
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 

E68-1 	 Comment noted with regards the suggestion of use of acronyms. The GTCC EIS (Chapter 7) 
includes a description of the affected environment at the Hanford Site. Note that a glossary is 
provided in Volume 1 of the EIS. 

Matela, Nancy, Commenter ID No. E68 
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W150-1 	 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. 

McCagh, Mike, Commenter ID No. W150 

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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T153-1	 DOE shares the commenter’s concern for the safe management of radioactive wastes such as 
the GTCC and GTCC–like wastes addressed in this EIS. DOE is required, under NEPA, to 
consider the full range of reasonable alternatives for a proposed action. Hanford has the 
climate, infrastructure, personnel expertise, and many other features that favor its inclusion for 
analysis. DOE nevertheless plans to keep its commitment to defer a decision regarding off site 
waste disposal at Hanford at least until the WTP is operational.  

McClary, Jackie, Commenter ID No. T153 
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T153-2	 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. 

McClary, Jackie, Commenter ID No. T153 (cont’d) 
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W559-1 	 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. 

McCulloch, Robert, Commenter ID No. W559 

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’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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W502-1 

W502-2 

W502-3 

W502-4 

W502-1 	 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. 

McFarland, Angela, Commenter ID No. W502 

W502-2 	 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. 

W502-3 	 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. 

W502-4 	 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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L316-1	 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. 

McKinney, Maria, Commenter ID No. L316 

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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T155-1	 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. 

McNaughton, Jim, Commenter ID No. T155 
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W183-1 	 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. 

Meyerhoff, Joan, Commenter ID No. W183 
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W61-1 	 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). 

Michaels, Brenda, Commenter ID No. W61 

J-1312 
January 2016 

W61-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Michaels, Brenda – W61 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

W142-1 	 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. 

Midson, Kathryn, Commenter ID No. W142 
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W317-1 	 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. 

Mierow, Luanne, Commenter ID No. W317 
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W417-1 	 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. 

Mijal, Martin, Commenter ID No. W417 
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E84-3 

E84-2 

E84-1 

E84-1 	 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. 

Miller, Virginia, Commenter ID No. E84 

E84-2 	 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 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. 

E84-3 	 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. 

LANL is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility. DOE is 
performing environmental restoration activities at LANL and ongoing cleanup efforts will 
continue. A GTCC waste disposal facility, would not affect ongoing cleanup activities at 
LANL. DOE analyzed and considered all relevant affected environmental resources including 
seismic and groundwater conditions at LANL in identifying the preferred alternative discussed 
in Section 2.10. 
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W456-2 

W456-3 

W456-4 

W456-5 

W456-1 

W456-6 

W456-1 	 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. 

Millhauser, Susan, Commenter ID No. W456 

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’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. 

W456-2 	 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). 

W456-3 	 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. 

W456-4 	 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. 

W456-5 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the 
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W456-6 	 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). 

Millhauser, Susan, Commenter ID No. W456 (cont’d) 

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision 
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W456-6 
(Cont.) 

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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W348-1 	 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. 

Milner, Glen, Commenter ID No. W348 

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 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 LLRW) 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. J-1319 
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W348-1 
(Cont.) 

W348-2 

W348-3 

W348-4 

W348-5 

W348-2 See response to W348-1 Milner, Glen, Commenter ID No. W348 (cont’d) 

W348-3 	 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 
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). 

W348-4 	 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. 

W348-5 	 The EIS has been prepared using conventional software including that used to prepare the 
graphics presented in the document. The multiple sites and the various waste types being 
addressed in the EIS may have contributed to the numerous graphics and photographs needed 
to communicate the information in a visual manner. DOE will take the steps to improve the 
accessibility of the Final EIS on the website. Thank you for bringing this to our attention. 
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W378-1 	 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. 

Mink, Ron, Commenter ID No. W378 

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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Misserville, Henry, Commenter ID No. T72 

Misserville, Henry – T72 

J-1324 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 

T72-1 	 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. 

Misserville, Henry, Commenter ID No. T72 (cont’d) 

T72-2 	 DOE respectfully disagrees and cleanup efforts at LANL are ongoing. 
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T72-3 	 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. 

Misserville, Henry, Commenter ID No. T72 (cont’d) 

T72-4 	 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. 
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T72-5 	 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). 

Misserville, Henry, Commenter ID No. T72 (cont’d) 
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L317-1	 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. 

Mitchell, Joseph, Commenter ID No. L317 

L317-2 See response to L317-1. 
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W480-1 	 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). 

Mitchell, Ottie, Commenter ID No. W480 
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W94-1 	 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). 

Mooney, John, Commenter ID No. W94 
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W68-1 	 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. 

Moore, Anne, Commenter ID No. W68 

W68-2 	 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. 

W68-3 See response to W68-1. 
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W402-1 

W402-2 

W402-1 	 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. 

Moore, J. Robert, Commenter ID No. W402 

W402-2 	 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. 

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’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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T102-1	 LANL is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility. The 
ongoing cleanup efforts at LANL will continue. A GTCC waste disposal facility, would not 
affect ongoing cleanup activities. 

Moreno, Miguel, Commenter ID No. T102 
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T102-2	 In identifying the preferred alternative discussed in Section 2.10, DOE considered the results of 
the EIS analyses on potential impacts to all relevant affected resources including groundwater 
at LANL. See Section 8.2.3 for potential impacts to water resources at LANL. 

Moreno, Miguel, Commenter ID No. T102 (cont’d) 
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T102-3 

T102-4 

T102-3	 DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently allowed by law 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 allowed by law. 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.” 

Moreno, Miguel, Commenter ID No. T102 (cont’d) 

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. 

T102-4	 The conduct of heath surveys suggested for DOE consideration is 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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T74-1 	 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. 

Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d) 

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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T74-2 	 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. 

Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d) 

T74-3 	 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. 

J-1340 
January 2016 

T74-2 

T74-3 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

T74-4 	 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. 

Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d) 
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T74-5 DOE respectfully disagrees and cleanup efforts at DOE sites are ongoing. Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d) 
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(Cont.) 

T74-5 

T74-4 
(Cont.) 
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T74-6 See response to T74-1. Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d) 
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W513-1 	 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. 

Morris, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W513 

W513-2 	 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 LLRW and 
GTCC-like 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 LLRW and GTCC-like wastes 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. The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the 
shipments that would be required to dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes 
at the various disposal sites. The EIS addressed 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 
materials. 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 LCFs (see 
Section 6.2.9.1). J-1344 
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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 

Morris, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W513 (cont’d) 

J-1345 
January 2016 

W513-2 
(Cont.) 

W513-3 

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). 

W513-3 	 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). 

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, with the exception of the source terms used for 
the contact-handled and remote-handled Other Waste. These latter source terms have been 
added to Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS. The accident risk analysis (see Section C.9.3.1) is 
separate from the accident consequence analysis (see Section C.9.3.3). All relevant data for the 
accident risk analysis, with the exception of the shipment source terms and route information, 
are provided in Section C.9.3. Approximately 1,200 routes were considered in this analysis, so 
it was not considered practical to include this information in the EIS. Such information is 
readily available by using the TRAGIS routing model, as referenced in Appendix C. Shipment-
specific source terms were determined by dividing the origin source inventory by the number 
of shipments from that site. Site inventories were published in Sandia (2007, 2008), as 
referenced in Appendix B, which also contains the per-shipment packaging assumptions for 
each waste type. The shipment-specific source terms were omitted from the EIS for brevity and 
because of the low estimated impacts. 
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W441-1 

W441-2 

W441-3 

W441-1  	 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. 

Murphy, Elaine, Commenter ID No. W441 

W441-2 	 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. 

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 
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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. 
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W441-4 

W441-3 	 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. 

Murphy, Elaine, Commenter ID No. W441 (cont’d) 

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. 

W441-4 	 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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W240-1 

W240-1 	 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. 

Murphy, Lauren, Commenter ID No. W240 

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). 

The transportation of radioactive waste will meet or exceed DOT and NRC regulatory 
requirements that promote the protection of human health and the environment. 

The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to 
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. 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 LCFs (see Section 6.2.9.1). 
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Murphy, Lauren – W240 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W307-1 	 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. 

Murray, Tammie, Commenter ID No. W307 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

J-1349 
January 2016 

W307-1 

Murray, Tammie – W307 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

W229-1 	 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 EIS evaluated the 
transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to dispose of all of the GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. 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 LCFs. 

Myers, Blayney, Commenter ID No. W229 

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 is cleaning up the Hanford Site and those activities will continue. 

W229-2 See response to W229-1. 
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W229-1 

W229-2 

  W229-1 

(Cont.) 
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W26-1 	 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. 

Namba, Joyce, Commenter ID No. W26 
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W26-1 

Namba, Joyce – W26 
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Namba, Joyce, Commenter ID No. W26 (cont’d) 

W26-1 
(Cont.) 
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W425-1 	 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 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). 

Nelson, Barbara M., Commenter ID No. W425 
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W425-1 
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Nelson, Barbara M. – W425 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 

 

T157-1	 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. 

Newell, Nancy, Commenter ID No. T157 
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T157-1 

Newell, Nancy – T157 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

 

T157-2 See response to T157-1. Newell, Nancy, Commenter ID No. T157 (cont’d) 
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T157-2 
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Newell, Nancy, Commenter ID No. T157 (cont’d) 
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W530-1 	 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. 

Nippolt, Sharon, Commenter ID No. W530 
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W530-1 

Nippolt, Sharon – W530 
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North, Roz, Commenter ID No. T81 

North, Roz – T81 
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T81-1 	 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. 

North, Roz, Commenter ID No. T81 (cont’d) 

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands 
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal 
facility. 

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

T81-1 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

L208-1	 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. 

Nusser, Frank & Bonnie, Commenter ID No. L208 

L208-2	 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. 
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L208-2 

L208-1 
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W355-4 

W355-3 

W355-2 

W355-1 

W355-1 	 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. 

O’Brien, Michael and Vana, Commenter ID No. W355 

W355-2 	 See response to W355-1. 

W355-3 	 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. 

W355-4 	 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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O’Brien, Michael and Vana – W355 
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O’Brien, Michael and Vana, Commenter ID No. W355 (cont’d) 
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W115-1 	 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. 

O’Brien, William, Commenter ID No. W115 
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W115-1 

O’Brien, William – W115 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

W443-1 	 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. 

O’Brien, William, Commenter ID No. W443 
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W443-1 
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E73-1 

E73-1 	 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. 

O’Connell, Rita, Commenter ID No. E73 

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 m3 [240,000 ft3] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m3 

[420,000 ft3]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional 
2,000 m3 (71,000 ft3) 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. 

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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W419-1 	 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. 

Odegard, Corinne, Commenter ID No. W419 
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W195-1 	 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. 

Okulam, Frodo, Commenter ID No. W195 

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, with the exception of the source terms used for 
the contact-handled and remote-handled Other Waste. These latter source terms have been 
added to Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS. 

The accident risk analysis (see Section C.9.3.1) is separate from the accident consequence 
analysis (see Section C.9.3.3). All relevant data for the accident risk analysis, with the 
exception of the shipment source terms and route information, are provided in Section C.9.3. 
Approximately 1,200 routes were considered in this analysis, so it was not considered practical 
to include this information in the EIS. Such information is readily available by using the 
TRAGIS routing model, as referenced in Appendix C. 

Shipment-specific source terms were determined by dividing the origin source inventory by the 
number of shipments from that site. Site inventories were published in Sandia (2007, 2008), as 
referenced in Appendix B, which also contains the per-shipment packaging assumptions for 
each waste type. The shipment-specific source terms were omitted from the EIS for brevity and 
because of the low estimated impacts. 
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Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 

Ortega, Rebecca – T109 
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T109-1	 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. 

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

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve 
further NEPA review as needed and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and 
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement. 
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T109-2 See response to T109-1. Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d) 

T109-2 
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T109-3 See response to T109-1. Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d) 
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T109-3 
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Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d) 

T109-3 
(Cont.) 
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Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d) 
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W420-1 	 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. 

Osterman, Norm L., Commenter ID No. W420 

W420-2 	 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. 

W420-3 	 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.J-1374 

January 2016 

W420-3 

W420-2 

W420-1 
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Osterman, Norm L. – W420 



 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

W344-1 	 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. 

Panfilio, Carol, Commenter ID No. W344 

W344-2  	 See response to W344-1. 

W344-3 	 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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Panfilio, Carol – W344 
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Panfilio, Carol, Commenter ID No. T156 

Panfilio, Carol – T156 

J-1376 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

T156-1 

T156-1	 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. 

Panfilio, Carol, Commenter ID No. T156 (cont’d) 

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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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. 

Parker, Michael D., Commenter ID No. W138 
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W138-1 

Parker, Michael D. – W138 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

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. 

Parker, Michael D., Commenter ID No. W374 
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W374-1 

Parker, Michael D. – W374 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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. 

Patten, Colleen, Commenter ID No. W520 
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W520-1 

Patten, Colleen – W520 
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Paulson, Lauren, Commenter ID No. T180 

Paulson, Lauren – T180 
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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. 

Paulson, Lauren, Commenter ID No. T180 (cont’d) 
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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. 

Paulson, Lauren, Commenter ID No. T180 (cont’d) 

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. 

T180-2 
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E94-2 

E94-1 

E94-1 	 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. 

Peck, Susan, Commenter ID No. E94 

E94-2 	 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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Perez, Martha – L277 

L277-1	 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). 

Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. L277 

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. 

L277-2	 All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS, 
including impacts to ecological resources (see Section 6.2.5). 

L277-1 

L277-2 
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Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. L277 (cont’d) 

L277-3 

L277-4 

L277-5 

L277-3	 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. 

L277-4	 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. 

L277-5	 NEPA review to support any final siting of a GTCC waste disposal facility would have to 
address all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations. 



 

 

 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

W42-1 	 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. 

W42-2 	 See response to W42-1. 

Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. W42 
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Perez, Martha – W42 January 2016 

W42-1 

W42-2 

W42-1 
(Cont.) 
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T158-2 

T158-1 

T158-1	 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. 

Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. T158 

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. 

T158-2	 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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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. 

Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. T158 (cont’d) 
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T158-2 
(Cont.) 
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Perez, Martha, Commenter ID No. T158 (cont’d) 
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W1-1	 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. 

Perla, Andrew, Commenter ID No. W1 

J-1391 
January 2016 

W1-1 
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Perla, Andrew – W1 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

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. 

Perslin, Clemence, Commenter ID No. W130 
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W130-1 

Perslin, Clemence – W130 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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. 

Peters, Douglas, Commenter ID No. W246 
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W246-1 

Peters, Douglas – W246 
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Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. T55 

Peters, Rod – T55 

J-1394 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

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. 

Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. T55 (cont’d) 
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January 2016 

T55-1 
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T55-2 See response to T55-1. 

T55-3 Comment noted. 

Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. T55 (cont’d) 
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T55-3 

T55-2 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

T55-4 Comment noted. Peters, Rod, Commenter ID No. T55 (cont’d) 
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T55-4 

T55-3 
(Cont.) 
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Peterson, Andrew, Commenter ID No. W171 

Peterson, Andrew – W171 
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W171-2 

W171-1 

W171-1 	 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. 

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

W171-2 	 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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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. 

Phelps, Ralph L., Commenter ID No. L418 

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. 
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L418-1 
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Phelps, Ralph L. – L418 
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Phelps, Ralph L., Commenter ID No. L418 (cont’d) 

L418-1 
(Cont.) 
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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). 

Philips, Sally, Commenter ID No. W461 

J-1402 
January 2016 

W461-1 
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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). 

Pierce, Susan, Commenter ID No. W90 

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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T19-1 Changes to the radioactive waste classifications are outside the scope of the EIS. Piet, Steve, Commenter ID No. T19 

J-1404 
January 2016 

T19-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Piet, Steve – T19 
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T19-5 

T19-4 

T19-3 

T19-2 

T19-2 Comment noted. Piet, Steve, Commenter ID No. T19 (cont’d) 

T19-3 	Comment noted. 

T19-4 	 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). 

T19-5 	 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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Piet, Steve, Commenter ID No. T19 (cont’d) 

T19-5 
(Cont.) 
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Polishuk, Sandy, Commenter ID No. T160 

Polishuk, Sandy – T160 
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T160-1	 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. 

Polishuk, Sandy, Commenter ID No. T160 (cont’d) 

T160-2	 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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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. 

Pollard-Stein, Kristine, Commenter ID No. W40 
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Pollard-Stein, Kristine – W40 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Polychronis, Jan, Commenter ID No. W206 
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W206-1 

Polychronis, Jan – W206 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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. 

Pomeroy, Kelly, Commenter ID No.W450 
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W450-1 

Pomeroy, Kelly – W450 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

W434-1 	 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. 

Pope, B., Commenter ID No. W434 
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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. 

Pope, B., Commenter ID No. W280 
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Pope, B. – W280 
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L52-2 

L52-1 

L52-1 	 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.” 

Powell, Charles, Commenter ID No. L52 

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. 

L52-2 	 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 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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Powell, Charles, Commenter ID No. L52 (cont’d) 

L52-2 
(Cont.) 
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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. 

Powers, Patrick, Commenter ID No. W460 

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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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. 

Presley, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W406 
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Procter, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T79 

Procter, Rebecca – T79 
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T79-1 	 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. 

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

T79-2 	 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. 

J-1420 
January 2016 

T79-2 

T79-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

J-1421 
January 2016 

T79-3 

T79-2 
(Cont.) 

T79-3 	 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. 

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

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. 
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W8-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Pryor, Peggy, Commenter ID No. W8 
(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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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. 

Pryor, Peggy and Melodye, Commenter ID No. E28 
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J-1425 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

   

 
 
 
 
 

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. 

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

E53-4 

E53-2 

E53-3 

E53-1 
(Cont.) 

J-1427	 
January 2016 

E53-2 	 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. 

E53-3 	 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. 

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. 

E53-4 	 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. 
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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. 

Putkey, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T89 

J-1429 
January 2016 

T89-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Putkey, Lisa – T89 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 

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. 

Putkey, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T89 (cont’d) 

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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T89-3 See response to T89-2. Putkey, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T89 (cont’d) 
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Quintana, Marlene, Commenter ID No. L77 

J-1432 
January 2016 

Quintana, Marlene – L77 

L77-1 

L77-2 

L77-3 

L77-4 

L77-1 	 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. 

L77-2 	 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. 

L77-3 	 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. 

L77-4 	 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. 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Quintana, Marlene, Commenter ID No. L77 (cont’d) 

L77-4 
(Cont.) 
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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. 

Radford, William, Commenter ID No. T161 
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Radford, William – T161 
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T161-3 

T161-2 

T161-2	 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.” 

Radford, William, Commenter ID No. T161 (cont’d) 

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. 

T161-3	 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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Radford, William, Commenter ID No. T161 (cont’d) 
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(Cont.) 

J-1436 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

T161-4	 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. 

Radford, William, Commenter ID No. T161 (cont’d) 

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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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. 

Rajnus, Carla, Commenter ID No. W37 
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W37-1 

Rajnus, Carla – W37 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

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. 

Ralston, Carla, Commenter ID No. W389 
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Ralston, Carla – W389 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

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). 

Randolph, Gretchen, Commenter ID No. L318 

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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Randolph, Gretchen – L318 



  

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Ray, Gisela S. – L212 L212-1 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. 

Ray, Gisela S., Commenter ID No. L212 
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Reilley Urner, Carol – T171 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. 

Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID No. T171 
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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. 

Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID No. T171 (cont’d) 
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(Cont.) 
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T171-3 See response to T171-1. Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID No. T171 (cont’d) 
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T171-4 See response to T171-2. Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID No. T171 (cont’d) 
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Reilley Urner, Carol – W562 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. 

Reilley Urner, Carol, Commenter ID No. W562 

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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Reinhart, Robert – W352 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. 

Reinhart, Robert, Commenter ID No. W352 
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W352-1 
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T163-1 

T163-2 

Rempe, Norbert – T163 T163-1 Text has been revised to state that WIPP is the first underground deep geologic repository in 
the US.Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 

T163-2	 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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T163-3 Comment noted. 

T163-4 Comment noted. 

Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d) 
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T163-5	 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. 

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

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

T163-6	 A megacurie is a measure of radioactivity (i.e., radioactive decay) equal to one million curies. 
One curie of radioactivity would be approximately the same as from 1 gram of Radium-226 
(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. 
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d) 

T163-6 
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d) 
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T163-7 Comment noted. Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d) 
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Rempe, Norbert, Commenter ID No. T163 (cont’d) 
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Rendar, Byron – W127 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. 

Rendar, Byron, Commenter ID No. W127 

W127-2 See response to W127-1. 
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Richards, Betty – T25 T25-1 Comment noted. 
Richards, Betty, Commenter ID No. T25 

T25-2 	 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. 

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. J-1456 

January 2016 

T25-1 

T25-2 
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Richards, Betty, Commenter ID No. T25 (cont’d) 

T25-2 
(Cont.) 
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W28-1 

Risser, Susan and Peter – W28 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. 

Risser, Susan and Peter, Commenter ID No. W28 

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 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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Ritter, John – W165 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. 

Ritter, John, Commenter ID No. W165 

J-1459 
January 2016 

W165-1 
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Ritter, John – W53 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. 

Ritter, John, Commenter ID No. W53 

J-1460 
January 2016 

W53-1 
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Roberts, Susan – W24 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). 

Roberts, Susan, Commenter ID No. W24 

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. 

J-1461 
January 2016 

W24-1 
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Rock, Kibbey – W262 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. 

Rock, Kibbey, Commenter ID No. W262 

J-1462 
January 2016 

W262-1 
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Rodriguez, Susan – T64 
Rodriguez, Susan, Commenter ID No. T64 

J-1463 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  

 
 
 

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. 

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

J-1464 
January 2016 

T64-1 
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T64-2 Comment noted. Rodriguez, Susan, Commenter ID No. T64 (cont’d) 

J-1465 
January 2016 

T64-2 
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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. 

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

J-1466 
January 2016 

T64-3 
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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. 

Rodriguez, Susan, Commenter ID No. T64 (cont’d) 
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Roper, Catherine – W553 
Roper, Catherine, Commenter ID No. W553 

J-1468 
January 2016 

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 – W507 
Rose, Viola, Commenter ID No. W507 

J-1469 
January 2016 

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). 
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Rose, Viola, Commenter ID No. W507 (cont’d) 

J-1470 
January 2016 

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 – W510 
Rothman, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. W510 

J-1471 
January 2016 

W510-1 

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. 
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Rowe, Joe – W564 
Rowe, Joe, Commenter ID No. W564 

J-1472 
January 2016 

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. 
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Rubenstein, Catherine – W212 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. 

Rubenstein, Catherine, Commenter ID No. W212 
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W212-1 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 

 
  

 
 
 

Sanders, Elizabeth – W347 
Sanders, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W347 

J-1474 
January 2016 

W347-1 

W347-2 

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 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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Sather, John – E48 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. 

Sather, John, Commenter ID No. E48 

J-1475 
January 2016 

E48-1 
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Savelle, Michele – W49 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. 

Savelle, Michele, Commenter ID No. W49 

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 alternative 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. 

J-1476 
January 2016 

W49-1 
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Scanlon, Bruce – W489 
Scanlon, Bruce, Commenter ID No. W489 

J-1477 
January 2016 

W489-1 

W489-2 

W489-3 

W489-4 

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.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. 

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 – W481 
Schaffner, Benjamin, Commenter ID No. W481 

J-1478 
January 2016 

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. 
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Schilke, Peter – T57 
Schilke, Peter, Commenter ID No. T57 

J-1479 
January 2016 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

T57-1 This comment is outside the scope of this EIS. Schilke, Peter, Commenter ID No. T57 (cont’d) 

J-1480 
January 2016 

T57-1 
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T57-2 Comment noted. Schilke, Peter, Commenter ID No. T57 (cont’d) 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

J-1481 
January 2016 

T57-2 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

   
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  

 
  

  
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

Schlarb, Theresa – W257 
Schlarb, Theresa, Commenter ID No. W257 

J-1482 
January 2016 

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. 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Schmitt, Kate – W169 W169-1 Comment noted. 
Schmitt, Kate, Commenter ID No. W169 

J-1483 
January 2016 
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Scholtz, Claudia – W491 
Scholtz, Claudia, Commenter ID No. W491 

J-1484 
January 2016 

W491-1 

W491-2 

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 – W517 
Scholz, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W517 

J-1485 
January 2016 

W517-1 

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. 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
  

  

  

 

   

  
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

L291-1 DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal Schrader, Don, Commenter ID No. L291 
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by Schrader, Don – L291 
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. 

J-1486 
January 2016 
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Schreck, Theresa – T101 
Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 

J-1487 
January 2016 



  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 

T101-1	 As required 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. 

Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 (cont’d) 

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. 

J-1488 
January 2016 

T101-1 
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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. 

Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 (cont’d) 
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T101-2 



  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 

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. 

Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 (cont’d) 
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T101-3 

T101-2 
(Cont.) 



  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

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. 

Schreck, Theresa, Commenter ID No. T101 (cont’d) 
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T101-4 

T101-3 
(Cont.) 
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Schwartz, Maxine – W338 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. 

Schwartz, Maxine, Commenter ID No. W338 

J-1493 
January 2016 
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Schwarz, Peggie – W289 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. 

Schwarz, Peggie, Commenter ID No. W289 
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W289-1 
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Seabrook, Kathy – W364 
Seabrook, Kathy, Commenter ID No. W364 

J-1495 
January 2016 

W364-1 

W364-2 

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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J-1496 
January 2016 

E93-1 

E93-2 

E93-3 

Selbin, Susan – E93 E93-1 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 Selbin, Susan, Commenter ID No. E93 
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. 

E93-2 	 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.  

E93-3 	 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 m3 

[240,000 ft3] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m3 

[420,000 ft3]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional 
2,000 m3 (71,000 ft3) 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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J-1497 
January 2016 

E12-1 

E12-2 

Seligman, Carole – E12 E12-1 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. 

Seligman, Carole, Commenter ID No. E12 

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. 

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 – T162 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. 

Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 

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. 
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Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d) 

T162-1 
(Cont.) 

J-1499 
January 2016 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

  

 
 
 
 

T162-2	 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. 

Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d) 

T162-3	 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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T162-3 
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T162-4 See response to T162-1. Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d) 
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Serres, Daniel, Commenter ID No. T162 (cont’d) 

J-1502 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Shaulis, Dahn – E21 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 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. 

Shaulis, Dahn, Commenter ID No. E21 
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Shea, Jan – W209 
Shea, Jan, Commenter ID No. W209 

J-1504 
January 2016 

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 – T164 T164-1 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. 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 

Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 

2.10. 

T164-2	 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 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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Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 (cont’d) 

T164-2 
(Cont.) 
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Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 (cont’d) 
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T164-3 See response to T164-1. Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 (cont’d) 
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Siemer, Darryl, Commenter ID No. T164 (cont’d) 
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Sill, Marjorie – W9 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. 

Sill, Marjorie, Commenter ID No. W9 

J-1510 
January 2016 

W9-1 
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January 2016 

W76-1 

W76-2 

W76-3 

W76-4 

Simpson, Katharine – W76 W76-1 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. 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. 

Simpson, Katharine, Commenter ID No. W76 

Tribal perspectives from the Wampum, Umatilla and the Nez Perce are reflected in Chapter 6 as 
well as in Appendix G. 

W76-2 	 See response to W76-1. 

W76-3 	 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. 

W76-4 	 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. 
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Sims, Anita – L89 L89-1 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. 

Sims, Anita, Commenter ID No. L89 

L89-2 	 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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L89-1 

L89-2 
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E10-1 

E10-2 

E10-3 

Smith, Claire – E10 E10-1 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. 

Smith, Claire, Commenter ID No. E10 

E10-2 	 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. 

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). 

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. 
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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 

Smith, Claire, Commenter ID No. E10 (cont’d) 

J-1514 
January 2016 

E10-3 
(Cont.) 

E10-4 

E10-5 

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. 

E10-4 	 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. 

E10-5 	 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 – W86 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 I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste streams 
(see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS). 

Smith, Dawn, Commenter ID No. W86 

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. 

J-1515 
January 2016 

W86-1 
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Smith, Doyle – T27 
Smith, Doyle, Commenter ID No. T27 

J-1516 
January 2016 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

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 
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. 

Smith, Doyle, Commenter ID No. T27 (cont’d) 

J-1517 
January 2016 

T27-1 
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T27-2 See response to T27-1. Smith, Doyle, Commenter ID No. T27 (cont’d) 
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T27-2 
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Smith, Madeline – W546 
Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 

J-1519 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

W546-1 The 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. 

Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d) 
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W546-1 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

W546-2 The EIS 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. 

Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d) 

W546-3 See response to W546-2 

J-1521 
January 2016 

W546-2 

W546-3 
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Smith, Madeline, Commenter ID No. W546 (cont’d) W546-4 This comment is outside the scope of this EIS. 

W546-4 

J-1522 
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Smith, Pamela – W475 
Smith, Pamela, Commenter ID No. W475 

J-1525 
January 2016 

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 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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Soden, Mary – W210 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. 

Soden, Mary, Commenter ID No. W210 

J-1526 
January 2016 

W210-1 
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Sorgen, Jacqueline – W518 
Sorgen, Jacqueline, Commenter ID No. W518 

J-1527 
January 2016 

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 radioactive 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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T165-1 This comment is out of scope for this EIS. Sotir, Gregory, Commenter ID No. T165 

J-1528 
January 2016 

T165-1 
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J-1529 
January 2016 

T165-2 

T165-3 

T165-2	 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. 

Sotir, Gregory, Commenter ID No. T165 (cont’d) 

T165-3	 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. 
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T165-4	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Sotir, Gregory, Commenter ID No. T165 (cont’d) 
(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. 

T165-5	 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. 

T165-4 

T165-5 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Spadone, Marian – W535 
Spadone, Marian, Commenter ID No. W535 

J-1531 
January 2016 

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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Spaeth, Thea – T107 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. 

Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 

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.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. J-1532 

January 2016 

T107-1 

T107-2 
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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. 

Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 (cont’d) 
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T107-3 

T107-2 
(Cont.) 
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Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 (cont’d) 
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T107-4 See response to T107-3. Spaeth, Thea, Commenter ID No. T107 (cont’d) 
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Spence, Michael – W384 
Spence, Michael, Commenter ID No. W384 

J-1536 
January 2016 

W384-1 

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 – W95 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 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). 

Spencer, Amanda, Commenter ID No. W95 

J-1537 
January 2016 

W95-1 
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W19-1 

W19-2 

W19-3 

W19-1 	 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. 

Stannard, Richard, Commenter ID No. W19 

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. 

W19-2 	 Comment noted. Recommendations will be taken into consideration, as appropriate, in the 
implementation of the preferred alternative. 

W19-3 	 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. 
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Stanton, Elizabeth – W380 
Stanton, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W380 

J-1539 
January 2016 

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. 
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Stein, Fay – W499 W499-1 It is assumed 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. Stein, Fay, Commenter ID No. W499 

J-1540 
January 2016 

W499-1 
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Stengle, James – W323 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. 

Stengle, James, Commenter ID No. W323 

J-1541 
January 2016 

W323-1 
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Sterling, Shila – T43 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. 

Sterling, Shila, Commenter ID No. T43 

J-1542 
January 2016 

T43-1 
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T43-1 
(Cont.) 

T43-2 

T43-3 

T43-2 	 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. 

Sterling, Shila, Commenter ID No. T43 (cont’d) 

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. 

T43-3 	 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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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. 

Sterling, Shila, Commenter ID No. T43 (cont’d) 
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T43-4 
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Stewart, Margaret – E58 
Stewart, Margaret, Commenter ID No. E58 
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E58-1 	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Stewart, Margaret, Commenter ID No. E58 (cont’d) 
(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. 

E58-2 	 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 
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. 

J-1546 
January 2016 

E58-1 

E58-2 
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E105-1 

Stock, Ron – E105 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. 

Stock, Ron, Commenter ID No. E105 

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 – W455 
Stolzberg, Karen, Commenter ID No. W455 

J-1548 
January 2016 

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 – W560 
Stoney, Mindy, Commenter ID No. W560 

J-1549 
January 2016 

W560-1 

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 – L211 
Stookey, Jeffrey, Commenter ID No. L211 
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L211-1 

L211-2 

L211-3 

L211-1	 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. 

Stookey, Jeffrey, Commenter ID No. L211 (cont’d) 

L211-2	 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). 

L211-3	 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 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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Storhm, John – W72 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. 

Storhm, John, Commenter ID No. W72 

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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W72-1 
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Sullivan, Robert – W416 
Sullivan, Robert, Commenter ID No. W416 

J-1553 
January 2016 

W416-1 

W416-1 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 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 – W79 W79-1 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. 

Sunrise, Elizabeth Anne, Commenter ID No. W79 
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W79-1 
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L80-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Sutherland, Al and Julie, Commenter ID No. L80 
(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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L80-1 
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Sutherland, Al and Julie – L80 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     
 

 
 
 

 

Swanson, John – L292 L292-1 DOE respectfully disagrees. The inventory is based on the best available information from DOE 
and the industry. Swanson, John, Commenter ID No. L292 
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L292-1 
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L292-2	 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. 

Swanson, John, Commenter ID No. L292 (cont’d) 

L292-3	 The acronym LLRW is defined in the EIS. 
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L292-1 
(Cont.) 

L292-2 

L292-3 
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Swanson, Marsha – W525 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. 

Swanson, Marsha, Commenter ID No. W525 
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W525-1 
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Swanson, Rod – W555 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. 

Swanson, Rod, Commenter ID No. W555 

J-1559 
January 2016 
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Tarpey, Raymond – W44 W44-1 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). 

Tarpey, Raymond, Commenter ID No. W44 

W44-2 	 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 Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
(TC &WM EIS). 

J-1560 
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Tatum, Ron and Paulette – W194 
Tatum, Ron and Paulette, Commenter ID No. W194 

J-1561 
January 2016 

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. 

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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Taylor, Sarah – T6 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. 

Taylor, Sarah, Commenter ID No. T6 
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Taylor, Sarah, Commenter ID No. T6 (cont’d) 

T6-1 
(Cont.) 

J-1563 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Tenhonen, Steve – W316 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. 

Tenhonen, Steve, Commenter ID No. W316 
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Tewksbury, Ross – T167 T167-1 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. 

Tewksbury, Ross, Commenter ID No. T167 

T167-2 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. 

J-1565 
January 2016 

T167-1 

T167-2 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

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. 

Tewksbury, Ross, Commenter ID No. T167 (cont’d) 

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. 

J-1566 
January 2016 

T167-3 

T167-4 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 

J-1567 
January 2016 

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 
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. 

Tewksbury, Ross, Commenter ID No. T167 (cont’d) 

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. 

T167-6	 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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Thomas, Charles – 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. 

Thomas, Charles, Commenter ID No. W414 
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Thomas, David – W397 
Thomas, David, Commenter ID No. W397 

J-1570 
January 2016 

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). 
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Thomas, Eileen – W551 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. 

Thomas, Eileen, Commenter ID No. W551 
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W551-1 
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Till, Rick – W325 
Till, Rick, Commenter ID No. W325 

J-1572 
January 2016 

W325-1 

W325-2 

W325-3 

W325-4 

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 LLRW) 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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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. 

Till, Rick, Commenter ID No. W325 (cont’d) 
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Timm, Chris – T54 
Timm, Chris, Commenter ID No. T54 

T54-1 
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T54-1 
(Cont.) 

T54-2 

T54-1 Comment noted. Timm, Chris, Commenter ID No. T54 (cont’d) 

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) 

T54-2 
(Cont.) 
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Tims, Margaret – W170 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. 

Tims, Margaret, Commenter ID No. W170 
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W336-1 

W336-2 

W336-3 

Toll, Betsy, Commenter ID No. W336 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 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). 
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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. 

Toll, Betsy, Commenter ID No. W336 (cont’d) 
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Tombleson, Barbara – W192 
Tombleson, Barbara, Commenter ID No. W192 

J-1580 
January 2016 

W192-1 

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 – W351 W351-1 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. 

Trainer, Patricia, Commenter ID No. W351 
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W351-1 
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Truitt, Penny – T84 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. 

Truitt, Penny, Commenter ID No. T84 

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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Truitt, Penny, Commenter ID No. T84 (cont’d) 

J-1583 
January 2016 



  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Trujillo, Mary Alice – T70 
Trujillo, Mary Alice, Commenter ID No. T70 

J-1584 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

T70-1 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at LANL. The ongoing cleanup efforts at 
LANL will continue. 

Trujillo, Mary Alice, Commenter ID No. T70 (cont’d) 
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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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T70-3 This comment is outside the scope of this EIS. Trujillo, Mary Alice, Commenter ID No. T70 (cont’d) 
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T70-4 

T70-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Trujillo, Mary Alice, Commenter ID No. T70 (cont’d) 
(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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Trujillo, Mike, Commenter ID No. T71 
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T71-1 Comment noted. 

T71-2 Comment noted. 

Trujillo, Mike, Commenter ID No. T71 (cont’d) 
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T71-3 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Trujillo, Mike, Commenter ID No. T71 (cont’d) 
(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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Trujillo, Patricia – T111 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 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. 

Trujillo, Patricia, Commenter ID No. T111 
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T111-2 See response to T111-1. Trujillo, Patricia, Commenter ID No. T111 (cont’d) 
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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. 

Trujillo, Patricia, Commenter ID No. T111 (cont’d) 
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Tsinhnahjinnie, Niyol – T56 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 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. 

Tsinhnahjinnie, Niyol, Commenter ID No. T56 
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Tsinhnahjinnie, Tsosie – L287 L287-1 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. 

Tsinhnahjinnie, Tsosie, Commenter ID No. L287 

J-1599 
January 2016 

L287-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  

T88-1 Comment noted. Tsosie, Beata, Commenter ID No. T88 
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T88-1 
(Cont.) 

T88-2 

T88-3 

T88-2 	 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 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 

Tsosie, Beata, Commenter ID No. T88 (cont’d) 

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. 

T88-3 	 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. 
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T88-4 	 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. 

Tsosie, Beata, Commenter ID No. T88 (cont’d) 

T88-5 	 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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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. 

Turner, Barbara, Commenter ID No. E3 
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Turner, Maggie – W274 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). 

Turner, Maggie, Commenter ID No. W274 

J-1605 
January 2016 

W274-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 

Turner, Roger – E106 
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E106-1 

E106-2 

E106-1	 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. 

Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d) 

E106-2	 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 m3 [240,000 ft3] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m3 

[420,000 ft3]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional 
2,000 m3 (71,000 ft3) 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 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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E106-2 
(Cont.) 

E106-3 

E106-4 

E106-5 

E106-3	 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 

Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d) 

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. 

E106-4	 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 engineered 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 500 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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E106-5 
(Cont.) 

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. 

Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d) 

E106-5	 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. 

E106-6 See response to E106-5. 

E106-7	 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. 

E106-8	 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. 

E106-9	 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 health 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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 E106-10 	 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 

Turner, Roger, Commenter ID No. E106 (cont’d) 
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E106-9 
(Cont.) 

E106-10 

E106-11 

E106-12 

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. 

E106-11	 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. 

E106-12	 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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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 10-5 (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. 

Turnoy, David, Commenter ID No. W345 

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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W345-2 

W345-3 

W345-5 

W345-4 

W345-2 	 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. 

Turnoy, David, Commenter ID No. W345 (cont’d) 

W345-3 	 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. 

W345-4 	 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. 

W345-5 	 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 – W459 W459-1 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). 

Twombly, Mary, Commenter ID No. W459 

W459-2 	 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. 

W459-3 	 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. 
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W459-1 

W459-2 

W459-3 
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Utley, Charles – T10 T10-1 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. 

Utley, Charles, Commenter ID No. T10 

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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T10-1 
(Cont.) 

T10-2 

T10-2 	 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. 

Utley, Charles, Commenter ID No. T10 (cont’d) 

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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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 enable the 
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like 
wastes. 

Utley, Charles, Commenter ID No. T10 (cont’d) 
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T10-2 
(Cont.) 

T10-3 
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T10-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Utley, Charles, Commenter ID No. T10 (cont’d) 
(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. 

T10-4 
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W63-1 

W63-2 

W63-3 

W63-1 	 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 

Van Dyk, Lisa, Commenter ID No. W63 

(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. 

W63-2 	 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. 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. 

W63-3 	 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). 

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 
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medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State 
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Vance, Anne R. – W477 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). 

Vance, Anne R., Commenter ID No. W477 

J-1619 
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VanderKloot, Robert – W153 W153-1 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. 

VanderKloot, Robert, Commenter ID No. W153 

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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VanneBrightyn, Delinda – E26 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. 

VanneBrightyn, Delinda, Commenter ID No. E26 
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Vasquez, Amanda – T168 
Vasquez, Amanda, Commenter ID No. T168 
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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. 

Vasquez, Amanda, Commenter ID No. T168 (cont’d) 
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T168-1 



  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Vidrine, Paul – W74 W74-1 Comment noted. 
Vidrine, Paul, Commenter ID No. W74 
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Von Hippel, Peter and Josephine – W497 W497-1 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. 

Von Hippel, Peter and Josephine, Commenter ID No. W497 

W497-2 	 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). 

W497-3 	 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. 
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W497-2 

W497-3 
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Wardhal, Laura – L400 L400-1 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. 

Wardhal, Laura, Commenter ID No. L400 

L400-2 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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L400-3 

L400-5 

L400-6 

L400-4 

L400-3	 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 

Wardhal, Laura, Commenter ID No. L400 (cont’d) 

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. 

L400-4	 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. 

L400-5	 See response to L400-4. 

L400-6	 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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W512-1 

W512-2 

W512-3 

W512-4 

Watson, Vicki – W512 W512-1 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. 

Watson, Vicki, Commenter ID No. W512 

W512-2 	 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. 

W512-3 	 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. 

W512-4 	 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). 
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Webster, Astrid – T61 T61-1 Comment noted. 
Webster, Astrid, Commenter ID No. T61 
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T61-2 Comment noted. Webster, Astrid, Commenter ID No. T61 (cont’d) 
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Webster, Astrid, Commenter ID No. T61 (cont’d) 
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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 

Webster, Astrid, Commenter ID No. T61 (cont’d) 

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 – E103 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). 

Weersing, Sally, Commenter ID No. E103 
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Weisman, Robert – T169 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. 

Weisman, Robert, Commenter ID No. T169 
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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. 

Weisman, Robert, Commenter ID No. T169 (cont’d) 
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Weisman, Robert, Commenter ID No. T169 (cont’d) 

T169-2 
(Cont.) 

J-1636 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Weiss, Richard – W547 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). 

Weiss, Richard, Commenter ID No. W547 
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West, Hans C. – W472 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. 

West, Hans C., Commenter ID No. W472 
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Wexler, Joseph – T53 
Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 
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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. 

Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 (cont’d) 
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T53-2 Certain wastes from medical isotopes production are included in the GTCC EIS inventory. Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 (cont’d) 
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T53-2 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

T53-3 	 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. 

Wexler, Joseph, Commenter ID No. T53 (cont’d) 
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Wheeler, Mark – W31 W31-1 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. 

Wheeler, Mark, Commenter ID No. W31 

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 – W334 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. 

Wheeler, Steven, Commenter ID No. W334 

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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L90-1 

L90-2 

Wilkins, Shirley – L90 L90-1 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. 

Wilkins, Shirley, Commenter ID No. L90 

L90-2 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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Williams, Ruth – W77 W77-1 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). 

Williams, Ruth, Commenter ID No. W77 

W77-2 	 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. 

W77-3 	 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 also W77-1. 
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Williams, Ruth, Commenter ID No. W77 (con t’d) 
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Wills, Margaret – W29 W29-1 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. 

Wills, Margaret, Commenter ID No. W29 

W29-2 	 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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T170-1 Comment noted. Wilson, Nick, Commenter ID No. T170 
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Wilson, Nick, Commenter ID No. T170 (cont’d) 

T170-1 
(Cont.) 
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Wojtowicz, John – W321 
Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 
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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. 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

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. 

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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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 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. 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-2 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 
 

  

 
 
 

 
 

 

W321-3 	 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. 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

J-1656 
January 2016 

W321-2 
(Cont.) 

W321-3 

W321-4 

W321-5 

W321-6 

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. 

W321-4 	 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. 

W321-5 	 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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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

J-1657 
January 2016 

W321-6 
(Cont.) 

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 result 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. 

W321-6 See response to W321-1 
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W321-7 Revised per comment. 

W321-8 See response to W321-1 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-9 Revised per comment. 

W321-10 See response to W321-1. 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-11 Revised per comment. Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-12 See response to W321-1. 

W321-13 Revised per comment. 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-14 See response to W321-1. Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-15 Revised per comment. 

W321-16 See response to W321-1 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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W321-17 A Reference list was added for Appendix J. Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

J-1692 
January 2016 
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W321-18 Revised per comment. 

W321-19 See response to W321-1 
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Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 
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J-1696 
January 2016 

W321-19 
(Cont.) 

W321-20 

W321-21 

W321-22 

W321-23 

W321-20 Link has been corrected. Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

W321-21 	 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. 

W321-22 	 The link has been corrected. 

W321-23 See response to W321-1 
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J-1697 
January 2016 

W321-24 

W321-25 

W321-26 

W321-27 

W321-28 

W321-29 

W321-24 Revised per comment. Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

W321-25 	 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. 

W321-26 Revised per comment. 

W321-27 	 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. 

W321-28 	 A sensitivity analysis was included so that the results for other number of years could be 
extrapolated. 

W321-29 	 See response to W321-1. 
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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. 

Wojtowicz, John, Commenter ID No. W321 (cont’d) 

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. 

J-1698 
January 2016 

W321-29 
(Cont.) 

W321-30 
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Wood, Phyllis – W66 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). 

Wood, Phyllis, Commenter ID No. W66 

J-1701 
January 2016 

W66-1 
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L54-1 

L54-2 

Wright, Maureen – L54 L54-1 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. 

Wright, Maureen, Commenter ID No. L54 

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. 

L54-2 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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Wyers, Juliet – L410 L410-1 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). 

Wyers, Juliet, Commenter ID No. L410 

L410-2	 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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L410-1 

L410-2 
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Wyers, Juliet, Commenter ID No. L410 (cont’d) 

L410-2 
(Cont.) 
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Wyse, Scott – W365 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. 

Wyse, Scott, Commenter ID No. W365 

J-1705 
January 2016 

W365-1 
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Yarbrough, Carol, Commenter ID No. W503 

Yarbrough, Carol – W503 
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W503-1 

W503-2 

W503-3 

W503-1 	 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. 

Yarbrough, Carol, Commenter ID No. W503 (cont’d) 

W503-2 	 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. 

W503-3 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. 
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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 

Yarbrough, Carol, Commenter ID No. W503 (cont’d) 

(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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Yates, Patricia – W353 W353-1 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. 

Yates, Patricia, Commenter ID No. W353 

W353-2 	 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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W353-2 

W353-1 
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Yates, Patricia, Commenter ID No. W353 (cont’d) 

W353-2 
(Cont.) 
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Yun, Christine – W285 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. 

Yun, Christine, Commenter ID No. W285 

W285-2 See response to W285-1 
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W285-2 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Zega, Leslie – L416 L416-1 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. 

Zega, Leslie, Commenter ID No. L416 

L416-2	 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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L416-2 

L416-1 
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Zimbelman, Martha – W297 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. 

Zimbelman, Martha, Commenter ID No. W297 

J-1713 
January 2016 

W297-1 
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W75-4 

W75-3 

W75-2 

W75-1 

Zotter, Mary – W75 W75-1 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. 

Zotter, Mary, Commenter ID No. W75 

W75-2 	 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). 

W75-3 	 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. 

W75-4 	 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. 
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Zotter, Mary, Commenter ID No. W75 (cont’d) 
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Zucker, Marguery – W245 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. 

Zucker, Marguery, Commenter ID No. W245 

J-1716 
January 2016 

W245-1 
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W526-4 

W526-3 

W526-2 

W526-1 

Name Withheld – W526 W526-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W526 

W526-2 	 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. 

W526-3 	 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. 

W526-4 	 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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W59-4 

W59-3 

W59-2 

W59-1 

Name Withheld – W59 W59-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W59 

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. 

W59-2 	 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. 

W59-3 	 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. 

W59-4 	 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). 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 

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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W59 (cont’d) 
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Name Withheld – W458 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W458 

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 – W465 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W465 

J-1721 
January 2016 
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W494-4 

W494-3 

W494-2 

W494-1 

Name Withheld – W494 W494-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W494 

W494-2 	 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. 

W494-3 	 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. 

W494-4 	 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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Name Withheld – W462 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W462 

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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Name Withheld – W538 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). 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W538 
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Name Withheld – W473 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W473 
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Name Withheld – W12 W12-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W12 
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Name Withheld – W18 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W18 
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Name Withheld – W527 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W527 
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Name Withheld – W271 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 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W271 
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Name Withheld – W349 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 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W349 
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Name Withheld – W516 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W516 

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. 
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W498-4 

W498-3 
W498-2 

W498-1 

Name Withheld – W498 W498-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W498 

W498-2 	 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. 

W498-3 	 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. 

W498-4 	 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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Name Withheld – W561 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W561 
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Name Withheld – W600 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W600 

W600-2 See response to W600-1. 
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Name Withheld – W276 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W276 

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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Name Withheld – W341 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W341 

W341-2 See response to W341-1. 
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Name Withheld – W11 W11-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W11 

W11-2 	 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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W11-3 	 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W11 (cont’d) 
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Name Withheld – W137 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). 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W137 

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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Name Withheld – W427 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W427 

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). 
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Name Withheld – W501 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W501 

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). 
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Name Withheld – L144 
Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L144 
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L144-4 

L144-3 

L144-2 

L144-1 

L144-1	 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L144 (cont’d) 

L144-2	 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. 

L144-3	 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 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). 

L144-4	 See response to L144-1. 
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Name Withheld – W474 W474-1 Comment noted. 
Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W474 

J-1744 
January 2016 

W474-1 
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Name Withheld – W58 W58-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W58 

J-1745 
January 2016 

W58-1 
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Name Withheld – W203 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W203 

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. 
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January 2016 

W203-1 
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January 2016 

W320-4 

W320-3 

W320-2 

W320-1 

Name Withheld – W320 W320-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W320 

W320-2 	 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. 

W320-3 	 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). 

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. 

W320-4 	 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. 
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Name Withheld – W50 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W50 

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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W50-1 



  

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  

  

 
 

   

 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Name Withheld – W4 W4-1 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 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W4 

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.” 

W4-2	 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. 

J-1749 
January 2016 

W4-2 

W4-1 
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January 2016 

W4-3 

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 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W4 (cont’d) 

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 – W197 W197-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W197 
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W197-1 
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Name Withheld – W409 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W409 

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). 
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W409-3 

W409-2 

W409-1 
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January 2016 

W301-2 

W301-1 

Name Withheld – W301 W301-1 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). 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W301 

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. 

W301-2 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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Name Withheld – W311 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W311 

J-1754 
January 2016 

W311-1 
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Name Withheld – W39 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W39 

J-1755 
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W39-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name Withheld – W73 W73-1 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W73 

W73-2 See response to W73-1. 
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W73-2 

W73-1 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W205 

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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W205-1 
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Name Withheld – W22 W22-1 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 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W22 

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. 

W22-2 	 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 I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste 
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS). 

J-1758 
January 2016 

W22-1 

W22-2 
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Name Withheld – L412 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L412 

J-1759 
January 2016 

L412-1 
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Name Withheld – 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L407 
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January 2016 

L407-1 
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L407 (cont’d) 

L407-1 
(Cont.) 
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L404-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L404 
(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. 
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January 2016 

L404-2	 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. 

Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L404 (cont’d) 

L404-3	 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). 

L404-2 

L404-3 
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	J.3.2  Individuals Who Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, Email, or Web Portal or Verbally at One of the Public Meetings
	Matela, Nancy – E68
	McCagh, Mike – W150
	McClary, Jackie – T153
	McCulloch, Robert – W559
	McFarland, Angela – W502
	McKinney, Maria – L316
	McNaughton, Jim – T155
	Meyerhoff, Joan – W183
	Michaels, Brenda – W61
	Midson, Kathryn – W142
	Mierow, Luanne – W317
	Mijal, Martin – W417
	Miller, Virginia – E84
	Millhauser, Susan – W456
	Milner, Glen – W348
	Mink, Ron – W378
	Misserville, Henry – T72
	Mitchell, Joseph – L317
	Mitchell, Ottie – W480
	Mooney, John – W94
	Moore, Anne – W68
	Moore, J. Robert – W402
	Moreno, Miguel – T102
	Morgan, Leona – T74
	Morris, Elizabeth – W513
	Murphy, Elaine – W441
	Murphy, Lauren – W240
	Murray, Tammie – W307
	Myers, Blayney – W229
	Namba, Joyce – W26
	Nelson, Barbara M. – W425
	Newell, Nancy – T157
	Nippolt, Sharon – W530
	North, Roz – T81
	Nusser, Frank & Bonnie – L208
	O’Brien, Michael and Vana – W355
	O’Brien, William – W115
	O’Brien, William – W443
	O’Connell, Rita – E73
	Odegard, Corinne – W419
	Okulam, Frodo – W195
	Ortega, Rebecca – T109
	Osterman, Norm L. – W420
	Panfilio, Carol – W344
	Panfilio, Carol – T156
	Parker, Michael D. – W138
	Parker, Michael D. – W374
	Patten, Colleen – W520
	Paulson, Lauren – T180
	Peck, Susan – E94
	Perez, Martha – L277
	Perez, Martha – W42
	Perez, Martha – T158
	Perla, Andrew – W1
	Perslin, Clemence – W130
	Peters, Douglas – W246
	Peters, Rod – T55
	Peterson, Andrew – W171
	Phelps, Ralph L. – L418
	Philips, Sally – W461
	Pierce, Susan – W90
	Piet, Steve – T19
	Polishuk, Sandy – T160
	Pollard-Stein, Kristine – W40
	Polychronis, Jan – W206
	Pomeroy, Kelly – W450
	Pope, B. – W434
	Pope, B. – W280
	Powell, Charles – L52
	Powers, Patrick – W460
	Presley, Elizabeth – W406
	Procter, Rebecca – T79
	Pryor, Peggy – W8
	Pryor, Peggy and Melodye – E28
	Putkey, Lisa – E53
	Putkey, Lisa – T89
	Quintana, Marlene – L77
	Radford, William – T161
	Rajnus, Carla – W37
	Ralston, Carla – W389
	Randolph, Gretchen – L318
	Ray, Gisela S. – L212
	Reilley Urner, Carol – T171
	Reilley Urner, Carol – W562
	Reinhart, Robert – W352
	Rempe, Norbert – T163
	Rendar, Byron – W127
	Richards, Betty – T25
	Risser, Susan and Peter – W28
	Ritter, John – W165
	Ritter, John – W53
	Roberts, Susan – W24
	Rock, Kibbey – W262
	Rodriguez, Susan – T64
	Roper, Catherine – W553
	Rose, Viola – W507
	Rothman, Kenneth – W510
	Rowe, Joe – W564
	Rubenstein, Catherine – W212
	Sanders, Elizabeth – W347
	Sather, John – E48
	Savelle, Michele – W49
	Scanlon, Bruce – W489
	Schaffner, Benjamin – W481
	Schilke, Peter – T57
	Schlarb, Theresa – W257
	Schmitt, Kate – W169
	Scholtz, Claudia – W491
	Scholz, Elizabeth – W517
	Schrader, Don – L291
	Schreck, Theresa – T101
	Schwartz, Maxine – W338
	Schwarz, Peggie – W289
	Seabrook, Kathy – W364
	Selbin, Susan – E93
	Seligman, Carole – E12
	Serres, Daniel – T162
	Shaulis, Dahn – E21
	Shea, Jan – W209
	Siemer, Darryl – T164
	Sill, Marjorie – W9
	Simpson, Katharine – W76
	Sims, Anita – L89
	Smith, Claire – E10
	Smith, Dawn – W86
	Smith, Doyle – T27
	Smith, Madeline – W546
	Smith, Pamela – W475
	Soden, Mary – W210
	Sorgen, Jacqueline – W518
	Sotir, Gregory – T165
	Spadone, Marian – W535
	Spaeth, Thea – T107
	Spence, Michael – W384
	Spencer, Amanda – W95
	Stannard, Richard – W19
	Stanton, Elizabeth – W380
	Stein, Fay – W499
	Stengle, James – W323
	Sterling, Shila – T43
	Stewart, Margaret – E58
	Stock, Ron – E105
	Stolzberg, Karen – W455
	Stoney, Mindy – W560
	Stookey, Jeffrey – L211
	Storhm, John – W72
	Sullivan, Robert – W416
	Sunrise, Elizabeth Anne – W79
	Sutherland, Al and Julie – L80
	Swanson, John – L292
	Swanson, Marsha – W525
	Swanson, Rod – W555
	Tarpey, Raymond – W44
	Tatum, Ron and Paulette – W194
	Taylor, Sarah – T6
	Tenhonen, Steve – W316
	Tewksbury, Ross – T167
	Thomas, Charles – W414
	Thomas, David – W397
	Thomas, Eileen – W551
	Till, Rick – W325
	Timm, Chris – T54
	Tims, Margaret – W170
	Toll, Betsy – W336
	Tombleson, Barbara – W192
	Trainer, Patricia – W351
	Truitt, Penny – T84
	Trujillo, Mary Alice – T70
	Trujillo, Mike – T71
	Trujillo, Patricia – T111
	Tsinhnahjinnie, Niyol – T56
	Tsinhnahjinnie, Tsosie – L287
	Tsosie, Beata – T88
	Turner, Barbara – E3
	Turner, Maggie – W274
	Turner, Roger – E106
	Turnoy, David – W345
	Twombly, Mary – W459
	Utley, Charles – T10
	Van Dyk, Lisa – W63
	Vance, Anne R. – W477
	VanderKloot, Robert – W153
	VanneBrightyn, Delinda – E26
	Vasquez, Amanda – T168
	Vidrine, Paul – W74
	Von Hippel, Peter and Josephine – W497
	Wardhal, Laura – L400
	Watson, Vicki – W512
	Webster, Astrid – T61
	Weersing, Sally – E103
	Weisman, Robert – T169
	Weiss, Richard – W547
	West, Hans C. – W472
	Wexler, Joseph – T53
	Wheeler, Mark – W31
	Wheeler, Steven – W334
	Wilkins, Shirley – L90
	Williams, Ruth – W77
	Wills, Margaret – W29
	Wilson, Nick – T170
	Wojtowicz, John – W321
	Wood, Phyllis – W66
	Wright, Maureen – L54
	Wyers, Juliet – L410
	Wyse, Scott – W365
	Yarbrough, Carol – W503
	Yates, Patricia – W353
	Yun, Christine – W285
	Zega, Leslie – L416
	Zimbelman, Martha – W297
	Zotter, Mary – W75
	Zucker, Marguery – W245
	Name Withheld – W526
	Name Withheld – W59
	Name Withheld – W458
	Name Withheld – W465
	Name Withheld – W494
	Name Withheld – W462
	Name Withheld – W538
	Name Withheld – W473
	Name Withheld – W12
	Name Withheld – W18
	Name Withheld – W527
	Name Withheld – W271
	Name Withheld – W349
	Name Withheld – W516
	Name Withheld – W498
	Name Withheld – W561
	Name Withheld – W600
	Name Withheld – W276
	Name Withheld – W341
	Name Withheld – W11
	Name Withheld – W137
	Name Withheld – W427
	Name Withheld – W501
	Name Withheld – L144
	Name Withheld – W474
	Name Withheld – W58
	Name Withheld – W203
	Name Withheld – W320
	Name Withheld – W50
	Name Withheld – W4
	Name Withheld – W197
	Name Withheld – W409
	Name Withheld – W301
	Name Withheld – W311
	Name Withheld – W39
	Name Withheld – W73
	Name Withheld – W205
	Name Withheld – W22
	Name Withheld – L412
	Name Withheld – L407
	Name Withheld – L404




