintum requirements for disposal ih geologic repositories.
Since the Low:Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985 (LLR\VI’M(Y

specifics that all Low-level waste including GTCC be licensed by the NRC, the GTCC '

EIS is flawed by presenting disposal methods that could not be licensed by the NRC.
While NEPA allows for consideration of alternatives that are outside of existing
jurisdiclion and current regulations, such conflicts, time-lines, permitting, must be
discussed and reviewed in the draft EIS.

Scction 631 of the Encrgy Policy Act of 2005 requires that DOE submit a report to
Congress on disposal alternatives under consideration and await Congressional action
before issuing a Record of Decision . (see GTCC-EIS Summary page 8-3). No such
action is underway or discussed in the draft EIS, and the DOE must withdrai the
alternatives that are not able to be licensed by the NRC or at a minimum, discuss this
potential conflict, compare the alternate safety impacts, permitting requirements and
time-lines. . -

'I;i\e DOE should add alternatives that are bascd-oﬂ ﬁle actual characteristics of the waste

- not vague definitions that result in storage options that are not protective of public
health and the environment, For example the curie level in some low-level waste under
the NRC classification will exceed the low-limit concentration that TRU waste is
characterized. Hence, as proposed, this EIS will allow unsafe disposal. Class C waste
disposal requirements only require barriers to be effective for 500 years, but the wastes
will continue to be a risk to human health many centuries Jater. Technetium-99 has a half-
Jife of over 200,000 years! Section 1502.14 of NEPA requires that DOE: Rigorously .
cxplore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, apd for alternatives which -
were climinated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.

Given the lack of regulatory covcrage of GTCC wastes, the absence of a DOE report to
congress and the lack of subscquent Congressional action, the éntire DEIS is premature at

the least, and does not meet the requircments of NEPA to present reasonable altemnatives .

waste disposal.

(3) GTCC-Like waste problerns. The DOE is proposing that the “GTCC-like waste”,
which is not subject to the LLRWPAA, be reviewed under this GTCC-DEIS, in order to,
«_.determine a path to disposal that is similarly protective of public health and safcty”.

(Page S-3 of GTCC-EIS Summary). However, as my comments above in numbers 1 and ’

Page20f 4

E106-2
(Cont.)

E106-3

E106-4

E106-5

E106-3

E106-4

The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) specifies that GTCC LLRW, designated a federal responsibility
under section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from activities licensed by the NRC, is to be disposed of
in an NRC-licensed facility that has been determined to be adequate to protect public health
and safety. However, unless specifically provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to
license and regulate facilities operated by or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does
not limit DOE to using only non-DOE facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal.
Accordingly, if DOE selects a facility operated by or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC
LLRW for which it is responsible under section 3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would
be needed to determine NRC’s role in licensing such a facility and related issues. In addition
clarification from Congress may be needed on NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC
LLRW disposal facility licensed by an Agreement State rather than by NRC.

The NRC decided to serve as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not
actively participate in its preparation. Issues associated with potential regulatory changes or
NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

In evaluating the performance of the proposed land disposal facilities, a number of engineering
measures were assumed in the conceptual facility designs to minimize infiltration of water into
the wastes and thereby minimize contaminant migration from the disposal units. Monitoring
and maintenance of the land disposal units were assumed to be for 100 years, and corrective
measures could be implemented during this time period to ensure that the engineere'd barriers
lasted for at least 500 years. This is consistent with the institutional control time frame given in
both NRC and DOE requirements and was determined to be a reasonable approach for
assessing the long-term performance of the disposal units.

It was assumed that after 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account for these
measures in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water infiltration to the top of
the waste disposal area would be zero for the first S00 years and then 20% of the natural rate
for the area for the remainder of the assessment time period (10,000 years). A water infiltration
rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was used only for the waste disposal area; the
natural background infiltration rate was used at and beyond the perimeter of the waste disposal
units.

Additional assumptions were used for a number of parameters, including the distance to a
nearby hypothetical receptor (100 m or 330 ft from the edge of the disposal facility). The
analyses in the EIS indicate that a near-surface trench facility at NNSS and the WIPP Vicinity
can be safely used (e.g., estimates indicated no dose to a hypothetical nearby receptor at
10,000 years).

DOE agrees that the GTCC waste disposal facility must ensure the protection of a hypothetical
future inadvertent human intruder. In the conceptual design for the trench disposal facility, the
trenches are about 3 m (10 ft) wide, 11 m (36 ft) deep, and 100 m (330 ft) long. The GTCC

waste disposal placement is assumed to be about 5 to 10 m (16 to 33 ft) below ground surface.

On the basis of the depth of waste disposal, DOE believes that the only reasonable potential for
intrusion into a trench is from a future drilling event, such as drilling for a water well. The
likelihood of inadvertent intrusion from a drilling event would be very low for a GTCC trench
disposal facility at the reference locations evaluated because of (1) the narrow width of the
trench, (2) the use of intruder barriers, (3) the remoteness of the sites, (4) DOE’s commitment
to long-term institutional control at these sites, (5) site conditions such as the general lack of
easily accessible resources and the great depth to groundwater, and (6) waste form stability. On
the basis of these considerations, DOE did not include a quantitative analysis of an inadvertent
human intruder in this EIS. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.
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Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d)

2 indicate, GTCC waste requires new rulemaking in order to be classified, and disposed
safely, then Congressional approval is required, and until these milestones are satisfied it
is inappropriate and unsafe for the DOE to sweep “GTCC-Like waste” into this DEIS.
The DEIS documents disclose that so-called “GTCC-Like waste” is simitar to nou-
delense penerated TRU waste, underscoring the need for this material to be treated like
TRU or HLW waste rather than low-level. Also, the DOE should not select disposal
alternatives for GTCC-like waste that the NRC would not license dite to safety reasons.
Yet that is exactly what the DEIS proposes with GTCC-Like waste, when they propose
near-surfiice impoundment alternatives, '

NEPA requires that an EIS explore the permitting requirements as part of the process, but
this issue of whether GTCC-Like waste could or should be NRC licensed is left vague in
the DEIS. If, in this DEIS DOE is proposing that the GTCC-Like waste not be licensed
under NRC...then what permits and regulations will provide satety of its disposel and
how would that schi parc with NRC licensing requi ? These issucs need'to
be more fully reviewed in ihe EIS to meet NEPA regulations,

(4) DEIS, in its classification of GTCC waste is conflicting with NRC classification.
The proposed DEIS, with respect to GTCC waste does not adhere to the classification

system of the NRC, wherein Classes B and C contain ations of e
with half-lives that diminish to background levels it 500 years

In the past, GTCC waste was not considered LLW, and it is totally unjustified for DOE to
initiate a DEIS that re~classifies it as LLW. Also, the DEIS proposes to place GTCC and
GTCC-Like waste in shallow deposits and vaulls, even in cases where some cadioactive
constituents will have lost only a small percentage of their radioactivity aier 500 years -»
in direct conflict with NRC classification regulation.

(5) Why only Federally owned Sites? The DEIS needs to review non-federal sites for
this waste. While its true that no commereial facility is operating or licensed for GTCC -
waste, by the same token, neither is any Fedoral one, and so it is just as logica for the
DEIS to review and present non-federal commercial sites as alternatives, since they could
also be operating in the future . A large percentage of GTCC waste is of commercial
arigin.

(6) DEIS should compare dilution of wastes to coneentrating them, DOE should
consider an aliemative that, rather than blending HLW, metals, tank sludges, TRU and
othter wastes into various Low-Level waste categories, select an alternative that
concentrates the waste so that it can be disposed of in HLW sites,

(7) Decommissioning of nuclear plants may create mixed or hazardous waste. The
DEIS must, at least review the GTCC waste inventories, including tank sludge, and other
inventories that may be created or uncovered that are mixed waste and need to be
regulated under RCRA and/or CERCLA. Such wastes would often not ineet the waste
acceptance criteria of any of the site alternatives reviewed. A draft EIS under NEPA

Page3of 4

E106-5
(Cont.)

E106-6

E106-7

E106-8

E106-9

E106-5

E106-6

E106-7

E106-8

E106-9

Issues associated with potential inadvertent human intrusion into WIPP have been addressed in
the documentation supporting its current operations. Disposal of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like waste inventory in addition to the wastes already planned for disposal in this repository
would not be expected to change the results associated with this hypothetical event.

DOE recognizes that including GTCC-like wastes within the scope of this EIS along with
GTCC LLRW may complicate the implementation of GTCC LLRW disposal alternative(s).
However, DOE determined that the most efficient approach was to address both types of waste,
which have many similar physical and radioactive characteristics, in a single NEPA process.
DOE’s intent is to facilitate the overall process for addressing the disposal needs of both waste
types. Issues associated with potential regulatory changes or NRC licensing would be
addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

See response to E106-5.

DOE conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands in
the EIS in order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC LLRW land disposal
facility. It would not be reasonable to analyze in detail an essentially unlimited number of
additional non-DOE or nonfederal sites where there is little or no anticipated potential for
facility development.

The action alternatives evaluated in the GTCC EIS did not include interim storage of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes until a geologic repository for spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste becomes available because such interim storage is outside the scope of the
GTCC EIS. The purpose of the GTCC EIS is to evaluate the range of reasonable alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The No Action
Alternative evaluates continued storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes consistent
with ongoing practices.

DOE agrees that some GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes may be characterized as mixed
waste (waste containing hazardous chemical constituents in addition to radionuclides).
However, currently available waste characterization information is limited, and these wastes
only constitute approximately 4% by volume of the Group 1 wastes. Additional information
would be obtained prior to any disposal, however, and the mixed waste would be rendered
nonhazardous before being submitted for disposal. In addition, potential heaith impacts from
hazardous chemicals are expected to be small when compared to radiological risks presented in
the EIS (due to the higher volume and activity from the radioactive component of the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory). Any mixed waste in the GTCC EIS inventory would
be managed in accordance with federal and state laws and requirements (see also 2.3 comment
and response).
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Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d)

requires DOE to discuss environmental consequences of the proposed actions, as well as
permitting — this DEIS is lacking for mixed and hazardous wasté inventories.

(8) Transportation risks are underestimated in violation of NEPA.

Over the years the Department of Energy has documented over a thousand transportation
accidents of LLW and TRU waste with releases occurring on at least 545 cascs. ( See
Carol Bradley, 77 tation Mishaps Taint Nuclear Waiste, GANNETT News

4

SERVICE, Nov. 25, 1990, available in LEXIS, Envim & Energy Librarics)

Asthe State of Idaho and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes are already exposed to an
increase risk due to transportation accidents, the DOE in the EIS process thust more fully
evaluate transportation risks. The State of Ideho and the Shoshone-Bannock Tibes have

already dorie more than their share in the country by allowing Jarge numbers of shipments

through their jurisdictions, the additionat risks of GTCC waste shipments are unfair and
posc risks not adequately reviewed under the DEIS,

© Cumula(wc Impacts- insufficient review of tr:msporhhon impacts. The DEIS
reports that alternatives 3, 4 and 5 will not be a significant problem nor contribute -
substantially to cumulative impacts. The DEIS does not adequatcly consider the large
number of nuclear shipments already going through the Fort Hall Reservation, and across
Idaho, GTCC waste shipnients when combined with all the TRU, and HLW shipments
will definitely result in cumulative impacts that must reviewed mofe fully by the EIS.

(10) The use of Hardened On Site Storage not adequately covered. -

The DEIS is partly dnven by the need to find long-term storage and treatment options for
this orphaned waste. But the DEIS should more carcfully review and provide altematives
for the use of Hardened On-Site Storage (HOSS) at their points of origin. HOSS could
provide for an interim retrievable option that would safely Jeave the waste right at the
nuclear facility that produced it. This option may be safe for the long term, it also should

. be revicwed as an alternative for interim storage until a deep geologic site is approved for

this GTCC waste. The EIS must compare the risk of HOSS storage with the risk of
transporting GTCC waste all over the country.

Thank-you for this opportunity to comment on this important EIS document,

Sincerely,

Roger Turner

307 N. Buchanan
Pocatello, ID 83204

Page 4of 4
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E106-10

E106-11

E106-12

E106-10

E106-11

E106-12

Calculation of the collective population risk (under routine and accident conditions) is
provided in the EIS. While these estimates are conservative, the calculations used expected
values where practical (e.g., external shipment dose rates) and provide a reasonable measure
for comparison among alternatives, as summarized in Tables 2.7-5 and 2.7-6, and the estimates
show that the transportation risks would be small. All alternatives involve routes of hundreds
of miles through similar types of rural, suburban, and urban areas. For specific local impacts,
Section 5.3.9.2 provides information on potential human health impacts on individuals during
normal waste transport along a route. However, the consideration of specific local stakeholder
concerns is more appropriate during the final planning stages of a project when actual route
selections are finalized, not at the level addressed in this EIS. A generic accident consequence
assessment was performed because there is no way to predict the exact location and conditions
of an accident, as discussed in C.9.3.3 of the EIS. For all alternatives, potential accidents, even
those at the same location, could have impacts that range from negligible to significant
depending on the waste involved, the accident severity, and weather conditions. Such an
analysis would not help distinguish between alternatives because all alternatives involve routes
through or near major population centers.

The additional human health impacts from intermodal transfer and transport of waste from the
nearest rail access point to those disposal sites without direct rail access is generally a small
percentage of the total risk discussed in Section C.9.5.5 of the EIS. Costs involved in either
building a rail spur to a site or the additional cost of intermodal operations would need to be
considered if that option was considered further. For the rail option, the use of dedicated trains,
if sufficient waste is available for transport at the same time, could reduce transportation risks
and costs by minimizing transit times. The current rail analysis therefore bounds what might be
expected if dedicated trains were used. In general, transportation costs would be similar across
all disposal alternatives. The primary difference would be related to the distances traveled in
each case. Thus, the transportation costs will scale with the shipment distances travelled as
presented in the EIS. Any decisions made by DOE would take these factors into account during
implementation.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed, including an assessment of specific routing and an
accident analysis, including dedicated trains and the potential for multiple railcar accidents if
applicable. This process will include planning that involves transportation stakeholders.

Approximately 12,000 shipments over more than 60 years results in less than one shipment per
day on average. Thus, no significant cumulative transportation impacts would be expected.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action, Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Turnoy, David, Commenter ID No. W345

Frony: " gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 12:07 AM
To: : s * gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10345

Thank you for your comment, David Turnoy.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10345. Please referta the comment
teacking In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Commant Date; June 23,2011 12:06:35AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve} Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10345

First Name: David

Last Name: Turnoy

Address: 811 Wendy Court

City: West Linn

State: OR

2ip: 97068

Country: USA

Emnail: turnoyl@comeast.net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhiold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

USDOE's envirar i impact {E15) on its propasal to use Hanford as a national radicactive waste dump for
the extremely radioactive GTCC wastes adrmits that pukting the waste in landfill trenches at Hanford viould resultin
annual radiation doses of 48 millirem per year to the people who will be drinking the groundswater - which flows straight
1o the Cofumbia.

That's 3 radlation level which would cause fatal cancers fn approximately 1 to 2.5% of the Native Amerfcan children fiving
in the area under Yakama, Umatilla and Nez Perce Treaty Rights.

Those cancer risks and radiation doses do NOT Include the doses from the adjazent landfill, over which we sued USDOE
for adopting a separate proposal to use as a national radioactive waste dump. Nor does it include the risk from the
adjacent state operated UNLINED, leaking sull hes of the ¢ lal radioactive waste dump at Hanford. Heart of
America Northwest and the Yakama Nation are working closely together suing the State for ogerating the unlined
leaking ragioactive waste dump and planning to just caver it with dirt instead of cleaning up the chemical and
radioactive wastes.

W345-1

W345-1

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. A potential dose of 48 mrem per year, with an LCF risk of

3 x 10 (about 1 chance in 33,000 of contracting a fatal cancer) was assessed for a resident
farmer at the Hanford site far into the future. As discussed in Section 6.2.4.2 of the EIS, the
exposure pathways considered in the analysis include the ingestion of contaminated
groundwater, soil, plants, meat, and milk; external radiation; and the inhalation of radon gas
and its short-lived progeny. Because of lower breathing and ingestion rates as well as body size
for a child, the dose assessed for an adult would be larger and cannot be directly attributed to
one that a child might receive. Based on information provided by the commenter, DOE was
unable to verify the statement related to cancer rate increase of 1-2.5% to the Native American
Children living in the area. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves.

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste

streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Tﬁrnoy_, David, Commenter ID No. W345 (cont’d)

We can't clednup Hanford and protect our Columbla River while more waste gets dumped at Hanford - Put Cleanup
FISH . . il e e o ime cieien e e © e e e e on

Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried In lanfills or barehales - the wastes in
existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed.

Extremely radioactive wastes beiong in deep underground repositories, not in landfills, boreholes orvaults.
USDOE needs to consider In the £1S how to avoid making more of these highly radicactive wastes.

USDOE has to disclose and consider the total {cumulative) impacts of both of USDOE's separate proposals to use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dumgp, and all the risks from trucking wastes to Hanfard, In one environmental
Impact staternent for the public to review and comment on the full picture. The GTCCEIS needs to disclose that USDOE
is also proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of radioactive and chemlcal wastes to be disposed at Hanford, In ddition to
the GTCC wastes.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@aplgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705,

W345-2

| waas-3
| w3as4

W345-5

W345-2

W345-3

W345-4

W345-5

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC& WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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" Twombly, Mary, Commenter ID No. W459

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: i . Saturday, June 25, 2011 1:46 AM

To: glcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCCIC459

Thank you for your comment, Mary Twombly,

The comment tracking number thst has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10459. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in 3)f correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: fune 25, 2011 OL:45:36AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10459

First Name: Mary

Middle Initlal: ¢

Last Name: Twombly .
Address: 842 Little Rock creek rd
City: Cook

State: WA

Zip: 98605

Country: USA

Email: mtwombly@gorge. net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . .

Hello- | am writing this with deep concern about the proposed trucking of more nuctear waste to the Hanford site. ) have
lived in the Columbia River Gorge and have attended meetings regarding the clean-up of the toxic and hazardous
nuclear veastes at the Hanford Sita. | am very upset at the idea of trucking in more waste to the site when the clean up of
the site has not been completed. For one thing, the transportation of the materials is not safe. Humans, transportation W459-1
systems and weather are riot perfect. There is always a possibility of accidents that viill have a grave impact on those in
the vicinity. No one was prepared for all the variables at Fukishima either...even though a long history of earthquakes
and the like. .

1 know that alot has been done at the Hanford site, but we stifl don't even know if the massive vitrification project will
work, much less WHEN it will be finished, or even started. | am concerned about the already leaking chemical and
nuclear materials that are seeping into the groundwater and the river, We need these materlals in safe undergraound W459.2
repositories, not feaking trenches. Whenever there is a proposal for a new project at the Hanford site, we need 10 {ook
at the "big picture® not just the single proposal, The GTCC EIS needs to Include all the projects that the USDOE Is
planning ic plans to add 3 million cubic feet of radioactive and chemical wastes, and the GTCC waste. This all needs to he
Incjuded in the GTCC EIS so that the public has the big picture and can comment on that,  Please consider afl of the
accumulated toxins and materfals with half lives of thousands of years sitting by that river. Deal with the mess that's
there before we even consider adding to it. We all know it's a terrible mess, and we don't know exactly how: to cleanit W459-3
ug, Let's get it cleaned up before we make any more messes, We have had slot of earth shaking of fate and there is
more to come. Hanford is on a fault line and | doubt if the site is prepared to sustain a large earthquake. Please consider
these comments and stop the transportation of more toxic materials to Hanford,

W459-1

W459-2

W459-3

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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- The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
Utley, Charles, Commenter ID No. T10 alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
26 reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
e waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.
Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
MR. BROWN: All right. Thanks very much. Charles
Utley is next.
MR. CHARLES UTLEY: Good evening. Thank you for
this opportunity to speak with you this afteracon. And
I'm kind of perplexed in that the idea that we are on
Sarth Day discussing what we are discugsing. It ia T10-1
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disgusting to have to discuss what we are, disgusting
and that we would be considering the idea of moving in
greater-Lhan-C waste to an area that has alxeady given
eo much to this nation. We moved a whole community, we
moved churches, we moved families, we roved homes, we
moved cvexything for what we call the great America.
How much is ecaough for one community? The impact 1is
astyonomical. So I speak op behalf--tonight on behalf
of just humanity itself, the empty chairs, the unborm
pabies, the ones that ave less fortunate. We call them
socioeconomically deprived, however you want to label
them. Humanity muat be considered and we nust say
enough is enough. And what I meant by it on this
particular day in particular, the NAC is having a
me;tinq in Waynesboro because there are ideas of
bqilding some more power plamts.. #e call them nuelear

plants. And I heard earliex, haven't we learned

anything,. but yet we want to have a meeting to discuss

it but at the same time and at the Same moment in

Waynesboro they’ ve talking about how great those

puclear plants will be. Haven't we leaxped from Japan?

or maybe .Awe':e just that blessed that we l{ill nevex

have it to happen to us, I staﬁd here tenight to tell

you that don't count youf hens before your biddies are
natched. Bnd I want to remind you that when you raik .

about transporting and storing you're talking about

T10-1
(Cont.)

T10-2

T10-2

Dispos?tion of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practlcal. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is b_ased on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves.

The.GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and ‘all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For t}.le truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Utley, Charles, Commenter iD No. T10 (cont’d)

going thﬁough these EJ co_mmunitias. They’ re not
bringing ;h;se tracks in the upper part of Augusta;
vhey’re briniuy them in the low part where those who
would be exposed teo it, those that are carrying their
unborn bablies. Are we thinking or are we just
renccing?1 And 1 say to each and evury one of you, look
&t the empty chairs and just imagine those empty chairs
in your cemeteries bheCause every time we approve
something like ¢lass-C and thinking it’s okay, slap it

on your back and bring it on we just put somebody in

.the grave. B&nd I'm saying that because when X look

around and I think about the little children that I
work with day in and day out, some of them 1 have in
sixth grade they have tumors. Some of them have skin
discases yet they don’t know what caused it. And Barth
Day uhenlwa're telling them how beautiful this earth is
and all the goodness there is and we’ye talking about
bringihg‘sémrz mqre to dump on them. Ladies and
gentlemen, DOE has done a great job and I commend them
for it, but encugh is cnough. let’s not move aqything
because what you're doing is causing 2 ripple effect.
You approve this, you’re not only telling them it‘s
okay te build other plants, you’re telling them I'm
going to help you bheocause I'11 take your waste. And if
you can tell me how you can build one and not have

waste I'1l tell you build it. But one thing we must do

T10-2
(Cont.)

T10-3

T10-3

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to eriable the

selection of a safé alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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UtlevLCharles, Commenter ID No. T10 (cont’d)

and we must do it for humanity, look around you. fould
you do it to yourself? I wouldn’t. So I say to you
and to your great-grands and your great, great,
great~grandchildren, it says you should leave a legacy,
net detrimental. Any man who raefuses to stand foy his
unborn generaktion I will say is not a man. Aand I say
that bacausé if we fail vo do what is in our faces
tonight werll f£ail the unborn generation. And I want
to tell DOE todoy don’t move it. Leave it where it’s
at. Don’t transport it because it's going through
those BEJ communities and there’s others. And don't
think we‘ére unexposable and unexﬁendable. e never
know where the next earthquake may hit. e may be
right here sitting on it. ¥ho would have thought North
Carolina would be looking like it is today from this

weekend.: Thank you.

25

T10-4

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Van Dyk, Lisa, Commenter ID No. W63

From: greceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: ‘ Sunday, May 22, 2011 7:27 PM

To: gtecsiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10063

Thank ydu for your comment, Lisa Van Oyk,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment §s GTCC10063. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: May 22, 2011 07:27:08PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10063

First Name: Lisa

Last Name: Van Dyk

Organization: Heart of America NW
Address;

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

€mall; lisavandyk@gmall.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted: .

My primary concern is that the U.S. Department of Energy seriously consider how to reduce the amount of highly
radioactive wastes created in the United States. Regardiess of where the current stockpile of GTCC wastes end up, itis
unsustainable and irrational to continue to create such wastes.

Secondly, highly radicactive and long-lived wastes should be disposed deep underground In stable geolagic formations,
not fn landfills, trenches, boreholes and vaults. USDOE should Ienm a lesson from the horrific msults from the
gmundwa!er modeling in Hanfard's draft Tonk Closure & Waste t Els, ing

from inappropriately disposed of wastes. d [3 bviously threatens the
environment and Is  threat to the publlc s health.
Finally, USDOE needs to disclose and the total i of.all of of USDOE's proposals te use Hanford

as a national radicactive waste dump alang with propasals to leave tank residues and previous leaks In the soil. All of
the risks from praposals to truck waste to Hanford - including the actual truck routes - need to be disclosed in one
dacument, an 1S, The pi d series of d that have been presented for public review are unfair in that
they do not consider the TOTAL impacts of all of the proposals.

Thaak you.

over the Web? Contact us at: gleceiswebmoster@anl,gov or cail the Greater-
Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

Questions about
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

W63-1

W63-2

W63-3

W63-1

W63-2

W63-3

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluatlon land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC& WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.
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From: . gteceiswehmaster@ani gov

Sent; Saturday, Juna 2§, 2011 157 PM

To: gteeeiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste FIS Comment GTCC10477

Thank you far your comment, Anne Vance.

The comment tracking numbar that has hean assigned to your comment Is GTCCI0477. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspandence relating tn this camment.

Comrnent Date: June 25, 2011 01:57:06PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Rudioactive Wasta ES Draft Comment: GTGC10477

First Name: Anne

Mijddle Initiak; R

Last Name: Vance

State:

Zip:¥

Country: USa

£mall: annevance@hrecn.net .

Privacy Prefecence: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted: -

1live here In the Gorge. § know what trafic conditions ace like here that would make it especially unsafe to transport
nuclear waste by truck. We have constant speing and Fall ralns, high winds most of the year through the Gorge, and
fieavy ive and snow In the winter.

This is a beawtiful place with many visitars from all over the world, 5o 1t Is not just local people who would be put in
danger il an aecident should hsppen. And if the plan to transport nuclear waste through the garge it means an accident
is just waiting to happen that would be devastating to our people and our ccanamy, which Isvery fragile anyway.

Questlons about submitting comments uver the Web? Contact us st gloeiswebmaster@anl gov or call the Greatar-
‘Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste XS Webmasler at (630} 252-57085,

W477-1

W477-1

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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VanderKloot, Robert, Commenter ID No. W153

From; gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:38 PM
Tor . * gteceiswebmaster@ankgay

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radisactive Waste S Comment GTCC10153

Thank you for your comment, Robert VanderXloot,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10153. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all c 2 relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 09:37:21PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10153

First Name: Robert

Middle initial: W

Last Ramne: VanderKloot
Address: PO Box 253

Address 2: 211 E Franklin

City: Bingen

State: WA

Zip: 93605

Country: USA

Ernai}: hovander@gmail.com -

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: ) )
Shipping nuclear waste Is nadness.One single accident could have d results for of people and the
environment for centurlesi All radivactive material needs to be processed at the facilities that produce it. These nuclear
focilities should be permanently d ssioned i diately.

Questions abaut submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov or cafl the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W153-1

W153-1

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radicactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at each of the reference locations
evaluated. The EIS addresses the collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, the radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions,
and the consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents,
including those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical contaminants. The EIS
also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could oceur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential risk of
such destructive acts is estimated to be low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secure, and
the packaging for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. Because GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are not readily dispersible, the potential physical impacts from
an intentional destructive act (c.g., an explosive blast) would be no greater than those from the
release of any radioactivity from a severe accident during waste handling, transportation, and
disposal.
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Fromy:
Sent:

Tow
Subject:

Please be a steward of our enchanted lands - say no to the GTCCradioactive waste in New Mexit)

Thank you,
Delinda VanneBrightyn

Taos, NM

Delinda VanneBrightyn <delinda®taosnet.com>

. Thursday, April 28, 2011 1:28 AM

gteceis@anlgov
radio~active waste

E26-1

E26-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near~surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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'Vasguez, Amanda, Commenter ID No. T168

- Capilat Repoviing Compai

o

HR; BROWN: Amanda is next, and then Jackie
MeClary.

¥S. VASQUEZ: Good evening; My pame is Amanda
Vasquez, and I'm a senioy at Aloha High School. And
five years ago I used to live in Nevada. And if you
guys have heen there, there's a lot of desert. So I
would always get really bad allergies. So my parents
were, like, let's move to Washington or Oregon. And
we chose Oregon because it's really clean and fresh.
And so when we got herc, it was really aice. It'is

really beautiful, and my allergies went away. And I

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Vasquez, Amanda, Commenter ID No, T168 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

don't.want that to change. I deon't want ;- T don't

. want to, like -~ breathe without worrying. Like, is
there somcchinqvin the air that might harm us?

Not only that, but what kind of people would

let <= would et somebody else come in their home and

' put a bunch of bags full of gaxbage in it? I mean, I
wculdn;t let noboedy do that. Sr; how can wa let

. somebody -~ how can we let somebedy put 20.,000
truckloads of zadisactive waste into our home?
Because thig is our home. Even if it's in

» ashington, it's ocur home. So I oppose the
Depa:t'ment of Energy's plan to bring more nuclear

waste.to Hanford.

T168-1

T168-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Yidrine, Paul, Commenter ID No. W74

From: X gteceiswebmaster@ant gov

Sent: ’ Wednesday, June 01, 2011 11:53 AM

To: . R geceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: C Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10074

Thank you for your comment, Paul Vidrine.

The commaent tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10074. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: Junc 1, 2011 11:53:08AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10074

First Name: Pau! .
Last Name: Vidrine
Country: USA .
Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Subsmittect: .
Despite the fact that the Gregoiré administration wants nothing to do with ANY more nuclear waste in Washington

state, the simple fact is that it DOES exist, it will continue to be generated and it nceds to go somewhere. The Hanford
area is an IDEAL site to handle and store ALL forms of radioactive waste for many reasons. We have plenty of land, a
highly skilled and experienced work force, ready access to technical help and we are relatively isolated from major
population areas. When the Waste Treatment Plant becomes operational, It wili be possible to process not only the
current tank waste but alsa processed nuclear fuel from cammercial reactors. Once the waste Is jn glass form, itcan be
safely stored on site. Even if a terrorist manages to blow up an entire cache of plass-form waste, all that will happen is
that the chunks of glass will have to be picked up. Not 3 major issue with the work force we have here. N

Besides the fact that Hanford is an ideal area far rad waste, the potentlal economic benefit to the state is incredible, |
repeat, Incredible. Generators pay an enormous amount of money o dispose of their wastes. Why In the world would
any administration NOT want to participate in the ec lc windfall that is avaitable to those capable of effectively
dealing with this issue, as the Hanford site clearlyis, | fall to understand why the current administration Is sa opposed to
any miore waste being brought into the state. Perhaps this administration needs to take another ook at it's position on

this issue, using facts and reasen as a guide.

Questians about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-5705.

W74-1

W74-1

Comment noted.
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Yon Hippel, Peter and Josephine, Commenter ID No. W497

From: ' greceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: . Sunday, June 28, 2011 1:59 PM
To: greceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radfoactive Waste £15 Comment GTCC10497

Thank you for your comment, Poter & Josephine von Mippel,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your commaent is GTCC10497. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspoadence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2012 01:58:50PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste IS Draft Comment: GTCC10497

First Nome: Peter & Josephine
Last Name: van Hippel
Address: 1900 Crest Drive
City: Eugene

State: OR

Zip: 97405

Country: USA

Email: jovh@riousa.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or addrass from public record

Comment Subrmitted: ’

We would like to comment steongly that the DOE shoutd transport no additional radioactive waste to the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation in Washington state. We would argue that the Hanford Reservation is not 3 suitable place for
puiting more waste, especially since the government is heavily Involved in cleaning up that sita already, sinte it contalns
much older radioactive waste which is not properly stored and is leaking into the Columbia River and the locat
groundwater. In addition it is unacceptable, and poses a significant health risk to 2 farge population, to trangport the
amount of waste contemplated to be moved to Hanford over the roads In Oregon and elsewhare, Given the volume of
waste to be transported, the probability of significant accidents is very high, and represent risks that we must not take.
1t is essential that the Hanford cleanup be completed and the area be d for its capability for storing radioa
whaste In any form before further storage thete, or trucking to the site, is even contemplated. Please consider these
concerns carefully in reaching a final decision on this propesal. Thank youl .

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contactusat: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Levef Radivactive Waste £55 W at {630} 252-5705.

W497-1

W497-2

W497-3

W497-1

W497-2

W497-3

o —— -

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 miltion km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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. Wardhal, Laura, Commenter ID No. 1.400
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1400-1

L400-2

1L400-1

L400-2

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonalble
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than
TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new
facility within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing
and evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation, Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate~-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

See response to L.400-4.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in [ower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Wat:SonLVicki, Commenter ID No, W512

From: greceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 8:54 P

To: : gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GICC10512

Thank you for your commant, \-Ick{ watson.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10512. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all corresponden:e relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26 2011 08:53:44PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Law-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10512

First Name: vicki -
Last Name: watson
State: MT'

Zip: 59801
Cauntry: USA

Email: h2oshed1@hotmail.com
Privacy Preference: Don't wuhho!d name or address from publ!c record

Comment Submitted:
3. Hanford ¢an not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in landfills or boreholes — the wastes in
existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed.

2. Extremely radioactive wastes belong in deep underground repositories, not in landfills, boreholes or vaults.
3. USODE needs to consider in the EIS how to avold making more of these highly radioactive wastes,

4. USDOE has to disclose and consider the total {cumulative) impacts of both of USDOE’s separate proposals to use
Hanford as o national radicactive waste dumnp, and all the risks from trucking wastes 20 Hanford, in cne eavironmentsl
impact statement for the public to review and comment on the full pieture. The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE
is also proposing to add 3 million cubic fert of radioactive and chemlical wastes ta be disposed at Hanford, in addition to
the GTCC wastes.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giccelswebmaster@anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EiS 2t (630) 252-5705.

W512-1

W512-2

W512-3

W512-4

W512-1

W512-2

W512-3

W512-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW. !

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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- Webster, Astrid, Commenter ID No. Té1
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HMR. BROHN: Thanks very much., »strid febster
and Erich Kuerschner will be next.

MS. WEBSTER: Hi. My name is Astrid. I've
been in New Mexico since I was an 18-year—~old freshwan
at the University of New Wexico, and my affiliation is
for life. Qsd I'd like %o speak to the man in the xed
jaciet who thinks that selar power and wind power can't
meet our needs., I have solar panels on my roof, and

they're more than meeting our needs, by a bunch., BAnd
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

I P 3

T61-1

T61-1

Comment noted.
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e e e Capdial Reporting
if woére people had the courage and the faith in the
futufe, they would do the same.

Every time we make anything nuclear,
every time we utter the word, "nuclear,". the next word
should be waste; whether it's spoken or not, it's a
waste, From the time that uraniwn comes from the
greund, it wastes money, water, lungs and life. The
damage to the environment finds its way across the
pads, our pads, beginning among the state's poorest,
an& finding its way to impoverish all of our lives.
Nuclear waste begins its life providing power for
homes, industxy, and most of all, war. It ends its
first incarnation in coolling ponds that use a millioﬂ
gallons a minute to keep them from causing anotherxr
Fukushima. , bhat a wasce that's turning into! That's
touching all our iives.

Some waste finds its way to places like
Los Alamos, where it has turned into ¢ven greater
waste. That means not by accident, but intentionally,
we can take thousands, even millions of lives. A
criminal waste, according to the World Court, ard

according to the NPT Treaty, that it's the law of the
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

i Connpanty e w8 2

T61-2

T61-2

Comment noted.
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Wébster, Astrid, Commenter ID No. T61 (cont’d)

land. That's as old as my 33-year old daughter, and
that we have been weakening by degrees by the stories

that are told. A gentleman who I'm sure is well

educated, mechanical enginear, spoke a few minutes ago,

and he said, this is over my head.

- It's not over your head, It's not over

arybody's head. Tt's ridiculous. ({Applause.} BAnd the

reasoh some of us used to think it was over our heads,

because somébbdy told us with a big fat degree and much

less compassion than a very narrow,ithoughtless
education, and this stuff is still being foisted on us,
and i?;s stiil a waste.

‘If any of you listcned to éelen Caldicott
talk, she said, this stuff bioaccumulateé. It goes
from ihe lowest of the food chain, and it's filling the
fish that are farmed and in the oceans around Japan.
It's going to be shipped around the world, and after it
kills the first bedy, it will be pushing up daisies and
it will kill the second body, and it will skill the
third and thé fourth. And I was not surprised but
stil} angered to f£ind that a child 500 years frow now

wandering into a field, can die, from this stuff that‘s
: 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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being safely. carried -across the state? No, not for a
secoﬂd. it's not safe anywhere, and we're not safe
anywhere.uﬁtil we all stand up and so no, no nore.
Erich's going to talk in just a minute. He's got a
book by John Gofman, who studied this for a long, long
tiﬁe; longer than I've been alive, and he said, it is
not safe, not one shkéd, not one scrap. And so whep
they say the?'re going to bury ié_near Carlsbad, wpexe
théy say it's a towrist site and I went there as a kid,
yoﬁ gnow what? That's wrong. These people who have no
sense but‘to continue making this stuff should carry it

home in their lunchboxes. Thank you.

T61-3

T61-3

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”
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Weersing, Sally, Commenter ID No. E103
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From: Sally Weersing <pennysmoinl@me.com>

Sentt Sunday, June 26, 2011 7:28 PM

To: gteceis@anigov i

Subject: Shipping Nuclear Waste Along the Columbia s a Bad Idea

> Pleasc do nat uanspv'rt nuclear waste through the heart of the Willamette Valley or up the Columbia Gorge. Japan's

experience should remind us just how risky nuclear activity Is. Any additional auctear waste in the Columbla Watershed

“ puts the whole northwest water supply at risk.

Sally Weersing .
38 Da Vinci Street
Lake Oswego OR 97035

E103-1

E103-1

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

|
|
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Weisman, Robert, Commenter ID No. T169

24
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Capital Reporting Company- . - o
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MR. WEISMAN: I'm Robert Weismanm, a fairly new

) membar of tha Heart of America Nosthwest. X try to,

probably like a lot of you, relate things from other

parts of my life than the fear and concern about

puclear.power, nuclear weapona, nuclear waste

. storage. I'll try to relate things, events and

" activities from the xest of my life to these nuclear

issues.

Anﬁ one thing I did within the last two weeks is

" I saw a £ilm that went into some of the caves where

there were drawings in southern France, and the tine

seale in that movie was 40,000 years. Now, 40,000

years is probably the longest -- no, it’s the cldest
human artifact I've seen: beautiful things to ses in
the movie. But you figure that’s one and a third
life ~- half lives for plutonium. We don't have many

human eaperiences Lo deal with some af these numbers

that are critical to the nuclear issue.

And I'm afraid, I think, government hides behind
some of the sort of screens. A very provalent sScreen
when I heard this evening that in 12,000 truckloads

over 40 years they'll be no nuclear-related deaths

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T169-1

T169-1

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves.
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Weisman, Robert, Commenter ID No. T169 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company,

‘and maybe two or three people would be killed im -- I

guess uhgn a wheel flies off,

Cnuéer, another favorite -- it is a favorite
number of mine. Cancer takes 25 years, most often,
co develop. 350 if we were locking at the instance of

exposure to radigactive particles and saying, wvell,

* there's no cancer cvident this year, there's no

cancer evident next year, theye'a no ¢ancer evident

in ten years, so I guess thorc's no cancer. Wrong.
Se I think the government is hiding -« DOE estimates

of harm are hiding behind that very simple, central

face,

The other thing is == aqéin, from every day
expexience,.within the last couple months -- and this
relates to the Columbia River -- I was in Astoria and
saw the sweet little mussum thére of the history of

cxossing the bar and how it's the most dangerous -—-

the most 'dangerous river, treachexous river area in

the United States,, continental United States. and I

forget the numbers, but, say, 500 ships have been

wrecked there. How many lives have bheen lost?

5,000?' T don't know, I dou't remember that one,

Aut compare it ta a true contamination aof radiocactive
material into the Columbia River through the aquifers

to the river that's occurring right now., He can enly

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

6l

T169-2

T169-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Weisman, Robert, Commenter ID No. T169 (cont’d)

Capital Raporting Company. ..

guesstimate the lethality of what's going on.
Thervefore, my overall point is, these are really
difficult issu?s to conceptualize beayond tha fact
.that it's bad stuff. He've got to get it out of
“hore. We'va got to quit making it. We've got o
store it in the Rockies. Yes, all that’s true, But
to really grasp -- the devil's in the details of the
atomic genie, apd I don't trust the DOE at.all ex&ep:

:as deihg Ehe master's work., I wean, if -~

T169-2
(Cont.)
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Weiss, Richard, Commenter ID No. W547

From: gtecelswebmaster@ant.gov
Sent: Monday, Jure 27, 2011 6:10 PM
To: ' gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject;

Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10847

Thank you for your comment, Richar;l ‘Weiss,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10547. Please referto the comment
tracking ber in ali cor dence relating to this comment.

Comment Data: June 27, 2011 06:10:16PM COT
Greater-Than-Claés-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E(S Oraft Comment: GTCC10547

First Name: Richard

Last Name: Weiss

State: OR

2ip97124

Country: USA o

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
It 15 too dangerous to ship Buclear Waste thru the Gorge!

Questions about suhmit:ﬁng comments over the Web? Contact us at: glocelswebmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EiS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W547-1

W547-1  The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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' West',. Hans C.., Commenter ID No. W472

From; gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 1209 PM

To: gueceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radii Waste FIS Co GTCCI0472

Thank you for your comment, Hans West.

The comment tracking nizmber that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10472. Please rofer to the comment

g her in all corr dence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 12:09:17PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: 6TCC10472

First Name: Hans

Middle Initial: C

Last Name: West

Organization: NA

Address: 545 Waldo Ave SE.

City: Salem

State: OR

Zip: 97302

Country: USA

Email: westh3@gmail.com C

Privacy Preference: Don't withhald name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Dear Sirs: Hanford has slready "flunked” as a site for Nuclear Waste starage. With radioactive waste continuing to leak
underground and tikely reaching the Columbia River, the first priority should be to stabilize and "decontaminate™
Hanford, if it can be done (not a sure thing). Turning the site into a Nationat Radioactive Waste Dump at this point
makes no sense and { would arguie Is entirely iltagical. Adding to this arguement is the geological instability of the
Northwest, ie similar to Japan ingofar as risk for techtonic plate earthquakes. Please tpke these
Issues into consideration, Sincerely, Hans CWest

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W472-1

W472-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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watershed Ehat feeds inte the esgential drinking waler
system for a}l the urban centers of New Mexico, and
that's affected by pericdic catastzophic fire. 1
canndt for the life of me think that there is no other
nore suitablé place in the country.

SQ{:I really, with all due respect, ask the
Department of Energyvﬁo go back and look at all
potential suitable sites across this country. This is
a national dssue. This is a national actiwvity and I .
think in Mexico, wa've done our due hurden and it's
about‘ time others alsc share. As I said, I am hot
apti-nuclear in any shape, or form, especially when it
comes, to nuciear medicine. Thank y;u 30 much, and you

know, I appreciate uhac‘you‘re giving us this chance to

. talk to you,

Wi BROWN: Okay. Thanks a lot,

{Rpplause}

MR. BROWN: Okay. dJoseph Wexler is next and
he wifll be followed by Chris Timm.

MR. WEXLER: Well, I hadn't read any of this
information until I got here tonight. By the way, my

name's Jée Wexler., I'm a civil engineer, long-term
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 (cont’d)

13
It
17

13

20
pA}

22

Capital Reporting Company ..o 8

work in New Mexico, since 1964. And, I'm getting more
and more interested in this nuéiear business and
radioactivity.

Flrst of all, I just want to say I don't see
many young éeople out here. ‘I saw a young follow =-
yeah, in the back -~ I told him he reminded me of
Isaiah. Hauha& a staff ==

fLsughter)l
~~ he looked like he just emergea from the dessxt.
Good, for you. I guess you've got somethingvto tell us.
This is also the Eime of Easter and Passover just
passed on for the year, and that teo, is a desert.
And;_aisd;_ye‘re rapidly destroying the Ann Valencia
{ph).

The reason { live here ia because New Mexico -
~ when I first came here in 64, I realized there's
somethiﬁg going on here. Not just nuclear ac&ivify,
but here's Eﬁe last remnant of Ann Valencia of the 12th
and 13th Centuries. Christians, Jews, Musiims living
in peace in a beautiful creative culture, okay. And,
all nuclear waste is geing to de is destroy it. That's

one item.
866.488.DEr0O
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T53-1

9107 Aonupp

T53-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Also, in this time, we've gohtten Chernobyl.
It's the anniversary of Chetnébyl. Russians are pretty
good éngineers. Mow, we've got Fukushima -~ Kashima
{ph).. The éapanese are pretty good engineers too, and
everybody takés great pride over there. Hell, the
Russians can build anything and the Japanese can builad
anything. Yéah, until it cones to making money or
showiég your power or going howme and getting laid or
what the hell you're doing.

And, we're human beings. It's over our heads,
from ﬁeginning to end, and we're going to destroy not
only New Me;ico, bat the entire planet with‘tﬁis
pehavior. I'm an engibesr, I've seen guys on
construction. I've seem coakractors. If they can make
a few bucksivthey’re going ko cut corners. Bven if
it's radioactive.

Now,)getting Lack to this repert, that is ==
which' I just 'sawm tonight in any detail. I notice
there's a lé; of stuff in herxe aboué medical ~- wedical
supplies. My wife was helped. She Qas helped greatly
by radiation and so forth with cancer, so it is

helpfgl. We nust teke care of these materials.
866.488,DEPQ
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T53-2

T53-2

Certain wastes from medical isotopes production are included in the GTCC EIS inventory.

STH DO.LD ouly
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Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 (cont’d) T53-3 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
i scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the

selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

P9I

SI4 DDLO 1vuld

o Canital Reportiog CORPARNT o oot o D

And, why is this lumped together with nuclear
bomb waste or nuclear fuel waste and so forth? That's
the trick here. And, it threw me off balance, to talk TS3-2:
about hospital wastes, radicactive materials. Hey, (Cont)

that's good stuff, buf why put it together with what

these characters are doing with nuclear power?

For, GE anq Westinghouse and ¥ don't know who
all else, ﬁgking massive sums of money and not doing
the job right -- déing the job =- okay, oh, he'll do,
let's get home for the night. We won't put the
additional concrete in and we won't put the additional
reinfﬁrcing in. We won't put the water pumps up on top
that ;e neé&, we'll put them right down on the ocean
ang let thelsea=wal3 ¢ollapse on them. And, now
théy';e still -- and new the dead -— the dead are going
to build up.

At Chexncbyl, the estimate of dead up to this
point is 1 million. And, in ackiition to that, there
are many youngster; who are sick, their thyroid glands
are screwed up. We just can't handle nuélear energy.

I know you've got to get rid of this stuff somehow, buk T53-3

we can't afford huilding any wore plants until we
866.488.DEPC
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 (cont’d)

become super humwan, like the guys in the movies.

I don't know, the robots, the guys -~ is it --
MR. BROWN: You've got one minute left.

¥R. HEXLER: Okay.

MR. BROWN: Thanks.

MR. WEXLER: Has Hollywood convinced us that
we can really do anything with a few electroniec pieces
of equipment? That a gu} from Texas who bhates ~- who
bapessthe world arvound him, whe can't stand a black gquy
§x hispanic guy, is going to come out and build a
beautiful nuclear plant that will care for the world?
That will take care of all of us? It can't happen.

If you'xe & racist and you hate people, you're
going to do a lousy job. Look, I've been around this
country, ue all have., I've lived in Mississippi and I
know Qhat happens to peoble's minds.

MR. BROWN: If you make just one wmore point,

please.

MR, WEXLER: Okay.

MR. BRCWN: Time's up.

MR WEXLER: Okay. That's about it, thank
you.

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T53-3
(Cont.)
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Wheeler, Mark, Commenter ID No. W31

From: ' . giceiswgbmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 3:18 PM

To: . geceiswebmaster@ant.gov .

Subjert: - Receipt: Greater-Than-Ciass-C Love-Level Radicactive Waste 15 C GTCC10031

Thank you for your comment, Mark Wheeler.

The comment tracking number that has been assighed to your comment s GTCCi0031. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 17, 2012 03:17:32PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Lovr-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Draft Camment: GTCC10031

First Name: Mark

Last Name: Whealer
Address: 628 S€ 58th Av
City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97215

Cotmtry: USA

Email: mark@rootsreally.com "
Privacy Preference;: Don't withheld name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please do NOT use Hanford hil as the ¥ radi waste dump for extremely radioactive (GTCC)
wastes.

Qupstions about subrit over the Web? Coantact us 3t gteceiswpbmasterd@anlaqy or call the Greater-

‘Than-Class-C LownLevel Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {530) 252-5705.

W3l1-1

Ww3l-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500—1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500—1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Wheeler, Steven, Commenter ID No. W334

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 1:50 PM
To: glcceiswebmaster®anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10334

Thank you for your comment, Steven Wheeler.

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10334. Please refer to the comment
tracking in all d lating to this

Comment Date: June 21, 2011 01:49:55PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10334

First Name: Steven
Middle Initial: 8
Last Name: Wheeler
Address:
City:

State:

Zip.

Country: USA
Email;

Privacy Prefe Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
} do not find that the Draft GTCC LLRW EIS adequately addresses grave issues with transporting radioactive waste

thoeugh the Columbia River Gorge.
Futhermore, the Hanford area is already highly polluted. We do not need to make the mess worse,
Back to the drawing board on this bum idea.

ts over the Web? Contact us at: gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
ive Waste EIS at {630) 252-5705.

Q about 8
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radii

W334-1

W334-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

SI4 DO.LD [put
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Wilkins, Shirley, Commenter ID No. 190
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L90-1

L90-2

L90-1

L90-2

i
DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

ST4 DOLID 1putd
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. Williams, Ruth, Commenter ID No. W77

From: gleceiswebmaster@ank.gov

Sent: ' Wednasday, June 08, 2011 12:44 AM

To: . glcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subfect: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10077

Thank yau for your comment, Ruth Williams.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10077. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to this comment,

Corament Date: June 8, 2011 12:43:37AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C low-Leve! Radioactiva Waste £18 Draft Comment: GTCC10077

First Name: Ruth

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: Willlams

Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Email: puthalice@comcast.net

Privacy Prefarence: Withhold address only from public record

Convment Submitted:
To Whom it May Concern:

1 understand the US Department of Energy is hoping to transport over 12,000 truckloads of GTCC nuclear waste to the
Hanford Nuclear Reservation in my state, and that this process will take about 20 years. This is such an inherentlyrisky | W77-1
proposal | find it nearly impossible to believe itis under serious consideration,

Can it really be true that to save a few dollars now our government is willing to play this high-stakes roulette with its
own population and lands? The ‘what-ifs’ are unthinkable and, as we've seen la the recent case of Japan, could become | w770
“what-were-we-thinking' at apy time. Why not vitrify and bury the waste at stable geological sites or vitrify it and store
it above ground on site, which would eliminate shipping altogether?

The Hanford Reservation, still one of the mast toxic sites in America, was thesen for the nuclear program hecause of its
remate lacation. Insisting now that Hanford should be used as a shipping destination Is absurd. There is no vay 12,000
insufficiently sealed cargoes should be towed atong our highways and through population centers to Hanford.

‘The nuclear program has left Hanford with horrendous environmental problems that have yet to be addressed. The w773
reservation rests on a morass of contaminated land and groundwater that flows into the Columbia River, {If you need to
tearn the details from me, I'll provide them,) Despite some clean-up, critical poliution mitigation is stilt being avaided by
the same USDOE that wants 1o ship in another 12,000 truckloads of GTCC waste.

1 urge you to please drap this shipping proposal. The risks are much greater than any apparent short term benefit.

L

W77-1

W77-2

W77-3

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. See also W77-1.
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" Sincerely,

Williams, Ruth, Commenter ID No. W77 (con t’d)

Thank you for your cansideration.

. Ruth Williams

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giccelswehmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
‘Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web at{630) 252-5705.
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Wills, Margaret, Commenter ID No. W29

From: giceeiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: R Tuesday, May 17, 2011 12:51 PM

To: ' greceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: X Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10029

“Thank you for your comment, Margaret Wills.

The comment tracking number thathas been assigned to your comment is GTCC10029, Please refer to the comment

* tracking number in al! correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 17, 2011 12:50:57PM COT"

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10029
Flrst Name: Margaret

Last Name: Wills

Country: USA
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public recard

Comment Submitted:
Hanford is aiready feaking into the ground and toward the Colurabia River,
We do‘ not need or want more waste in this area vzh?ch is earthquake and valcano prone,
The danger of shiping on our highways is very dangerous to our titizens.
Lam keeping this brief and to the po-Int.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C low-Lavel Radl Waste EIS Web at {630} 252-5705.

W29-1

W29-2

W29-1

W29-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities. Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes will be handled in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment and
in compliance with applicable requirements and regulations (see Section 6.2.9.1). Doses to
workers and the public will be minimized to the extent practical. The methodology used to
estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS is based on standard practices that
are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of radiation on humans evolves.
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Wilson, Nick, Commenter ID No. T170
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21
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23

24

28

MR. WILSON: Hello. I'm just -- T can talk
loud. My name fs Nick Wilson. I am a student at
Aloha High School, and I'm going to say something

that you guys will probably disagree with. As of

right now, I'm the only person here who is actually

in support of putting more nuclear wastc at the site.

"Yeah, I know. I've been listening to what all you

T guys ha'{'e.been saying, and Y understand your point of

view. You're saying ue're from Oregon, a communikty,
end we need to keep that community safe and clean.
And l'completely agree, but I kind of have a
dit‘t‘e:an’t miﬁd«set.

. I think of us more as a country as a whole than
just Oregon as a community. e have this nuclear
waste and something has to be done with it. That's
not yeally & question. The quosrien iz what we
should do with it. And no one has really given a
gocd alternative other than send it somewhere else.
And as an Oregonian, that sounds great, but as an
Anmerican, that's just sad,

I don't see any reason why wa can't == I'm not

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T170-1

T170-1

Comment noted.
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Wilson, Nick, Commenter ID No. T170 (cont’d)

warsrbiener € e v AR s e,
poriing Lompany

)

saying, by any means, we should take nuclear waste
"and dump it in a diteh, That is even mnre.sad. Bug
' there is no zeason we can't build containment
'vessei;{ we can't actually line our trenches, or we
can't do other things to make sure it is kept safe
but still in Rashington.

Thexe is no really easy answer to this problenm,
but ju#g sending it somewhere else definitely is mot
the answer at all. It's just sad. ¥We're better than

‘that, and it's net like =~ I Xnow it's mot great for
.anything, but it's also not éaing to destroy
‘evatytﬁfnq. People say théy love ourvclean air and
beautiful' trees. fThat's not going to go away. Just
because we have some waste buried upwind.of us does
not really -- it is not going to change ahything. It
‘won't be quite as gooed, but I think for the sake of
Jour country, we can handle it. But maybe that's just

‘me. Thank you for listening.

)

T170-1
(Cont.)
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Woijtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321

From: , Yieceiswebmaster@snl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 9:23 AM

To: ‘mail_gteceisarchives; gteceiswebmast lgov: g l.gov

Subject: * Greatar-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC20321

Attachments: CommentsOnGTCC_DraftElS_2011_personal_copy.combined_GTCC10321.doc

Thank you for your camment, John Wojtawsicz.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10321. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all correspond fating to this ¢ .

Comment Date: June 20, 2011 05:28:41AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10321

First Name: John

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: Wojtowicz
Address: 7042 Yellow Oak Lane
City: Knoxviile

State: TN

2ip: 37931

Country: USA .

Email: john.woltowicz@tn.gov

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: CommentsOnGTCC_DraftEIS_20131_personal_copy,_combined.dec-

Questions abbut submitting comments over the Web? Contactus at: gtecelswebmagter@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705,

SIT DOLD 191y
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Document Review

Date of Review: February 23,2011 By: _John Wojtowicz

Pocument ’l‘i.nc: Draft Envirg tal Impact St for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste
and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D), February 2011,
SUMMARY

Doc ¢ Nomb DOE/EIS-0375-D § v, Fobruary 201 1

Di ion: Sce di ion for C on Volume 1 for additional infonnation.

Included below are additional comments, many of an editorial pature.

Specific Comments:

Coversheet, Ahstract, Paragraph 1, Last line:
Should the EnergyPolicy Act of 2005 be included in the 8.8 References?

Coversheet, Page 2, Public Commenta:
Should the ANOIT and NOI be included in the 8.8 References?

Pape s-vii, Line 35;
Should the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 be included in the $.8 References?

Page s-xi, Radiation Dase Text Box, Pa 1 S, Line 3:
Should the website of the Environmental Protection Agency
(hug:/!w\vw.tm'a.gov/mdix}!ionhmdcrstandlcnlcu!me.htmI ) be included in the .8

References?

Pape S-3: Bottom Ripht Toxt Box, Line 12:

" RDDs is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page $-4, Line 7; .
GAO is not in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page §-6, Line 27:
Should the Clean Air Act be included in the S.8 References?

Page §-6, Text Boxs

For completeness, should OR, ID, WA and NM be included in the Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page §-7, Lines 3. 4. &7:

W321-1

W321-1

The reference list was reviewed against the citations in the EIS and was corrected, as
appropriate. Conventional format holds that public laws are named but not provided as
references. Argonne’s default style is largely based on the University of Chicago Style Guide,
whereby, if there are multiple authors of a reference, the last name of the first author is cited,
followed by “et. al.”. This is the format followed in this and other EISs.

Acronyms were reviewed and added to the Acronym list, as appropriate. However, the intent of
the acronym list in the Final EIS was to focus on providing those acronyms that were of most
benefit to facilitate the understanding of the content of the EIS; it was not intended to be all
inclusive. Many abbreviated terms are defined in the adjacent discussion.

i
The editorial comments were reviewed and incorporated into the Final EIS, as appropriate.
Comments requesting clarification were reviewed and incorporated into the Final EIS as
appropriate.
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Should the M dum on Tribal Consultation, Executive Order 13175, and DOE Order 144.1
be included in the 8.8 References?

Page S-8, Text Box, Lines3 & 10: .
Should 10 CFR 61.55 and 10 CFR 61.7 be included in the S.8 Refe ?

Page S-9, Footnote 1:
Should the case cited here be included in the §.8 References?

Page S-9, Footnote 1, Line 2t
Fed. Cir. is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10, Line19;
Although MCi is included in the Units of Measure on pg. S-viii., there it is referred to as

megacuries. Here it is referred to as million curics. A member of the general public may not
make (his connection., Perhaps this should be clarified.

Page S-10, Lines 30-31;
In Volume 1 of the EIS on pages 1-8 (Line 41) and 1-9 (Line 3&4) Group 1 wastes are defined

as “Group 1 consists of wastes that are either already n storage or are expected to be genemted
from existing facilities (such as commercial nuclear power plants).” Here it is indicated that
“Group 1 consists of wastes from currently operating facilities that are cither already in storage
or are expreted to be generated from these facilities (such as commercial nuclear power plants).”
Are not some of the materials curently in storage from facilities no longer in operation?

- Pape §-10, Footnote 2:

Should the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 be included in the S.8 References?

Page S-10, Footnote 2, Line 6: L
Sec. in not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page §-12, Transuranic (TRU) Waste Text Bax, Line 2:

Perhaps a nanocurie should be explained somewhere to be a billionth of a curie. This could help
the understanding of the general public.

Pape S-13, Lines 42-43:
Should the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act of 1992 be included in the 8.8 Refe ?

Pape S-14, Table §-1:
BWRs and P\WYRs are not in the list of A yms amcd Abt

Page §-18, Line 7
NTS is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page §-28, Line 213
Should CERCLA be included in the S.8 References?

W321-1
(Cont.)
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Woifowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page §-40, Table 8-3, Column 4, Row 1, Parapraphs 1 &2:

Should SOz NOy and dBA be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Pape 8-41, Tahle §-3 cont; Column 4, Row 2
Should L, and gal. be included in the Units of Measure?

Page §-42, Table S—3>|:nnt. Maximum Long-Teym Impacts, Alternative 2, Lines 9-14:
Should the WIPP EIS (1997) be included in the 8.8 Reft ?

Page §-42, T;lhle S-3 cont,, Column 4, Row 2:

SWR is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page §-62, Live 22:
The Pasco, Washi

ing has bcen d twice,

-Page 8-65, Line 13:

HOSS ig not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.
Document Review

Date of Review: Februacy 23, 2011 By: Johwn Wajtawicz

Document Title: Draft Buvi ental Enpact State for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radiouctive Waste
and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D), February 2011,
Volume 1.

Docunient Number: DOE/EIS-0375-D February 2011

Discussion: Thank you this opportunity ta review the above cited document,

‘The document is clearly and well written. However, a couple of additions might be valuable in
atding the und ding of the g I publie. This deals primarily with clarification of a few
of the terms used fn the documient. Although an individual familiar with the technical aspects
of radistion and radioactivity would d terms such as curies, megacuzies, and
nanocuries, someone without a technical background might gain no real information from these
terms. Perhaps the addition of understandable analogies would help,

1t might also benefit readers if a chart of US vs. international radiation units and their
conversions were ineluded in the document,

After a thorough reading of bath volumes as well as the Summary of the Draft EIS, a few
questions and’/or comments come to mind,

ideration due to Health and Environmental

A number of the sites should be eliminated from

w321-1
(Cont.)

W321-2

W321-2

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

concerns. These include the SRS, Kalo, LANL, Hanford, and any of the generic commercial
sites considered in Regions I, Il or 1L Although Hanford's Health and Envimruncn(al.impacts
may hot be as g,rczi( as the other mentioned sites, at Hanford the many rights of the Native
Americans in that area must be seriously considered.

Regarding the best method for disposal of the GTCC and GTTC-like wastes, it appears that for
activated metals and possibly sealed source irradiators (because of their high activity levels), the
best option would be u deep depository with the possibility of using the borehole method. The
remainder of the sealed sources, s well as the other waste could, it appears, be securely .
dispositioned in cither 2 borshele, trench, or vault. It also appears from the available analyses
that the least potential for cnvironmental and human impacts would occur ig‘ the wastes were
dispositioned either at the NNSS or the WIPP and/or WIPP Vicinity. Considering other
variables, the WIPP andfor WIPP Vicinity might be preferable. As stated in the EIS, Nevada
historically has a greater likelihood of seismic events than dees the WIPP and/or WIPP .
Vicinity. Also to be seriously considered are concems stated in the Native American narratives.
Several valid points aré made there regarding the necessity to properly observe the govemment-
to-govemment relationship between the various Tribes and the DOE, the gross uncertainties of
climatic variation over a period of 10,000+ years, the methods used to evaluste Health and
Environméntal Justice based on the life style led by Native Americans, and the rights of Native
Americans for reasonable access to Sacred and Culturally Significant sites. Based on Native
American coricerns, it appears that the WIPP and/or WIPP vicinity would be the preferable of
the two altemative sites (i.e., NNSS vs. WIPP and/or WIPP vicinity.

According to the information and duta given in the EIS, other lo(:fuions (generic Fon\mcrci])
might be acceptable for dispositioning of the waste; however, scrious consid_cratxon wyu!d have
ta-be given to Health and Environmental Effects, as well as the rights of Native Americans.

A final parding long-term of the disposal site(s) is the iden of a 500
year period before significant deterforation of the waste entombment begins. In terms of which
method of disposal might be most stable, it appears logical that from most to least stable would
follow the seq decp depository, borehole, trench, vault. The failure would also logically
oceur more quickly in a wet rather than a drier climate. Regardless, how was the 500 year
period decided upon. Most likely it was arrived at through modeling, bringing into question the
validity and accuracy of the mode). Also, regarding the assurption that grouting of the other
wasle is expeeted to stabilize the material for at least 500 years, again the question arises as to
the reliability and sccuracy of the model used for this determination.

Included below are additional comments, many. of an editorial nature.

Specific Comments:

Page Iv-Page tvifi, Notation, Acronyws and Abbreviations:
The following Acronyms/Abbreviations are not used in Volume 1: AEA, ASTDR, CWA, bOD,

DOE-NV, GIS, GSA, MMI, NNSA/NSO, NTS 8A, SDWA, TDEC, TRAGIS, TSCA, and
VA

w3212
(Cont))

W321-3

W321-4

Ww321-5

W321-6

W321-3

W321-4

W321-5

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,

Text prepared by potentially affected American Indian tribes is included in this EIS. DOE
considered this text for Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS; however, DOE also needed to ensure
consistency in the EIS analyses between the various sites, so that an even comparison could be
made between alternatives as required by NEPA. Because of this, it was not possible to fully
utilize all of the information provided by the tribal governments in order to perform specific
analyses associated with exposure events unique to a given American Indian tribe (such as
greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; the use of sweat lodges; and the use of natural
pigment paints for traditional ceremonies). Once a decision is made on a specific site location
and method, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed, including appropriate
analysis of exposure events unique to the impacted local American Indian tribes.

However, the information provided in these narratives was considered in the identification of
the preferred alternative presented in this EIS. The information provided in the narratives for
Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS was very useful, and DOE appreciates the time and effort
expended by the various tribes in supporting this EIS process.

The EIS analyses are based on conceptual engineering information and necessitated the use of
a number of simplifying assumptions. This approach is consistent with NEPA, which requires
such analyses to be made early in the decision-making process. The various land disposal
conceptual designs were assumed to be constructed and operated in a comparable manner at
each of the various sites. Information on the conceptual engineering designs for the three
proposed land disposal methods is provided in Section D.3 of Appendix D in the EIS. By using
the same conceptual designs at all of the sites evaluated in the GTCC EIS, except for cases
where a design did not apply (e.g., an intermediate-depth borehole at a site with shallow
groundwater), the potential impacts (e.g., radionuclides reaching the groundwater) at the
different environmental settings could be readily compared.

In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were included in the
conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration from the
disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility
would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. It was assumed that these
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Wm‘towicl'LJoh_n, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page lix: . .
‘apd’ is not used in Volume [ of the document, *galfd’ is, however, used in several places in
the Volume.

*ml.’ is not used in Volwme 1 of the document, .
MW meaning megawall(s) is not used in Volume 1 of the document; however, ‘Mw* meaning
moment magnitude s used,

Page lixy Units of Measure, Meis
Tt might be helpful here to elarify that megacuries = million curies. Although individuals

familiar with these designations may und ) megacuries, the ] public may not.

Page Ixili; Amphibiun Definition:
Tt might be helpful to indicate that we are dealing here with primusily frogs and salantanders.

Page Ixiv, Atomic Energy Comission Definition, Ling 7;

ERDA is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page Ixvi, Best Management Practices Definition:
BMPs are not ingluded in the Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page Ixxi, Conformity Definition: .
Would this definition be clearer if “Defined in the Clean Air Act as the action’s compliance”

 were changed to something like ‘Defined in the Clean Air Act as & federal action’s compliance’?

: Page Ixxxii, Hazardous Air Pollutants Befinition;

HAPs is not included in the Iist of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pagre Ixxxii, High Level Waste Definition:
HLW is not in the list of Acronyms znd Abbreviations,

Page boxsiii, Hydraulic Head Definition;
NAVDSE is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page Ixxxvi, Magnitude (of an earthguake) Definition:

ML, mb, Ms, and Mw are not included in the tist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 1-1, Lines 6-8: .
Should Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 61), “Licensing Requirements for Land

Disposal of Radioactive Waste.” Be included in the Chapter 1 References?

Page 1.1, Lines 14-15: .
Should some indication be given that a synopsis of the Act cited here can be found in Chapter 13

of the document?

Page1-1, Line21:

W321-6
(Cont.)

W321-6

measures would perform similarly for all conceptual designs, remaining intact for 500 years
after the disposal facility closed. After 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account
for these engineered features in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water
infiltration to the top of the waste disposal area would be zero for the first 500 years and then
20% of the natural rate for the area for the remainder of the time period (through 10,000 years).
A water infiltration rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the disposal
area; the natural background infiltration rate was used at the perimeter of the waste disposal
units. Again, this approach enables a comparative evaluation of the influence that site-specific
environmental factors would have on the potential migration of radionuclides from the disposal
facilities and the potential impacts on human health. It should be emphasized that project- and
site-specific engineering factors would be incorporated into the actual facility designs of the
site or sites selected in a ROD to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could resuit in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after

500 years was based on a study at SRS that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at
the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an
effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after
10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative than indicated by this study.

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept for
10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended out to 100,000 years. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-
term modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a
comparative evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation
presented in the EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal.
Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

See response to W321-1
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

See comment on Page -1, Lines 14-15 above,

Page 1-1, Lines 35.40.; :
See comment on Page 1-1, Lines 14-13 above,

Page 1.2, Lines 9-11; ’
Should a reference to this NOI be included in the Chapter | References?

Page 1-2, Line 17:
See comment on Page 1-1, Lines 14-15 above,

Page 12, Lines 40-41;
See comment on. Page 1-1, Lines 14-15 above,

Page1-3, Lines 4.5;.
See comment on Page 1-1, Lines 14-15 above,

Page 1-3, Lines 41-42:

See comment on Page 1-1, Lines 14-15 above.

Page (-3, Lines 42-45: -
Should this report be included in the Chapter 1 References?

Page 1.6, Footnote a:
Should a list of all these Radi tides be i

Summary Df)cumcnt (see page S-viii)?

1o edodd el

intheg y material as is done for the

Page 1-7, ']‘mnsuranié ‘Waste Text Box, Lines 10 & 13¢
Should references for 40 CFR Part 191 and 10 CFR Part 61be inctuded in the Chapter 1

References?

Page 1-7, Footnote 1
Should a refercnce for the case cited in the footnate be included in the Chapter 1 References?

Page 1-8, Footnote 2, Line 1:
Should some indication be given hete that 2 synopsis 6f the LLRWPAA js 10 bo found in Chapter 15 of

Volume 2?7

Page 1-8 (Line 41); Page 1.9 {Lines 3& 4): Pape 1.9, Two Waste Gronps Text Box:
The descriplions here of Group 1 wastes leave some confusion. On pages 1-8 and 1.9 the
impression is given that any material in storage and material to be gencrated in the future from
existing facilitics are considered Group 1. In the text box it indicates that the material already in
storage must be from existing facilities. Are some of the materials in storage from formerly
existing facilities? In nny event the two definitions should be adjusted to climinate any
confusion.

W321-6
(Cont.)
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page 1.9, Lines 22.26:
See comment for Page 1-6, Footnate n:.

Page 1-12, Lines 13-14;
See comment ont Page 1-1, Lines 14-15 above.

Page 1-17, Line 7; - .
Should CsCl be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Pape 1-23, Line 25;
MMES is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 1-24, Line 28: .
Should “four regions’ be ‘four NRC regions’?

FPage 1-27, Lines 17-18: .
Should “The C ftation and Cc tive Ag with the State of 18 New Mexico (1981)”

v

be included in the Chapter 1 References?

Page 1-31, Lines 14-16: i R
Should it be indicated here that the Draf Tank Closure EIS is included in the Chapter 1

References?

Page 1-31, Line 23: -
Should it be included here that a synopsis of CERCLA is available in Chapter 13?

Page 133, Line 12:
Should SWFP be WIPP?

Page 1-40, Lines 26-33: . ‘
Should references for CEQ, ANOI and NOI be included in the Chapter 1 Referenecs?

Page 1-40, Line 32;
ANOQYI is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 1-43, Line 36;
HOSS is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Papge 1-43, Line 42:
Shonld some indication be given here that a synopsis of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 is

available in Chapter 13 of Volume 27

Page 1-46, Line 23: .
WVDP is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

W321-6
(Cont.)
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Woitowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page 1-47, Lines 4 & §:
The Draft Tank Closure EIS is included in the Chapter 1 References as DOE 2009 and should be

cited here as such.

Page 147, Line 10:
IDF is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations, Funhcrmom, it does not appear

to be defined as the Integrated Disposal Facility anywhere except on page E-36 of Volume 2.

Page 1-47, Lines 11-16:
Should the settiement agrccmcnl ot the 2004 EIS mentioned here be included in the Chapter |

References?

Page 1-47, Lines 40-41;
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of the Clean Air Act is included in Chapler

13 of Volume 27;

Page 1.48, Line 12;
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of this DOE Order is included in Chapter

13, Volume 2?

Page 1-48, Line 23:
Should indication of S)nopsc.s in Chapter 13, Volume 2 be given?

. Pnge 1-48, Lines 34-39:

Should indication of synopses in Chnpler 13, Volume 2 be given?

Page 1-53 Lines 32, 38
It would be more appropriate here to 1ist all the authors of the cited article. 1°s alright to cite the

article as *X, ct al.’, but improper to not list all authors in the reference.

Page 1.53 Uind 44;
LEU is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 1-53 Linc 45:
The link given here docs not lead to the publication.

Page 1-34 Line 1;
1t would be more appropriate here to list all the authors of the cited article. It’s alright to cite the

article as °X, et al.”, but improper 1o not list alt authors in the reference.

« P'age 1-54 Lines 36 & 38:

EIA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,
Also, the link given on Line 38 docs not work.

Pupe 1-56 Line 7:
The link given here does not work.

W321-6
(Cont.)
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WbitowicLLJohn, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page 2-1 Line 20;
Should a reference be included in the Chapter 2 References for 10 CFR Parts 60 and 637

Page 2-5 Line 9: .
Should some indication be made that a synopsis of the Act is to be found in Chapter 13, Volume

27 -

Page 2.5 Line 10;
Should a ref for this Ag t be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Page 2-6 Line 363 X
Should “on-site-specific™ be ‘on site-specific'?

Page 2.8 Line 40; !
Should a reference for the NOI be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Page 2-9 Lines 3-4:
DOE 2010 is included in the Chapter 2 Refercnces. It may be appropriate to cite that veference

here.

Page 2-9 Line 28;
Should PedBizOpps be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Page 2-10 Line 24:
Should CO; be included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 2.11, Line3: H .
Sheuld O; be included in_lhc list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 2-17, Line 11:
Should Kys be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 2.22, Lines {1 & 13:
Should these two CFRs be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Page 2.30, Last Column, Lines 6 &7:
Should some indication be given that a synapsis of the NHPA is given in Chapter 13 of Volume

2? :

Page 2-32, Last Column, Line 6:

Should some indication be given that a synopsis of the NHPA is given in Chapter 13 of Volumne
2?

Pape 2-33, Fourth Column, Second Paragraph, Lines 11 & 12;
Should the USFWS’s opinion be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Ww321-6
(Cont.)
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Woijtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page 2-33, Last Columy, Lines 5 & 63
Should some indication be given that a synopsis of the NHPA is given in Chapter 13 of Volume

2?7

Page 2-34, Last Column, Line 13: .
Should some indication be given that a synopsis of the NHPA is given in Chapter 13 of Volume

2?

Page 2-40, Column 4, Row 1:
NA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 2-42, Footuote h, Linc 1:
Should 40-CFR Parts 191 and 194 be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Page 2-59, Line 10
Should 10 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chapter 2 References?

Page2-59, Line 197 - .
Sce comment for Page 2-59, Line 10:_above.

Page 2-59., Line 31:
Should 10 CFR Parts 60 & 63 be inctuded in the Chapter 2 References?

Page2-62, Line17: -
See comment for Page 2-59, Line 10: above.

Page 2.63, Line 10: -~ .
Should ‘four regions of the United States* read “four NRC regions of the United States™?

Page 2-66, Lincs 13-4
Since this document is included in the Chapter 2 References, wouldn’t it be more appropriate to

cite it as something Jike “...the TC&WM EIS (DOE 2009)"?

Page 2-68, Lines 14, 17 & 33:
1t would be more appropriate here to list all the authors of the cited article. It's alright to cite the

article as “X, et al.’, but improper to not list all authors in the reference.

Page 3-2, Line 20:
Should 10 CFR 61 be included in the Chapter 3 References?

Pape 3-21, Lines 19-20:
“The non-inclusion of the sources recovered by GTRI/OSRP is uot really discussed in Section

3.1; it is, however, discussed in Scction 1.4.1.2 Scaled Sowrees,

Pape4-2, Line 13:
Should this agrecment be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Ww321-6
(Cont.)
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page4-2, Line 23:
Should some indication be given that a synopsis of this Act may be found in Chapter 132

Page 4-6, Line 25:
DRZ is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Paged-11, Line 32
Shiould MgO be included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 4-11, Linc 35:
CPR s not-included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 4-11, Lings 41-43;
Should 40 CFR Parts 191 and 194 and 10 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page4:13, Lings 12143

Should some indication be given that synopses of the two DOE Orders are to be found in
Chapter 13 of Volume 2? .

Should “DOR/EH 0173T;l"[3nvimnmenml Regulatory Guide 14 for Radiological Effjuent
Monitoring end Environmental Surveillance™ be included in the Chapter # Refercnces?

Page 4-15, Line 35:
Should “provides™ be *provide’?

Also, should the CAAA be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-15, ‘Line 40:
Should some indication be given here that a gynopsis of this Cade is given in Chapter 13,

Volume 27

Papc 4-16, Lines 3-6:
Should CO, §O;, and NO, be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page d:16, Line 152 . }
Why not cite the New México air regulations appropriately and include the reference in the

Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-16, Line 18:
H3S is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 4-18, Foatnate g, Line 23
EAC is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pape 4-18, Line 4:
Shoutd 40 CFR 81.332 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

W321-6
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Page 4-18, Lines 30-31:

40 CFR 81 (see above comment) is included in the Chapter 4 References, the citation in the
above comment and the two here on lines 30 and 31 would be covered.

Page 4-23, Lines 4, 17, 26, 35, 45; Page 4:24, Line 5:
Powers (2009) is not included in the Chapter 4 References,

Paped-23, Line 16:
Should “surface water” used here be ‘groundwater’?

Page 425 Line28:
NMEMNRD is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 4-26 Line 7:
See c Pape 4-23, Lines 4, 17, 26, 35, 45; Page 4-24, Line 5:.

Paped4-31, Line 3:
Should 40 CFR Part 191 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-31, Line 15: )
Should 40 CI'R Part 61 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 431, Line 38:
Should some indication be given thata synopsxs of this DOE Order js available in Chapter 13 of

Volume 2%’

Page 4-33, Page 4-34, Table 4.2.5-1;
Aquilegia chiaplinei: Aguilegia chrysantha var. chaplinet is the currently accepted name.
Empi: trallii exti should be Erpide traillii extinus

Pape 4-34, Footnotes:
Should C, E, $C, SE, 88C, ST, and T be included in the list of A and Abbreviations?

Page 4-45, Line 15:
BNSF is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 4-49, Line 10;
Should 40 CFR Pant 81 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-50, Line 28:
See comment Page 4-49, Line 10z, abovc

Page 4-57, Line 4:
Should 10 CFR Part 835 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

W321-6
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Pape 4-60, Lines 24-27: . _
Should 40 CFR Parts 191 and 194 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-67, Lines 8-9:
Should 49 CFR 173 and 10 CFR 71 be included in the Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 4-74, Tahle 4.3.11-1, Fooinote be
NA is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbrevintions, Also note that NA is used in Table 2.7-3,

Page 2-41 in Footnote a to mean ‘not analyzed’.

Page 475, Line 30:
Should 40 CFR 1508 be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-77, Line 9:

Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of the WIPP LWA is available in Chapter
13, Volume 22

Page 4-77. Lines 18-20:
Should this agreemient be included in the Chapter 4 References?

" Paged-77, Line 26:

Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of the LLRWPAA is to be found in Chapter 13 of
Volume 27 -

Pape 4-77, Lines 32-33:
Should this agreément be included in the Chapter 4 References?

Page 4-77, Lines 34, 41-42, 44; Page 4-78 Line 7;
See comment Pape 4-77, Line 9:.

Pape 4-77, Line 465 Page 2-78, Lincs 2.4
See ¢ Page 4-77, Lines 32-33:.

Pape 4-78, ll.imes 13-14; Lines 32-33; Lines 36-37:

The Hak does not work.

Page 478, Lines 16,23,2%: .
All the authors of these papers should be listed here.

Pape 4-79, Line 2:
The Tink does not work..

Pape 4-79, Line 30: -
This link connects to the WIPP 2006 Annual Site Envirenmental Report not the 1997

Supplemental EIS.

W321-6
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Page 4-81, Lines 12-13:
The link dees not work.

Page 4-81, Line 18: - .
All the authors for this reference should be listed here.

Page 4-82, Lines 5, 39, 423
All the authors should be listed for these references.

Page 4-83, Lines 1, 4, 33:
All the apthors should be listed for these references.

Page 4-83, Lines 40-41, 44:
The links do not work.

. Papge 4-84, Lines 4-§, 8-9:

The links do not work. ,

" Page4-84, Lino 32: .

NEIC is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page §:21, Sources:
Should 40 CFR 52.21 be included in the Chapter 3 References?

Page 5-21, Footnote c:
P & S arc not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 522, Line 2:
AQRV is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 5-22, Line 16:
Should the Clean Air Act Amendments be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Page 522, Lines 16-17: .
Should EPA’s 1999 Regional Haze Rule be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Page 5-22, Lines 23-24: .
Sho}lld 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Page 5-22, Lines 45-46:
Should 40 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Page 5-23, Lines 28-29:
Should some indication be included here that a synopsis of the Noise Control Act of 1982 is

available in Chapter 13, Volume 227

W321-6
(Cont.)
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[

Should tlle “Qmet Communmes Act of 1978, 42 USC, Parts 4901-4918" be included in the
Chapter 5 References?

Page 5-24, i,inm D& 13;
PPV and L, ate not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviati

Page §-33, Line 14:
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of the Endangered Species Act is available

in Chapter 13, Volume 2?

Page 9-13, Line 22:
NMFS is notin the lm of Acmnyms and Abbreviations,

Page 5-34, Line 402

Should some indication be given bere that a synopsis of this Exceutive Order is avaitable in -
Chapter 13, Volume 2?7 .

Page 5-35, Column 3, Last Row:
NE is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 5-41, Lines 30-31:
Should a refercnce for the National Register of Historie Places be included in the Chapter §

References?

Should same indication be given here thata synopsis of the NHPA is available in Chapter 13,
Volume 27 .

Page 5-41, Line 40:
Should 36 CFR Part 800 be inctuded in the Chapter S References?

Page 5-42, Column 1, Réws 4&5:

AHPA and ARPA are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page §-44, Line 46
Barnes et al. 1977 is not in the Chapter § References.

Page 547, Lines 15-16:
Should a reference for the EPA Announcement be inctuded in the Chapter 5 References?

Page 5-47, Line 25.26:
Should H20, CH4, and N20 be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 5-53, Lines 313 B
Should 10 CFR Part 835 bs, mc!uded in the Chapter § References?

Page 5-63, Linc 25:

W321-6
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Should 10 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chaptcr 5 References?

Page 5-65, mes 43.45;
Should “increase™ here be ‘decrease’?

Page 5-69, Lines 24-25: -
Should some indication be given here that synopses of these two NOE Orders are given in

Chapter 13, Volume 2.

Page 5- 74, Line 13:
NAS is not included in the list of Acmnyms and Abbreviations.

Page 574, Line 39:
Should 73 FR. 45029 be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Pape 5-75, Line 42;
Shonld some indication be given that a synopsis of Ihxs Exccutive Order is givenin Clmptcr 13,

Volume 2?

Page 577, Line 36
The scientific name for elk shoukl be Cervus elaphus,

Page 5-82, Lines 44-45;
Should ™ 49 CFR 173.441 (Radiation Level Limitations) and 10 CFR 71.47 (External Radiation

Standards for All Packages)” be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Pape 5-89, L;ne 16: .
Should 40 CFR 1508.7 be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Pﬁgc 5-90, Table 5.3.11-2, Last Column, Sccand Row, Line 5:
RTC is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 5.90, Table 5.3.11-2, Column Four, Last Row, Line 6: Last Column, Last Row, Line
S:

CRWSS is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

RLWTF is not in the list of Acronyms aud Abbreviations.

Page 5-91, Table 5.3.11-2, Column 2, Secend Row, Line 6:
CSWIF iy not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 5-94, Line 3:
Should 10 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chapter 5 References?

Page 5-96, Line 11:
Should a reference for DOE P 454.1 be included in the Chapter § References?

Ww321-6
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Pape 5-96, Lines 40-41:
‘The link doés not work,

Page 5-97, Line 13: .
All authors should be piven for this reference.

Page 5-99, Lines 1,26, 36, 43:
All authors should be listed here for each of these references.

Pape 5-100, Lines 1,4, 33: X
All authors should be listed here for each of these references.

Page 5-101, Lines 39 & 43:
All asthors should be listed here for cach of these references.

Pape 5-102, Lines 1 & 21:
All authors should be listed here for each of these references.

Pape 5-102, Lines 18-19: .
The link here will work if “.him!" is changed to *.htm’

Poge 5-102, Lined2:
The link doces not work.

Page 6:5, Line 41-44:
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis aF the CAA is available in Chapter 13,

Volume 22

Also, should “Washington Administrative Code 42 (WAC) 173-401-200(19)" be inchuded in the
list of Chepter 6 References?

Should the Air Permit be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Page 6-7, Lincs 18 & 24 . .
Should NH; and CCl; be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 6-0, Text Box, Parapraph 4, Line 2:
ERDF is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 6-10, Line 3;
Should WAC 173 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Page 6-19, Line I3:
Should 40 CFR 81 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Pape 6-12, Line 12:

W321-6
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EDNA is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape6-14. Lines 7, 8 12:
Should references be included in the Chapter 6 References for the SkagittTenford Nuclear Power

Plant characterization, the Basalt waste [solation Project study and the New Production Reactor
LE15?

Pape 6-23, Text Box, Line 2:
OWL is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 6-27, Line 23: s
Should 10 CFR Part 1022 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Page 6-34, Text Box, Paragraph 1, Line 3; Paragraph 2, Line 1:

FWS js not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,
CCP is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 6-34, Line 19: - )
Should CaCO; be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 6-39, Lines 37-40:
Would travel times for groundwater from the 200 Area to the Columbia River not increase mther

than decrease duc to the reduced hydraulic gradient?

Page 6-40, Lines 8-9: .
TEDF and SALDS are not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 6-42. Text Box, Lines | & 5
OU und CLUP are not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 6-42, Table 6.1.3-1, Second Column, Title; Column 1 Fntries:
DWS is not in the list of Acvonyms und Abbreviations. .

TCE, TCM and PCE are not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviati

Page 6-43, Line 21: )

Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of DOE Order 5400.5 is available in
Chapter 13 of Volume 2?

Pape 6-46, Line 5: .
Should 40 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Pape 6-46, Line 18:
Should 10 CFR Part 835 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Page 6-47, Paragraph 1, Lines 3-4:

W321-6
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Should some indication be given at least in a footnote to clarify what reference Harper and Hawis
might be? W might also be usefi] to add this reference 1o the Chapter 6 References.

Page 6-48, Line 10:
WDFW is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 6-49, Line 14:
The currently accepted name for O, hymenoides is Achnatherum hymenoides,

Puge 6-49, Line 35;
Cervis elaphus is the cuirrently accepted name for the elk,

Page 6-50, Line 15: .
4 dramus afion should be 4. dransus savannarun,

Page 6-50, Linc 18: - .
Centrocercus wurophasianus is currently accepted name for the Western Sage Grouse.

Page 6-50, Line 402
‘The accepted name for the Basin spadefoot toad is Spea intermontana.

Page 6-50, Line 40:
The aceepted name for the Western toad is Anaxyrus boreas.

Page 6-50, Line 40-41:
The aceepted name for Woodhouse's toad is Anaxyrus woodhousii.

Page 6-52, Table 6.1.5-1;

Anagallis minima is the accepted name for Chaffweed.

The accepted name for Desert Evening Primrose is Qenothera primiveris. -

‘The accepted name for Fuzzytongue penstemon is Penstemon eriantherus.

"The accepted name for rosy pussypaws is Cistanthe rosea.

The aceepted name for Spreading loftingea Logflingia squarrosa ssp. squarrosa

The accepted name for White Bluff's Bladderpod is Lesquereffa fuplashensis.
The accepted name for the shortface lenx is Fisherola nuttalli (note onjy one ij.
The accepted name for the Leopard dace is Rhinichthys falcatus,

" Page 6-53, Table 6.1.5-1;

The accepted name for the Mountain sucker is Catostomus platyrhynchus.
‘The accepted name for the River Lamprey is Lampetra ayresii

The accepted name for the Western Toad is Anaxvius boreas.

The accepted name for the White Pelicun is Pelecanus erythrorhynchos.

Pape 6-54, Footnote a:
SCa, SM, . and X are not in the Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Ww321-6
(Cont.)

W321-7

W321-8

W321-7 Revised per comment.

W321-8  See response to W321-1
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Page 6-70, Line 10:
SR is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 672, Line 36;
RL and PNNL arc not in the tist of Acronyms and Abbreviati

Page 6-72, Line 40: R
DOE-RL and PA are not in the list of Acronyms and Abt

Page 6-72, Line 40: .
Shonld a reference to the Programmatic Agreement be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Pape§-78,Line13:; . -
Should 40 CFR 81,348 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Page 692, Line 11: " -
The accepted name for Charadrius vociferous is Charadrivs voeiferous (nols the lack of an ‘o* in

vociferus).

Page 6-96, Line 46; Page 6-97, Line 1:
Should reterences for 49 CFR 173 and 10 CFR 71 be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Page 6-102, Line 26: . .
Should some indicatic_m be given here that a synopsis of the NHPA is availuble in Chapter 13 of

Volume2?

Pape 6-!66, Ling 14:

* See comment Page 6-102, Line 26: above.

Page 6-111, Section 6.5:
Should a reference for the cited agreement be placed in the Chipter G References?

Should a reference for 74 FR 67189 be included in the Chapter 6 Reference?
Should a reference for the ROD mentioned here be included in the Chapter 6 References?

Pape 6-111, References, AMA 2606;
The link does not work.

Page 6-112:
All the anthors need to be listed here for Bames, J.D., et al,, Bifyard, G.R,, ¢t al,, and Blew, R.D.,
ctal.

Page 6-112, Dicks, N 1999; DOC 2088:
‘The links do not work,

Page G-113:

Ww321-8 .
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All the nulhors need (o bz, listed here for Downs J.L.,, et al,, and Duncan, I.P,, etal.

Page 6-113, EPA 2908!):

The link does not work.

Page 6-114:
All the authors need to be listed here for Hariman, M.J,, et al,, Hoitink, D.J1,, et al., Kennedy, B

et al., and Mumay, C.1, etal.

Page 6-115:
All the authers need to be listed here for Puston, T.M., et al (2006), Poston, T.M., et al. (2007),

Postan, T-M,, etal. (2009), and Rohay, A.C,, etal,

Page 6-116, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008¢; USDA, 20068:
‘The links do not work. .

Page 6-117, WORW 2009:
The link does not work,

Page - 3, I‘|ggrc7 1.1-1, Note:
ANL W is not in the lxsl of Acronyms and Abhrevmnons

Page 7-4, Line 46:
Should the CAAA be mcluded in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Pape 7-5, Line 27;
Should some indication be given here that & synopsisireference is given for Idabo Admlmsmmvc

Procedures Act [IDAPA] 58.01.01 in Chapter 13, Volume 22

Page 7-5, Line 33:
Should a reference for 40 CI‘R 8] be included inthe Chapter 7 References?

Page 7-7, Line 16;
Should 40 CFR 81 be included in the Chaplcr 7 References?

Page 7-10, mgm 7.1.2-1, Legend:
EBR-1, MFC and TAN are not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 7-!5, Linc 3: 7
WCFS is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 7-20, Figure 7.1.3-2, Legend, Water Table Contour, Lines 2 & 4:
NGVD isnot in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.
Should Lindhalm and others, 1988 be included in the Chapter 7 References?

Page 7-22, Figure 7.1.3-4, Source:

W321-8
(Cont.)

STH DD.LD vt

Juaun20(q asuodsay juswuio)) . xipuaddy



vL9I

9107 Ldvnuvp

Woitowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

15 DOE 2000 indicated here the sume as the reference included in Chapter 7 References?
Should DOE 2004 mentioned here be included in the Chapter 7 References?

Page 7-26, Lines 5,10:
The accepted name for the clk is Cervus elaphus.
The accepted name for Myotis ciliolabrum is Myotis leibii.

Page 7-27, Line 26: .
The accepted name for Townsend’s big-eared bat is Plecotus townsendii.

Page 7-28, Table 7.1.5-13 Page 7-29, Footnotes:

The accepted name for the narrowleaf Oxytheca is Oxytheca dendroidea.
The aceepted name for the Spreading gilia is [pomopsis polycladon.
The accepted name for the Long-billed curlew is Numenius americanus.
See cc { for Page 7-27, Line 20: regarding T I’s big-eared bat,

See comment for Page 7-26, Lines 5, 10: for Western small-footed Myotis,
EXPN, 8P2 and UR are not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 7-32, Line 29:
The phrase “,..Census data for the year 2000 and from CEQ) guidelines (CEQ 1997." shonld

read *...Census data for the year 2000 and from CEQ) guidelines (CEQ 1997).’

Page 7-40, Table 7.1.9-1 Title, Line 13 Line 3:
AADT is pot in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

CRMO is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 7=41, Lincs 18-19:
Should the Carcy Land Act of 1894 and the Desert Reclamation Act of 1902 be included in the

Chapter 7 References?

Page 7-43, Line 10: .
Should 40 CFR 81 be included in the Chapter 7 References?

Page 7-61, Lines 41-42: :
Should 49 CFR 173.441 and 10 CFR 71.47 be included in the Chapter 7 References?

Page 7-68, Line 27: .
Should “under Altcrnatives 3 and 4” be ‘under Altcmatives 3 through 5°?

Page 7-70, Line 31:
Here it indicates that in the peak year less than .5% of vacant housing would be required;

however, on Page 7-58, Lines 17-18, it indicates that no more than 2% of the vacant housing
would be required. Which is the better number and shouldn’t its use be consistemt?

W321-8
(Cont.)

W321-9

W321-10

W321-9 Revised per comment.

W321-10 See response to W321-1.
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Page 772, Lines 7, 13, 39
ICDF is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

AMWTP is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.
RPS is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbrevintions,

Pape 7-75, Table 7.5-1 (Cont.), Column 3, Row 1, Line 2:

LDR is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 7-76:

All authors should be listed for the following references: Ackerman, D.J,, etal.; Anderson, S.R.,
et al; Berenbrack, C,, et al.; Black, G,, et al.; Blew, R.D,, ctal; Braun, 1.B,, et al.; Cahn, LS., et
ak.; and Clawson, K.L., ¢t al..

Pape 7-76, Lines 9-10:
The link does not work.

Page 7-76, Line 46:

The link does not work.

Page 7-77, Line 26:
The capabilities of this scarch sitc only cxtend back 365 days. Is putting in the web address of

any real valuc?

Page 7-19: : - .
All authors should be listed for the following references: Knobel, L.L., et al;; Mattson, E.D,, et

al.; and Mitchel}, J.C., et al. 1980.

Page 7-79, Ling 4:
The Huk does not work.

Page 7-80; o ,
All authors should be listed for the following references: Payne, S.J., et al., 2000; and Payne,

$.J,, ctal, 2007,

Paoge 7.81: .
All authors should be listed for the following references: Reynolds, T.D., et al.; and Sperber,

T.D., etal.

Page 7-81 Lines [8-19;
The link does not work.

Page 7-81, Lines 22.2%:
The link does not work:

Page 7-81, Line 45:
“The link does not work.

w321-10
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Page 7-82:
All authors should be listed for-the following references: Vilord, 8.1, et al,; and Wood, T.R., et
al.

Page 8-3, Line 28:
WRCC is not in the 1ist ofAcmnyms and Abbrevmhons.

'Page 8-5, Line 27:
LANS is not in the list of Actonyms and Abbreviations.

Page 8-8, Line 62
Should a reference for 20.2.3 NMAC be included in the Chapter 8 References?

Pngc 838, I,me 15:
Should areference for :IO CFR 81be mc[udcd in thc Chapter 8 References?

Page 8-8, Line 22-
AIRNET is not in the list of Acronym; and Abbreviations,

Pnge 8-10, Line 36;
Should the reference citation here be for DOE 2008b and not DOE 2008¢?

Pope8-11, Line39: | ~
DOE 2008c is not in the (,lmpter 8§ Refercnces.

Page K-IL Lmes 16&24:
See Poge 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Pape 8-13, Line 3¢
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment. .

Pagpe 8-14, Line 1 .
See conunent Page 8-10, Line 36s.

Pape 8-13, Line 3;
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Page 8-17, Fipure 8.1.2-4, Above X-axis:
Purtymun 1984 is not in the Chapter 8 References.

Page 8-19, Lings 26, 35, 37:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comnient.

Page 8-19, Footnote, Line 2:
Should 10 CFR Part 100 be included in the Chapter 8 References?

W321-10
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Pape 8-20, Ling 3:
Sce Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Tage 8-20, Rottom of Figure:
CCF2Z, NFZ, PFZ, PPFZ and VC are not in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 8-21, Lines 2, 13,15, 17:
See Pagre 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Page 8-22, Line 6:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Pape 8-22, Line 29:
Sec Page 8-11, Line 39: commeat.’

Page 8-23, L‘incs é & 3s3:
Sec Page 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Page 8-24, Line 20;
See Pape 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Pape 8-25, Figure 8.1.3-1 Title:
See Paye 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Page 8-26. Text Box, Paragraph 1, Line 5;

TIMS is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 8-26, Lines 20 & 29:
Sce Page 8-11, Line 39:.comment.

Page 8-28, Line 7:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Page 8-29, Lines 2 & 19; ‘Table 8.1.3-2, Source:
Sec Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Page 8-31, Liue 12:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Pape 8-33, Lige 3:
Sec Page 8-11, Line 39: conunent.

Page 8-35, Line 11: .
RDX and TNT are not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

W321-10
(Cont.)
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Page 8-36, Table 8.1.3-4, Footnote a;
DCE, NMGWS and TCA are not in 1he list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 8-36, Line 42 :
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Pagpe 8-38, Text Box, Paragraph 2, Line 3:
SCP i3 not in the list of Acronyms and Abbrevintions.

Page 8-38, Line 13: -
Should some indication be given here mm a synops:s of DOE Order 5400,5 is available in

Chapter 13, Volume 22

Pagu 8-41, Line 25
See Pnge 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Page 8-42, Linc 1;
Bouteloya dactyloldes Is the accepted name fot Buchloe dactyloides .

Page 8—42, Lines 6 & 7;

- See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Page 8—4:2, Text Box:
Ag_hnalherum ymg_gggjes isthe ancepled name for Oryzopsis hymenordes.

Ar Iri is the pted name for Ar ia tri

Eglggmona QausSeosa var. naUseosa is the d nama for Chir,
isthe name for Gulierresia sarthrae.

Page 8-43, Lines 6,7 & 26:
Sce Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Page 8.43, Lines 11,12, 18:

Tamias quadrivittatus is the pted name for Neotamios quadrivittapes.
Cervus elaphus is the accepted nane for Cervus canadensis.
Cremidophorus velox is the nccepted name for Cuemidophorns velux.

Page 8-44, Lines.3, 26, 37:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Pape 8-44, Line 15:
Empide trailli extimus is the d name for Empid teallii exti

Payge 8-45 Table 8,1.5-12
Cynripedium pubescens var. pubescens is the accepted name for Cyprepedium caleeolus L, var.

pubescens,

W321-10
(Cont.)

W321-11

W321-11 Revised per comment.
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Accipiter gentilis is the 2ccepted name for Accipiter gentiles.

Ochotona princeps saxatilis is the accapted name for Oclatona princeps nigrescens.
Bussariscus astutus is the accepted name for Bassariscus astulus.

Myotis leibii is the accepted name for Myofis ciliolabrum.

Page 8-46 Table 8.1.5-1, Source:
Sco Page 8-11, Ling 39: conment.

Page 8-48, Linc 20: .
Should “county” her be ‘ROI'?

Page §-51, Line 23 & 30:
See Page 8-11, Lineg 39: comment.

Page 8-53, Line S & 140
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comment,

Pape 8-56, Line 6: -
Should a source uis well a5 a year (2009) e cited here for Samta Fe's population of 70,0007

Page 8-56, Line 10:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: commcnt.

Pagpe 8-57, Line 13:
Should a refevence be included for 49 CFR 177.825 in the Chapter 8 References.

Page 8-59, Line 12
LANS is not listed in the Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 8-60, Lines 2.5: '
Should the “natural and cultural resotirces management plan™ and the accords with the four

Pueblos be included in the Chapter 8 References?

Page 8-64, Text Box, Parapraph 3, Line2:

DARHT is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 8-66, Line 17:
Should 40 CFR 81.332 be included in the Chapter 8 References?

Page 877, Lines 14-16;
How can the dose from Te-99 be [argely atteibutable to both GTCC LLRW activated metal

wastes and GTCC-like Qt_hcr Waste-RH? Docs this stalement need rewording?

Page 8-80, Line 8:
Bouteloua dactyloides is the accepled name for Buchloe dactyloides.

W321-11
(Cont.)

W321-12

W321-13

W321-12 See response to W321-1,

W321-13 Revised per comment.
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Page 8-85, I;x'nes 24: .
Should 49 CFR 173.441 (Radiation Level Limitations) and 10 CFR 71,47 (External Radfiation
Standards for All Packages) be included in the Chapter 8 References?

Page 8-94, Line 43;
Sec Page 8-11, Line 39: comment.

Page 8-95. Ling20; )
See Pape 8-11, Line 39: comment,

- Pagpe 895, Lines 38 & 44:

The DOE 2008b reference in the Chapter 8 References is not the one for the NNSA Complex
Transformation.

Page 8-958, Lines 44-45;

Should a reference for the ROD foned here be included in the Chapier 8 References?

Pagc 8.97 Lines 34, 40:
See Page 8-11, Line 39: comnient.

Page 8-97, Line 46
Why is a number of 13,500 peaple currently working at LANL used here when a number of

cmployces from 2004 is used on page §-44?

‘Pore8-98:

The following references should have alt authors included: Ball, T,, et al,; Baltz, E.H,, et al,;
Birdscll, K.H., etal,, 2005a; and Birdsell, K.H., et al., 2605b.

Page 8-98 Linc 27;
The link does not work.

Pape 8-99:
The following reforences should have all authors included: Blew, R.D,, et al,; Bradley, C.R,, et
al.

Page 8-99, Line 5:
Bowen, B.M., 1990 isnot cited in Chapter 8.

Page 8-99, Line 26;
The link does not aceess the intended information.

Page 8-99, Line 32:
The link does not work.

Page 8-100, Lines 28-29:
The link does not work,

W321-14

W321-14 See response to W321-1.
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Page 8-100: '
Allof the umhors should bc listed for Gardner, I.N,, et al,, 1999,

Page 8-101, Line 13:
Kwicklis, £, etal, 2005 is not cited in Chapter 8.

Page 8-101; ’
All the authors should be listed for Krier, ., et al., 1997,

Pape 8-101, Lines 20, 24, 28:
The links do not work. .

Page 8-102, Lines 1, 44:
MeclLin, §.G., and E.H. Keating, 2005 and Stauffer, P.H., et al., 2005 are 1ot cited in Chapter 8.

Page 8-102:
Nyhan, J.W,, ¢t al,, 1978; chcau.bL et al., 1998; Romero, R.P,, et 22007 and Shuman, R, et

al,, 2002 should Imve all of the authors lmcd

Page 8-103:
All of the aulhors shonld be listed for Wachs, D, ¢t al,, 1988 and Wong, 1.G,, et al,, 1995,

Page 8-103, Lines 7, 1-12¢

The links do not work.
Dacument Review

Date of Review: . March 25,2011 By: John Wojtowicz

Document Title: Draft Envi I Tmpact Stat for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste
and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D), February 2011,
Volume 2.

Duocument N\imbcr: _ DOE/EIS-(373-D February 2011

Discussion: Sce discussion for Volume 1 comments,

Included below are additional comments, many of an editorial nature.

Specific Comments:

Page xxxiii, Units of Measure:

W321-14
(Cont.)
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

sgpd” is not used in Volume 2 of the document as gallon(s) per day, “galfd’ is, however, used in
several places in the Volume.
kV, mR, nCi, oz, R, 1ad, VdB and jun are not used in this Volume.

. 1.1-1, Figure Top T.abels, Legend, Fipuye Captions

ARL, SORD, MEDA, LLW and Ann are not included in the list of Acronyms and
Abbreviations. ’
A3N fs not included thc Iist of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

kts is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 9.5, Lines 17-20;
Regarding the likelihood of winter precipitation below 4000 ft. elevation, what is 1he clevation

of the proposed GTCC site?

Pnge 9-6, Lme 16:
Should a reference for the 1990 CAAA be included in the Chapter 9 Refercnces?

Page 9-6, Line 27¢
802, NOx and CO are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 9:6, Lines 36, 41, 46:

HAPs is not in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations..

03 is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,
H,S is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 9-6, Line 42; -
The Nevada Ad:mmstranve Code 445B.391 has a shott synopsis in Chapter 13 as Nevada

Revised St Air Bmi C Is Chapter 4458, Somcone trying to relate this synapsis to
the citation here would Jikely have difficulty realizing they might be the same thing. Would it be
better to use the same titles in both places and give some indication that a synopsis is available in
Chapter 13, or, perhaps better, put a reference to the law in the Chapter 9 References?

Page 9-7, Lines 4,19 :
Should 40 CFR 81.322 be included in the Chapter 9 References?

Should 40 CFR 81.418 be included in the Chapter 9 References?

Page 9-9, Faotnote g, Line 2:
EAC is not inchided in the list of Acronyins and Abbreviations.

Page 9-16, Table 9.1.1-3, Seurces;
See comment Page 9-6, Line 42:. Also, note that the link given here does not work.

Page 9-12, Figure 9.1.2-2, Legend, Adapted From:
Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology (1996) is not included in the Chapter 9 References.

Page 9-14, Fipure 9.1.2-3:

‘W321-14.

(Cont.)
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Woijtowicz, John, Commenter 1D No. W321 (cont’d)

BOA, BWY, and Pz ase not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.
The source document given for this fipure is not the correct d The figure originated in
what is given as Bechtel Nevada, 20058 and not Bechtel Nevada, 2005b.

In the original sovrce docn (Brechtel Nevada 2005a) there is a table that explains all the
abbreviations on the Steatigraphic Column in the figure, Perhaps that table should be included
here rather than leaving the reader guessing. Not all the Steatigraphic Nomenclature agrees with
that of the original figute. Also some indication should he made that the figure has been
modified from the original,

Page 9-15, Line 13:
REEC js not in the Tist of Acmnym: and Abbreviations.

Page 9-15, Line 38:
ANSS is nat in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 9-16, Line 6: .
PSHA is not In the list of Acretiyms and Abbreviations,

Pare 9-17, Fisure 9.1.2-5¢

This source of this figure is ¢ited from the incorrect document. It comes from the reference
Bechtel Nevada, 20053 not Bechtel Nevada, 20055,

Page 9-17, Fipure 9.1.2-5, bottom right below figures
Should Worknian, et al., 2002 be included in the Chapter 9 References?

Pape 9.21, Lines 6-7:
CRWMS M&O s not in the list of Acrenyms and Abbreviations.

Page 9-22, Figure 9.1.3-1
Should sonte mdncauon be given here that the ongmal figure came from Hansen, ct al, 19977

Page 924, Figure 9. 1. 3-2'

Should some indication be given here that the figure has been modificd somewhat from the
original. Also, in the original a table explaining thie various stratigraphic symbols is referred to.
Should that table alyo be included in this document?

PYaee 9-28, Figure 9.1.3.3:
Should the Hydrostratigraphic Acronyms in the Figure be included in the list of Acronyms and

Abbrcvialions?
Page 9-29, Lines 44-45:

Elsewherc in the Draft GIS water use is given in gallons and htcrs The same should be done
here. No way of converting from acre-It to gatlons is even included in the Conversion Table,

Page 9-30, Lines 10 & 16:

i e R Sy

Ww321-14
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Sec comment Page 9-29, Lincs 44-45:,

Pape 9-31, Table 9.1.3-4:
Should the original sources of this data (as included in the Table in Bechtel Nevada 20052) be

mentioned for this table and included in the Chapter 9 References?

Page 9-31, Lines 5-7;
Scc comment Page 9-29, Lines 44-45:.

Page 9-34, Text Box, Poragraph 2, Lines 10-11:
Should Lindsay, et al. 1968 and Austin 1998 be included in the Chapler 9 Refcrences?

Page 9-37, Lines 18:19:
The valid name for the bullfrog is Lithobates catesbeianus,

Pape 9-38, Line 14 :
enstemon fruticiformls amargesag is the accepted name for the Death Valley beardtongue.

Page 9-38, Line 16

NNHP is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 9-38, Line 202

Cymopterus ripleyi Is the accepied name for Gymapterys rpleyi var saniculoides.

Page 9-39, Table 9.1.5-1:

Sce comment Page 9-38, Line 14;,

The common name for ‘Drain’ buckwhent should be ‘Darin’s’ buckwheat.
Frascra sibicaulis var. is is the pted name for Frasera pafensis.
See comment Pape 9-38, Line 20:,

Saunromalus ater is the accepled nama for the Chuckwalia.

Myotis teibli is tha accepted name for Myotis ciliolabrum.

Plegotus lawnsendii is the valid name for Corynorhinus tewnsendii.

Page 9-40, Footnote a:
Should 8, 82, 8C, ST, T, and W be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Page 9-47, Text Box, Line 6:
In ‘NNSS SA®, ‘SA’ is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 9-47, Lines 13 & 24:
NTTR is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,
NTS is not in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 9-53, Line 6:
PAs i3 not included jn the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Should these agreements be included in the Chapter 9 References?

Page 9-57, Line 43

W321-14
(Cont.)

W321-15

Ww321-16

W321-15 Revised per comment.

W321-16 See response to W321-1
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COgis not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.”

Page 9-58, Line 18: .
Oy is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 9-58, Line 212
Should 40 CFR 81.329 be included in the Cliapter 9 References?

Pape 9-66, Line 46
“William 2009* should be:*Williams 2009".

Page 9-67, Line 21:
See comment Page 9-66, Line 46:,

Page 9-72, Lines 9-10:
Should 49 CFR 173.441 and 10 CFR 71.47 be included in the Chapter 9 references?

Page 9-82, Lines 21, 34, 38:
JASPER is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

DAF is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,
BEEF is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

- Page 983, Line 6:

Ula is not included in the Tist of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pape 9-87, Line 29:
Should the Notice of Availability (73 FR 2023) be included in the Chapter 9 References.

Page 9-88, Lines 24250 -
The link does not wark.

Page 9-89: o :
The following references need to have all authors listed: Becker, B.D., ¢t al,, 2000; Blomquist,

KW, et al,, 1995; Bright, D.J,, et al,, 2001; Byers, Jr., F.M,, et al., 1989; Crowe, B.M,, etal,,
1983; and, DeNovio, N., ¢t al., 2006. : .

Page9-89, Line23: - .
The link does not take you to any Envi tal Justice Guid

Page 9-89, Line 423
The link does not werk.

Page 9-89, Line d4:
DOE 1992 was not cited in Chapter 9. Perhaps theé citation on Page 9-32, Line 29 should have

been DOE 1992 rather than DOE 1994,

W321-16
(Cont.)
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‘r

Page 9-91:
The following links do not work:
Line 2; Line S (takes you to HSS but nat the mﬁ.rcncc indicated.); Lines 37-38.

Pape 9-92, Line 13

GSA 2006 is not cited in Chapter 9. ’

Also, GSA (Gmlogmal Socicty of America) is not included in the list of Acronyms and
Abbreviations (although, GSA ((' eneral Separations Area (SRS)) is).

Page 9-92:

The following rcfcrmccs need to have all authors listed: Hall, D.B,, et al,, 2003; Hershey, R.L.,

ct al.; Hoover, D.L., et al; Klute, D.S., et al.; and, Laczniak, R.J., clal

Page 9-93: )
The following links do not work:
Line2627."

Page 9-04:
The following links do not work:
Line 34-35; Line 38-39,

Page 9-95, Line
This reference lacks a datc

Pape 9-95, Lmo a8: .
All anthors shou]d be hsaed for Wills, C.A, etal, 2005.

Page 10-1, Lines 37 &41- .
SCSCO and DCS are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 16-5 Line 3:
Should some indication be glven here that a synopsxs of the CAA is available in Chapter 13.

Should CAAA be inctuded in the Chapter 10 Refercnces?

Page 16.5 Line 6:
SCDHEC is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pase 18-5, Line 34:
SCE&G is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-7, Table 10.1.1-2; Footnote b:
NC is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-7, Line 13:
AQCR is not included in the list of A_cronyms and Abbreviations.

Ww321-16
(Cont.)
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Page 10-7, Line 14-15;
Should (40 CI‘R 81.311 and 81,341 be included in the Chnpter 10 References?

Page 10-9, 'I‘ahlc 10.1; 1-3, Sources:

Should 40 CPR 52.2] be included in the Chapter 10 References?

Pape10-9, Line 11: L
Should 40 CFR 81.426 be included in the Chapter 10 References?

Page 10-10, Tablc 19.1.1-4, Coluwn 1, Title:

Hz is not included in cither the Acronyms and Abbreviations or Units of Measute,

Page 10-13, Figure 10,122, Logend:
Should Qal 1, T4, Ty, Itr, Tdb, Tm, and The be included in the list of Acronyms apd

Abbreviations?

Page 10-15, Lines 22-24:
MPSSZ, BSZ, and ARSZ are not included it the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-15, Line 38:
“None of the fault systems at SRS is considered “capable™ should be *None of the fault systems

at SRS are considered “capable™. :
Should 10 CFR Part 100 be included in the Chapter 10 References?

Page 10-16, Figure 10,1.2-4, Legend, Last Line:

ATTA is notincluded in the list of Acronyms and Abbrevlatmns

Png; 10-19, Biyure 10.1.3-1, anure proper:

SRTC/SREL and TNX are not included in the Hist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 10-20, Line 10:
Based on Figure 10.1 3-1 it appears that the distance given here (i.e., 50 km (31 mi)) should

“likely be § km (3.1 mi).

Page 10-20, Line 31:
ETP s not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10:21, Line 12;
CSWTF is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-23, Table 10.1.3-1, Footnotes f; ¢, h:
NR, NA, and ND are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-32 Figure 10.1.3-7, Figure proper:
LLRWOF and MWMF are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 10-32, Line 10;
TCE and PCE are notincluded in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

W321-16
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Page 10-33, Table 10.1.3-2, Column Headings:

HCl is notincluded in the Units of Measure.

Page 10-33, mes 31& 32:
Should some Indication be given here that a synopsis of DOE Order §400.5 can be found in

Chapter 137
SRNS Is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-34, Line 26;
Should 10 CFR Part 835 be mc!udud in the Chapter 10 References? .

Page 10-35, Table 10, 14- 1, Foofnotes ¢ & d:
Although CAP88-PC is included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations, MAXDOSE-SR and

POPDOSE-SR are not.

Page 10-36, Table 10.1.4-1, Faotnote ¢
BISWA and I&D are not included in the list of A and Abbreviati

Page 10-37, Line 39:
Mimus polyglottus ahould be M:mus polyglottos,

Page 10-39, Table 10.1 :S-1. Column 1; Fastnote az
The valid name for Rana capito is Lithobates capito
T3, SE, 8T, and T are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 16-45, Line 7z -
Tt might be better 10 inciude the actual reforence in the Chapter 10 references (i.e., DOE (U.S. Dcpamm:nt
0

of Energy), 1998, Savannah River Site Future Use Plan, S h RiverOperations office, S
River Site, Aiken, South Carolina.).

Page 10—#9, Line2t: .
SRARP is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pape 10-50, Line 4-8:
Should this Programmatic Agreement be included in the Chapter 10 References.

Page 10-83, Line 7:
Should 40 CFR 81.341 be included in the Chapter 10 Refercnces?

Page 10-54, Line 25:
Should 40 CFR $1.341 be included in the Chapter 10 Refercnccs?

Puye 10-71, Lines 35 & 362
Should 49 CFR 173.441 and 10 CFR 71,47 be included in the Chapter 10 References?

Page 18-81, Line 20:
MOX is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

W321-16
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Page 10.82, Line 15: ,
Should 61 FR 40619, August 1996 be included in the Chapter 10 References?

Page 10:82, Line 16:
LEU is not included in the sl of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10:82, Line 20:
Should the TVA Interagency Agreement with DOE be included in the Chapter 10 References?

Page 10-82, Lines 30, 35, 36
TEF, RHB, TPB and TSB are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 10-82, Line 40:
“The TBP” should be “The TPB’,

Pape 10-83, Lines 11, 21:
ARP, MCU and SWPF are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbroviations,

Page 10-83, Line 22:
Should “the tank high-level radicactive waste” be ‘the tank’s high-level radioactive waste'?

Page 10-83, Line 44 . :
DWPF is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 10-85: . X
All authors should be listed for the following references: Aadland, RK, ct al., 1995; Aadland,

RXK., et al., 1999; und Brooks, M.J., etal,, 1986,

Pape 10-85, Lines 27-28, 40;
The links do not work,.

Pape 10-86:
All authors should be listed for the following references: Cabak, M.A., et al,, 1996 and Cook,

IR, et al, 2004,

Page 10-86, Lines 8, 32, 43-45:
The link leads to the White House web page, but not the CEQ Guidance.

The link does not work.
This document is not ¢ited in Chapter 10,

Pagpe 10-87, Lines 41-45:
All authors should be listed for Fallaw, W.C., et al,, 1992,

Pagc 10-88:

W321-16
(Cont.)
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All authors should be listed for the following references: Geltici, J.A., et al,, 1994; Harris, MK.,
etal, 1998; Hiergesall, R.A., ct al. 2000; and Lewis, MR, et al,, 2004,

Page 10-89:
All authors should be hsted for Millings, M.R,, et al., 2009,

Page 10-89, L.ines 13, 26, 30, 33-34 :
The links do not work.

Page 16-904
All authors should be listed for Peterson, MLJ,, et al,, 2005, ~ -

Page 10.91: ‘
Al authors should be llsled f‘or Swingle, R.F,, H, et al,, 2008,

Page 10-9l,_ Lines 4-5, 28-29, 32-33:
This link does not take you dircetly to the article cited.

The Jinks do not work.

Page 10-92:
Al authors should be listed for the following references: Wike, LD, et al,, 1996; Wike, L.D., et

al., 2006; Wyatt, D.E, et al,, 2000,

l"age 10-93; Lines 3-4:
All authors should be listed for Yu, C., et at., 2000.

Pnge 11-5, Line 38:
Should the study done in 1987 by Mariah and Assocmtes be included in the Chapter 1

. References?

Page 11-10, Line 8¢ ¢
Should 40 CER 81.332 be included in the Chapter 11 Mcmnccs?

Page 11-11, Line 25:
Should 40 CFR 81,332 be included in the Chapter 11 References?

Pape 11-25, Lines 23-24:
Should 49 CFR 173.441 and 10 CFR 71.47 be included in the Chapter 11 References.

Pape 11-36, Line 3
Should 40 CFR Part 2300 be included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations?

Pape 11-36, Lines 8-10:
All authors should be listed for Barnes, ).D,, ¢t al,, 1977; however, this reference is not cited in

Chapter 11.

W321-16
(Cont.)
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Page 1136, Lines 18-20:
This link does not take you to the Environmental Justice document. The following link does,

however: http:ffceq.hss.doe.govinepa/reps/ei/jnstice. pdf,

Page 11-37, Lines 1-3:
EPA. 1974 is not cited in Chapter 11,

Page 11-37, Lines 9-10:
The link does not take you directly to this infonmation. A better link is:

m;;:flkg\\'\v.egzn.guvlsm_lglg_éa_nlclinmlu!resourcmlsmk; energyea2iny.himl

Page 12-1, Line 11: . .
Should the FedBizOpps solicitation be included in the Chapter 12 References?

Page 12-3, Lines 38-39, 44:
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of DOE Order 5400.5 is available in

Chapter 137 Also, should 10 CFR Part 20 be included in the Chapter 12 References?
Should 10 CFR Part 835 be included in the Chapter 12 References?

Page 12-16 Line 26:
Kd iz not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

em” is not included in the Units of Measure.

Page 13-4, Line 28; - -
Should 40 CFR Part 61 be included in the Chapter 13 Roferences?

Page 13-5, Line 11:
SARA and EPCRA aré not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape 13-5, Linc 306: : -
FIFRA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 13-10, Line 31;
FLPMA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 13-11, Lines 8, 12:
Should 10 CFR Part 56 and 10 CFR Part 72 be included in a References section in Chapter 137

Pape 13-12, Line 7: .
Should 10 CFR Part 1021 be placed in a Chapter 13 References section; and, should some

indication be given here thata synopsis of DOE Order 451.1B is available in Chapter 137

Page 13-12, Line 19:
Should 10 CFR Part 1022 be included in a Chapter 13 References section?

Page 13-16, Lines 33-34;

w321-16
(Cont.)
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Should 40 CER Parts 1500-1508 and 10 CFR Past 1021 be included in & References section for
Chapter 137 .

Page 13-17, Line 3:
Should 49 CFR Pasts 100 through 185 be included in a References scction for Chapter 137

Pape 13-18, Line 29:
HMR is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 13:21, TABLE 13.6-1, Column 2, Line 2:

NMSA is not in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page 13-22, TABLE 13.6-1, Rew 2:
This is the sccond eatry for Environmental Oversight and Montoring Agreement in (his table.
Sce Jast row of table on page 13-24,

Page 13-22, TABLE 13.6-1, Row 5, Column 2, Line 1

SC is not incltded in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 13-22, TABLE 13.6-1, Row 5, Column 3, Line 7;

NSPS is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page 13-23, TABLE 13.6-1, Calumn 2, Row 4, Line 1;
RCW is not included it the Jist of Acronymis and Abbreviations,

Page 14-1, Line d2: | .
Is the statement here corvect? “(borehole, all land sites but SRSY'? Of the generic sites
considered in the EIS only the western NRC region is evaluated for borehole disposal.

Page 14-2, Line 5: . :
As in comment Pape 14-1, Line 421, is the statement here correet? Only Regions II and IV are

cvaluated for this alternative,

Page 14-8, Line 4:
‘Why is no indication given here of the coverage of NEPA in Chapter 13?

Pase A-1, Line 10:
ANOI is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page A5, C'u!umn I Line 3:

GNEP is not included in the list of Acronyms and abbreviations,

Page A-9, Column 1, Row 2, Line 1:
HOSS is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page A-9 Colunin 2, Last Row, Line 9:

Ww321-16
(Cont.)

W321-17

W321-17 A Reference list was added for Appendix J.
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

It would be helpful if somewhere in this document a full reference for the London Convention

1972 could be provided. A document provided for review by the Public should be fully
reviewable by the Public,

Page A-11, Coluru 2, Lines |12 & 211
A complete reference should be provided associated with this citation, Although the reference is

inclnded in Public Scoping issuc 33 on page A-7, it is not likely that anyone seeking this
reference would find it there,

Page A-11, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Lincs 3-5:
The reference for EPA 1999 is available on page G-133 of this document; however, it would

probably be better to create another Reference Section for Appendix A, rather than cite the
reference on page G-133.

Page A-12, Colurnn 2, Row §, Line 2:
A Raference Section should be pmvtdcd in Appendlx A forthe NOI

Page A-13, Column 2, Lines 3-4, 7.9, U
Public Law 99-240, DOE's 1987 Report to Congress, and EPAct 2005 should be includedina

Section for App

P

Page B-1, Lines 45 & 46; Page R4, Lines 17-19;
On page 1-19 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIS, the following statement Is made “Wastes from the

NDA and SDA 13 at the West Vatley Site that could potentially be ext for about
3,500 m' 14 (120,000 ') of GTCC LLRW Qther Wasw " Hcrc (Page B-1) the following
statement is made: *...and an additional 4,300 m3 (150,000 ft3) of GTCC LLRW could be

gt d should a decision be made to exhume the NDA and SDA.” And on Page B-4 itis
stated *An additional 4,300 m3 18 (150,000 3} of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes could
be generated by the exhumation of 19 the NDA and SDA at the site as part of future
deconnmissioning activities,”

Page B-4; Lines 8 & 10, 46;
MPPB and WTF are not ineluded in the list of Aczonyms and Abbreviations.

B&W is not inelnded in the list of Acronyms and Abbraviations,

Page B-3, Lines 1 & 2:
MURR. and MIPS are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page B-19, Table B-8; Footnote o, Lines 4 & §;
EC and IT are not includéd in the list of Acronyms and Abbrevintions.

MeV Is ot included in the Units of Measuse,

Page B-21, Line8:
Should 10 CFR 61.53 be included in the Appendix B References?

Page B-24, Line 23; -

W321-17
(Cont.)

W321-18

W321-19

W321-18 Revised per comment.

W321-19 See response to W321-1
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

e B e o o i e e S o e e A A

Should 10 C}’R Part 71 bc mcluded inthe Appendlx B References?

Page B-26, Line i7:
NAC and STC are not included in the list of A and Abt

Page B«33, Line 8:
All authors should be listed for Curlson, T., etal., 2006,

Page C-3, Lines 4-6:
Should Hydrologic conditions (including hydwlog:c pararneters, such as ﬂow volumes [surface

water] and hydraulic conductivity {g,mundwatcr]) inthe vncmuy of each site evaluated in this

Q" F(‘C Ub and are described in the affected envi " read “Hydrologic conditions
¢ 2 hydrologic p , such as flow volumes [surface water} and h)dxaullc
conductivity [groundwatcr]) in the vicinity of cach site evaluated in this GTCC EIS und are
deseribed in'the affected environment seetions?

Pape C-4, Line 45:
HTO is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page C-ll, Line 26;
Should 10 CTR 61.50 be included i in the Appendlx C References?

Page C-12, Line 1: W321-19
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of DOE M 435.1 Is available in Chapter (Cont.)
137 -

Page C-14, Lines 3-17' ,
Q, MAR, DR, ARI‘ RE and LPI‘ are not ineluded in the Hst of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page C-14, Lim 45:
HVAC is not included in the st of Acronyms and Abbmvnauons

Page C-21, Line 17:.
MNAICS is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations. .

Page C-23, Line 23:
Should some indication be given here that a synopsis of Exccutive Order 12898 is prm'ldcd in

Clmptcr 137"

Page €-32, Lines 24-25: :
Since no more information is provided in Chapler 13 ling the H
Transportation Act of 1975, it might be appropriate to inchude the reference to this Act in the

Appendix C References.

1. Naterin

Page C-32, Line 35:
Should 10 CFR Part 7} be included in the Appendix C Reft 7
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Wojtowicz, 'John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Page C-33, Lines 6 & 16:
Should 49 CFR 397.101 and 49 CFR 173.403 be inchuded in the Appendix C References?

Also, HRCQ is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page C-33, Line 35:
Wauld it be better here and in the Acronyms and Abbreviations to refier to TRAGIS as the

Transportation Routing Analysis Geographic Information System?

Page €3G, Line 11:
Should 49 CPR 173.413 be ineluded in the Appendix C References?

Pugte C-36, Line 28:
See comment for Page C-32, Line 35: above.

Page C-38, Figum C2, Botiom of Figure:

“1300 K Fire Duration (hours)” is a confusing label on this figure, It appears that the original
figure label was “ 1360° Kelvin Fire Duration (hours) as appears in DOE’s A Resource
Handbook on DOE Transportation Risk Assessment, July.2002.

Also, K is not included in the Units of Measure.

Page -39, Figare C-3, Bottom of Fipure:
See commient Page C-18, Figure C-2, Battom of Figure: nbove.

Page C-41, Line 6: |
Should 49 CFR 173.441 and 10 CFR 71.47 be included in the Appendix C References?

Page C-43, Table C-18, Footuote b

The footnote “Fraction of rural and suburban travel on freeways is assumed to be 1. Thus, the
rural speed is used for both urban and suburbun zones in RADTRAN for truck transport.” is
quite confusing. Perhaps what is being done here should be more clearly explained.

Page C-47, Lines 26-27:
Should “President Obama’s Memorandum on Tribal Consultation (dated November 5, 2009)" be

included in the Appendix C References?

Page C-47, Lines 27 & 30:
Should some indication be piven that synopscs of Bxecutive Order 13175 and DOE Oxder 144,1

are availabke in Chapter 137

Page C-49, Line 8:
All authors should be listed for Biwer, .M., et al., 1997,

Page C-49, Line 13: -
The link does not work.,

Page C-50, Line 30;

W321-19
(Cont.)
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d)

Al auﬂmrs should be Iismd for Dubrin, J.W., atal, 1997,

P'ige C-Sl, Lines 1,35& 39*
The following references should have all authors lxstcd Fischer, LE., ct al., 1987; Hanson, C.E,,

et al,, 2606; and, Menge, C.W., et al, 1998,

Page C-51, Line 28
The link docs not work.

Page C-52, Lines 1 & 5:
The following references should have all authors listed: Napier, B.A,, et al,, 1988; and, Sprong,

IL., et al,, 2000,

Page c-:,z, Line 41: . -
The link * http://factfinder.census/movs™ does not v.ork 1t should be

*hitp: J‘Ifaclﬁnder censyst. govl",

Page C-53, Lincs L,15&19: -
The following refesences should have all authors fisted: Weiner, R }‘ etal, 2006; Yoan, Y.C,, et

al., 1995; and, Yu, C,, ctal,, 2007,

Page -6, Lings 2123
Perhaps a picky detail; however, could “The casing would provide stability to the borchole walls

and ensure thut waste paukages would not snag and plug the borchole as they were Jowered and
would not sit in an upright position when they reached the bottom.™ be misconstrued to mean
that the casing is meant fo cnsure that (he waste packages would not sit in an upright posmon
when they reach the bottom of the borchole?

Page D-19, Table D-1, Footnote a:

S/C is not in the list of Acronyms aird Abbreviations.

Page D-20, Table D-3, }"roiect Management Labor Cofumn, Row 3t
QA/QC is notin the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page -20, Table D4, Cost Smmmary Colun, Row 3:
ODC is not in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page D-27, Table D-11, Fostnate a;
USG and Mcfare not included in the Units of Measure.

Page D-29, Table D-14, Footnote a:

" Should 40 CFR Part 50.0 ¢t seq. be included in the Appendix D Reft 7

Pape D-38, Table D-21, Footnote a, Lings 3-d¢
The link does nat work; however, httpil/greet.cs.anl.gosd will,

W321-19
(Cont.)

W321-20

W321-21

W321-22

W321.23

W321-20

W321-21

W321-22

W321-23

Link has been corrected.

The reference list was reviewed against the citations in the EIS and was corrected, as
appropriate. Conventional format holds that public laws are named but not provided as
references. Argonne’s default style is largely based on the University of Chicago Style Guide,
whereby, if there are multiple authors of a reference, the last name of the first author is cited,
followed by “et. al”. This is the format followed in this and other EISs.

The link has been corrected.

See response to W321-1
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Page D-36, Table D-24, Fontnote a:
it is unclear what reference Sandia 2008 refers to. Appendix D References contain both Sandia
2008a and Sandia 2008b. Is this Sandia 2008 cither of thost references?

Page -39, Line 8:
All authors should be listed for Denson, R.H,, et al, 1987,

Pape E-2, Line 29: .
.. Jatent cancer facility (LCF) risks...” should read *“...latent cancer facitality (LCF) risks...”,

Page £-7, Line 35-37: .
BIOMOV 11, EMRAS and JAEA are not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Papge B-17, Line 23:
NAS is not included in the list of Acranyms and Abbreviations.

Page B-21, Lines 25.29:
Why was a grout stability period of less than 500 years not censidered?

Page F-36, Table E-5, Value Sclection Rationale Coluwn, Fourth Dntry, Lines 6-7:

IDF is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page B-d41, Tahle E-6, S;zurce Column, Raw 5, Lines 1.2:

Previows eatries for Sheppard and Thibaule 1990 did not included parentheses around the 1990,

Page E-43, Table E-7, Source Column, Row 1, Line 8t
The link does not work.

Page E-G4, Table E-18, Footnote ¢, Line 3:
UZ and SZ ure not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page [5-83: © o
All authors should be listed for the following references: Adler Flitton, MK, et al,, 2004; Baes,
C.F,, ct al, 1984; Beyeler, W.E, et al,, 1999; and, Birdsell, K.H., etal,, 1999,

Page I-84;
All authors should be listed for the following references; Campbell, AR, ct al., 1996 and Cook,

LR, ctal, 2004,

Page £-85: .
All authors should be listed for the following references: Duncan, LP, (editor), et al., 2007 and

Flach, G.P., el al,, 2005,

Pape £-86:

W321-24

W321-25

W321-26

W321-27

W321-28

W321-29

W321-24

W321-25

W321-26

W321-27

W321-28

W321-29

Revised per comment.

The reference list was reviewed against the citations in the EIS and was corrected, as
appropriate. Conventional format holds that public laws are named but not provided as
references. Argonne’s default style is largely based on the University of Chicago Style Guide,
whereby, if there are multiple authors of a reference, the last name of the first author is cited,
followed by “et. al”. This is the format followed in this and other EISs.

Revised per comment.

The intent of the acronym list in the Final EIS was to focus on providing those acronyms that
were of most benefit to facilitate the understanding of the content of the EIS; it was not
intended to be all inclusive. Many abbreviated terms are defined in the adjacent discussion.

A sensitivity analysis was included so that the results for other number of years could be
extrapolated.

See response to W321-1.
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All authors should be listed for the following references: Krier, D, et al,, 1997; Xrupka, K.M.,

et al,, 2004; Last, G.V., et al,, 2006; Longmire, P., et al., 1996; Mattigod, S.V., et al,, 2002; and

MMES et al,, 1994,

Pape E-87:

All authors should be listed for the following references: Phifer, MLA,, ct al., 2007; Powers, -

D.W,, etal,, 1978; Shott, G.),, et al,, 1998; and, Stauffer, P11, et al., 2005,

Page B-87, Lined1: .
The link does not work; however, the information may be found at

Page G-6, Line 1: .
GRCC is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-20, Line 9: )
ATWS is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-20. Line 42:
BARA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abl

Page G-21, Figure A-1, near center of figure:

NAFR and TTR are not included in the list of Acronyms snd Abbreviations.

Page G-23, Figure A-2, figure caption:
NESDIS is nat included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page G-32, Line 42:
AITC is not included in the list of Acronyins and Abbreviations,

Page G33, Line 25: -
IM EA is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape G-56, Line 11:
ERDF is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page G-57, Line 33:
OWL is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-66, Line 3;
CLUP and CCP arc not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-67, Linc 1
FWS is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-67, Line 21:

W321-29
(Cont.)

W321-30

W321-30 The intent of the acronym list in the Final EIS was to focus on providing those acronyms that
were of most benefit to facilitate the understanding of the content of the EIS; it was not
intended to be all inclusive. Many abbreviated terms are defined in the adjacent discussion.

The tribal narratives in Appendix G were provided by the organizations indicated on page G-1.
The text was included as received without editorial changes. The abbreviation is defined within
the text of the sentence.
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OUJ is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbrevintions.

Page G-76, Line 43:

OMB is nol included in thc fist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

P.:ge G-‘?s, Ling 9: .
NPTEC is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-78, Line 38:
DOE-RL is hat mCluded in the list of Acronyms and Abbn.v jations.

Page G-82, I.ine 4
TIMS is not inctuded in the Iist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G—86, Line30; -~ .
NIMS 18 not incloded in the fist of Acrenyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-89, Line 25: *
DARHT is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Pape G-94, Line 26:
NIPA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-94, Linc 46: .
NE and 8C are nat inelyded in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pape G-96, Ling 9; .
ITA is not inecluded in the list oFAcwnyms and Abbrevintions,

Page G-94, l.xne i6: ’
FERC is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-97, Line i2:

OPA is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-111, Line q;
FEP is notincluded in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Papge G-111, Table, Column 3, Row 1, Line 2:
QALY is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-112, Table, Column 3, Row 3, Line 1:
NRDA is not i]xcludcd in (he list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-112, Table, Column 3, Row 12, Line 1:
TCP is not included in the Jist of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

W321-30
(Cont.)
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Page G-116, Line §: E
EJ is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-119; Line 213
QOL is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

" Page G-125, Line 1y

RME is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Pape G-129, Line 33:

Tin the wnits of measure on Pége xxxifi, gpd is indicated to mean gallon(s) per day. Here it is used
for grams per day.

Page G-129, Footnote 37, Line 13 .
UNEP/UNCHS and BTF are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-132, Lines 9, 12, 18:
CHAD, CARB and USACHPPM are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Page G-132, Faotnotes 41 & 48, Line 11
OSWER and RAC are not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations,

Page G=139,Line31:
APE is not incleded in the list of Acronymns and Abbreviations.

Page G-140, Line 32¢ -
IC is not included in the list of Acronyms and Abbreviations

W321-30
(Cont.)
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Wood, Phyllis, Commenter ID No. W66

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 5:227 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10066

Thank you for your comment, Phyllis Wood.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10066. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in afl pond g 1o this ¢

®

Comment Date: May 23, 2011 05:26:43PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10066

First Name: Phyllis

Middle Initial: E

Last Name: Wood

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97206

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
As 3 private citizen | fail to understand why sending nuclear waste through cities is being seriously considered as an
option. :

Q about sut ¢ s over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W66-1

W66-1

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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Wright, Maureen, Commenter ID No. 154
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L54-1

L54-1

L54-2

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than
TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new
facility within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing
and evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons
provided in the EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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Wyers, Juliet, Commenter ID No. 1410

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be received on or before June 27, 2011

Me  Mrs.  Ms.  Mre&Ms. Do

Name: O e (J‘/Ed?(,

Title: >
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L410-1

Step mx&wr:»)w norlasr asle, avd g2

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you provide on this form iy be published as past
of the public record for this project, including publicativn on the lntemet. Individual respondents may reqiest
confidentiality by checking one of the two boxes below. The DOE will honor such requests 1o the extent aflowed by faw.
All submission from izations and busi or from individuals identifving themselves as representatives or officials
of ions or busi will be available to the public in their entirety.

Withheld my name and address from the puhlic record.
Withhold only my address from the public record

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Amnold Edelman

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Encrgy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Comment form may be faxed 10
(301) 9034303

or sent by electronic mail to:

greceis@anl.gov

L410-1

L410-2

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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From: . gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 3:35 PM
To: gtecelsivebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: . Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E15 C GTCC10365

Thank you for your comment, Scott Wyse.

" The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10365. Please refer ta the comment

tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.
Comment Date: June 23, 2011 03:35:00PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Commment; GTCC10365

First Name: Scott

Middie Inltlal; ¢

Last Name: Wyse

Address: 4309 SW Twombly Avenue
City: Portland

State; OR

Zip: 97239

Country: USA

Email: sov®wysekadish.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withho!d name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
) am opposed to trucking radioactive waste through the Columbia Gorge to Hanford. The risks arising from such an
activity are simply too high to be tolerated. . .

Questions about submitting comrents over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Grestar-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W365-1

W365-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Yarbrough, Carol, Commenter ID No. W503

From: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; o7 Sunday, June 26, 2011 6:03 PM

To: N - pmall_gteceisarchives; gtecet @anl.goy; gteceis@antgov

Subject: . Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radigactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10503
Attachmants: . Nuclear_ Waste_transport_comments_GTCC10503.dacx

Thank you for your comment, Caro! Yarbrough.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10503. Please refer to the comment
tracking har in all correspond relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 06:03:06PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Dr.all Comment: GTCC10503

First Name: Caro!

Last Name: Yarbrough-

Qrganization: Citizens for Quality Living

Address: .

City:

State:

Zip:-

Country; USA™

Privacy Preference; Withhold address only from public record
Attach : Ci\fakepathy Waste port docx

Questions about si:bmittl ng comments over the Web? Contact us at: ptcceiswebmaster@anlsov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-level Rad ive Waste EiS Wet at (630} 252-5705. R
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Yarbrough, Carol, Commenter ID No. W503 (cont’d)

Greater than Class C Waste

Office of Technical and Regutatory Support EM-43
VS Department of Energy -

1000 independence Avenue, NW.

Washington DC 20585-01198

To whom it may concern,

We are writing this letter to express our deep concern and opposition to adding more highly radloactive
wastes to the immense quantities of waste already stored at Hanford, Washington, The USDOE has not
retricved and treated the existing material fulfilling the required cl and ¢ fiance with existing
lawss. Expanding the use of Hanford as a nuclear waste dopository and recycling facility puts the
Cofumbla River, along with the downstream towns, cities, farms, ranches and wildlife in jeopardy.
Ground water contamination from existing liquid nuclear waste is moving closer every year to the
Columbia River.

Backers of the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership {GNEP) are supporting the use of Hanford in
Washington State as the Nation's depository for high level nuclear waste, It would appear that the
nuclear power industry continues to promise what has failed to deliver that nuclear power is clean and
safe. They, of course, continue to ignore the waste disposal Issue as they have been daing for the past
50 years. No informed person who doesn’t have a vested interest in promoting nuclear power belleves
that the waste disposal prohlem will merely go away. They promise and promise and continue to fail to
deliver. .

We urge the US DOE to find ways to reduce the amount of radloactive waste, not plan for expanding
more nuclear power reactors. Qur concern Is not with a meltdawn of the reactor core. Many public

e pieces pr ing expanding nucfear power cities the safety features of new design reactors,
but they all fail to deal with the waste disposal problem. Qur concern regarding expanding nuclear
power is the disposal of tha spent radiaactive waste. Presently, mifitary waste Is stored in New Mexico
and non-military waste disposal at that site is banned. Nevada doesn’t want the waste stored in their
state. For several decades the National Acadi of Science has suggested that deep geological disposal
in the stable Granite Shield of North America a5 the mast viable nuclear waste disposal site, yet the DOE
continues to ignare their advice. In addition ta the waste disposal problem expanding nuclear power in
the United States presents increased risk in transportation of radioactive waste from around the country
to the Hanford site. Increase truck, train and barge troffic carrying radioactive waste comes with
increased risk in accidents and potential hi-jacking the material for use in terrorism,

Other countries that have extensive nuclear prog are now Idering nuclear power. Japan, due
to the recent earthquake and tsunami and damaged their reactors, is looking to the other power sources
according ta the Bloomberg Business Week. The June 67, 2011 Oregonian reported that Germany is now
rethinking their energy strategy and glan to phase out nuclear power plants, The United States needs to
rethink its energy policy without nuclear povrer.

USEOQEs nuclear waste cleanup track record at Hanford is unsatisfactory, incompiete and calis inta
question their ability to handle even mare waste,

In 2004 Washington voters passed hitl 1-297, by the highest vote to date in state history, which required
the cleanup and compliance before adding more waste.

W503-1

W503-2

W503-3

W503-1

W503-2

W503-3

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste, ensuring the safety of nuclear power plants, and
promoting alternative energy sources are outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site.
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Yarbrough, Carol, Commenter ID No. W503 (cont’d)

We are cancern citizens, not ‘the sky s falling” type of people, We recognize the need fora stroné
def and energy Independ but do not support nuclear power because of the waste dispogal
problem

We urge you take a positive and proactive stand against the proposal to store and or reprocess any
additional nuclear waste at the Hanford site.

Thank ydu,

John and Carél Yarbrough
Citizens for Quality Living :
38 Cimmiyotti Road

Lyle, WA 98635

W503-4

W503-4  Stopping the generation of nuclear waste, ensuring the safety of nuclear power plants, and

promoting alternative energy sources are outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Yateﬁ, Patricia, Commenter ID No. W353

From: ) gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Thursday, June 23, 2011 1:43 PM

To: gteceisvebmaster@anl.gov

Subfect: Recelpt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10353

Thank you for yaur comment, Patricia Yates.

The comment tracklng number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10353. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 01:42:55PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10353

First Name: Patricia

Middle Initial: L

Last Name: Yates .
Address: 3111 N.E. Edelwelss Ct.
City: Vancouver

. State: WA

2ip: 98682
Country: USA

Email: phunnyguri0? @yahoo.com
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Dear Janlce,

Protect our Columbia River and prevent cancer in the children who will drink the contaminated water from the Encrgy
Department's {USDOE's) latest plan to use Hanford as 3 National Radioactive Waste Dump for extremely radioactive
wastes. . '

12,600 truckloads of extremely radicactive waste would come through Oregon and Spokane to Hanford, if Hanford is
chosen as the nationaf radioactive waste dump for extremely radioactive (GTCC) wastes.

This is in additian to the 17,000 truckloads with 3 million cubic feet of other radioactive and radioactive chemica] wastes
which USOOE decided in 2004 to ship to Hanford for disposal ~ Heart of America Northwest continues legat efforts and
organizing to overturn, This would total 4 trucks a day, every day for 20 years.

W353-1

W353-2

W353-1

W353-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of analyses were
done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers.
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Yates, Patricia, Commenter ID No. W353 (cont’d)

Truck routes Include 1:5 thraugh Eugene, Salem, Portiand; 1-84 over the Blue Mountains; and 1-90 through Spokane.

In 2008, USDOE admitted that trucking similar highly radloactive wastes to Hanford would cause as many as 816 fatal
cancers in the public exposed to the radiatlon from the trucks along the routes - even if there are o accidents or
terrarist attacks.

This is due te the fact that the casks used for trucking cannot shield all of the radiatlon without being too heavy to truck.

Highly radioactive F toni hi are a prime target for terrorists - especially when the US government is trucking
them through the centerof cmes such as Portland or Spokane. .

In the event of a foreseeable accident with fire ora terrorist atlack ona truckload of highly radioactive Plutonium waste
en route to Hanford on 1-205 and I-5 or 1-90, an ind| d ¢ foned by Heart of America Northwest
Research Center found that hundreds of square miles of either Portland or Spokane would be ¢ inated and over 3
thousand fatal cancers would result.

Questlons about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705.

W353.2
(Cont.)

STH DO.LD [pulsd

JUUNIO(J asuodsay Juauwnio)) :f xipuaddy



[1.Ir-r

9107 &vnuvp

From: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 11:32 PM
L To: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radloactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10285

Thank you for your comment, Christine Yun.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment {s GTCC10285. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all ¢ d relating to this comment.

P

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 11:31:28PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Lov-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10285

First Name: Christine

Last Name: Yun

Country: USA .

Privacy Preference: Don't withhald name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Why does nuclear waste have to be stored at Hanford? To endanger a national treasure, the Columbla River Gorge, with
possible nuclear i and thereby denying people of the ability to enjoy such a naturat wonder does not seem
right.

Hanford is already the most poliuted area in the Western Hemisphere, with 53 million gallons of high level nuclear and
chemical waste stored in aging, leaky tanks near tie Columbia River. This deadly waste is currently feaking underground
and flawing slowly Into the Columbia. The number one priority should be to stop more waste from leaking into the river
and clean up the existing waste and ¢ d soil.

Questions about sut g \ts over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greatar-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W285-1

W285-2

W285-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W285-2  See response to W285-1
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Zega, Leslie, Commenter ID No. L416

DRAFT E‘{VIRONME\T AL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be received on or before June 27, 2081

Mo Meso_ MsiY Me&Mes Do

Name: ,,Lé_‘g[-.}_e_z,éé/’"

Title:

Organization: QD’YZMM/N&{ALW%&@J 74{‘}2{ / d—A )
Addross: Q o Fox b¢30"

City: V_%COUVM—— State: Ldél’ e 7P Codle: fﬁ(éﬁgm
_ E-Mail Address: /f ) { (RIAT T —-}‘-/4[1_92'_ fan
"ﬁ'\o "ILVM«: ,/)th.\‘m,: o fz'

Phone:

..,_._J.L,UA.QM_@MTQJ Taovs b g orlaccek puoton _cree |
i !
mw@ﬁiwém,k_w:x..al,m m«.\..m;:@mw./i"::m&%a%a_/
(ondtapinctonn s i( nof= M%:m
(xdnaned . Dd= [{ Lzl /M
b P lobinhir Pder Y &&Wmd__yﬁk turad.

STOF Tre pli {Q, éh’/‘ ZQJ ‘
WITHHOLDING OF FERSONAL T u.“.nl'ﬁs./ oisrnatlon P o de YT Rty be published as part

of the poblic record for this project, including publication on the Interaet. Individnal respondeats nay request
confidentintity by checking one of the 1wo boxes below. The DOE wilk honor such requests 1o the extent allowed by faw,
All sy lbmlssw 1 From cr&,amnuons and businesses, or [tom idividubis identifying themselves as represemtatives or officials
of ions or b s, will be available to the public in their entirety.

D Withhold my name and address from the public record.
1 withhota only my nidress from the public record

Comment form may be faxed to:
(301)903-4303

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Amold Edelman

Document Mauager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
1.8, Depariment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue. SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

or sent by electronic mail to:

L416-1

L4162

L416-1

L416-2

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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From: . gleeeiswebmoster@anl.gov

Sent: ’ Friday, June 17, 2011 12.02 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: _» Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Rodicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10297
Thank you for your Martha Zimbel,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10297. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 12:01:30PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10297

First Name: Martha |

Middle Initial: §

Last Name: Zimbelman

Country: USA .

Privacy Preference; Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please do not allow any more radioactive waste to be deposited at Hanford Nuclear Site in Washington State. 1live In
the Columbta River'Gorge and fear for our environment and the river itself if there were to be any spllls or accidents
along the route for delivery. The Hanford site Is already designated for clean-up and should therefore not be used for
more deposits of radioactive waste. The Columbia River Gorge Is a National Scenlc Area and should not be subjected to
possible catastrophic spills of toxic waste that could and would endanger the lives of people who live here and the
wildlife that we so truly love and chesish. Thank you for your serious cansideration af not allawing radioactive vaste to
be depasited at Hanford. Sincecely, Martha Zimbelman

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glggeiswebmastar@anl.pov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W297-1

W297-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Zotter, Mary, Commenter ID No. W75

B O PR U QPN S L DY YO S,

From; . gcceiswabmaster@anl.gov

Sent: ‘Wednesday, June 01, 2011 4:18 PM

Toi gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: : Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10075

Thank yeu for your comment, mary zotter.

The comment lrack‘lné number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCCR0075. Please refer to the comment
tracking numberinall c pondence relating to this ¢

Comment Date: June 1, 2011 04:18:20PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10075

First Name: mary

Middle Initial: s

Last Name: zotter-
Address: 5403 S\W Thomas

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 87221

Cauntry: USA L

Email: suszot@aol.com . .

Privacy Prefe ; Don't withhold name or address from public record
Comment Submitted:

Dear Director, USDOE,

. Please do not even cansider sending more nuclear waste to Hanford.

As you well know, aver $30 billion has already been spent to try to clean up the existing waste at Hanford, and that jobis
far from complete. Meanwhile persistent contamination is shown in testing at the site, threatening the health of the
three native tribes alang the Columbia River, as well as alllife in and near the river. .

The USDOE plan to truck 12,000 trucklioads of extremely radioactive GTCC wastes to dump at Hanford, in addition to the
17,000 truckloads already being shipped there, is beyond ridiculous, It would provide huge danger ta all areas along the
trucking routes, and simply CANNOT be safefy handled at Hanford,

You need to consider better alternatives for the GTCC wastes, such as a deep geologic repository rather than landfills,
trenches, boreholes, and vaults which leach inte groundwater and threaten the health of so many.

You also need to considerways to greatly reduce nuclear waste before proceeding to produce more.

It is totally unconscionable to plan to transport and dump mare highly radioactive waste at Hanford, now o in the
future.

Sincerely,

W75-1

W75-2

W75-3

W75-4 -

W75-1

W75-2

W75-3

W75-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes.would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities. (see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Zotter, Mary, Commenter ID No. W75 (cont’d)

Mary Susan Zotter

. Pontond Oregon v L “ p . e
Questions about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswehmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS W at (630) 252-5705,

SI4 DOID [putd
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from: (. - gtccelswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: : Thursday, June 16, 2011 12:03 M

Ta: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: © Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10245

Thank you for your cornment, Marguery Zucker.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10245. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in alj correspendence relating ta this comment.

Commant Date: June 16, 2011°12:02:30PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10245

First Name: Marguery
" Middle initfal: L
Last Name: Zucker
Address: 1966 Orchard St.
City: Eugene
State: OR
Zip: 97403
Country: USA "
Emall: lee@thelocomotive.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
RO nuclear waste in our gorgell!

That's the bottom fine,

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: gloealswebmastar@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705,

W245-1

W245-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W526

From: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Scnt: Monday, June 27, 2011 8:52 AM

To: " gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov :

Subject: ’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Lovel Radivactive Waste EIS € GTCC10526

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking iumber that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10526. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all cor refating to this comment, ¢

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 08:51:51AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GYCC10526
Flrst Name:

Last Name:
Country: USA

,Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:
This Is absolutely unacceptablel

Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be
buried in landfills or boreholes - the wastes in existing soil ,
trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed.
2. Extremely radioactive wastes belong In deep underground
repositories, not in landfills, boreholes or vaults.
3. USDOE needs to consider in the EIS how to avoid making more of
these highly radioactive wastes.
4, USCOE has to disclose and consider the total {cumulative) impacts
of hath of USDOE's separate proposals to use’Hanford as a national
radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes to
Honford, in one envir }impact st for the public to
review and comment on the full picture. The GTCC EIS needs to
disclpse that USDOE is also proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of
radivactive and chemical wastes to be dlsposed at Hanford, in
addition to the GTCC wastes,

Questions about submitting cor over the Web? Contact usat: gtcceiswehmaster@_anl gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloachve Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252.5705.

W526-1

| ws262

| ws263

W526-4

W526-1

W526-2

W526-3

W526-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC& WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W59

From: gteeeisivebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2011 10:19 AM

To: gtcceisviebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste ES Comment GTCC10059

Thank you for your comment, «

The comment tracking number that has be en assigned to your comment is GTCC10059 Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in alfi P e ting to this

Comment Date: May 22, 2011 10:18:57AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10059

First Name:
Last Name:.
Address:
City:1

State:

Country: USA

Ermail: ericladman@pmail.com
Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Subrmitted: .

Please consider the following comments from HOANW, which ¢
shipment:

1. Beep Geologlc Repository: Highly radicactive and long-tived wastes should be disposed deep under- ground in stable
geologic formations, NOT in landiills, trenches, boreholes and vaults which threaten groundwater and health.

2. USDOE should consider how to reduce the amount of highly radioactive wastes created. More than 55% of the wastes
considered for disposal in the Draft GTCC EIS are from reactors which are not even built, The National Environmental
Palicy Act (NEPA),requires that envir | impact stat ts con- sider all r ble alternatives, including how to
aveid making as much waste.

2. Dispose of these wastes along with High-level Nuclear Waste (e.g., used fuel rods) in one or more deep geologic
repasitories. For decades, the Natlonal Acaderny of Stience and ather scientific consensus has been that the best
geologic disposal woutd be in the stable Granite Shleld of North America.

*» USDOE does not really consider geologic disposal because its only deep underground alternative is to expand the WIPP
salt mine used for Plutonfum wastes In New Mexico, which Is not designed or sited for these highly radioactive and “hot*
wastes, and is legally barred from taking non-defense wastes.

« USDOE faited to cansider fong term hardened on site storage of the reactor GTCC wastes.

4,Disclase and cansider the total {cumulative) Impacts of all USDOE'S prapasals ta use Hanford as a national radioactive
waste dump along with proposals to leave High-Level Waste tank residues and feaks in the soil, and all the risks from
both proposals to truck ivastes to Hanford ,including the actual truck routes, in one envir | impact

Iy agree with, g waste storage and

Questions about overthe Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gayv or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Lovs-Level Radxoacuve Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

I W55-1

W59-2

W59-3

W59-4

W59-1

W59-2

W59-3

W59-4

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCCLLRW. i

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than
TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new
facility within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing
and evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCF's during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste

streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W59 (cont’d)

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W458

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: L Saturday, June 25, 2011 1:43 AM
To: : gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10458

Thank you for your comament, |

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GYCC10458. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all ¢ dence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 01:43:18AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10458

First Name;

Last Name: s

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted;

Please do not make any plans to send radioactive waste into the Columbia River Gorge. As a frequent Columbia River
GOrge visitor {about 3-6 times/month), | can say that | have shared that road with many a truck, strange-shaped toad,
and wide toad. All of these cause me to slow down and consider the options of all the surrounding traffic. Knowing that
radioactive waste may be passing baside, behind, or before me create potentiafly unsafe considions for me, my

p gers, the co ity resid and the o who call this g, preserved place "home.” Asa volunteer | W458-1
in the scenic area, § have the opportunity to speak with fotks from all over this country and the world. | can say that
they, top, would be endangered. Their visitor experience, often initiated because of awe for this area, could become a
gamble against the odds of a mishap. Please keep our (your) Gurge safe for all travelers and residents by not agreeing to
ship radioactive waste. Please do all you can to clean up the waste that already contaminates at Hanford.

Thank you. ‘

Questions about sub
Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radil

over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@ant.gov or calf the Greater-
ive Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705.

W458-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W465

From: gtcceiswebmaster@ant.gov
Sent; - Saturday, June 25, 2011 10:11 AM
To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.goy

Subject: ) " Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Comment GTCC10465

Thank you far your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10465. Please refer to the camment
tracking ber in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 10:11:01AM CDY
Grenter-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10465

First Name:

Last Name,

Country; USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from pubtic record

Comment Submitted: .

Hanford needs help, not more waste to really make the mess worse, The Gorge Is a national Scenic area; not a dumping
ground. Please keep it that way.

Questions about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-5705. :

W465-1

W465-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W494

From: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sept: Sunday, June 26, 2011 12:55 PM

Jo: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10494

Thank you for your comment, .

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10494. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In ail correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 12:54:40PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste IS Draft Comment: GTCC304%4

First Name:,

Last Name:

Address:

City:

Stare:

Zip.

Country: USA

Emaif: ammibrooks@gmail.comt

Privacy Preference: Withheld name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:
To whom it may concern,
These are the reasons | am concerned about the Hanford walte.

Hanford ¢an not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in Jandfills or boreholes - the wastesin
existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed.

Extremely radioactive wastes belong In deep underground repositories, notin fandfills, boreholes or vaults.
USDOE needs to consider Ip the EiS hovs to aveid making mare of these highly radisactive wastes.

USDOE has to disclose and consider the total {cumulative) impacts of both of USDOE's separate propaosals to use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes ta Hanford, in one environmental
impact statement for the public to review and comment on the fuil picture. The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE
is also praposing to add 3 million cubic feet of radloactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, in addition to
the GTCC wastes.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: ptceeiswebmaster@anl.gav or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W494-1

| w942

| wasa3

W494-4

W494-1

W494-2

W494-3

W494-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCCLLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC& WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.

STH DOLO [putd
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Name Withlield, Commenter ID No. W462

Fram: gteceiswebmaster@ani.goy

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 9:08 AM

To: glecaiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10462

Thank you for your comment,i

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10462, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 09:07:19AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10462

First Name:

Middle Initial:

Last Name:

Organjzation:

Address:

Ccity:

State:

Zips

Country: USA

€mail: brookdancer@hotmail.com
Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted: .

No, no, nol We cannot track nuctear waste through pristine countrysides or populous urban areas. Thislackofa
solution far disposing of nuclear waste has always been the perfect reasen NOT to use nuclear power. Only the short-
sightedness of politicians, and Conservatism, could have brought us to this moment, when we would even consider such
desperate measures. Please, stap this faolish and immediately begin di bling all nuclear power plants,
particularly those on tault lines and tsunami potential zonest .

Questians about submitting comments over the Weh? Contact us at: Rheceiswebmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Racli Waste EiS at (630) 252-5705.

W462-1

W462-1

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

STH DOLD 104l
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Namé'Withheld, Commenter ID No. W538

From: ’ . gteeeiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 1:59 PM
To: " gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject:

Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Llow-Level Radioactive Waste HS Comment GTCC10538

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10538. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27,2011 01:58:34PM COY
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10538

First Name:
Middle tnitlal:
Last Name:
Address: -
City:

State:

o

Country: USA
Email: michristopher@olivaproup.net )

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Stbmitted: .
1 do not want radioactive waste trucked through the greater Portland Area. It's challenglng entough to battle the toxic air
challenges we have In the city, dealing with more toxic waste will just make things worse and harder for every day
citizens to have a voice and feel safe about living in this area. | really hope one day I'm not forced to leave a place I love
because we can't get these types of issues addressed,

[ about : 8 C
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov or cail the Greater-
tive Waste EIS Web at {630} 252-5705.

W538-1

W538-1

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. The GTCC EIS evaluates the
transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to dispose of the entire
inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site and all the other sites
being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel
would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in
any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one fatality directly related to an accident might
occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

STH DOLO 1outsd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W473

Fram: gteceiswebrmaster@anlgov

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 12:18 PM

To: gteceisivebmaster@ant.gov

Subfect: © Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCCID473

Thank you for your comment, '

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10473. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 12:17:55Pwv CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10473

First Name:

Last Name: *

Country: USA

Email: lerlssman®hotmall.com

Privacy Preference: Withho!d name and address from publfic record

Comment Submitted:

1am adamantly agalnst the trucking of nuclear waste to the Hanford site fer obvlous reasons that 'm sure a multitude of
citizens have already stated. in dddition, | strongly oppose nuclear plants a3 a source of energy. We are an intelfigent
specles and must use our minds-and our hearts for decisions of conscience. There are safer energy sources avallable
than nuclear, optimally the sun.

Is it greed, lazi fearora thereof when we human beings don't cansult the best aspects of ourselves for
wise, compassionate choices? | implore those in positions of gavernmental power to consult their hearts and use their
intefligence to look past short-sighted goals and make a shift in their conscipusness. Then the right action around this
Issue will be obvious, and a ripple effect will transpire to gratify ail.

Vaice for the truth in Portland, OR

Questions abouit submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-57G5,

W473-1

W473-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

STH DOID pulyd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No, W12

From: . giceceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 4:13 PM

To: . gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10012

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10012, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 10, 2011 04:12:53PM CDT
Greater-ThanUass-C'!.o\v-Le\fel Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10012

First Name:
Last Name:
Address:
City.

State: |
Country: USA

Email: dewsllie@gm.sic.edu
Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted: ' .

Trucking waste, with the amount that leaks even without mishap, is unconscionable.

To even consider it, s to be in denial. Please wake up, to the death that is guaranteed to take place as a result plus the
extraordinary death and suffering that is risked. It is murder, quite literally.

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705. -

W12-1

Wi2-1

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves.

STH DOLD 104t
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No, W18

From: ’ gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 11:40 AM

To: gteeeiswebmaster@ank.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10018

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10018B. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment,

Caomment Date; May 13, 2011 ‘11:39:16AM coT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radloactive Waste £1S Draft Comment: GTCC10018

First Name::

Last Name:

City:

State:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted: .

There is 3 buge cleanup job at Hanford thot is decades away from being finished, Trucking more waste there at this
point would be adding insult to injury. We don’'t need level 3 waste on our roads en route to, or at Hanford, Finish the
cleanup first, and DO NOT SHIP MORE WASTE TO HANFORD.

Thank you.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giecelswobmaster@anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

wig-1

W18-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

l
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W527

From: gleceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 9:40 AM

To: . - gteceiswvebmaster@anl.gov .

Subject: L Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10527

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has beea assigned to your cbmment Is GTCC10527. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspendence relating to thisc

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 09:39:33AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10527

First Name;

Last Name;

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhald name and address from public record

Comment Submitted: .-
Withold name & address frem public record.

igrew up in Richland, having moved there in the 50's. The magnitude of problems with storage of radioactive materials
was seemingly not known then - but it is now. The slow work & difficulty of accomplishing clean up at Handford is
reason enough nat to bring more waste there. Transporting it through Portland & Spokane is unacceptable, 23 is
depositing more of it adjacent to the Columbla River. Public and enviromental safety must be primary In the decision
process. Releases there in the 50's are proof that was not the case in the past. Likely my thyrold desease is a personal
testament to that, Please let us fearn from the past & move ahead more wisely. Thank you,

Questions about over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-5705.

W527-1

W527-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision

on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W271

From: . gleceiswebmaster®anlgov

Sent: . Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:32 PM

To: : gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov : .
Subject: ’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10271

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment [s GTCC10271. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber In all correspand relating to this comment.

Comment Date; lune 16, 2011 04:31:32PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10271

Flrst Name:

Middle Initial:

Last Name:

Address:

City:

State:

2ip:

Cointry: USA

Ermall; dindamegd@yahoo.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold name ang address fram public record

Comment Submitted:

Columbia River Gorge is a national treasure that should he protected--not farther endangered by daily truckioads of
radloactive waste.

Questions sbout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glgceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W271-1 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LI..,RW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

W271-1
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Name. Withheld, Commenter ID No. W349

From: . gtcceisvebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: : Thursday, June 23, 2011 10:14 AM

To: . gteceiswebmaster@anigov

Subject: : Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Camment GTCC10349

Thank you for your camment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10349. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date; June 23, 2011 10:13:45AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10349
Flrst Name:

Last Name

Organization:

Country: USA
Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Are you ALL out of your mindsiltl

Questions about its over the Web? Contact us at: glecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
ThanClass-C Low-Level Radxoactnve Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W349-1

W349-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W516

From: gtcceiswebimaster@anl.gov

Sent: o Monday, June 27, 2011 12:26 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recelpt Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10516

Thank you far your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10516. Please sefer ta the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 12:26:13AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lov/-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10516

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:

City:

State:

Zip

Country: USA

Email: gandanga@dst-only.net

Privacy Preference: Withhald name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

1am very opposed to this propasal. By adding more radioactive wastes, In this case extremely radioactive, the DOE
would be endangering publi¢ health and the Columbla River, It would be playing with danger to peopte living and driving
along the routes that 12,600 truckioads will be going with additional danger from possible accidents {they do aceur), fire
and terrorist attacks. Hanford is already trying to clean up and this would make that fruitless, Don't approve this. Very
bad idea. :

Questions about submihlng comments over the Web? Contact us at: geecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Ciass-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W516-1

W516-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

STH DOIH puld
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W498

From: - otcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Sunday, June 26, 2011 2:08 PM

Teo: _ gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject:’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Leve! Radl Waste IS C GTCC10498

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10498. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in 2l corr d lating to this ¢ ¢

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 02:02:44PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive \Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10498

First Name:

Last Name:

Country: USA

Privacy Preférence: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

1. This is a very bad pfan, let's not jump from the frying pan into the fire. This issue definitely needs to be addressed, but
the current proposal is NOT the solution and has many ted & horrifying )

2. Hanford can nat be cieaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in landfills or borehales - the wastes in

- existing soil trenches and ditches and fram tank leaks need to be rémoved.

3. extremely radioactive wastes belong in deep underground repasitories, not in landfills, boreholes or vaults.

4. USDOE needs to consider In the EIS how to avoid making more of these highly radioactive wastes.

5, USDOE has ta disclose and consider the tota! (¢ of both of USDOE's separate proposals to use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes to Hanford, in one environmental
impact statement for the pubfic to review and comment on the full picture. The GYCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE
Is alse proposing to add 3 million cublc feet of

radioactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, in addition to the GTCC wastes.

Q about sut
Than-Class-C Low-Level R

over the Web? Cdntact us at: gtcreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
ive Waste €IS Web at {630) 252-5705,

W498-1

W498-2
W498-3

w4984

W498-1

W498-2

W498-3

W498-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC&WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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Name Withlield, Commenter ID No. W561

From: . gtcceiswebmaster@anlgor

Sent: . Monday, Juna 27, 2011 10:06 PM

To: giccelswebmaster@anl.gov

Subjoct: Receipt Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10561

Thank you for your commem,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10561. Please refer to the comment
tracking inafl correspond relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 10:05:206PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £15 Draft Comment: GTCC10561

First Name:

Last Name:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Camment Submitted:
{am opposing the use of Hanford as a natlonal radioactive waste dump for extremely radicactive wastes. Orany
radioactive wastes far that matter.

Thank You
Questions about submitting c over the Web? Contact us at: grecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level R dioacti Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705.

W561-1

W561-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SIH DDLD 1vuld
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W600

From: T : .

Sent: : Monday, dee 27, 2011 1315-PM

To: . gleceis@anigov

Subject:. Hanford Nugiear Waste Propesal N

Digar Mitiager ot the Depariment of Enerey, . .

Tam:writing to implore you to stop considering Hanford 23 the national nuglear waste dumy for greater than
class C anslear waste, s

Please re-consider your curcent proposal. “The deeision for waste disposal, has very, very, longstem
consequences, 10,0004 years into an unforeseen future. Lets not rush this decision. Surely, there ure better,
more thoughtful, and sockally responsible solutions to these futtre wasies.

By-your own docwnent, the mujority of these proposed wastes don't.even exist yet. Please come up with
beter ideas, possibly like Onkola, i Finkind, before you crentethese wastes! We'henrd on CNN this weekthit
some 48 nuclear freilities in our.country are leaking into the groundwater. Stop contaminating our
waters! Don't dump move wastes, inte, the alresdy filthy Hontord site, snd poteatially tin this incredibly
beautdfil comer of the conry T 1 wuclear srerifice zone for the natioh!

Thank you T

PLEASE WHHBOLD MY NAME AND ADDRESS FROM PUBLIC RECORD

W600-1

W600-2

W600-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W600-2  See response to W600-1.

STH DOLD 1puld
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W276

From: gcceisywebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:14 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radigactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10276

Thank you for yobr comment, . B

The comment tracking number that has been assigned 10 your comment Is GTCC10276, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2021 07:13:46PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10276

First Name:

Last Name.

Addeess:

Address

City:

State,

2ip::

Country: USA

Email: dakramer1 @yahog.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record
Comment Submitted: ‘
| don't suport having radio active waste going thraugh the gorge. They need to find a safer route, regardless of cost.

Questions about submitting comments over tha Weh? Contacy us at: Bteceiswebmaster@®anl.nov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W276-1

W276-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

IfDOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC&WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

SIH DDID jouls]
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W341

From; . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; Wednesday, June 22, 2011 7:06 PM

To: - gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10341

Thank you for youf comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10341. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 22, 2011 07:05:59PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10341

First Name:

Middle Initial:

Last Name:

Address:

City:

State:

2ip:

Country; USA

Emall: greeniefrost@yahoo.com .

Privacy Preferente: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please! Hanford is 8OT the place for 32,000 truckloads of nuclear wastes. Warkers at the site have NOT CLEANED UP
THE WASTE from years ago! Work has progressed so slowly that is it ludlcrous to even consider putting more and more
waste at Hanford. .

We travel throughout the west often and it seems to me there are many more geologically stable places to put this
waste and treatit, There are more and more people living downwind from Hanford, ¥ri-Citles grows amazing FOOD, for
heaven's sakel All downwind crops will be contaminated sooner or later.

And the Columbia River accommodates salmon, which we need for food. it's really impartant to make 3 different
decision NOW, The people of Washingtan spoke clearly and the government needs to fisten.

Qur son, daughter-in-law and grandchildren spend time in Richland, so we have a very realinterest. Thatareais
wonderfu! and we need it to be protected,

Thank you for placing these wastes in a vastly safer 2one. One where there are not THREE VOLCANOES that could rain
down ash, mud, and waler and completely disrupt any kind of safety for the area. it actually could happen any dayl

Frosty K.

W341-1

W341-2

W341-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision

on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W341-2  See response to W341-1.

STH DDO.LD 1outd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W11

from: giecelswebmoster@anlgoy

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 11:21 AM

To: gleceiswebmasier@anlgovw

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than+Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS C {TCC10011

Thank you for your comment

The comment !racl;l'ng number that has been assignied to your comment is GTCC10011. Pleasa refer to the comment
tracking number in all carrespondence refating to this comment,

Comment Date: May 10, 2011 11:20:32AaM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lovr-Leval Radinactive Waste EYS Oraft Comment: GTCC10011

Flest Name:

hilddie Initish

Last Hame;

Address:

City:$

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Emails

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from publie record

Comment Submitted:

J am VERY concerned sbout the plan 1o truck SO MUCH radioactive waste to Hanford! | have a personal interest becarke
our grandehildren spend at least 10 days a year in Richland snd drink the water thore. Also, their grandparants live
there year-round.

1iave baen foliowing the Handord Issue for at feast 30 yéars. During that tima all the existing wastes have NOT BEEN
PROCESSED to anyone's satisfaction. There remain about 30 more years to do the job,

How cao it be possible to 2dd MORE wastes to that equaslon? Wastes have bern stored 5o they leak into the ground
and spread via air to nearby food fields. Tanks burp and toxics of alf kinds spaw Iita the area. We ware just makinga «
smvall bit of progress when thase new progosals surfaced. The people of Washington sald 3 clear "no” 10 adding more
waste, Yot our faderal government wants to bring HUGE amounts of new wasto 10 an area that grows wonderful fogdl

Surely there are areas in the US that are batter suited for waste storage and processing, We have driven through such
Yansds many times. N

My frfend, Marilyn Harrison, a dovawinder from Walla Watla, died from a brain tumor, I miss has, She was a funny,
delightful, smart, loving person.

My next door nelghbor in Seattle had serlous thyrold cancer. She was a dowmivinder. When | knew ber she eould hardly
wolk and she was relatively young. A gracicus and wonderful person.

Wi1l-1

w112

W11-1

WI11-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500~1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

STH DOLD 10uld
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W11 (cont’d)

Ruclear waste issues affect real people and J urge the feders! govarniment to stop this madness|

about submi ¢ over the Web? Contact us ab: glecniswebmaster®@anl oy or call the Greatar-

Questl
Than-Class-C LovrLevel Radl Waste €4S Web at {630) 252-570S.

W11-3

WI11-3

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

STH DO.LD vuld
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W137

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:32 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov -

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10137

Thank you for your comment,

The commient tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10137. Piease refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011708:31:27PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €15 Draft Comment: GTCC10137

First Name:

Last Name:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Camment Submitted:

2008 Department of Energy study predicts over 800 adult cancer deaths along the trucking routes o5 a result of radiation
Ieaking from the trucks during normal operation, even if no accidents accur! And this “best case scenarlo” study anly
includes adults, excluding children whaoare even more ptible to the dangers of radit waste. An accident
resulting in the spillage of highly radioactive waste would be catastrophic for the Columbia River Gorge and its residents.

Even one cancer-related death due to this is unacceptable and I urge you not to approve this action. .

Thank you.

Quéstlons aboyt submitting ¢ over the \Web? Contact us at; gtceeiswvebmaster@®anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Lovr-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W137-1

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of analyses were
done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers.

STH DOLD [puld

Juauno0(T asuodsay juawuio))  xipuaddy



ovLI-r

9107 Aonupp

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W427

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: © Friday, Jure 24, 2011 10:36 AM
To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Wasta EIS Co GTCC10427

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10427, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in al correspondence refating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 10:35:38AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10427

First Name:

Middte tnitiak:

Last Name:

State:

2p: .

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhald name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

flease clean up and séal Hanford so it doesn't leak. Put waste In deep und d rep not fandfills, borehol

or vaults. Consider long term hardened an-site storage untit then. Reduce and efiminate waste. Don't have trueks on our
roads & freeways. Have one EiS with full disclosure. Publicize hearings.

Nuclear Power is dangerous. Don't make more. See wyav.newenergymovement.org to see many alternativas.

Quastions about submitting ¢ ts over the Web? Contact us at: greceiswehmaster@anlgoy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radinactive Waste EIS Webi at (630) 252.570S.

W427-1

W427-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evatuates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

S14 DDIO jould
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W501

PR .-

From:  gteceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sant: Sunday, Jurie 26, 2011 4:50 PM
To: gteceisivebmaster@anl.gov
_ Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad Waste E15 C t GTCC10501

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10501. Please refer to the comment

tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 04:49:53PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10501

First Name:
Last Name.
Address:
City:

- State:

Zip:
Country: USA

Emall: elasek@hotmail.com
Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Huclear energy is not clean. itis not a vishle solutian to energy ¢
containers durable enough to contain it; it Is unstable for far too leng.

isuselsi There are no

Shipping radioactive waste around the country is dangerous, No one should die of radiation poisoning,

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Grester-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS \Web at {630} 252-5705.

W501-1

W501-1

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated, The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

SI14 DOLD vutd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. 1.144

From: : gteceiswiebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Wednesday, fune 15, 2011 8:56 PM

To: mail_gtcceisarchives; gteceiswe @anlgov; gteceis@anlgov

Subject: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10144
Attachments: " ‘Secretary, Chu_6-15-11_GYCC10144.doc

Thank you for your comment,

The comment track'ing number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10144. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to thls comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 08:55:31PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10144

First Name:

Last Name:

Country: 1 .

Privacy Preference; Withhold name and address from public record
Attachment: Secretary Chu 6-15-12.doc

Comment Submitted:

See attached Word document/ letter.

Questions about i < over the Web? Contact us at: gieceisvrebmaster@anlgoy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Wel 3t {630) 252-5705. .

SIH DOLD ouid
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. 1.144 (cont’d)

Jume 15,2011
Sccretary Chu and Mr. Edelman:

Please remove the Hanford Nuclear Reservation from the U.S. Department of Encrgy’s
list of candidate sites for a permanent nuclear waste dump site to store radioactive
materials coming across the United States, Hanford is the wrong place to transport and
dispose of more highly dangerons radjoactive material.

Hanford is already the most o d site in the Western Hemisphere and the
Departmcn( of Enctgy is already engaged in one of the largest and most complex cleanup
projects in U.S. history at Hanford. The number one pnonty should be to stop waste
from leaking into the Columbia River and clean up the existing waste at Hanford. No
new nucléar waste should be stored at Hanford,

This proposal mezns that thousands of trucks with dangerous radioactive waste

- would be traveling along interstate routes, passing through our cities and the

Columbia River Gorge National Seenic Area. 1-84 travels the length of the Gorge
and is often within  few feet of homes, schools, critical wildlife habitat and the
Columbia River. The risk of an accident is simple too gre:at, and the envirommental
and human health casts are unacceptable.

The Draft Envit I Impagct Stat 1 (DEIS) fails to consider the risks involved in
transporting these waste materials to Hanford, “The DEIS does not include a 2008
USDOE study estimated 800 adult cancer deaths would occur due 1o ambient radntmn
from the transporl vehicles alope.  Nor does the DEIS inelude the unimaginabl

of deaths and environmental damage resulting from a truck accident, an earthquake or an
intentional ottack,

Finally, on the 25th Anniversary of the Columbin River Gorge National Scenic Area Act,
we should celebrate the past and future pmlecuon of the Columbia Gorge--tiot propose
more dangers to this national treasure,

1 am joined in opposition to trunsporting more nuclear waste to Hanford by Friends of the
Columbm Gorge, Heart of America Northwest, Columbia Riverkeeper, 17 Oregon
, Cong

Earl Bl U.8. Senator Merkley, U.S. Senator Wyden

and many others,
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely;

L144-1

L144-2

L144-3

L144-4

L144-1

L144-2

L144-3

L1444

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Drqft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017).

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about ‘
50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

See response to 1.144-1.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No, W474

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 12:34 PM

To; gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov .

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Comment GTCC10474
Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10474. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 25,2011 12:33:29PM COT
GreaterThan-Class-C _Low-Levellﬂiidloa ctive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10474
First Name:

Middle Initial:
last Name: ,

. Addrass:.

City:

State;s

Zip: .

Country: USA

Emall: terry.masters@gmall.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Camment Submitted:
1 belleve everyone involved is a good person, whatever their role or point of view, When I was desipning weapon
¥ forthe Vi War, lig ithep outside, But new inf i ded my of what was

really going on, and | quit that job and helped start a preschaol. My life’s wark is to increase the chances of future
generations continulng ta live healthy lives, free of iffness and fear. | invite you to consider your rale, if any, in the
pursuit of shurt-term benefits at the potential long-tersn cost to our children and their children...

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Cantact us at: gtecelswebmaster@ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radinactive Waste £1S Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

Wa74-1

W474-1

Comment noted.

STH DOLD [vutd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W58

Fram: Gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Saturday, May 21, 2011 11:25 PM

To: Otcceisvebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C LovLevel Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10058

Thank you for your cbmment.

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10058, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating te this comment.

Comment Date: May 21, 2011 11:25:16PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10088

Flrst Name:

last Name:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

The development of nuclear energy for the creation or power or warheads is a little boys game: Talk to the
grandmothers and listen. They would not condone such reckless behavior. And now you want to depose of your waste
In a facllity has repeatedly promised to clean up. Stop making waste and you won't have to clean it upl

Questions about submitting comménts over the Web? Contactus at: giceeiswebmaster@anl.sov or call the Greaters
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radiosctive Waste £1S Webmaster at (630} 252-5705.

W58-1

W58-1

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope_of the GTCC EIS, tl_le scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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. Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W203

Fronn: N gtcceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: L Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:43 AM

To: . atceeiswebniaster@anl.gov

Subject: ' Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Comment GTCC10203

Thank you for your camment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10203. Please refer to the comment
tracking inall corr dence re{ating to this ¢

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 08:43:22AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Rzidiaa_ctive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10203

 First Name:

Last Name:
Address:
City:

State:

Zp:

Country: USA

Email: guitarsonp88@earthiink net
Privacy Preference: Withhald name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:
NO to Toxic Waste in the Gorgelll And near a large metro area and a highly trave!ed seenic routc??? You must be
kidding! .

GTCC waste Is dangerous to human health and the environment for more than 500 years, A 2008 Oepartment of Energy
study predicts over 800 adult cancer deaths along the trucking routes as a result of radiation leaking from the trucks
during normal aperation, even if no accidents occur! And, this “best case scenario” study only includes adults, excluding
children who are even more susceptible to the dangers of radicactive waste. Anaccident resulting in the spillage of
highty radioactive waste would be catastraphic for the Columbla River Gorge and its residents.

NO to Toxic Waste in the Gorge!!!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: peceiswebmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste Ei5 Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W203-1

W203-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017), because DOE is no longer pursuing domestic
commercial reprocessing.

SIZ DDID [ould
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W320

From: gteceiswebmaster®anl.gov
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 12:59 AM
To: . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10320

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10320. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comiment Date: June 20, 2011 12:59:12AM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste £1S Draft Comment: GTCC10320
First Name: '

tast Name:

Address: .

City:

State:

2ip:

Country: USA

Email: pneness@gorge.net

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

PLEASE answer this question: .

Why is more waste being proposed to be sent to Hanfard whean there are stiil sa many unresolved {and unresclvable)
issues already there?

Radinactive waste does not belong in trenches; tanks or anywhere ahove a water tablel

It has beén 70 years since the US nuclear program was launched and STILL {i\ere In na solutlon to the waste problemi
The only viable solution is 1o stap making more radioactive waste.

t strongly object ta sending radioactive waste aver our pation’s roads. As past accidents have proven, industry
assurances of safety are not to be believed. Accldents DO happen and we cannot tolerate the extreme toxicity of
radioactivity to be released onto our homes, schools, workplaces, environment or where ever the ercor occurs.

Please cease this relentless quest to make an insane technology "safe”, Leave uranium in the ground.
There are much safer (and ultimately cheaper) ways to produce electricity than nuclear power and coalt Renewahle
sundishes like Sokir Pioneers and SES have the techaology for are without ANY waste and never cause cancer from
posure, proximity and accid

Sincerely, Chandra Radiance

Questions about submitting comments overthe Web? Contact us at: glecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705. .

W320-1

I W320-2

‘W320-3

W320-4

W320-1

W320-2

W320-3

W320-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE's preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations
and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W50

Fram: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: o Saturday, May 21, 2011 5:32 AM
To: gteceiswebmaster@antgov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste 1S C GTCC10050

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GYCC10050, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 21, 2011 65£31:38AM CDT
¥
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10050

First Name:
Last Name:
Address:
City:

State:

Zip::
Country: USA

Email: LR486@hotmail.com
Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted: -

Please do not allow Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste to be shipped to the Hanford site in Washington

state. More effort and existing funds needs to be used tu thoroughly clean up the leaking radioactive waste that exist

there now. The Columbia River is too close to this site and water from it is used far food crops. Site is far from most of W50-1
the waste point of origin, leading to unnessesary trucking distance and hazard exposure. Low level waste is still

radioactive for thousands of years and na containment will hold it long enough to keep it from reaching the Columbia

River, along with active faults in area.

Questions about submitting c over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@ani.gov or ¢all the Greater
Than-Class-C Low-level Radivactive Waste £15 Wetl at (630) 252-5705,

W50-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, the disposal techniques described would isolate

radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W4

From: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, April 29, 2011 6:27 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: ’ ‘Receipt Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radiaactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10004

Thank you for your mrﬁment,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned 1o your comment is GTCC10004, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating 10 this comment,

Comment Date: Apiil 28, 2011 OG:Z?:OZAM coT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Commeat: GTCC10004

First Name:

Last Name.

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Email: dianeschridt22@®hotmall.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold neme and address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Higher-level Nuclear Waste headed to Naw Mexico —~ The zombies are coming! .
By Diane 1. Schinidt April 29, 2011 Albuquerque Judalsm Examitner A good friend, who is 2 very smart engineer, recently

introduced me to a computer game, Plants and Zombies, that | find utterly addicting. As | learn strategy and progress to
higher levels | see how | have to use both offensive and defensiva plant weapons against the zomhies, protect my plant.
making factory, and strategically choose and place a larger number of small, inexpensive but lethal plants vs.
squandering my reseurces on big one-shot plant-bembs. Once in a while, vhen all fails, the zombies make it past my
marigolds and pea-shooters and eat my brains.

This feels 2 fot like the current fight we are waging against the ralentless onslaught of the nuclear power Industry,

New Mexico is not, | hope, ready to roll over and proclaim itself a third world country, we have to do something more to
stop the 20mbies coming towards us. Just when we thought we had slowed them an one front, lo and behold, a larger
wave Is coming. When Nevada got the government to suddenly stop alt funding for Yurca Mountain as the country’s
nuclear waste site, the Department of Energy was tasked with a new mission — find another place to put the stuff, And Ww4-1
guess what? it's headed straight for Carlshad, New Mexico.

Last night 1 attended a public hearing so the Oepartment of Energy could pro forma take public comment and hear what
the people of New Mexico think about sending higher level nuclear waste to WHIPP, Thelr presentation shows they
think it is the best and only site in the cauntry, and they clearly have no intention of developing any otlier site. Mast
shocking to me, the meeting was $0 poorly announced there were fewer than seventy-five peopie there, and sadty, only
a handful were young people. This, that will decide the future of our state and the health of our grandchildren?

How dare they send their nuclear waste here to bury it? if it's so dangerous that they don't want it, they shouldn’t make
it, and if they do make it, they should keep it in their own facilities in their awn states, Right now the country is looking
for a place to bury what is called higher leve! greater-than-class-¢ auclear waste, from commercial and industrial
operations. So it may abt be that the really hot spent fuel rods from nuclear reactors are headed to New Mexico today,

wi4-2

Wi-1

W4-2

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides
provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this
Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g.,
Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to
modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and
conditions.”

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W4 (cont’d)

but eventually they are going to have to put them somewhere aside from storing them onsite, and twenty years down

...the road I'm afraid that's exactly what we are going 20 see when they have to decommission these power plants.

Public comments can still be sent in writing to DOE until June 27th, We need to et the country know we’re not thelr
uranium whore, and we're sure as heck not ready to be the entire country's nuclear waste backyard dunp. Betause the
zombies really are coming. And they don’t care about us.

over the Web? Contact us at: gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Waste EIS Wet at {630) 252-5705.

Questi about su Ing ¢
Than-Ciass-C Low-Level Radi

W43

W4-3

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500~1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement. See

also W4-1.
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. Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W197

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: o Thursday, June 16, 2011 3:08 AM

Yoz . gteceiswebmaster@anl,gov

Subject: - ' Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10197

Thank you far your comment, :

The conmment teacking number that has been assigned to your comment is 6TCC10187. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber In all correspondence refating to this comment.

Cornment Date: June 16, 2011 03:08:05AM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10197

First Name:

Last Name:

Country: USA :

Privacy Preference: Withhold nare and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please remove all toxic waste from Hanford. Do not put one more spec of taxic waste there. W197-1
Thank you

Questlons about st itting comme over the Web? Contact us at; glecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Ra(‘fioacdve Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252.5705.

W197-1

DQE’S ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Sett!ement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SIH D019 [outd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W409

From: giecaisvebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 9:44 PM
To: -gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radi Waste 65 C GTCC10403

Thank you for your comment, -

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10409, Please refer to the comment
tracking ber In all corresp e relating to this comment,

Comment Date; June 23, 2011 09:43:58PM CDT
N 1.
Greater-Fhan-Class-C :Low.chel Radioactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCC10409

o

First Name

" Middie mitfal:

Last Mame:

Address: .

City:

State:s

2ip:

Country: USA .

Emall: Jsterett@hughes.net

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please believe this, the Hanford reservation must be a cl p sight, not a repasitery for more nuclear waste,

The nuclear cantamination at Handford is already Jeaching into the Columbia River, and will become much waorse as the
waste gets into other ground water sources making it's way Into the river,

This nuclear material wifl be polluting the waterways flowing through major salmon fishing grounds, major source of
Salmon for the NW and for the Indliginous indian tribes that rely on the fish as thelr main source of foed.

The river Is used for commercial, and supports many water activities, Sail boarding, water skiing, sport fishing, sailing,
swimriing, and in some cases home use.

The demand for Columbla water to irrigate crops is growing, and the water will be needed as Oregon rechaims it's hi
desert for aditiOna farming land.

Second, do not truck tons of nuclear waste up the Columbla River highways. It's not safe, Accidents are unavoldable
alang that stretch up to the Hanford reservation. Soongs of fater the will be a major accident and dump of material, and
then what?

Please do not approve this plan.
The Hanford is a major disaster as s, don't add to it, but clean it up please.

Sincerely,

| waoo-1

W409-2

W409-3

W409-1 DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision

on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W409-2  See response to W409-1.

W409-3  The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required

to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 truck shipments resulting in about

50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although The GTCC EIS estimates one
fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

ST4 DOLO [ould
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. Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W301

From: . gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: . Friday, June 17, 2011 239 PM |
To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.goy

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Comment GTCC10301

Thank you for your comment,

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10301. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.”

Commient Date: June 17, 2011 02:39:01PM CDY
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10301

First Name: ...
Middle tnitiak:
Last Name:
. Address: -
City: o
State:
2ip:t
Country: USA
£maifs arranedmonstane @cared.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Sulimitted: -

The US Department of Energy has recently proposed trucking highly radioactive waste (Greater Than Class C or 6TCC
waste) to the Hanford site in Washington state -- and 10-20% of the 12,600 toxic shipments would travel through the
Columbia River Gorge. That's 1,260 to 2,520 trucks of radiaactive waste passing through the Gorge near homes, schools,
critical wildlife habitat and the Columbla River.

GICC waste Is dangémus to human health and the environment for more than 50D years. A 2008 Department of Energy
study predicts over 800 adult cancer deaths along the trucking routes as 3 result of radiation lgaking from the trucks -
during normal operation, even if no accidents occurl And this “best case scenario” study nnly includes adults, excluding
children wha are auen more susceptible to the dangers of radioactive waste. Anaccident resulting in the spillage of
highly radioactive waste would be catastrophic for the Columbia River Gorge and its residents,

Hanford is already the inus\ polluted area in the Western Hemisphere, with 53 million gallons of high level nuclear and
chemical waste stored in aging, leaky tacks near the Columbia River. This deadly waste is currently leaking undercm.und
and flowing slowly into the Columbia. The pumber one priority should be to stop mere waste from leaking into the river
and clean up the existing waste and contaminated soil. . .

Cuestions about submitting c ents over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive \Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W301-1

W301-2

W301-1

W301-2

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
over 60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to
the Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of
highway travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW.
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of analyses were
done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2,

ST4 DD.IH [putd
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Name Wifhheld, Commenter ID No. W311

. Questionsabout

From: : gleceiswebmaster@anl.gev

Sent: . . Saturday, Jure 18, 2011 7,04 PM
To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Comment GTCCL0311

Thank you for your comment,

The comment tracking number that has been asslgned to your comment is GTCC10311. Please refer to the comment
tracking humber in all cotrespondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date; June 18, 2011 07:04:17PM CDT

Greater-ﬁan-class-c Low-Level Radioactive \Waste EI§ Draft Comment: GTCC10331

First Nama: »
Last Name:
Country: USA

Privacy Pref e hold name and add trom public record

Comment Submitted: )
Please ensure this area is protected for the safety & health of all community members.

ittl ! ts over the Web? Contact usats greceisivebmaster(@an).poy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W3ll-1

W311-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W39

From: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: : Wednesday, May 18, 2011 8:18 PM

Tot . - glceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: | . Recaipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Ce GTCC1003¢
Thank you for your comment, .

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10039. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 18, 2011 02:17:49PM COT
Greater-Than:Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10039

First Name:

Middle tnitiah:

Last Name:

City;

State: ...,

Zipy

Country: USA .
Email: freewli2k@yahoo.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public recard

Comment Submitted:
hangford is not a stabile place to s(om nuclear waste. more will end up in the calumbia river. please clean vp what is W39-1
there now, trucking high level waste [s not an acceptable risk either.

Questions about squllting commerits over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve) Radioactive Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W39-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W73

From; _ gisceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 12:10 AM

To: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov .

Subject:’ Receipt: Greatar-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Comment GFCC10073

Thank you for your comment, *

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10073. Please refer to the comment
Kl ber in all corresp reloting to this comment.

Commient Oate: May 31, 2011 12:09:48AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radioactive Waste €IS Draft Comment: GTCC10073
First Name: i

Last Name:
Address:

“Chy:

State:-

2ip:

Cauntry: USA

Email: Zrkwood@comeastnet

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public recard

'

Comment Submitted:
Please do not go ahead with plons to store GTCC waste at Hanford, The place is already a toxic mess, with cleanup
running well over budget and schedule. Ingreasing the load of hazardous materials at this site Is a ludicrous proposal and
wilt put the populations in Oregon and Washingten at risk. .

The USDOE undermines alt its credibility for cleanup when Jt keeps proposing to dump more waste at Hanford and
refuses to withdraw the 2004 decision to use Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump.

*put Clean-Up First” USDOE can't cleanup Hanford by adding nearly as much radloactivity to Hanford’s soif above
groundwater as in ALL the High-Level Nuclear Waste tanks.

Questions about submt
Than-Class-C Low-Level R

over the Web? Contact us at: glecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Waste EIS Web at {630} 252-5205.

W73-1

W73-2

W73-1

W73-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

See response to W73-1.
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W205

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:03 AM

To: : gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Rudinactive Waste EIS C GTCC10205

Thatk you for yous comment,,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC1020S. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 09:02:48AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10205

First Name:

Last Name:

Organization: Friends of the Columbla River Gorge

Country: USA .

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and addrass from public record

Comment Subm(tmd'
1do notwant to see nu:lear waste transparted through the Gorgel Please work ta protect this scenic beauty and
treasure.

Questions about sut I t overtheWeb? Contact us at: gtccelswchmas!er@j gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Waste 15 W at (630} 252-5705.

W205-1

W205-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC&WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

STH DD.LD [vuld

Juawnoo(T asuodsay juauinio)) [ xjpuaddy



8SLI-r

9107 Laonuvf

Namg Withheld, Commenter ID No. W22

from: gieeeiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: . Sunday, May 15, 2011 3:47 PM

To: . gteceiswebmaster@anlgoy

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10022

‘Thank you for your commcnt

The comment tracking number-that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10022, Please reler to the comment
1o

.

g in all'correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 15, 2011 03:47:13PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10022

First Name:

Middle Initial:

Last Name:

Organization: SEIU

Address:

City:

State:

2ip:

Country: USA

Email: p_eacefulgresegce@gman £om

Privacy Preference; Withhold name and address from public record

Camment Submitted:
Protect Columbia River ond Orinking Water:

Using Hanford as a natfonal radioactive waste dump for the extremely radioackive GTCC wastes would result In annual
radiation doses of 48 millirem per year to the people who will be drinking the groundwater - which flows straight to the
Columbia.

That's o radiation level which would canse fatal cancers in approximately 1 to 2.5% of the Native American chifdren living W1
in the area under Yakama, Umatilla and Nez Perce Treaty Rights. 2-
Those cancer risks and radiation doses do NOT include the doses from the adjacent landfill which we sued USDOE for

adapling @ separate proposal to use as a national radicactive waste dump. Nor does it include the risk from the adjacent | w222

state operated UNLINED, leaking soil trenches of the commercial radioactive waste dump at Hanford.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contactus at: glccelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W22-1

Ww22-2

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology would not affect the comparisons
among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.

A dose of 48 mrem in one year is approximately 15% of the annual natural background
radiation received by an individual. A more site and scenario-specific analysis would have to
be conducted to assess any potential impacts to children.

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

STH DOID [outd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L412

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be received on or before June 27, 2011

Ms, ./Mr. & Mrs. Dr.

Mr. Mrs.

Name: — i —

Title:

Organization:

Address:

City: State: Zip Code: e

Phone: T E-Mail Address: Con copd ia Sel us@V hof mai ‘ .com

g o G iaa o o Clans C lmates |,
dernlle | dro —

e Alma/m.L L. 4
“Ts Co bawdss o me“’\(mt‘«w gt

Please use other side if move space is needed.

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you provide on this form may be published as part
of the public record for this project, including publication on the Internet Individual respondents may request
confidentiality by checking one of the two boxes below. The DOE will honor such requests to the extent allowed by faw.
All submission from organizations and busi or from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials
of jzations or busi will be available to the public in their entirety.

8

Withhold my name and address from the public record.
Withhold only my address from the public record

Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment form may be faxed to:
Mr. Amold Edelman (301)903-4303
Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)

1.8, Department of Energy or sent by electronic mail to:
1000 Independence Avenue, SW gleceis@anl.gov

Washington, DC 20585-0119

L412-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

S DOLD outd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. 1.407

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
Must be received on or before June 27, 2011

 Mr&Msa/ D

Mr. Mrs., = Ms.

Title: LTI Z 0%
Organizati L
Address:

City: /L :-5%‘(2 State
Phone{aaﬁ ) Dbke < A1l E-Mail Address:

Zip Code:

Comment: " We. ane . dotalli, and tenioietsls Gk Ozazal
- ,m_a,,fujfy, AL e AN kBTN f@raxkﬁ.w.fmzﬁucdna
238 2 aulntears cvrale: . . (/

;mwda“uﬁmmxt;
DdViseg  comali. te N WL A

‘“’7?4&11* ean. 4 (’[’L}L: L, cre  aidvey ool iy etrref |
Hhosy i Ol Lo>ilin ,«,@.ﬁ;ﬁimﬁﬁh&mm{&;mﬁww‘te%),,/‘,
J}f{f' AAF&“? L ,_;,’f‘ «,é«] /}l’\’nm?,«nw. e doﬂ"' are

e "rxtc’n/wf/xiéé’s_é "ﬁiﬁw‘e@#{ﬁ; G

€ gexe ather yide if more space is needed, "“:“"'"“ y o (7” » . :
B Prarit o il tonstar 1 oreq M Dhat Aucloar. Wwae. inasre |
WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATIONS Information you provide on this form may be published as part "

of the public recard for this project, including publication on the Interet. Individual respondents may request

confidemiality by checking one of the 1wo boxes below. The DOE will honor such requests to the extent allowed by law,

All submission from izations and busi or from individuals identifying th as rep ives or officials

of i or busi will be available to the public in their entirety.

Wﬂwlﬂ my name and address from the public record.
a Withhold only my address from the public record

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Amold Edelman

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy or sent by electronic mail to:
1000 Independence Avenue, SW gieceis@anl gov
Washington, DC 205850119

Comment form may be faxed to:
(301)903-4303

L407-

L407-1

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

ST4 DOLD putd
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L407 (cont’d)

é_féze ..fff.cff%ff;%y el ear) waaka, Pincod,,

Vo podidtion e e

e, j
,&m fwzmt‘d;/ Y AR ;«c&mé’r/?ﬂ a/(;
Mer maccleans w/;w’ao 2l :

1L407-1
(Cont.)
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L.404

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D)

LLS. Deparument of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
Must be received on or before June 27, 201
Mr. o Mes. Ms Mr. & Mrs. ]/ \\\\\ De..
Name AA
Title:
Organization:
Address:
City: State: Zip Code:

commen:We._pppose ol forms of pucléay prolifecation
Ac«fsé)e’cmm,,”;zm{c’m weaons  and nucleay Ppwer N’% <.
4 fb“(kl\ﬁ(] oppose. r'fmmtfmr titg _any nuelear’ and
madioactivy aste angMere 4 oW, lic, ehoxld

be that nuclear waste "Srem nuelear powerplants had

be otored ot or nee the Power olast Re same | paon
pelicy  shewld _apply fo  cContaminated materials and
i’quc, “low - Jee |“radioective wasle and GTEC- ke

Please use other side if more space is needed. SE

Ve
WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you provide on this form may be published as part Z
of the public record for this project, including publication on the Internet. Individual respondents may request
confidentiality by checking one of the two boxes below. The DOE will honor suck requests to the extent allowed by law,
All submission from organizations and busi or from individuals identifying themseives as rep ives or officials
of : %

or busi will be available to the public in their entirety.

(\Vﬁhaﬂd my name and address from the public record.
a Withhold only my address from the public record

Comment forms may be mailed 10:

Mr. Amold Edelman

Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Comment form may be faxed to:
(301) 9034303

or sent by electronic mail to:
gleceis@anl.gov

L404-1

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

ST DDLD 1vuld
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L.404 (cont’d)

e . petliley »
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as wel

s everyene aleng
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Stering nuclear waste at WIFPP as well
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Gandio. labs, No MORE [
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1404-2

1404-3

L404-2

1L404-3

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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