


05.IS.04 (002) Pastl'caetiees 

COMMENT 

Many cOl1ll11cnlors raise iss li es abollt DOE's past record of waste-handling practi ces at such sites as 

Hanford. Oak Ridge. and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, resuhing in releases 10 the 

environment. 

RESPONSE 

DOE has identified. or is currently evaluating many or the problems that exist with its waste 

management infrastructure. or that have resulted from past releases of con tarn in ants 10 the environment. 

Waste management strategies arc continually evolving to meet current regulatory requirements and take 

advantage of technology advancements. Many faci lit ies across the DOE complex arc either undcnaking, 

evaluating. or planning upgrades or replacements to come into compl iance with applicable regulations. 

Hi stori cal contaminant releases are addressed by DOE's Environmental Restoration Program. Each DOE 

site li sted on EPA's National Priorities Li st must negotiate an agreement wit h the appropriate regulatory 

agencies to prioritize work and develop enforceable schedules for cleanup of contaminated areas. An 

example is INEL's FFA/CO. which is signed by DOE. EPA Region X. and the State or Idaho. 

As discussed in Volume I . Chapter I . DOE is commined to complyi ng wi th all applicable Federal and 

state laws and regulations. DOE Orders. and interagency agreements governing SNF and environmental 

restoration and waste management. 

As discussed in Volume I. Chapter 3. safe management of SNF requires that many factors be analyzed. 

including site securit y. presence or skill ed workers. sarety. and the arrected environment. The EIS did 

not reach a decision regarding in which state or states SNF wi ll be stored. Analysis of impacts for a 

number of potential storage locati ons were included in the EIS. As part of the public comment process. 

specific public input regarding the eventual location ofSN F storage facilities was sought. Consideration 

of this input was part of the process used in arriving at the preferred alternative. The preferred 

alternative in the EIS. as well as other factors. will be considered in the ROD for the proposed action. 

Volume I. section 5.1.1 summarizes potential impacts from waste management activities associated 

with the SNF management alternati ves. Site-specific detai ls are discussed in Volume I . Appendix A for 

the Hanrord Site. Volume I. Appendix F. Part Three ror ORR. and Volume I. Appendix B ror INEL. 
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5. IS.5 Mitigation 

OS.IS.05 (001) M iti gation 

COMMENT 

The commcntor wants mitigations measured for their effectiveness and addressed in the EIS. 1\ thorough 

discll ssion of proposed miti gation for direct. indirect. and cumulative impacts should be included. A 

Counci l on Environmental Quality regulation states that all EIS should include the means to miti gate 

adverse environmental effects. 

RESPONSE 

As discussed in Volume I . Chapter 5. the EIS evaluated impacts to socioeconomics. utilities. materials 

and waste management. occupational health and safety. public health and safety. and transportation: in 

all cases. the results indicate that impacts to the environment and to humans would be small. However. 

general miti gati on techniques arc discussed in Chaph! r S. This level of detail is appropriate for a 

programmati c EIS. Foll ow-onsit e-specifi c NEPA analyses would address specific miti gation features 

considered for identifi ed impacts. Compari son of specifi c impacts by alternatives for Volume:! is 

provided in Table 3.3-1. with an indicati on of proposed mitigation measures. Possible miti gation 

measures arc further di scussed in Volume 2. Chapter 5. Specific miti gation measures to be undertaken 

wil l be developed for the ROD. and if necessary. a formal miti gati on action plan will be developed. as 

appropriate. 

5_19 Miscellaneous 

05.19 (001) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

Several commentors state preferences for truck. rail. barge. or air as modes of transportation. Numerous 

reasons were provided for favoring one mode of transportation over another. 

RESPONSE 

The EIS evaluates truck. rai l. barge. and ship transportation because they are beli eved to be 1110St 

practical in terms of ri sk and cost, Other modes of transportation \\ ere not evaluated. 

Truck transport of radioactive material is a legal and viable option and thc potential ri sks from this mode 

of transportation are very small. Rail transport ofradioacti vc material is also a legal and \'iable opti on. 

The EIS evaluates both truck and rail transportation for DOE shipments. Navy SNF has been transported 

by rail. except for transportation by ship from Pearll-l arbor Naval Shipyard to Puget Sound Naval 

Shipyard. where the containers arc transferred to rai lcars and heavy-li ft transporters 1110ve casks 10 the 
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nearest rail access at the Kessclring Site. Transport ofSNF or radioactive wastc by <lir \\ Quld 11 0 1 occur 

under any alternative bcing considcred in Ihis EIS. 

An analysis of barge Iransport analysis has been added to the EIS. 

05. 19 (002) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The COllll11Cntor identifies errors or om issions in the text and suggests alternative wording to clarify the 

meaning of the text. 

RESPONSE 

The errors or omissions ident ified by the commentor have been corrected in the Final EIS. 

05.19 (003) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor expresses support for DOE ecological activities and research at the Idaho National 

Engineer ing Laboratory. \\.'hich are not speci fic to this EIS. 

RESPONSE 

The comment is noted. 

05. 19 (004) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

Commentors express fear of moral impacts and obligations. catastrophic events. radiation and/or nuclear 

materia ls. and emotional concerns over the management of nuclear materia l sllch as spent nuclear fuel. 

RESPONSE 

DOE has attempted in this EIS to deve lop reasonably roreseeable. quantifiab le environmental impacts 

due to the proposed action(s). inc luding operations and accident consequences. Other potential concerns 

such as moral. emotional. and psychologica l (including rear. dread. mental anguish. negative errects on 

youth. hatred. etc.) issues arc beyond the scope orrequired NEPA evaluations. The U.S. Supreme Court . 

in .I-tetropo/itall £'/i .. O// \ '. Peup/e Agaillst Nuclear EllerlO'. 103 S. Ct. 1556 (1983). clearly delineated the 

aforementioned NEPA evaluative requirements. 

05.19 (005) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

Many com mentors state they arc concerned about errors and inconsistent usc of information throughout 

the document. while others express concern about misleading discussions that need to be clarified . 
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RESPONSE 
The EIS has becn rcvic\\cd for errors and inconsistencies. including those identified by indi\ idua l 

com mentors . Chang!!s havc b!!en mad!! to the EIS to correct errors or c lari fy misleading discussions. 

05.19 (006) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

Commcntors express reservation and/or discontent about residing ncar nuclear waste and/or 

radioactivity. 

RESPONSE 
DOE is aware of general public fears regarding radiation and radioactivity. a significant portion of which 

ari se from a basic unfami liarity with such risks. The EIS analyzes the cumulative effects of DOl: and 

Navy operat ions at the 10 candidatc si tes for managcment ac tivities involving SNF. Thc EIS concludes 

that there would be no significant risk due to either operations or credible acciden ts involving the 

management of SNF. including transportation. at any of the candidate sites. 

05.19 (008) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 
The commentor questions the existence or effect iveness of quality assurance or qualit~ control within 

DOE or its racilities 

RESPONSE 
DOE and its contractors implement quality assurancc/quality control requirements for a ll phases of \'Iork 

and racility operat ions. Formal quality program requi rements are derived and implemented rrom DOE 

Order 5700.6C. Quality Assurance. which defines the interrelations of criteria and includes requirements 

for managing. achieving. and assessing quality that result in improved safety and re liability of DOE's 

products and services. h, accordance with these requirements. approved quality programs are invoked at 

the project/program level. These quality program s are tailored to meet the specific needs and 

requirements of the projects/programs and apply the appropriate industry standard crito:ria unique to that 

work. e.g .. NQA- I for nuclear reactor operations. EPA environmental quality assurance management 

requirements for remediation activities. etc . In recent years. DOE has adopted the Total Qua lity 

Management philosophy. whereby employees at all levels are encouraged to take ownership in applyi ng 

quality principals for all aspects of their respective duties and interactions. resu lting in more immediate 

and posit ive results. 
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05.19 (009) Mis«II·.neous 

COMMENT 

The coml11cntor asks \\ h~ the ,"aluc for the Slate (If Idaho appears to be omitted from Volume I. Figure 

5.15·1 or the EIS. 

RESPON:>L 

This error has hccn corrected. 

05.19 (011) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

Commentors raise the issue of the potential impacts 10 the environment and the people of Idaho. 

RESPONSE 

Descriptions of the exi sting environment at INEL and the potential impacts t(' the environment as a result 

of implementation orlhe a lternative actions are in Volumes I and 2. Chapters 4 and 5. respectively. 

These chapters discuss the current environmental situation and the expected consequences. if any. of the 

alte rnative act ions on the environment and show that the impacts would be small for a ll allernatives. The 

measures that DOE could implement to control or reduce impacts to the environment are described in 

Volume I. section 5.7 and Volume 2. sec tion 5. 19. As described in these sections. DOE is cOl11miHed to 

operati ng its facilities in compliance with all applicable la\\s and regulatiolls protecling environmental 

resources to ensure that the impacts of DOE activities on those resources are sma ll. 

05.19 (012) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor notes that :hc EIS identifies irreversible and irretrievable commitments of air and water 

resources likel~ to occur due to the proposed action and notes "the assert ion thdt air quality resources 

may Le and ground \\ate r resources already have been irretrievably impacted." The commentor also 

states that DOE has an obligation to protect natural resources under its jurisdiction and to remediate 

harm that the agency has caused. 

RESPONSE 

The identification o f irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources is a standard component of 

3n EIS. Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources refers to the process of making resources 

unava ilable for use as a result of past. present. or proposed ac tions. Irreversible and irretrievable 

comm it ment of resources does not imply adverse environmenta l impacts. The discussion of cumulative 

impac ts in Volume 2. sec tion 5. 15 shows that the impacts from past. present. and proposed actions at 

INEL \\ ould be sma ll. 
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05.19 (013) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The COl11l1lentor suggests specific deletions. corrections. or additions to the EIS. 

RESPONSE 

I fthe suggested change was considered ed itorial or s igniricant to the decision-making process. the 

appropriate change has been incorporated into the EIS. 

05. 19 (O l~) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor states that a discuss ion o f Oak Ridge spent fuel inventories in Volume I. Appendix I 

incorrectly refers the reader to a section that does not exist. 

RESPONSE 

Volume I. Appendix F. Part Three. section 2.3.7 has been modified to correct this error. 

05.19 (015) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor expresses the opinion that a ll facet s of DOE's nuc lear program are lethal and under the 

protection of bureaucrats. 

RESPONSE 

This EIS addresses the programmatic management ofSNF in the interim to ultimate dispos ition. as \\ cll 

as environmental restorat ion and waste management activities at IN EL over the next 10 years. Volume 

I . Chapter 5 and Appendix K. and Volume 2. Chapter 5 summarize the environmenta l impacts o f a ll the 

alternatives considered in this EIS. The analyses show that the impacts of a ll alternatives \\ ould be 

small. Although vu lnerabilit ies exist. DOE has the management ski ll. scientific capabi lity. and 

Sccretariallllandate to safely manage SNF and IN EL waste management and environmental restoration 

activities during the period covered by this EIS. See also the response to comment 03 .07 (OO-l) . 

05.19 (016) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor states that a description o f the amount of radiation expected to be released in the course 

of this project is a necessary item in the EIS. 

RESPONSE 

This information is provided for all alte rnatives and a ll s ites considered in the EIS. Volumes I and 2. 

Chapter 5 summarize information on potential releases to the environment. Additiona l details are 

provided in Volume I . Appendices A through D "nd K. and Volume 2. Appendix F. 
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05.19 (017) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor identifies sections of Volume 2 of the EIS that require clarification or additional 

information to more completely address the material in appropriate :;ections. 

RESPONSE 

The EIS has been modified to include the additional information requested by the commentor in Volume 

2. Chapter 4. 

05.19 (018) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor requests a specific change to the EIS . 

RESPONSE 

The commentor's suggested language has been incorporated in Volume I, section 5.1.1. 

05.19 (019) Miscellaneous 

COMMENT 

The commentor is unclear what the term "estimated population dose" means and states that the text in 

Volume I refers to Figure 5-1 as representing the estimated population dose, but that figure does not 

contain that term . 

RESPONSE 

The statement should have referred to estimated annual latent cancer fatalities. The sentence referred to 

by the commentor has been revisec1 in the EIS . 
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