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Gareia, David, Commenter ID No. T110 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company 1

fact, there needs to be ample amount of time for these
institution; to.respond to our comments.

And many times I come to think about are these
Jo¥ ] réports diaYogques oxr do they represent monologues,
and finally;'in texws of thinking about what many
peoplé have brought up tonight is meaningful dialogue.
Is this wh#t'we raally want?

And I think the answer is yes. iAnd I think
what has to happen within this is that ve have a
community that is highly formally educated, and I think
it'é time f&r these communities that are highly
formally edécated to come into our community and start
taking classes.

L's timq -

{Applacse.)

. MR. GARCIA: -- for theé‘to start taking
clasées from us in terms of being able to respond in an
adequate, culturally relevant way to our comments.

. And so that's all I had to say. Thank you

very much, and God bless you.

T110-2
(Cont))
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Gargas, Don, Commenter ID No. W121

From: .o - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: - ‘Wednesday, June 18, 2011 7:42 PM

To: greceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10121

Thank you for your comment, Don Gargas,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10121. Please refer to the commant

4

tracking inalic d fating to this

Comment Date: Jusie 15, 2011 07:41:22PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste £1S Draft Comment: GTCC10121

First Name: Oon

Last Name: Gargas

State:

2ip:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
Please don't allow radidactive waste to be transported through the Columbla River Gorge in Washington state.
Thank you

Questians about submmmg camments over the Web? Contact us at; gtccelswebmaster@anl pov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

wi21-1

Wi121-1

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

STH DD.ID 1ouls]
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Gauthier, Jerome, Commenter 1D No, W367

From; " gteceiswebmaster@anl.gav

Sent: . Thursday, June 23, 2011 341 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . _ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10367

Thank you for your comment, Jerome Gauthler,

The comment tracking nurber that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10367. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all corr J relating to this comment. '

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 03:41:05PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10367

First Name: Jarome

Last Name: Gauthier

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:

My spouse and | do not suppart any trucking of radioactive waster alon the 184 carridor in "The Columbia River Gorge."
This is a pristing area with adverse weather conditions and cannot affard even 1 truck coming through with deadly
radioactive wasta. Why is this waste belng transferred to Hanford since the plant continues to leak deadly toxins into
the Colurbla River and this waster will only increase that release. It is time to totally clean up this facility.. It Is not time
to bring even more toxic waste through this arca and add to the potential diaster that is ongoing at the Hanford Plant
with the extensive possibility of toxifying the entire Columbia River Basin and The entire Columbta River Gorge and
ScenltArea. Look for other solutions. .

Questions about submining comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmasrer@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {§30) 252-5705.

W367-1

W367-1

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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see
GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SIA DD.ID [puld
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Gearhart, Franklin, Commenter ID No. W64

From: ) geceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . . Monday, May 23, 2011 1:25 PM

To: mail_gteceisarchives; gtecaiswek L.gov; gtoces Loov

Subject: . Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10065
Attachments: . USDOQE, Waste GTCC10065.doc

Thank you for your comment, Frankiln Gearhart.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10065. Please refer ta the comment
tracking number In all correspendence relating to this .

Comment Date: May 23, 2011 01:25:03FPM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Draft Comment: GTCC10063
First Name: Franklin

Last Name: Gearhart .
Address: PO Box 3426

City: Gresham

State: OR

Zip: 97030

Country: USA .

Emall: figearhart@frontier.com * -

Privacy Prefe Don't withhald name or add from pubtic record

Attachment: C:\fakepath\USDOE Waste.doc

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

ST DD.LD [putd

JuounI0(] 25u0dsay juouiuio) [ xipuoddy




sorl-r

9107 Livnupp

Gearhart, Franklin, Commenter ID No. W64 (cont’d)

» May 23,2011

To: USDOE

Re: Disposal of highly radicactive and long-lived wastes

> USDOE should not bring anymore radicactive wastes to Hanford Reservation;

> Cleanup and haul out all the radioactive wastes that contaminate Hanford and see
. that nio more is brought to the Hanford site;

> Oregon and Washington should be allowed to have the final say as to what is
brought to Hanford, They have spoken, * NO MORE AT HANFORD™;

> 'USDOE should develop a deep burial site on arid federat lands not in the
-northwest US;

» USDOE must respect the sovereignty of the States.
Thenk you,
Franklin Geathart

PO Box 3426
Gresham, OR 97030

| wea-1

I W64-2
I W64-3

I W64-4

W64-1

W64-2
W64-3

W64-4

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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see
GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

See response to W64-1.
See response to W64-1

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

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCCLLRW.
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Geddes, Stephen V., Commenter ID No. 1.408

Draft GTCC-LLRW EIS public hearing comment, North Aupusta, SC
19 Apr 2011 by: Stephen V. Geddes. citizen of Aiken SC

The initial mission of the Savannah River Plant (SRS) was the production of
materials required to build atomic bombs. In fulfilling that mission, a
certain amount of pollution, mostly radiological in nature, was distributed at
various locations on the site. The current mission, or one of the current
missions of the plant is often described as one of environmental remediation
to correct those probiems.

The future use of this 300+ square mile piece of South Carolina property has
not heen definitively agreed upon by the Congress.

Two possible uses that have been proposed are the creation of either a
National Energy Research Park or the creation of a National Environmental
Research Park. Either of these possibilities, or a combination of the two,
would seem to be a worthwhile use for this area, certainly a use that would
reward the state of South Carolina and its citizens for the sacrifices it made
when it.allowed the removal of this county-sized area from the general use
of the state proper. ‘

This being the case, I think SRS should be considered a candidate for the
location of the proposed nuclear waste disposal site only if such lacation
would have no negative impact on an eventual use of the site for cither of the
two proposed uses previously menticned, uses which, in addition to the
stated purposes of either proposal could also provide considerable access to
lerge areas of the site for recreational use by the general public.

A second consideration, should SRS be selected as one of the preferred
options for disposal of this waste, is that the proposed location of the
disposal site js in an area not currently in use for waste management. This
would seem to be counterproductive to the end use of the site for either of
the two suggested proposals or for the eventual uses of much of the area by
the general public. Consideration should be given to using areas currently in
use for waste management, or areas contiguous to same, to eliminate this as
a point of concern in future years.

L408-1

L408-1

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

The proposed locations for the GTCC land disposal methods identified in the GTCC EIS are
considered reference locations for the purposes of the EIS evaluation. If SRS were selected for
possible implementation of a land disposal method or methods, a site-specific NEPA review
and documentation, as appropriate, along with a further optimization by a selection study,
would be conducted to identify the location or locations within the SRS that would best
accommodate a land disposal method(s). The selection study would consider other future land
uses.
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Geddes, Steve, Commenter ID No. T3

MR. BROWN: Thank you. Steve Geddes, and Peter
Ev;ns will be noxt. )

MR. §TEVE GEDDES: Thank you, Mx. Brown, Mr.
Edelman, members of staff, ladies and gentlemen. My
name is Steve Geddes. I've just got a short--short
corment here. And basically it starts with the initial
mission oé Savannah River Plant, SRS, which was the
production of materials required to build atomic bombs.
In fulfilling that mission a certain amount of
munition, mostly radiological in nature, was
distributed at va;icua locations on the site. The
cuérent nission or one of the cuvrent missions of the
plant is often described as one of environmental
Qemediatién to correct rhose preblems, The fukure use
;£ithis 300-plus square miles--square-mile piece of
South Carolina préperty has pot been definitively
agreed upon by congress. Twe possible uses that have
been proposed are the creation of either a national
enexqgy zegeaxch paxk or the creatien of a natlosal
environmenzal research park. Either of these
po;sibilities of a combination of the two would Seem to
ha‘a worthwhile use for this area, certainly a use that
would rewaxd the State of South Carolina and its

citizens tor the sacrifices it made when it allowed the
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Geddes, Steve, Commenter ID No. T3 (cont’d)

“-'removal of this county-sized axea from the general use

of the state proper. This being the case I thinX SRS

should be considered a candidate for the location of

. proposed nuclear waste disposal site only if such

location would have no negative impact on the eventual
use of the site for either of the two proposed uses
previdusly mentioped. Uses which in addition to the

stated purposes of either proposal could also provide

_considerable access to large areas of tho site for

recreational use by the general public. A second
consideration, should SRS be selected as one of the

preferred options for disposal of this waste is that

.the proposed lccation of the dispoahl gite is in an

,area not currently in use for waste management. This

would seem to he counterpxoducti@e to the end use of

the site for either of the two suggested proposals or

tfor the eventual uses of much of the arxea by the
general public. Consideration should be given to using
aré&s currently in use for wastc management or areas
contiguous ko same to eliminate this point of concern

in future years. Thank yon.

11

T3-1

T3-2

The proposed locations for the GTCC land disposal methods identified in the GTCC EIS are
considered reference locations for the purposes of the EIS evaluation. If SRS were selected for
possible implementation of a land disposal method or methods, a site-specific NEPA review
and documentation, as appropriate, along with a further optimization by a selection study,
would be conducted to identify the location or locations within the SRS that would best
accommodate a land disposal method(s). The selection study would consider other future land
uses.

See response to T3-1.
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Geiser, Katie, Commenter ID No. W340

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 6:45 PM

To: . gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Rexelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10340

Thank you for your comment, katie gelser,

The comment tracking number that has heen assigned to your comment is GTCC10340, Please refer to the comment
tracking in all correspondence retating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 22, 2011 06:44:22PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class.C Low-Level Radicactive Waste Ef$ Draft Corament: GTCC10340

First Name: katle

Middle Inittal: j

Last Name: geiser
Address:

City:

State:

Country: USA '
Email: katieg3@gmail.com

Privacy Preference; Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

As a fourth generation Oregonian, as a health care professionsl, and most Importantly as a voice forlife, t ask that no
more nuclear waste be burled at Hanford until Hanford Is cleaned upt

Thank you for your support for life and heaithl

Katie Geiser

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

‘W340-1

W340-1

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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see
GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SI4 DD.ID putd
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George, Betina, Commenter ID No. W32

From: ' gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 3:55 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10032

Thank you for your comment, Betina George.

‘The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10032. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all cor relatmg to this comment.

Comment Date: May 17, 2011 03:54:43PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10032

First Name: Betina

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: George

Address:

City:

State:

Country: USA

Emall: scadlettiawkes@yahae.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted: -

As 2 resident of Washington state, | object vehemently to the unsecured port of ¢ waste ghour
state, and also Jt's disposal in unlined trenches at Hanford and other nearby locations that would, without doubs, lead to
thec ton of the Columbia River and the nearby groundwater, which could raise the measurable radiation level
of that water to 48 millerems per year per resident. This is a deplorable misuse of that land, an immorat abuse of the
Nez Perce and Yakima treatles, and as a member of the First Natlons Ahousit band of the Nuu-Chah-Nuith people, itis
disgusting that any non-tribal governmeng, to this day, still feels justified in exposing it's indig ples to such
extreme radiation and toxicity that it may cause | cancers to explode In their Y and increase their overall
tethality. The Department of Energy and the United States Federal Government has been entrusted with the enormous
responsibility of safely disposing of toxic and radioactive wastes, and this methad clearly poses an unacceptable hazard
to 3l of Washington's residents, but especially to the defenseless nearby tribal residents. | implore the D.O.E. to stop
this irrespansible action, and respect the rights of all of Washington's citizens to have safe, clean, carcinogen free water,

4 . "

and devise her plan for disposal that both safe port that provides adequate securlty In the even of a
terrorist plot to abscond with dangerous materials, and adequate containment and secure storage, preferably at
her location alf her, that NO ONE.
Sincerely,
Betlna A. Gearge

Questions about i C 1ts over the Web? Contactus at: gtecaiswebmastar@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioacuvc Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W32-1

W32-1

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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‘Gerdes, anfhia, Commenter ID No. W117

From: gleceiswebmaster@antgov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:37 PM
Tot A ‘gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov .
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10117

Thank you for your comment, Cynthia Gerdes.

The comment tracking number that has heen assigned to your comsment Is GTCC10117. Please refer ta the comment
tracking number in all ¢ pont lating to this ¢

Comment Date: june 15, 2011 07:36:49PM COT
Greater-Than.Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EfS Draft Comment: GTCC10117

First Name: Cyathia '

Middle Initial; €

Last Neme: Gerdes

Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Emall: cgerdes@solldnet.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
Keep toxic radiation waste out of the Gorge and out of our livest And clean up Hanford. Creating this kind of a mess
anywhere is beyond belief--and especially in the Gorge.

Questiens ahout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteeeiswehmaster®@anl.gov or calt the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EI5 Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

WI117-1

WI117-1  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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Gerould, Stephen, Commenter ID No. W122

Fron: . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent; : . Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:43 PM
To: . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
' Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10122

-Thank you for your comment, Stephen Gerould.

The comment teacking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10122. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: lune 15, 2011 07:42:27PM CDT s
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Lovel Radioactive Waste €15 Draft Comment: GTCC10122

First Name: Stephen

tast Name: Gerould

Address: 3307 SW Dosch Rd

City: Portland

State: OR

2ip: 87239

Country: USA

£mail; stephon@stephengerould.com

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

Camment Submitted: -

Keep nuke waste out of our state.of Oregon, PERIOD. .

The Columbla River has borne far tao much abuse from the Nuclear Industry, We the citizens of Oregon have spoken
repeatedly against Nuclear Arms and Energy. .

NO, NO, NO. - - Not Everiitl}

(UNDERSTAND THAT??)

Questions about subnal C ts over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Grester-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EiS Wel at {630} 252-5705. ’

W122-1

Wi22-1

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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Gibbons, Anne, Commenter ID No. 1207

caeey ems

From: Edelman, Amold <Arnold deman@emdoegov>
Sent: Thuesday, June 09, 2011 2:42 PM

To: Picel, Mary H.

Subject: FW Greater than Class C Comments

" Mary | got this email dicectly.

Armnie

~=nQOriginal Message---—

From: Anne Gibbouns [mailte:gibbons@lynchbug.edu}
Sent: Thursgay, June 08, 2011 2:33 PM

To; Arnold Edelman

Ce: Anne Gibbons

Subject: Greater than Class € Comments

Juue 9, 2013

Arnold Edeh Document ger, DOE GTCC EIS, Cloverleaf 8ld., EM-43, 1060

Independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr, Edotman;

| write to you as a concerned citizen and a follower of Jasus. Having just returned from Haiti | am struck once again by
the scarcity of resoitrces in our world and the priorities we have as a country. So much good could be done if wé were
to consider alternatives to War and the preparations for War. )

$rltael Aati

To that end | humbly ask far your thoughtful consideration of the g rec

- Hardened On-site Storage (HOSS) must be considered as an alternative.

[ GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would retmain on-site 3t commercial nuclear power plants in fong-term
starage so that they can be monitored and are protected in hardened storage facilities from aiccraft crashes ar tereorist
attacks. Keeplng the waste in HOSS wonld reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS
is not a permanent solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE’s
current dumping practices and the altesnatives presented in the DEIS.

re

L207-1

L207-1

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 0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

|
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Gibbons, Anne, Commenter ID No. 1,207 (cont’d)

. The DOE rejection of the HOSS alternative Is unacceptable because GTCC LLW at present and for decades in the
future will be in on-site storage, 5o the actual status is not outside the scope of alternatives that should be considered
for an EIS,

a The DEIS rejected the HOSS alternative that many people from around the country advocated at DOE's GTCC
scoping meetings in 2007,

o HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a scientifically scund, publicly acceptable solution is found.
Part of that future solution, of course, shauld be drastically minimizing the generation of those wastes.

[} DOE’s reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is “not a permanent disposal facility.” Yet, most of the GTCC waste wilf
not be generated for many decades.

] At loast 85 percent of existing reactors and any new ones are expected to operate beyond 2030, which means
GTCC waste dispasal could not begin for years after that.

o Decisions now about disposal sites and technologics are premature, There is time to learn from experience.

[ DOE must create a regulatery definition of HOSS.

[ DOE must create a regulatory framework for HOSS . -

] HOSS is not a “no action” alternative.

. Do not send GTCC ta DOE sites. Nation-wide, DOE sites are still facing 100's of billions of doltars and decades

waorth of cleanup from the Cold War.

WIPP Recommendations . )
L The Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) must not be considered for GTCC waste disposal,
. DOE is considering WIPP for GTCC disposal only hecause WIPP is currently the only hole in the ground. DOE mug

expand its horizons. ,

[ Section 1.4.3 of the EIS states, "For deep geologic disposal, WIPP in New Mexico was included for evaluationin
this £15 because of its characteristics as a geologle repository.”

. The only repository alternative considered Is WIPP, even though federal and New Mexico laws clearly prohiblt
commercial waste, including GTCC. 8y law, WIPP's mission is limited to 175,564 cubic meters of transuranic waste fram

nuclear weapons. That's less than 5,000,000 curies of radioactivity. GTCC waste would be 30 times more radioactivity
than planned for WIPP and would eliminate the ban on commercial waste.

Los Alamos Recommendations
. The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) must not be considered for GYCC waste.

. The location of LANL in a selsmic fault zone between a rift valley and a dormant volcano Is not the place for

radioactive waste that is dangeraus for tens of thousands of years,

2

L207-1
(Cont.)

12072

L207-3

L207-4

L207-5

L207-2

L207-3

L207-4

The development of a regulatory framework for the use of HOSS at commercial nuclear power
plants is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS. DOE does not have authority to regulate the
storage of radioactive wastes at commercial facilities, including nuclear power plants. Under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended (AEA) (see United States Code: 42 USC § 2011),
the NRC is responsible for regulating storage of such wastes. Radioactive waste storage
requirements can be found in 10 CFR Part 30 (Rule of General Applicability to Domestic
Licensing of Byproduct Material), 10 CFR Part 70 (Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear
Material), and 10 CFR Part 72 (Licensing Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel, High-Level Radioactive Waste, and Reactor-Related Greater Than Class C
Waste). In addition, the NRC has provided guidance for the storage of LLRW in SECY-94-
198, Review of Existing Guidance Concerning the Extended Storage of Low-Level
Radioactive Waste, which was issued on August 1, 1994,

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,
WIPP, 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.

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

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCF's during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.
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Gibbons, Anne, Commenter ID No. 1.207 (cont’d) L207-5  The seismic conditions at LANL (see Section 8.1.2.1.4) were considered in the evaluation
: performed for the EIS. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in
identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.

Anne Gibbons
412 Stafford Street
Lynchburg, VA
434-846-5902
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Giese, Mark, Commenter ID No. E59

From;
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark M Giese <m.mk@att.net>
Thursday, May 19, 2011 12:29 PM
gtcceis@anl.gov

prepare a new draft €IS

Please prepar‘c ancw draft BIS that considers HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC waste for decades E59-1

to come,
Thank you.
~Mark M Giese

1520 Bryn Mawr Ave
Racine, WI 53403

E59-1

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 0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Giese, Mark, Commenter ID No. W14

From: _ giccelswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 12:06 PM

Ta: gtcceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10014

Thank you for your commaent, Mark Giese.

. The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment js GTCCI0D1A. Please sefer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 11, 2011 12:05:28PM CDT
Greater-Than.Class-C Low~Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10004°

First Name: Mark

tiiddle Initial: M

Last Name: Glese

Address: 1520 Bryn Mawr Ave

City: Racine

State: Wi

Zlp: 53403

Country: USA .

€maif: mmk@att.net .
Privacy Preference: Don't withhald name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: .
Nuclear waste should be stared as safely as possible as close ta its point of g fon as possible, Waste this dang

should be in hardened on-site storage {HOS5) NOW.

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: glgceiswebmastor@anl.gov or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

Wi4-1

W14-1

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.

STH DOLO [puld

Juauno0(q asuodsay juatwoy) : xipuaddy



gIII-I

9107 Lapnuvf

Gleichman, Ted, Commenter ID No. W523

From: . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov ’

Sent: . Maonday, June 27, 2011 4:48 AM
Teo: T gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject; . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste £IS € GYCC10523

Thank you for your comment, Ted Gleichman,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10523. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all ¢ pondence relating to this c:

Commoent Date: June 27, 2011 04:48:11AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10523

First Name: Yed

Last Name: Glelchman

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97203

Country: USA

Emali: tedgleichman@®mac.com

Pelvacy Prefarence: Don't withhald 'name ar address from puhlic record

Comment Submitted:
Tragically, Hanford has been managed very badly. The Department of Energy is nowhere close to correcting the errors
of the past or Impl nting ¢ for the future.

13 3

It is imperative that no further chores be assigned to Hanford untit ALL of the many existing problems there are fully
resolved. Theyare not capable of handling more radioactive waste. Do not send any to Hanford.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giecelswebmaster@anl goy or call the Greater- .
Than-Class-C Lov~Leve) Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W523-1

W523-1

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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Goeckéi'mann, John, Commenter ID No. W154

NP R TTIN

From: . gteceiswebmaster@anl gov

Sent: co Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:46 PM

Ta; . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: "Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10154

Thank you for your comment, Johin Goeckermann.

The comment tracking number t_hai has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10154. Please refer to the comment

tracking ber in oll correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 09:46:05PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10154

First Name: john

Last Name: Goeckermann

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:
ARE YOU CRAZY ?2?? KEEP TOXIC WASTE AWAY FROM THE GORGE, THE RIVER, AND OREGONIITH

Questions about submitting over the Web? Contactus at: gtecejswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad! ive Waste EIS Wet at {620) 252-5705.

| wisa1

W154-1

—_— e —————

|

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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Go_ﬁlJarrv, Commenter ID No. W82

‘Fram: - o gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: . Friday, June 10, 2011 8:26 PM
- To: . . gteceiswebmaster@anl gov .
Waste £1S & GTCC10082

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radi

Thank you for your comment, Larry Gohl.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10082. Please refer ta the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 10, 2011 08:26:20PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10082

First Name: Larry

Middle Initiak: B

tast Name: Goht

Address: 725 Snowilen Road

City: White Saimon

State: WA

Zip: 98672

Country: USA

Email: Lanry@AdventureCrulses.com

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

Comment Submitted: - . :
I strangly urge you to decrease the amaunt of waste stared at Hanford. | 3m opposed to increasing the totalamountof | wgo.1
nuclear waste at Hanford for any reason.

Questlons about submil < over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W82-1

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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Gold, Rick, Commenter ID No. W350

From: ! gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, june 23, 2011 12:20 PM

To: gtcceisviebmastar@onl.gev .
Subject: X

Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Commaent GTCC10350

Thank you for yaur comment, Rick Gold.

‘The comment tracking number that ﬁas been assigned ta your camment is GTCC10350. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 12:20:25PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10350

First Name: Rick

Last Name: Gold

Address: 1001 E. Sroadway #2
Address 2: Suite 420

City: Missoufa

State: MT

Zip: 59802

Country: USA

Emall: goldrichs@yahoo.com

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

Comment Submitted:

Sirs, . )

Please address the following points when completing your E.LS.

1. Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in landfills or boreholes - the wastes in
existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need ta be removed.

2. Extremely radioactive wastes be!or\!g in deep underground repositories, not in landfifls, boreholes or vaults,

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

4. USDOE has to disclose and the total {i lative) imp of both of USDOE's separate proposals Lo use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dumsg, and all the risks from tracking wastes to Hanford, in one

impact statement for the public t0 review and comment on the full picture. The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE
Is also proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of radipactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, ia addition to
the GTCC wastes.

Questions about submitti
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

over the Web? Contact us at: gleceisivebmaster@ant gav or eall the Groater-
ive Waste EIS Web at(630) 252-5705.

W350-1

[ waso2

| wss0-3

W350-4

W350-1

W350-2

W350-3

W350-4

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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see
GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

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

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

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

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC& WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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Goldberg, Marshall C., Commenter ID No. W486

From: t gleceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sent; , Saturday, June 25, 2011 1L:39 PM

To: : gleceinvebmaster@anl.gov

Subjeet: ’ Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10486

Thank you for your comment, Marshall Goldberg MD,MPH.

The comment tracking number uiat has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10486. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment. .

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 11;38:33PM CDT
Greater-Than.Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Draft Commient: GTCC10486

First Name: Marshall

Middle Initial: C

tast Name: Goldherg MD,MPH
Adeh 3080 SW Raleighview Dr.
City: Portiand

State: OR

2ip: 97225-3149

Country: USA

Email: megoldbe@amail.com

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

Comment Submitted:
Lam strongly opposed to shn;:pmg ANY grade of nucleaf waste through th Columbla River Gorge or along the Columbia
River. None of the developed EiS ly quantifies the public health and environmental risks of these

proposals.Such shipments are short-sighted, faolish,and dangerous etforts to dispose of highly toxic,long-lived materials.

Given the deplorable record of the Hanford sites' management,both historically and in current ¢lean-up

contracts, further shipments of nuclear wastes would constitute Federal malf;
Questions about submi! ts over the Web? Contact us at: pteselswebmaster@anlfiov or call the Greater-

Than‘class-(:l.ow-l.evel" dioactive Waste EIS Wet 3t (630} 252-5705.

W486-1 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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see
GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

W486-1
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Goldberg, Marshall C., Commenter ID No. W293

From: . gtcceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: Fridday, June 17, 2012 5:55 AM

To: - gtcceiswebmaster@an).gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10293

Thank you for your comment, Marshall Goldberg,MD,MPH.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10293. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment,’

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 05:55:08AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10293

First Name: Marshall

Middle tnitiak: C

Last Name: Goldberg,MD,MPH

Country: USA

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

Cormment Submitted: .
I strenuously OPPOSE sending any more radioactive waste to the Hanford reservation on a public health basis,

Questions about submitting ¢ s over the Web? Contact us at: giecelswebmaster@anl.gov or cali the Greaters-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705. -

| wags-1

W293-1

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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Goldberg, Maréhall F., Commenter ID No. W62

From: Co gieceigwebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: . Sunday, May 22, 2011 2116 PM

Yo: . gtcceiswebmaster®anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class+C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC1C062

Thank you for your comment, Marshaﬂ Goldberg.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10062. Please refer to the comment

in all corresp ice relating to this

Comment Date: May 22, 2011 0Z15:39PM COT -
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radfoactive Waste £S5 Draft Comment: GTCC10062

First Name: Marshall

Middle Initial: ¥

Last Name: Goldberg

City: Oak Harbor

State: WA

2ip: 98277

Country: USA .

Ernail: mfgold@comeast.net

Privacy Pref Dan't withhold name or add,

from pubfic record

Comment Submitted: .

It dismays me that the USDOE would pursue the deposition of highly radioactive and Jong-lived wastes at Hanford when
the USDOE has not adequately contalned the material that is already stored there. Once the ground water and the
Columbia river are i d there is ro possibli Jtation or mitigation. Only deep underground, stable
geologic formations should be used to store such harmful wastes.

Questlons about sub\:nming comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster®anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste £1S Web ter at {630) 252-5705.

W62-1
We62-2

W62-1

W62-2

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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see
GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory for the disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes.

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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' . Gordon, Jan, Commenter ID No. W315

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl gov

Sent: Sundiay, June 19, 2011 1:51 PM

Ta: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recefpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10315

Thank you for your comment, fan Gordon,

The comment tracking number that has beaen assigned to your comment is GTCC1031S. Please refer 1o the comment
king berin 3ll corresp refating to this comment.

Comment Date; June 19, 2011 01:5..1:13?M coT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC20315

" Flrst Name: Jan

Middle Initial: E

tast Name: Gardon
Organization: heart of america
Address:

City:

State;

Zip:

Country: USA

Emall: janimalsi @vaheo.com
Privacy Preference: Withhotd address only from public record

Comment Submitted: .
1 do not want 12000 truckioads of mely b taus radioactlve waste going thru wash and oregon. These are
susceptible to accident and terrorisrt attack and could contaminate miles and kill unknown s of people and anlmals.
The waste that that Is already there in miles of unlined trenches has not been dealt with and is above the water table
and currently feaking into the water table. Bringing more waste vielateslaws by adding extremely hazardous waste, NO
MORE WASTE 1M HANFORD, CLEAN UP HANFORD, NO MORE NUKES

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS Wet er at (630) 252-5205.

W315-1

W315-2
W315-3
W315-4
W3l15-5

W315-1

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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC& WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical Institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

The transportation of radicactive 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 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 LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

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 for such
destructive acts is low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secured, and the packaging for the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are not readily dispersible, and the impacts from any attempts to disperse these
materials during transportation (such as the impacts from an explosive blast) would be greater
than the impacts from any potential release of radioactivity. Impacts from severe natural
phenomena, such as earthquakes and tornados, would not be expected to be significant, given
that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are largely not dispersible and given the robust
nature of the waste packages and containers.

DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and
continually revised to ensure that the utmost protection of public health and the environment is
achieved and that the risk of a traffic accident is minimized. For example, DOE has established
a comprehensive emergency management program (Transportation Emergency Preparedness
Program or TEPP) that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness measures
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W315-2

W315-3

W315-4

W315-5

to minimize the health impacts from accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s TEPP was established to ensure that its contractors and
state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and
effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials. If an accident that
involved a release of radioactive material to the environment occurred, it would be remediated
promptly in accordance with these procedures. These measures would help DOE minimize and
mitigate any impacts on the environment.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts 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 the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.

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 Radiocactive 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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Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Okay. Jeanne Green is next and
she'll be followed by Mary. I'm afraid I didn't read
my reading glasses. So I'm not doing the last name
very wéll, but Mary who is with the Santa Clara
Comanche. If you know who you are, you -- good.
You're next. . Oka.

MS. JEANNE GREEN: Okay. I'm Jeanne Green
actﬁally-—

MR . BROWN: Okay.

MS, JEANNE GREEN: From Taos. T just have

some comments.

“

Okay. Of the sites mentioned, WIPP's mission

ig limited by law to 175,000 cubic metexs of
transuranic waste from nuclear weapons. That's less

than five million Curies of radioactivity. GTCC waste
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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would be 30 times more gadioactivity than planned for
WIPP and would eliminate the ban on commercial waste.

So -you're planning to send all of this this
nuclear waste from all of these nuclear plants and
other places to either WIPP, which is illggal. That's
not whdat it was planned for, and it's a salt bed that
couid be melted. Salt dissolves in water. This is
simple.

The other plan you're planning on is LANL.
LANL has millions of gallons of radiocactive crap all
over that place sitting there. Water is washing over
it, ‘Hind is washing over it. It's washing into the
Rio Grahde. They found it all the way -- they found
radioactivity all the way down, and is it Cochiti? 1In
our river, in our Rio Grande River, they're finding it,
you Xknow.

When they did this study about the Buckman
Diversion Project, they did not test the sediment.
That's where the ;adioactivity is. 1It's there. It's
washing over all of those barrels going into our water,
going into our groundwater. It's contaminating all of

us. B
866488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T92-1

T92-2

T92-1

T92-2

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. DOE also recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require legislative changes 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.

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.

The evaluation of potential impact to water quality at LANL from the GTCC proposed action
is discussed in Section 8.2.3.
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) They found plutonium on refrigerator coils.,
They found stxoﬁcium-bﬂ and Cesium-137 and Americium up
in the hills on top of the mountain peaks everywhere.
We'xe getting poiscned.

?éople have cancer. We don't want more waste,
and LANL cannot take more waste. LANL is not dealing
w;th the waste that it has. There's radiocactivity in a
public patk. In Acid Canyon thére is radioactivity.
There's 13 or 14 times the level that they've set
that's supposedly safe and no xadiation is safe.

You know, we don't have any evacuation plans
around here for this stuff because we're not geing to
geg evacnated. There's no way to cvacuate us if
something happens. They're going to contain us and
keep us here so we dor't contaminate somebody else.

It's insanc. It's insane, and.the fact that
you did not look at the hardened on~site storage or --—
I don't know -~ I've heard about glassification or
something lige that, some other way to deal with these
wastes on site where they're safer until there can be a
place} if there is a place, where théy can be safe.

I don't really think there is. That's the
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T92-3

T92-4

T92-3

T92-4

See response to T92-2.

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. The technologies and
alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range of alternatives for
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or programs suggested for
DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the purpose
and need for agency action stated for this EIS.
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p;oblcm, but to}keep them on site instead of
transporting what was it, 20 million, how many miles?
Twenty-two million miles of this high level, of this
greater-than~Class~C, high levelyradioactive waste on
our highways every day, totally exposed.

. If péople are worried about terrorists, come
on. - Thisiis the perfect scenario for terrorists,
perfect. I mean, you guys, I don't know what you're
tﬁinking. i just think it's a profit. 1It's a
profitable venture for a few people, and the rest of us
are being éxposed to it. Our lives are being cexposed.
A lot of us are getting ¢ancer.

’ We're sick of it., We don't want it here. You
need to look at some othér alternatives.

Your graphs in your PowerPoint, you didn't
look at earthquakes when you looked at those graphs.
That's totally a rigged graph that shows WIPP is the
best facility, that shows LANL. It's a rigged graph.

HR. BROWN: You've got just about a minute
left, please.

MS. JEANNE GREEN: Okay. So the grounduater

contamination of our surface water, none of this was
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T92-5

T92-5

The affected environment at LANL (including seismic conditions) and at WIPP are analyzed in
the EIS and were considered in the identification of the preferred alternative discussed in
Section 2.10. See Section 8.1 and 4.2 for the affected environment discussions on LANL and
WIPP, respectively.
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considered in your graphs. Yoy're not looking at what
is. You're looking at what you want to do.

‘ So we don't want it hexe. We don't want
another Fukushima. We don't want to be forced to be
kept here after an accident. Wé've already seen the
Cerro Grahdeﬁfire. e've already seen fire come up to

half a mile of all of these barrels sitting over there,

‘getting washed over. 1It's ridiculous. It's

ridiculous, and you just can't do this. You can't do
it. You have to look at some moxe options and figure
this out. We need some science here, not a bunch of

bullshit propaganda.
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MR. BROWN: Okay. Hi. Mary Green and
Clarissa Duran will be after Mary.

MS, MARY GREEN: I'm Mary Gréen. I'm the
daughter of Colenel Robert Beauregard Green, formexr
field’commah&er, V.S, -- 5th U.S. Rir Force, Vietnam,
who was a squadron commander gn Kansas for a missile

silao squadron.

3

Thét's when T first, before I was 16, started

1ea:ning about nuclear, and so drove all the way down
tonight from Taos because I'm ver} passionate about
this, and I'd like you to know that T have a swollen
thyroid, and we will nrever know if it was from my
childhood, being around the missile silos, being able
to go as a guest into them and see them or if it was

the fire from Los Alamos because it came after that.

And that's one cf the things that as you look

at anything nuclear, nuclear weapong ox nuclear power,
. 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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we all know you will have a multitude of cancers
fellowing it, and you will never really know.

At this point in time, we do -~ we cannot
track. it. Now, 500 years from now the casings that
they want to put in, put the nuclear waste in, are
supposed to deteriorate. Maybe by chen we'll have a
bétter understanding.

Thére nave been many things that have been
suggaested tenight. The DOE has been called cut on a
number of things, 1 really commend everyone who spoka
tonight with their great factual knowledge. I can
listen to it and retain it, but I don’'t have it written
down and I éan't give it back to you. [ can just tell
you that itvseems very clear to me that transportation
of puclear waste is not sensible. It's not Einancially
sensible, and it's not going to be a humane thing to
truck nuclear wasté here and thére.

- It‘also seems very clear to me that the WIPP
containment, Area G ~- I believe that's the nameé of it
-- at -Los Alamos is questionable, and no one -- well,
there may havé been one person tonight who wanted this

horrof brought into our <ommunity -- but in general, wWe
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T103-2

T103-1

T103-2

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 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
trangportation casks. The robust nature of these casks limits the potential release of radioactive
and chemically hazardous material under the severest of accident conditions.

The affected environment at LANL (including seismic conditions) and at WIPP are analyzed in
the EIS and were considered in the identification of the preferred alternative discussed in
Section 2.10. See Section 8.1 and 4.2 for the affected environment discussions on LANL and

WIPP, respectively.
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do not want it, and I'm here having lived in the
militaxy as a child with a great understanding that the
military and the government, with good intentions, are
simply not'equipped to live up to the sensitivity and
the strictneés necessary for taking care of or
containing these wastes.

I completely believe the photograph of the
parrels ;hét‘didn't sink that were shot with shotguns
and put into‘the water table here. I know alsc that
nuclear is one of the most expensive situations mankind
has eéver faced: Chernobyl, Fukushima.

But even here, my son who was boxn with a
bifth defeqt, and we can‘t say that that goes back to
the ﬁilitaiy or being around the missiles, is a river
guide. He's quite a heroic person who has overcome his
handicap, and ﬁe takes the LANL scientists down every
summexr on the river, and the amount éf money for that
trip alone for the scientists to take water samples,
and it's done every vear, and there's all kinds of
groundwater that has to be tested all the time, we're
not. being sensible here.

I have ond last question. Can I make
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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photocopies, Xerox copies of these or do I have to have
youx official.éne?

PARTICIPANT: She can use that.

MS. MARY GREEN: ‘I can use this?

MR. BROWN: That's the comment form?

MS. MARY GREEN: We'll giée you as many as I
possibly can.

MR. BROWN: Okay. All right. It's like

voting in Chicago. right?
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Greene, Linda, Commenter ID No. 1.209

Greater Than Class C Waste 15313 E Jacobs Rd.

Office of Technical and Regulatory Support (EM-43) Spokane, WA, 99217
'U.S. Department of Encrgy May 27, 2011

Dear Sic or Madam,

1 ask that you do not make Hanford the waste dump for Greater than Class C nuclear
waste. Hanford already has too much waste. Real progress has not been made on storing
the current waste in an environmentally safe manner, Before ANY waste is brought in to
Hanford, the huge amount of nuclear residue on the sitc already should be entirely
cleaned up. There is no end in sight as to when this will actually occur.

Hanford is a poor choice for a repository in the first place. Since it currently has nuclear
waste, it makes sense for it to be vitrified and stored at that location. However, any new
nuclear waste should be kept in the location and vitrified where it was produced. If that is
not possible it should be stored in a place far from any groundwater used as drinking
water for thousands of people. It is immoral to put the repository in a place where people
arc put at risk.

T understand that much of the waste proposcd to go to Hanford has not yet been
produced In that case, T suggest that it not be produced in the first place. Nuclear energy
is a dang ltuting and cxpensive source of energy. I ask that you instead turm your
attention to clean energy which will end up being much more economical in the long run
and does no hamm to our environment.

Sincm'cly,

7%‘) it

Linda Greene

L209-1

12092

L209-1

L209-2

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 the State of Washington Department of 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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MR. GRERVES: Okay. Well, I take it there's
no time limit then.

MR. BRCWN: That's correct.

MR. GREEVES: So could you gueue up ny
PowerPoint, élease, presentation for me?

MR. BROWNMN: fThat's not --

MR. GREEVES: You said I had no time limit.

MR. BROWN: That will cost you extra.
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MR. .GREEVES: Good. Glad to be here. Sorry
apbout, you know, anyhow, the few turnout in spéakers,
commenters.

Hey. Any time I get to come back and meet
Holmes Brown, this is wonderful: it's been a decade,
long_cime.

UK. BROWN: Must be a pretty boring life.

¥R. EREEVES: it's pretty interesting,
actually.

Well, with that, first, I'd like to thank DOE
for putting these meetings on, this éne. I'm sorry the
turnoﬁt's not a bigger turnout, and so given there's no
timé iimit, I won't keep you here that long, really.

Got a few things. I'm tep:esentiﬁg myself,
John Greeves. I'm not representing any organization
beyond myself. I do have a fow comments.

First, it's clear DOE has not provided a
praferred alternative. Naving done EISs during my
career, I £find that a little unusual. Normally, the
Pederal Government's required to identify a preferred
alternative, so I'm disappointed that therxe is no

preferred.

9107 Lonupp

Ti1-1

T11-2

T11-1

T11-2

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. See
Section 1.5.

A preferred alternative is not required to be included in a Draft EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on
alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference; that is, a preferred alternative shall be
identified in the Draft EIS if one exists. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS because of the
complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. For public comment, the Draft EIS presented considerations for
developing a preferred alternative in the Summary (in Section S.6) and in Section 2.9. As
required by 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred alternative for the disposal
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In developing the preferred
alternative, DOE took into consideration public comments on the Draft EIS, public EIS
scoping comments, and other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the EIS.

STH DOLD 10Ul

JuaunI0(q asuodsay jusuimo)) [ xipuaddy




6EII-r

9107 Lavnupy

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No, T11 (cont’d)

We, as commenters, really do a better job
commenting to you if you tell us what your preferred
alternative is because I just don't know how hard I
need to take this on or support you because I don't
know yhat the preferred alternative is. So I'm
surprised there is no preferred alternative and I
wonder.

This notion of coming out with a Final RIS
with a preferred alternative, that really doesn't give
me time to gomment on the preferred altexnative, So
something dqesn‘t seen right there. Maybe youn should
think abqut'a draft or something with the preferred
altetnative:and i'1l come back and give you ﬁy cemments
then. 1In any event, so that's really -the first comment
is I much would have preferred to see a "preferred
alternative" or I'd like to see one in the future, and
I think you'll get a little different flavor of
comments to_tﬁe extent that that would happen.

And it sort of begs the question do yeou need a
prefexrrcd altgrnative before you go with the Finai B187?
So I'm blithering on here but you gave me nhe time

limit, so anvhow.

T11-2
(Cont.)
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Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 !, cont’d)

All right. The second comment. That was all
one éomment. The sacand comment is I have read some of
your woxk and I'm a little surprised that you didn't
include mine cavities.

I've worked this issue all over the world.
Most all the people I've talked to have looked at mine
cavities for intermediate level waste which is what
this is inAthe international speak and that's not cne
of &out alternatives. So I'm curious as to why you
didn't consider a mine cavity.

Deep bore holes make some sense. I've seen
the work the department’s done in the past but not
including a mine cavity struck me as a why not. So at
some éoint you might want to explain why you didn't
include a mine cavity approach.

For all the reasons that you said earlier, it
is very expensive and 2 lot of other countries are
looking at, have looked at mine cavities and it’s just
not on your list. So that's the second cowment.

By the way, 1 have more comments. I’m just

Anot going to give them all to you today. You're

qrateful for that, I'm sure.

9102 Apnupp
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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. Regarding the use of
mined cavities, DOE does not believe it is reasonable to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC
like waste in a new mined cavity (other than the existing WIPP facility) because of the
potential cost and time it would take to develop such an alternative in comparison to the
relatively small amount of waste. With regard to existing mines, no specific mine has been
identified as having the proper characteristics for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

STH DOLO 1outd

Juawno0(g asuodsay usuiwo)) . xipuaddy



IPII=r

907 Adonupy

Greeves,: John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d)

The third comment. The NRC requirements for
greatet;thas—class C waste, other than putting it im a
deep geologic repository, and you've seen how much
success we've bad at that, there are no other standards
for 6TCC aﬁd so that begs kind of a question I'm going
to end with ‘but along with that, you've done this
evaluation.

I've only preliminarily looked af this, but I
would think that you'd want to look at these sites and

see if any of them could meet a reasonable standard

and,:frankly, some of them don't lock like they could

meet a reasonable standard. So why would you carry

them? You know, 200+ millirem for a site and even

larger numbers, why are they still in the pool?

So I would like to see more of that as you go
through thé process and we know at the sites that
cleafly are not going to meet any reasonable standard,
that those sites are not going to meet a Part 61
standard, scme of the ones you're 1ookiﬁg at. So,
anyhow, if you could winnow those out, that would be
quite useful,

Another point is who actually pays for this

Ti1-4

T1i-5

T11-4

T11-5

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.

The evaluations described above and other factors discussed in Section 2.9 were considered in
the identification of the preferred alternative described in Section 2.10.

Under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), DOE is to
identify options to Congress for ensuring the beneficiaries of the activities resulting in the
generation of GTCC LLRW bear all reasonable costs of dispositioning of such waste.

The Draft EIS included the estimated cost of the GTCC disposal alternatives in the Summary
(Section S.6.3.4, Chapter 2 (Section 2.9.3.4) and in Appendix D. The Final EIS also includes
these costs in the assessment of each alternative in the EIS. Cost for implementation based on a
site- or project specific design would be included as part of site-specific NEPA review, as
appropriate.
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Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d)

20

21

22

GTC. waste disposal? Maybe it's there and I only read a
porxtion of ‘the report. AaAnd what would be the cost
differential for going from one site to another? It's
aAhﬁge document. Y didn't reéd all of it. So if it's
there, great. Just help me find it. But if it's not,
I'think that's something you'd want to make transparent
as you go forward with the Final.

Can 1 ask NRC any questions, by the way? T
can.ask but they're not required to resp&nd. Yeah., I
figgted that was the answex. 1In fact, DOCE's wnot going

to respond either. Okay, okay.

But, anyhow, the report rightfully identifies

the Amendments Act, says that this would be a facility
licénsed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Well, I
read your report and the repo;t implies that, well,
maybe not, that if£ it's a DOE faecility, that NRC
wouldn't license it. So I'm real curious as to what's
the basis for that and I'm real cufious to NRC's answer
Lo that question.

Do they feel like they're not the one to
license the facility? The way I xread the Act -- you

know the Act well, Holmes. Maybe we could have a

T11-5
(Cont.)

T11-6

T11-6

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) specifies that
GTCC LLRW, designated a federal responsibility under section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from
activities licensed by the NRC, is to be disposed of in an NRC-licensed facility that has been
determined to be adequate to protect public health and safety. However, unless specifically
provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to license and regulate facilities operated by
or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does not limit DOE to using only non-DOE
facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal. Accordingly, if DOE selects a facility operated by
or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC LLRW for which it is responsible under section
3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would be needed to determine NRC’s role in licensing
such a facility and related issues. In addition clarification from Congress may be needed on
NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC LLRW disposal facility licensed by an
Agreement State rather than by NRC.
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éreeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d)

little sidebar conversation abkout this. The way I read
it was it was licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, period. There wasn't any doubt in my mind
a couple of decades age. So you dbn‘t have to give me
an aﬁawer. I'11l ask you after the meeting.

. ,So‘that;s something. I know there's a letter
on the record asking the NRC what their comments are,
so I'll look forwaxrd to their comments in answering
that question, and Y don't guite understand where DOE's
conciuded that NRC would ‘not license a DOE site. I'm
just not cléar. That needs to be quite transparent
before a Fipal EIS is done.

You know, I'd just comment, because this is
whatlthis is abouﬁ, I think that having an independent
regulator rgview this type of activity is quite good,
quite robust, being a former regulator, and I think you
gain'a lot of credibility. l

The Cengress saw the wisdom of putting NRC in
the céuation on the 3116 legiglation for thé waste
incidental reprocessing and, you know, DOE didn't have
to answer Lo anybody prior to that point in time but

they do now and NRC is doing all that work. So it's

9107 Lavnupp

T11-7

T11-7

The NRC served as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not actively
participate in the preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential regulatory
changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.
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Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d)

20

24

22

not unprecedented and my comment is I think that,
regérdzess of what it is, having an independent
regulatory review NRC would be fine, as far as I'm
‘concerned, but not having anybody is not & good idea.

Okay. &nd then I'm not going Lo keep you much
longer. The last comment is not having a standard for
GTCC is a Problam. We've got a lot of experience at
YQcc# MHounfain doing standards on the fly and you see
how that's wérked out.

8o I'm not sure how you're going to deal with
this comment, but you're doing an EIS and you don't
really havg ; standard for thié facility and it didn't
work so well at Yucca Mountain doing it on the fly.
That.thing'wént on for decades and I'm very familiar
with that, unfortunately.

$o that's my last comment today and I'd
actually 1;ke to hear the answers to all these, but I
think I'm going to have to wait awhile to see some of
that.

So I think that comes to about five different
comments and sorry I took so long, but ié deoesn't lcok

like there's anybody begating me up to get out of the

9107 dpnuvy

T11-8

T11-8

Standards for disposal of GTCC and GTCC-like waste have yet to be established. However,
the GTCC EIS analysis provides for the 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.
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Greeves, John, Commenter 1D No. T11 (cont’d)

9107 Kpnupp

way, and I'm sorry I wasn't able to deliver my
PowerPoint slides but just I've been overruled on that.

So, all right., Good. Thanks for listeaing
ard I'll look forward to heaiing how these comuents get
addressed over time. If you want some more, I've got &
couple of others but I'm kind of holding those till
June 27th or whatever that date is:

all xight. Thank you.

ST DOID [puld

owno0( asuodsay yuauuo))  xppuaddy




oll-r

9107 Livonupp

Griffith, Lorie, Commenter ID No. W370

From: gteceiswebmastes@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 3:50 PM

To: gteceisvebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: ’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radisactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10370

Thank you for your comment, Lotie Griffith,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10370. Please refer to the comment

8 In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 03:49:46PM CDT )
Greater-Than-Class-C iow-l.evel Radioactive Waste EI5 Draft Comment: GTCC10370

First Name: Lorle

Last Nome: Griffith -
Organization: Friends of the Columbia Gorge
Address: 4088 Kenthorge Wy

City: West Linn

State: OR

Zip: 97068

Country: USA .

Emall: tomlorie@comeast.nat

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

Comment Submitted: -
Do not allow any nuclear waste through the Gorge . Handford Reservation Is one of the most polluted places on earth.
Stap the madnesst

Questions about submitti over the Web? Contact us at: pteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Wet at {630) 252-5705.

W370-1

W370-1

There is a relatively small amount of waste which could 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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Grimaldi, Richard, Commenter ID No. W468

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: -1 Saturday, June 25, 2011 11:23 AM

Yo: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Waste EIS C GTCC10468

Thank you for your comment, Richard Grimaldl.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10468, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Commaent Date: June 25, 2011 11:22:33AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radivactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10468

First Name: Richard
Last Name: Grimaldi
City: Eugene

State: OR

Zip: 97403

Country: USA

Emait: richmep@efn.org

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

Comment Submitted:

I am very concerned about this proposall Hanford already has numerous serfous problems, that are on schedule to be
tleaned up by 20501 The truth is that Hanford can't be cleaned up If USDOE adds any more waste to be buried in
bareholes or landfills- the wastes in existing soil trenches and ditcties and from tank leaks need to be removed. Besides,
extremely radloactive wastes belong in deep undergraund repositorles, not in tandfills, boreholes, or vaults. The
comment date needs to be extended and the issues and public input potential way more publicized}

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gteceiswebmaster ®ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster ot (630) 252-5705.

l W468-1

l W468-2

W468-1

W468-2

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

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft GTCC EIS was published in the Federal Register
on February 25, 2011 (76 FR 10574), and it began a 120-day public comment period that
ended on June 27, 2011. This 120-day comment period is longer than the required 45-day
comment period. All comments received on the Draft EIS were considered in the preparation
of this EIS and are presented in Section J.3.
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" Guerrero, Jiovani, Commenter ID No. T133
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Capital Reporting Company 30

MR. BROWN: Jiovani will be followed by Jason
Davis.

MR. GUERRERO: Good evening, My name is Jiovani
Guerrero. I'm an Alcha High School student. After
hearing about the trucks loaded with radioactive
waste, XI've been thinking about the dangers that
ocecur in the place I congider my home. I used to
l;ve-in California, Salinas, and then in Mexico. In
Mexico, you don't even imagine the poliution there.
And in California, my family used to have bad
allergies, and we always thought about moving out of
atate. The first thing I saw ip Oregon was the fresh
aiz, and I guess I liked i{t, and we came here. I was
surprised. It was becautiful, fresh air, and I had
family here, and they told me it was really-nice,
and after a while, my family noticed theil allergies
waent away. And I love Oregon, and I want it to stay
cthat way, and I consider Oregon as my home.

MR. BROWN: Jason Davis., And Georgia Pinkel

will follow.

T133-1

T133-1

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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' Haber, Richard, Commenter ID No, W451

W451-1

—_— —

From: ' . gikeeinvebmaster@anlgov

Sent: : Friday, June 24, 2011 9:17 #M

To: gicceiswebmaster@anigay

Subjoct: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radiosctive Waste EIS C GICC2045L

Thank you for your comment, Richard Haber.

The comment tracking number that has been assipned to your comment is GTCC10451. Please refer to the comment
K ber in afl correspond relating to this comement.

Comment Date: Junc 24, 2011 09:16:33PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10451
First Name: Richard

Last Name: Haber
Organization: Reno 1LW.W,

-City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Emali: jporn22@gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from poblic record

Comment Submitted: -
GTCC Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste Is dangerous, where the use of remote handling equipmentis
needed. Your plan to deposit 98% of the radioactivity from commercial nuclear reactors around the countey is

unacceptable, for ANYWHERE on earth, Most of the waste will not need disposal for at least 20 years; TAKE THAT TIME

TO MAKE OTHER PLANS.

Questions about submitting over the Web? Contact us at: giccelswebmaster@anl.gov or ¢ali the Greater.
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radivactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-570S.

Wi451-1

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.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m® [240,000 f*] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m*
[420,000 °]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m® (71,000 f*) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The

purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).

The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process, in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.
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Hagen, Jon, Commenter ID No. W390

g osvvryey  daeasie e ancs

From: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sents Thursday, June 23, 2011 5:31 PM
To: gteeeiswebmaster®antgov

Subject; ‘Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radicactive Waste €15 Comment GTCC10390

Thank you far your comment, lon Hagen.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10390. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this commerit.

Comment Date: Junc 23, 2011 05:30:24PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lovs-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10390

Flrst Name: Jon

Last Name: Hagen

City: Portland, Oregon

Country: USA

Emall: loogfellowspdx@comeast.net

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

Comment Submitted: .
Please, NO trucking of waste through our Columbia River Gorge. Has the world gone mad? 1 sometimes think 5o, as
increasingly Insensitive proposals emerge without ceasing from those wha should know better, Jon Hagen

Questions about submitting conmments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster®anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £35 Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W390-1

W390-1

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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Hahn, John, Commenter ID No. W288

From: gleeeiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: : Thursclay, June 16, 2011 11:56 PM
Tor gteceisseebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Thas-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10288

Thank you for your comment, John Hahn.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment {s GTCC10288. Please refer ta the camment
tracking number In all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 11:55:55PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10288

First Name: John

Middle Initiak F

Last Name: Hahn

Address: 9405 $.W.Viewpoint Terrace

City: Postland

State: OR

Zip: 97219

Country: USA

Email: johntheelder@cameast.net

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

Comment 5ubmitted: . .

Sirs, Please don't consider teucking mare nuclear waste through the Columbla River gorge. it is too unigue a place to be
endangered in this way. | will contact my senators and representatives as well, Hanford needs to be ¢leaned up rather
than adding to the growing mess that it is becoming. thank you

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

W288-1

I W288-2

W288-1  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.

W288-2  See response to W288-1.
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Hall, Camille, Commenter ID No. W189

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gav

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 12:21 AM

To: . gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: + Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1S Comment GTCC10289

‘Thank you for yaur comment, Camiile Hall.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your cormment is GTCC10189. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all ¢ pandence refating to this ¢

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 12:20:45AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste IS Draft Corament: GTCC10139

First Nama: Camille

Middie tnitial: M

Last Name: Hall

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:
Secretary Chu and Mr. Edelman: |

1 urge you to remove the Hanford Nuclear Reservation from the U,5. Oapartment of Energy’s list of candidate sites fora
permanent nuclear waste dump site to store radloactive materials coming fram across the United States, Hanford is the
wrong place Yo transporst and dispose of more highly dangerous radioactive material.

Hanford Is already the most contaminated site in the Western Hemlisphere and the Department of Energy ls already
engaged in one of the largest and most complex cleanup projects in U.S. history at Hanford, The number one priority
should be to stop waste from leaking into the Columbla River and clean up the existing waste at Hanford. No new
nuclear vsaste should be stored 3t Hanford.

Thank you.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtcteiswebmaster@anlgav or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radl ive Waste EIS at {630) 252-5205.

W189-1

W189-2

W189-1 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.

W189-2  See response to W189-1.
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Hannah, Frances, Commenter ID No. W106

From: glcceiswebmaster@ank.gov

Sent; Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:13 M

To: geceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: ’ Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Commerit GTCC10106

Ihank you for your coriment, Frances Hannah.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC101086. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 07:12:42PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10106

First Name: Frances

Last Name: Hannah

Organization: Friends of the Columbla Gorge
City: Vancouver

State: WA

2ip: 98683

-Country: USA .

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

Comment Submitted:

Please, please do not allow radio active matecial to he trucked through the Columbia Gorge area, Every time we turn
around, wants to endanger this beautiful, pristine area, We ase trying to preserve it for our chifdren and
generatians to come, I you haven't visited this area, please do, You will see why we feel as we do.

Thank you, Frances Hannah

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Cantact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C LowsLevel Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W106-1

W106-1

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

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC& WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

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 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 highwlay travel,
with no expected LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and
continually revised to ensure that the utmost protection of public health and the environment is
achieved and that the risk of a traffic accident is minimized. For example, DOE has established
a comprehensive emergency management program (Transportation Emergency Preparedness
Program or TEPP) that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness measures
to minimize the health impacts from accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s TEPP was established to ensure that its contractors and
state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and
effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials.

If an accident that involved a release of radioactive material to the environment occurred, it
would be remediated promptly in accordance with these procedures. These measures would
help DOE minimize and mitigate any impacts on the environment.
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MR. BROWN:- Thanks very much.
Next speaker is Clifford Hansen, and he will
be followed by Walter Barbuck.
MR. HANSEN: Good evening. I'm a resident
and citizen of the State of Nevada and Clark County. I
appreciate DOE's taking the time to invite public
comment on this Draft EIS, which I found to be a well
organized and well written document. .

I would call DOE's atéontion to a couple of
points on which the document was silent, and I would
gncourage their discussion of these issues in their
Final EIS. The first being that the current inventory
of seaied sources, vhich comprises a large vélume of
what's on hand now and contains many of the 1arge£
migrated radionuclides of concern, in terms of this
volume and the geometry of those objects would suggest
disposal in very decp boreholes would be an optien that
should be considered and which the EIS did not.

Very deep borehole disposal ls discussed in
several technical reports that are available to the
public and would put these radionuclides beyond the
reach of cradible groundwater wells and thereby remove

them from the biosphere.

T48-1

T48-1

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. An intermediate-depth
borehole is included in the analysis.

The effects of climate change are discussed in the EIS to the extent practicable. Sitetspecific
NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed and would take another look at potential impacts
from climate change issues, as appropriate.
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Hénsen, Clifford, Commenter ID No. T48 (cont’d)
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1 I would also comment that the Draft EIS did
2 not consider the use of chemical barriers for shallow
3 disposal options. Vhat appeared to be backfilled with
4 sand or local materials was suggested for the

5 intermediate depth boreholes. These materials would
6 not necessqtfily provide absorption barrier that would
7 prevent the movement of the disposed radionuclides,

8 shonld any water infiltrate down to the disposal area.
g And it would appear that, from an engineering ’

10 perspsctive, the addition of a chemical ba:tit.ar ’wonld
11 be & relatively ecasy improvement.

12 and, f£inally, I did not find in the EIS a
13 discussion of the effects on the disposal systems and
14 the range of future climate scenarios. It'.s not cleax
15. to me vhether those were required to be discussed at
16 this stage. But certainly in the Final EIS, T would
17 -+ hope that the BOE wz;uld give those consideration.
18 I will submit my comments in written form to
19 the record. Thank you.

T48-1
(Cont.)
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Hartford, Susan, Commenter ID No. W290

From: _gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; Friday, June 17, 2D11 12:31 AM

To: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: * Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10250

Thank you for your comment, Susan Hartford.

The comment tracking number that has been assigaed ta your comment is GTCC10290, lease refer ta the comment
king ber In all correspand relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 12:30:46a0M COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10290

First Name: Susan

Middie Initiak R

Last Name: Hartford
Address: 3580 Thomsen Rd.
City: Hood River

State: OR

Zip: 97031

. Country: USA

€mail: shartford@embagrgrmall.com

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

Comment Submitted:’

1 have lived In Hood River with my family for the last 30 years. | and my family are very opposed to the proposed

trucking of radi tals through the Columbila Gorge Scenic area and on to Hanford, Trucks are subject to
Jents; just one accident ing in spilting of radioactive material could be catastrophic to humans and witdlife.

Hanford has enough problem with leaking radloactive substances....it makes no sanse to add further to the problem.

In addition to those Issues, there needs to be amore tf gh Envl i tmpact

Thanks for your attention to this....Susan Hartford

\

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: giecelswiebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-570S,

W290-1

I W260-2

W290-1 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.

W290-2  See response to W290-1.
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Hatcher, Lynn, Commenter ID No, W433
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From: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . “Friday, june 24, 2011 1:12 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subjoct: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10433

Thank you for your comment, Lynn Hatcher.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10433. Please refer to the comment
tracking numher in all carrespondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 01:11:378N CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve) Radipactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10433

First Name: Lyan

Last Name: Hatcher

State: WA

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:
Don't pass this mess on to our Great Great Great Grandchildren!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at; giees swp,gmasggr@anl gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

Wi433-1

W433-1

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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Hawkins, William, Commenter ID No. W550

From: gteceiswetmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2611 7:02 PN

Yo: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste ES Comment GTCC10550

Thank you for your comment, Willlam Hawkins.

The comment teacking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC20550. Piease refer to the comment
tracking ber in all cor dence relating to this ¢

Comment Date: Sune 27, 2011 07:01:35PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10550

First Name: William

Last Name: Hawkins

Address: 27 W, Interclty Ave
City: Everett

State: WA

Zip: 98204-2731

Country; USA :

Emall: bilthawk1@frontier.com

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

Comment Submitted:
1 have been following Hanford cleanup issues for too many years and can't helleve that before cleaning up the site the
government plans to add mare radioactive waste.

Excuse me but this idea s insane.

All such radioactive waste needs to be placed in deep geologic repositories, None should be put near the surface. None
should be where it can get In ground or surface waters. None should be put where it can easily be dlsturbed or dispersed
by wind, rain, erasien or fire, None should be placed easily avallable to fuel terrarism,

And what about the risk of trucking such waste to the State of Washington? Who will bear that cost? Whose chitd will
inadvertently and unknowingly receive an unnecessary dose? The public is exposed to radiation during transit and there
is an elevated risk of public exposure from an accldent or terrorism. Brirging what appears to be close to 30,000
truckloads of radioactive waste over our public hi ys Is simply bl

One only has to review the ongoing disruptions in Japan due to the Fukushima nuclear accident. Thousands of
Fukushima Prefecture residents are being screened for thyroid radiation exposure as 1 write this, Food from vegetables
to teas have been d frora the marketplace. Farm animals had to be evacuated. The surrounding oceans are

! i with radioactivity. Cities bave been evacuated. Schoal children have to wear radlation monftors. Sails are
being scraped from schoolyards, People are urinating radioactive substances. Houses lay vacant, Radiation is
congentrating in sewer studge. etc. etc, ete.

W550-1

W550-2

W550-3

W550-1

W550-2

W550-3

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

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

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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Hawkins, William, Commenter ID No. W550 (cont’d)

This nuclear accident has become the most expensive industrial accident in world history never mind the eanthquake
tsunami damage.

‘Their was a time before life existed when aur whole planet was too 'hot' ta support Bfe. It took billians of years far that
to change and then in his wisdom, man uncorked the atomic gene and now the whole world has been contaminated
once again. And nowv you want to bring more toxic waste to our state so you can make it cheaper and easler to produce
even more waste that never should have been brought into existence. .

I 53y, No. No. No.

Questions about submitting ¢ ts over the Web? Contact us at: W@gﬂmﬁorwmheeremeh
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive \Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705. .
2
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Havden, Mary, Commenter ID NoT W322

From: greceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent . Monday, June 20, 2011 10:03 AM

To: geceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lawv-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10322

Thank you far your comment, Mary Hayden.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GYCC10322, Please refer to the comment
Inall cor jence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 20, 2011 10:02:46AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste ESS Draft Comment: GTCC10322

First Name: Mary
Middle Initial K

Last Name: Hayden
Addrass: .
City:

State: !

Zip:

Country: USA

Email: baytovin@comeast.net
Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

t am very unhappy at the prospect of storage of trucked-in nuclear waste at Hanford, Washlington. This site already has
muitiple old teaky tanks and is not suitable for what it already has much less new waste. Also, the route to Hanford is the
Columbia Gorge, -84, Nationa! Scenic Area. The route has heavy truck traffic, ley winter driving conditions, and many
areas of human use and habitation vulnerable should a spifl occur. This is just a stupld idea. Please re-think this.

Questions about submitting ¢

over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-

... Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705:

W322-1

W322-1

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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Hayes. Rose, Commenter ID No. TS

¥R. BROWN: Thank you, David, Dz, Rose'uayes, and
Sarah Taylor will be next.

DR. ROSE HAYES: Good eveni&g and thank you so
much for coming to our community to seek cut the
public’s opinion on your proposed environmental impact
statement. I think that a numbexr of paople were we to
do a public opinion poll in the Aiken~Savannah’ River
arca wouldlindicnce that they’re not comfortable with
the {dea of Savannah River recelving any more nuclear
waste materials. Wany people in cur area feel that the
Savannah River Site is becoming a sort of a nuclear
wa;te.dump or Yucca Mountain Plan B and it 1s not
studied or tested for permanent or long-term storage of
nuclear waste materials. It is a site thatlwas planned
to. process certain kinds of legacy matverials, beth--and
regearch materials that are both foreign and domestic
in origin and to dispasition those materials offsive.
And for a long time, as you all know, Yucca Mountain
was the proposcd fedoral repository for zecciving that
waste. The waste--the inventoxry at Savannah River now
includes but certainly is not limited to
greater-than-class C low-level radicactive waste, 37
million galions of liquid radicactive waste in 49 old,

underground tanks, tons of ncen~liquid plutonium and

13

T5-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.
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Hayes_, Rose, Commenter ID TS (cont’d)

uranium:léfn from the Cold War nuclear weapons
ptoductian era, that’s what we call the legacy waste as
opposed to spent nuclear fuel or nuclear fuel from
comnmercial reactors. There is a facility at SRS called
El Basin which is 90D-percent full, its pool, whoro
spent nhuclear fuel rods are stored and their origin is
both domestic and foreign reactors, research reactors.
T underline research reactors not commercial.. When
procesging operations in the defense waste processing
facility are completed there will be estimated three
buildings containing 7,000 vitrified logs pué in
canisters of radioactive waste that is then put in
subsurface vaults and securcd with very thick walls of
grit or ‘cement. All of this is very centrally
contained at SRS. You would be amazed at the
redundancy and the safety at SRS with this material.

But the fact remains that it was never scheduled to

remain leng term and definitely not permanent at SRS.

As a matter of fact, it was always scheduled for
disposition one way or another. There have been
government commitments for that. In 1982 the Nuclear
Haste Policy Act was passed and eventually Yucéa
Hountain was designated the site to which much of this
waste was to be dispositloned. Of course you are all
tamiliar the Yucca Mountain controversy. We all know

that it was studied and studled and scientifically

14

T5-2

T5-2

See response to T5-1.
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Haves. Rose, Commenter ID No. TS5 (cont’d)

verified and billions of dollars were spént to
deternmine that it could in fact adequately perform its
mission., President George Bush declared the §1to zeady
for its mission and--and paved a way for license
application to go forward to NRC. There is a public
law, number 107-:07 which required the blan be
submitted to congress by February 2001 and that plan
would designate how and when this waste would be
dispositioned from the Savannah River Site and from the
state of South Carolina. Of course we know that the
application for Yucca Mountain has now been withdraun
and we know that Public Law 107-107, although it is
still in cffect, has been ignored, The Savannah River
Site Citizens Advisory Board, nuclear materials
committcc; of which I chalr, and T am spéaking here as
a private citizen tenight, not for the Citizens
Rdvisory Bosrd, but I just want you to be aware that
this committee, the nucicar matcrials committee, has
put foxward'a recommendation to DOE which includes the

suggestion that no more waste be shipped into the

' Savannah River Site until seme of it starts being

dispositioned as the government has committed to do.
Given these facts and public opirion, which Thdomas
Jefferson said was the lord of the universe, I would
suggest that the administration develep and fund-~life

cycle fund a comprehenzive natiopal nuclear waste

15

T5-3

T5-4

T5-3

T5-4

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Savannah River Site, and the
ongoing cleanup efforts will continue. A GTCC waste disposal facility, would not affect
ongoing cleanup activities at the Savannah River Site.

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE beligves 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 Consuitation 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.

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.

I
DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a
geologic repository. 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.
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Haves, Rose, Commenter ID No. T5 (cont’d)

rnanagement policy that would include using Yucca
Mountain apd WIPP as interim, and I underxline intexim,
s:orage'nnd repositories for-all nuclear waste whether
it’s high level or low level. Additionally, the
administration should cancel all plans to peripanently
store any kind of nuclear waste in geolcgical'sites,
deep geological sites, near trenches, above-ground dry
cast, and I think :hat's‘whac you refer to here as--as
dry storage. Instead the Nuclear--or Nationai Ruclear

Waste Management Policy should include a back end of

" the nuclear production cycle which focusas on promising

new technologies, technologies that would burn fuel
down ko law level with short path 1lives. That I think
should be the end goal of nuclear waste management.
And again, I remain an advocate supporter of the Qse of
WI2P at Yucca Mountain but not Savannah River Site.
Savannah River Site has not been studied for‘or
declared to be the site which can guarantee public
safety and health or sccurity from cer?orists or those
v

who would use these materials for ill purposes. Thank

you.

16

TS4
(Cont)

TS-5

T5-6

T5-5

T5-6

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.

I

See response to T5-4.
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Heartsun, Hafiz, Commenter ID No. W319

From; gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: * Monday, June 20, 2011 12:34 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low~Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10319

Thank you for your comment, Hafiz Heartsun,

The cohzment tracking number that has been assigned ta your cormment is GTCC20319. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this camment,

Comment Oate: June 20, 2011 12:34:24AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10318

First Name: Hafiz

Middle tnitial: 1

Last Name: Heartsun

Country: USA

Email: aneness@gorge.net .

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:;
Why is more waste being proposed to be sent to Hanford when there ase stil so many unresoived (and unresolvable)

issues already there? Radioactive waste does not belong in trenches, tanks ar anywherse above 3 water tablel! It hos bren

70 years since the US nuclear program was launched and STILL there in no solution 10 the waste problem! The only
viable solytion is to stop making more waste.

| strangly object to sending radivactive waste over our roads. As past accidents have proven, industry assurances of
safety are not to be believad. Accidents DO happen and we cannot tolerate the extreme toxicity of radioactivity ta be
released onto our homes, schaols, workplaces, enavironment or where ever the errar occurs.

Please cease this relentless quest to make an Insane technology "safe”, Leave uranium in the ground,

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

l W3I9-1
W319-2

| W319-3

W319-1

W319-2

W319-3

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.

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. !

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.

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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Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24

MR. HEATON: Holmes, wa‘zé gong to have to put in
pormanent residency, being here so often. )

I'm John Heatomn, and 1'm a formexr state
representative, and I'm presently working with the mayor
and the Department of Development as well.

As you kqow, WIPP has been open now 12 years, and
you just heard, without significant incident, In fact, as
Congyess debates the high-level waste issues, VIPP rarely
comes up for discussion because it works so well that it
flies undér.the radar screen ef controvexsy.

QIPP is & very remote area 30 miles from any
population, 2,100 feet bpelow the surface, in a
250-million-year-ald sale bed, which is isolated from
drinking water aquifers, -which are embedded hundreds of
feet apove the disposal area.

We have been transporting remote—hahdled TRU
Wasta, and TRU Waste contact-handled from around the
country, also without significant incident. QIPP drivers
and truaks are the safest on the roads, and their record
is the envy of everyone.

Routes are well-determined, and we would foresee
nothing different in the transportation impacts. The
Greater~Than-Class~C Waste meets the WIPP waste acceptance

criteria, and characterization loading, unloading,

T24-1

T24-2

T24-3

T24-1

T24-2

T24-3

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.

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.

|
See response to T24-1.

See response to T24-1.
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Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24 (cont’d)

disposal 5: WIPP, without creating any additional
challenges or impacts on the repasitory or employees.

Reﬁoce-handled TRU #astae has very similar
characteristics to GICC, and our experiencé should cause
no addl:io&ul concexn for worker issues. WIPP is very
carcfully monitored by our environmental monitoring
center. That continues to be an important respected
source of monitoring information.

ns‘far as cultural impacts, WIPP has 16 square
miles of already withdrawn land that is the most studied
picce of real estate in the world., ®very square inch has
been studiéd and restudied. BAll of the art studies are in
place, and those sites are carefully protected already.
There would be no impact.

WIPP is 30 miles from any p&pulatibn center, and
thcrcfo:elhas no énvironmental justice issuves. The only
issués’ that exist are for those where the waste is
presently stored now. Therefore, moving waste to WIPP
ameliorates those issues.

As I -understand GTCC waste, it i{s, indeed, waste
with no redeeming value, no need to Se retrieved after
having been- disposed of. There are no health and
environmental impacts associated with groundwater and
surface water. The waste ia, agaln, hundreds of feet

below the potable aquifers, and inaccessible to

T24-3
(Cont.)

T24-4

T24-4

See response to T24-1.
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Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24 (cont’d)

groundwater.

WIPP is deep underground apd not subjoct to
erosion, and i£ exists in a well-studied below seismic
area. BAnd salt has the ability to heal itself unlike any
other medium should a seismic event cxack the formation.
WIPP's remote location and its access down in the shaft
gives it unique protection frem terrorists and intentional
destructive acts.

In gsummary, WIPP is the ideal locatior for this

waste, Keeping sealed sources in a building in Los Alamos -

is cxtremely dangerous, and as a New Mexican, it should be
isolated geologically at WIPP. .

The regulatory WIPP excess volume of over 30,000
cubic meters can easlly accommodate the additional waste,
The community undezstanés that this waste is very similar
to the RH: waste we are now presently ;aking.

I believe the comnmunity strongly supports its
disposal at WIPP, and it would be ingonsistent for the
state notito support it in view of the fact that sealed
sources are already being stored it Los Alamos and have
already been brought into the state.

WIPP is the most safe, secure and expedient
answer to GTCC, as well as the most cost-effective
approach since it is already buil: and is operating., WIPP

i3 che decision that should be made by Congress along with

T24-5

T24-5

See response to T24-1.
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Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24 (cont’d)

10

the accommodating Land Withdrawal Act changes.

Thank you very much.

T24-5
(Cont.)

SIH DOLD [outd
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Hebert, Susan, Commenter ID No. W214

Frem: ' gtccelswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:54 AM
To: © glecgiswebmaster@anlgov R
Subfect: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10214

‘Thank youl for your comment, Susan Hebert.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10214. Please refer to the comment
tracklng number in oll correspondence relaling to this comment.

Cammeant Date: lune 16, 2011 09:53:52AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10214°

First Name: Susan .

Last Name: Hebert

City: Portland

State: OR

Country: USA

Email; susan@ecobre.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or addrass from publje record .
Comment Submitted:
Please do not aflow hazadarous materlals to be transported through the Columbia Gorge.

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

W214-1

W214-1

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.

SI4 DDIO 1vuid
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Hedin, Bev, Commenter ID No. W124

From: gteceisvebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: : Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7.48 PM

To: gleceiswebmaster@anlgoy

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10124

Thank you for your comment, Bev Hedin.

The comment tracklng number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10124. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all gorr d lating to this

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 07:47:31PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lowievel Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10124

First Name: Bev

Last Name: Hedin

Organization: Friends of the Gorge

Address: 823 NW 4th Ave

City: Camas

Statet WA

Zip: 98607

Country: USA .

Email: bevhedin@cameast nat

Privacy Preference: Don‘t withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted;
Please, Mo Nuclear waste deposited along the Columbia River. We need to have clean water for the salmon!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: gleceiswebmaster®anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W124-1

W124-1 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.
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Heggen, Richard, Commenter ID No. W511

From: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: -Sunday, June 26, 2011 8:34 PM

To: . mait gtcceisarchives; gtece Lgov; gteced: Loov

Subject: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10511
Attachments: . GYCC_comments_June_2011_GYCC10511.dec

Thank yoin for yaur comment, Richard Heggen.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to ydur comment is GTCC10511. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence relating to this camment.

Comment Date: June is, 2011 _08:33:47PM coT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment; GTCC10511

Flrst Name: Richard

Last Namne: Heggen

Country: USA .

Email; tubepeek@nventure.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Atrachment: C:\Documents and ings\Dick\My D ANUC Waste\GTCC ¢ June 2011.doc

Questions ahout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €15 Webmaster at (630) 252-5705,
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Heggen, Richard, Commenter ID No. W511 (cont’d)

Richard Heggen June 22, 2011

Comments on the USDOE proposal/EIS to lmport and Bucy GTCC Waste at the USDOE
Hanford Nuclear Reservation.

1.

. Transportation. USDOE und imates the p jal

. USDOE failed to include or consider total

Based on the risks identified in the “Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS?
(TCWMEIS) released by USDOE in 2010, and the risks associated with the
proposed addition of approximately 17,000 truckloads (3 million cubic feet) of
radicactive and mixed radioactive and chemical waste at Hanford, cancer risk
would increase tenfold. That is a conservative estimate due to the fact that the
TCWMEIS failed to include significant inveatories of radioactive and chemicat
waste. The risk from cither of these two sources is unacceptable.  Adding to this
alrcady high risk would be a proposcd 12,600 truckloads of GTCC waste to be
buried at Hanford. ‘The radioactivity from the proposed GTCC waste is
approximately equal to the total tank farm radioactive inventory at Hanford. That
would push the already unacceptable risk even higher.  There is only one
reasonable conclusion: ne additional non-Hanford waste should be allowed to be
buried at Hanford,

. More than half of the GTCC waste and associated risk are from yet to be built

nuclear reactors, USDOE can reduce the amount of highly radioactive wasle
created by not approving construction of any more nuclear plants jn the US, We
have all seen the Jong lasting de ing effects of nuclear power generation
when events cause loss of control over nuct acti hima and
Chemobyl). This is a concern above and beyond the waste problems noted above
which will remain a threat to human health and the environment for thousands of
years if not properly contained and stored. NEPA requires that other alternatives
be considered, Therefore, other encrgy sources must be included in the
alternative analysis.

I {Fuk

. The EIS failed to include the best alternative site for disposat of GTCC waste

which would be deep underground geologic repository in the stable North
Amcrican Granite Shicld.  Although USDOE does consider WIPP in New
Mexico as a site, this is not possible due to legal issues as well the fact that WIPP
is not designed or sitcd to deal with highly radioactive and hot waste,

. USDOE failed to include or consider long term hardened on site storage of the

reactor GTCC wastes.

fioactive cxposure risk
associated with transporting the waste along public routes,  Additionally, some
transportation related exposure seenarjos were not included.

lative risks to all polential targets
and pathways at and near Hanford for all wastes it proposes to dispose at Hanford.

W511-1

Ws11-2

W511-3

| Ws11-4

W511-5

l Ws11-6

W511-1

W511-2

W511-3

W511-4

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.

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

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

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

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a
geologic repository. 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.

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.
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Heggen, Richard, Commenter ID No. W511 (cont’d)

7. Revise the EIS to include all the above noted missing risks, information,
altemalives, and scenarios.

Thank you for your consideration,

W511-5

W511-6

Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in 2 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.

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.

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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Heins, Erika, Commenter ID No. W119

From: gtceeiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, fune 15, 2011 7:40 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sukject: : Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10119

Thank you for your comment, Erika Heins.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10119. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond lating to this

Camment Bate: June 15, 2011 07:39:25Ph! COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10119

First Name: Erika

Last Name: Heins

Qrganization: erikahs.com

Address: 340 se Ird

City: Toledo

State: OR

Zip: 97391

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted; ,

0... zero... nuclear, the time is over for making more, our children will live with these decisions for hundreds of years and W119-1
life that Is fost everywhere feom this. Our oceans,our air,everything. what if yau had to come back to life as one of our

children, what would you do now.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or calf the Greater-
Than-Class-C Law-Leve] Radivactive Waste €IS Wet at {630} 252.5705.

W119-1

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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Henkels, Diane, Commenter ID No. W542

From: gteeeiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: . Monday, June 27, 2011 3:56 PM
Ta: - giecelswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject; . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Camment GTCC10542

Thank you for yaur camment, Diane Henkels.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10542, Please refer to the comment
X ber in all corr dence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 03:55:40PM coT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10542

First Name: Disne

Middie Initlal: M

Last Name: Henkels |
Address: 6228 SW Hood Ave
City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97239

Country: USA

Email: dhenkels@actionnet.net

Privacy Preference: Don't withho!d nome or address from public record

Comment Submitted: )
L oppose relocating any new nuclear waste ta the Hanford Nuclear Reservation near the tri-citles In the State of
Washington, Having toured the nuclear site, I | f that this p s was designed to dispose of nuclear waste

resulting from previous operations at Hantord. Hanford should not be even i as a location to store
waste until the process for disposing or vitrifying the existing waste is completed. And even if that occurs, Hanford is not
the optimal site given the location of this facility to the Columbiz River and related watersheds. The area is not salt
dome or other geology that is more appropriate to fong term nuclear waste storage, Further, much much federal

money {taxpayer money) has been spent protecting this river for fish. hing should jeopardize, or further chall

. our taxpayer i the Columbia River ecosy Certainly, any EIS for additiona] waste storage at Hanford
should inclirde a thorougl ination of ive effects.

Questions about submitti over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Ra;ioamive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W542-1

W542-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has defetred 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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Henry, Marilee, Commenter ID No. W328

From;  gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 6:50 PM

To: 9teceiswebmaster@anl gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste E1S Comment GTCC10328

Thank you for your comment, Marilee Henry.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned 10 your comment Is GTCC10328. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence refating to this commant.

Comment Date: June 20, 2011 06:50;11PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10328

First Name: Marilee

Last Name: Heary

Country: USA

Emnail: marilee@hentythorson.com

Privacy Preference: Qon't withhold name or address from pulitic record

Comment Submitted:

1am completely against transporting radioactive waste through the Columbla River Gorge to Hanford. This site Is
already the most poliuted site in the country, threatening the river and all it's wildlife. Even if no atcident accurs,
studies have shown that dangerotss radicactivily leaks during transport. We need to store radipactive waste safely near
the sites where it has been used. Ifthere cannot be a safe way to store it locally, we should not be using nucdear power!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste Ei5 Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W328-1

W328-1

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.

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.

STA DOLD [outs]
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Herbert, Emily, Commenter ID No. W13

From: : gieegisivebmaster@anlgov

Sent: - Tuesday, May 10, 2011 9:27 PM
To: gleceiswebmaster®ant gov
Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-1Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCCL0013

Thank yau for your comment, Emily Herbert,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10013, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all carrespondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 10, 2011 09:26:45PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10013

First Name: Emily

Last Name: Herbert

Address: 319 NE 62 Ave Apt 4
City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97213-3800

Country: USA

Enail: pwh1960@esmail.com

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

Comment Submitted:

The Japan experience, which impacts our entire planet, again makes it clear that nuclear power Is unsafe. Not a single

fuel rod has been safely disposed of since we started using nuciear energy for power. Because of the Jarge water W13-1
requirements for the operation of nuclear power plants, they are situated near coasts and in areas susceptible to earth
movement. Aswith Hanford, they leech toxic materials into rivers and streams, into svater tables. Reports on the

increased dangers of radiation caused diseases and deaths from transporting highly radioactive wastes on public Wi
highwvays to Hanford make it clear that this activity is intolerably unsafe for Oregonians and our future, .

it is time to say no ta more fantasies of safe disposal and lzave these materials at the sites of their origin as reminders of
the folly of this di human exp

W13-3

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: pieceiswebmaster@anlgoy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705, ’

Wi13-1

W13-2

W13-3

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

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC 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 and can be conducted in a
safe manner based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past
experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over 60 years would be required to transport all of
the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in
about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities
(see Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE 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.

STH DDID [ouly
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Herbert, John, Commenter ID No. W70

From: ’ . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Wednesday, May 25, 2011 4:29 PM

To: . gteceisvicbmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Then-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10070

Thank yeu for your comment, John Herbert.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is 6YCC10070. Please refer to the camment
tracking ber In all correspondence relating to this comement,

Comment Date: May 25, 2011 04:28:42PM COT
Grea:er-'!hnn-CEass-Oanz-Luvéi Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10070

First Nama: John
Middle Initial: B

" Last Nome: Herbert

Address:

City:

Statext

Zip:

Country: USA :

Emali: fharlanherh@gmail.com’

Privacy Prefi e: Withhold add| only from pubtic record

Comment Submitted:
STOP ADDING TOXIC WASTE TO THE HANFORD SITE. STOP TRANSPORTING IT ACROSS OUR LAND, WATERS, AND

. COMMUNITIES, YOU, the DOE, HAVE KILLED AND SICKENED TOO MANY OF US. YOU WIlL CONTINUE TO DO THIS

THROUGHOUT YOUR TENURE AT HANFORD BECAUSE YOU) ARE LETTING RELEASES INTO THE COLUMBIA AND GUR AIR,
LAND, AND OTHER WATERS CONTINUE, STOP TRYING YO MAKE IT WORSE,

CLEAN IT ALL UP, STOP RELEASES, NO MATTER WHAT IT TAKES. OUR FEDERAL GOVT DID THIS, OUR FEDERAL GOVT
MUST STOP THE RELEASES AND CLEAN (T UP.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: precelswehmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Levet Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W70-1

W70-1

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.

ST14 DDOLD pulqd
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Herring, Melissa, Commenter ID No. W490

.

From: . . gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 11:32 AM

To: gleceiswabmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10450

Thank you for your comment, Melissa Hetrlng.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned 1o your comment Is GTCC10490. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in ali correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: Juné 26, 2011 11:31:19AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste £15 Draft Comment: GTCC10450

First Name: Melissa

Middle itk A

Last Mame: Herring

Address: SE Taylor court

City: portland

State: OR

Zip: 97215

Country: USA

Email; rabbittskarma @gmail.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name er address fram public record

Comment Submitted:
Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be burled in landfills or bareholes - the wastes in I W490-1
existing sofl trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed.
Extremely radicactive wastes belong in deep underground repositories, nat In landfills, boreholes or vaults. I W490-2
USDOE needs to consider in the EIS how to avoid making more of these highly radioactive wastes, I W490-3

USDOE has to disclose and the total { ive) impacts of both of USDOE’s separate proposals ta use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes to Hanfard, in one environmental W490-4
impact statement for the public to review and comment on the full plcture. The GTCC €15 needs to disclose that USDOE
is also proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of radioactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, in addition to
the GTCC wastes.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecefswebmaster@ant.gay or call the Greater-
Than-C135s-C Low-Level Radit Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705.

W490-1

W490-2

W490-3

W490-4

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

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

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

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

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

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

SIH DOLD 104l

Juaunoo(g asuodsay juawuio?) [ xipuaddy



I8

910Z Adpnupp

Hess,v Jurgen, Commenter ID No. W405

From: gtecaiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . - Thursday, june 23, 2011 3:32 PM
To: ) " mail_gteceisarchives; gteceiswebmaster@anl.goy; gleceis@anlgov
Subject: . Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10363

Attachments: Hanford_letter_GTCC10363.doc

Thank you for your comment, Jurgen Hess.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10363. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond relating to this comment.

Comment Date: june 23, 2011 03:31:54PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10363

First Name: Jurgen

Middle Initial: A

Laost Name: Hess

Address: 4312 24th Street

City: Hood River

State: OR

Zip: 97031

Country: USA

Email: hess@aorge net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or dddress from public record
Attachment: Hanfard letter.doc .

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: pleceiswebmaster@ant.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level ﬂadxoacuve Waste EIS Webmaster at (830) 252-5705.

STH DDO.ID vuld
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Hess, Jurgen, Commenter ID No. W405 (cont’d) W405-1 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.

W405-2  See response to W405-1.

Jurgen A. Hess
412 24% 5t. - Hood River OR - 97031 - 541.386.2668 - hess@gorge.nct

June 23, 2011

Greater than Class C Low Level Radioactive Waste EIS
Oifiee of Technical and Regulatory Support (EM-43)
US Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585-0119

To: The US Department of Energy

The Department of Encrgy fs asking for comments on the proposal to use Hanford site for GTCC
nuclear radioactive waste.
Hanford—a Brolken Promise

Hanford is the most contaminated site in the Western bemisphers, Radicactive contaminants are
entering the Columbia River through graund port. Duc dates for cleanup of existing
contamination at Hanford keep being pushed further out..for years and years. DOE is building the
vitrification plant, but it i behind schedule. Bven afiér the vitrifieation plant is complete and

perating, it will be decades before the existing Hanford radioactive e ts are compl
cleaned up. Promises have been made and broken to clean up Hanford in a timely manner. And now
the DOE desircs to ship, store and eventually treat additional off site material—greater than Class C,

Nuclear Encrgy—the Hope and Reality
Nuclear energy was sold as being (he savior to the nation’s and world’s energy appetite, It is green W405-1
and clean; no carbon emissions. Dossi’t contribute to ¢limate change and global warming, However,
recent events bave put a dark cloud on the industry. Japan is having a nuclear meltdown. Germany
has decided to aband Jear energy production. And there is this big elephant i the room—what
to do about nuclear waste? The industry and some DOE staff say, ‘trust us we'll figure it out’. Yucea
Mountain waste site in Nevada didn't work out. The answers: Iet’s ship all the country’s nuclear waste
to Hanford.

As a little boy, my mother tald nie that I couldn’t have any more toys out till I cleaned up my room.
‘That childhood lesson hasn’t been learned by the nuclear industry or the DOE. Until Hanford is
cleaned up, don’t put any more nuclear toys (waste) there,

‘What Now and the Current Proposal
I and other Hood River people have been aticnding DOE mectings for over 20 years. We are
downstream of Hanford. We care about the Columbia River. We care about the fish our Indian
fricnds catch and cat. We are very frustrated, We have been saying the same thing over and over, W405-2
again and again, No mare nuclear waste at Hanfoed till the existing waste is completely cleaned up!
Scnator Wyden hus given the DOE this sume message. It just scems as if folks aren’t listening. Or
they don't care about what we have to say,

STH DO.LD vuld
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Hess, Jurgen, Commenter ID No. W405 (cont’d)

In closing, please remember my mother’s advice. Her wisdom is still applicable to this lorger than life
problem.

Sincerely,
1) Pungen A4, Fecs

Jurgen A. Hess

W405-2
(Cont.)

SIH DDLD puld
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Hiltner, Carol, Commenter ID No. W41

+

From: glcceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2011 12:18 PM
Yo: : gtecgiswebmaster@anl.gov
Waste EIS Ct GTCC10041

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level R

Thank you for your comment, Carol Hiltner,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10041. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 19, 2021 12:13:08PM CDT
Greater-Than-Clpss-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10041

First Name: Carol

Last Naine: Hiltner

Address: 12345 Lake City Way NE #121
City: Seattle :
State: WA

Zip: 98125.5401

Country; USA s
Emall: carol.hiitner@pmall.com .

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

Comment Submitted:

1tis 3 doomsday scenario to be storing radioactive waste at Hanford. One tsunami, and the whole Columbia Basin will be
uninhabitable, it is insane to be generating this waste! Where, where, where is the consideration for fife on Earth in this
insane pfan????

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

W41-1

W41-1

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

STH DOIO 10Ul
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" Hodge, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. T159

20

1

22

Capital Reporting Company M

MR. BROWN: Kenneth will be followad by Wallace
Todga.

MR. HODGE: My name is Kenmneth Hodgo. I live
across the river, Vancouver, Hashington., Fe say over
thexe it's Vancouver, not B.C,; Washington, not D.C.

I read in the papers where you guys from the
Departmént of Eco- -- I mean Bncrgy, you want to
bring in all this radicactive material on a site
you've bean spending billions of dollars aver the
last 20 years cleaning up. Are you guys out of your
friguin' minds? If this is the kind of thinking
that's going on in D.C., it's no wonder the Chinese

. arc eating our lunch.

I've got some other comments here about the
Departmént of -- one of your fellow members of the
Department of Energy. The Bonneville Fower
Administration has been spending a lot of money
trying to bring kack the endangered salmon runs, and

" here you are, another branch right down the halluay,
and you want to coms in and create more danger fox
_our salmen, as well as for us to live here.

Now, we have a place called Yuccea Mountain, I

think it is preonounced, Yucca Mountain in Newada.
‘There has been billions of dollars spent on preparing

it all thase years. And because one man, Senator

866.488.DErO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T159-1

T159-2

T159-1

T159-2

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

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

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

The 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.

STH DDID [puld
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Hodge, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. T159 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

Harry Reid, doesn't like it in his state, I guess the
president let that be off the beard, so it's out of
the picture now. So I don't knowW. HMaybe we need to
get a nev president or something to get this thing
back in the Yncca Hountain where it belongs.

But another élace that would be suitable,
perhaps, te Senator Reid would he in the state of

California. Now, any plumbar will tell you that

. water and scwage runs downhill., So why not put this

waste in the lowest place in the United States, a
placé that's actualiy below sea level? The.only
place it can go is to hell where it belongs.. I'm

talking about Death Valley.’ Su:e.‘it's a national

* park, but this is a national problem. It's nothing

but sand and rocks anyway. But as far as putting it

. in a dump at Hanford, all T can say is, you

half-lived halfuits can take this dump and shove it.

3s

T159-2
{Cont.)

T159-3

T159-3

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.

STH DD.ID [vutd
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'Hodge, Wallace, Commenter ID No. T144

Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Wallace Hodge is next, and then
Lauren Faulson.

MR. HODGEZ: It is tough to follow that act. I
dan't have much to say, except 1 have a question, but
I guess you guys can't answer it. What does Japan
and Germany do with their waste? Nﬂete do they
depose ~— Japan, where do they take their waste? Caa

you teil me that?

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

is
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Hodge, Wéllace, Commenter ID No. T144 (cont’d)
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Capital Reporting Company

QR. HRGWN: I can't tell you that,

MR, HOCGE: What about Burepe in general? Do
you kngw what they do with it?

MR: BRCOWN: Hell, I think DQE has some studies
.about what other countries -~- this guestion has come
up at some other meetings, and I think DOE is going
to be providing that information, because theore is
somothing iike 10 ox 12 countries that are working

on -- -

MR, HODGE: I would think that it would be a lot
bigger problem in Europe than the United States with
the landmass that we have.

MR. BRGHN: That's a good question. Thanks.

MR, HODGH: Didn'b we sﬁend a lot of money to
.éevelop Yucca Flats, getting ready for the -~ you
_know, what happened to all the -- What happened? You
know, that just died politically? Is that what
happened?

MR, BROWN: ®Well, I think we just had an
analysis of what happened theve.

' MR. HODGE: ERecause of Reld?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yecab.

MR, HODSE: Okay. Thank you.

3s

T144-1

T144-1

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.

STH DOLD 1ould
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Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. 1.79

PO Box 295
El Prado, NM 87529
June 26, 201!

Arold Tdeliman, Dy t M.
Cloverleaf Blvd, EM-43,

1000 Independunce Ave. SW,
Washington, D.C. 20585

ger, DOE GTCC KIS

‘To Whom It May Concenn:

Tattended DOE's Pojouque dog and pony show/hearing about its ambition 1o bury Greater Than
Class C (GTCT) radioactive waste in either one of two New Mexico sites or in athar
underground sites around the US. 1 visited the displays with their charts heavily weighted toward
the New Mexivo site “pear WIPP,” We ardinary citizens wore evidently expected 1o limit our
comments to choosing which site we preferred. Given that the other proposed New Mexico site,
near Aren G ia Los Alamos, Jics wpwind of'a fargs population, DOE’s seens was set and tilied
toward having job-hungry Carlsbad say, "Bring it here,” while pollution-aflicted downwinders
of LANL might say, “Yes, bring it there and not here.” The nuclear industry has become so
saug and arcogant that i dossn’t even seem 1o care how transparent these self-sorving
minehinations seem. [ asked one of the presenters how much of this GTCC waste would by
“remote-handled,” He said fifly per cent. Healso told me that ihe contniners in which this S0%

extremely deadly wale will be hurfed will last 300 years,  « ¢y |

Sa this project would bring vadisclosed amounts of radioactive waste that is 50% absululely
lethal iong our nation’s highways and railwuys from ull over th country 10 what is obviously
your chosea side wear WIPP, ‘These new shipments wonld bragk IDOE's covenant with New
Muxica which promised that only transuranic waste from she puclear weapons industry would be
buried here. But this GTCC waste would come from the nuclear power industry und could
conceivably open the flood gates for spent nuclar reactor fiel, - Since DOE is herewith
Adempting 1o break its fins promise 1o bring only fow leval ramsweanic wasts 10 WP znd NM,
can only assame that DOE will betray further empty assurances.

‘This EIS suffers from a paucity of altematives. Jt presents our only choices as picking between
buwial sites. 1t proposes nw remedies for the descondants of humanily and other forms of life that
muy b alive 5 years from now when these proposed underground containers, probably long
forgotien, begin to leak their deadly contents into water tables. Nobody then would even know
what hit them. And it fails to even mention the onc form of storage that might still imginge itself
on pubfic conscivusness 500 years-from now, nomely Hardened Onsite Storage, or HOSS, which
is the only sane and responsible alternative. 1t i3 a erime against future humanity to deal with this
deadly stuff by underground busial. Lo, ’ .

So hewe is my critique: The choiees u.fhur'i}ll sl;t‘es ml stirik, the very iden of burial is crimil;ﬂlly
frresponsible, and no vinble ahernatives, like 11QSS, have been offered.  The pie-in-the-sky
projections of how many of these shipments will mge! with accidents are in no way substanisied,

L79-1

L79-2

L79-3

L79-1

L79-2

L79-3

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 LCF's during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

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.

As discussed in Section 1.4.2, each disposal method analyzed in the GTCC EIS 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. DOE determined that it was reasonable to
analyze the federally owned sites identified in the GTCC EIS because they currently have
operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an
operating geologic repository. The methodology used to estimate potential impacts (including
accidents) from the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste to a disposal facility
are based on accepted practices, as described in Appendix C of the GTCC EIS. Costs for the
disposal alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS. 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. In addition, to advertising in the
traditional media, notices and meeting information were made available electronically on DOE
websites, as well using established mailing lists. A 120-day public comment period was
provided on the Draft GTCC EIS, as compared to the 30-day minimum public comment period
required by federal regulations.
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Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No, 1.79 (cont’d)

I suspect those unbelievable figures might apply to how many of said accidents the public will
actually be informed of. 1 also saw no cost estimate for excavating the burial site and for
packaging and shipping this waste. There was no comparison of these costs as opposed to those
of Hardened OnSite Storage, There was no consideration of how the fuel burmed during these
many shipments might {mpact global warming. But most criminally, there was no consideration
of Hardened Onsite Storage as a viable altemative, which would keep this deadly stuff above
ground where humanity can keep an eye on it, and would obviate the danger of deathly potent
nuclear waste edss-crossing our country for who knows how many years. This proposal was
dumped on the citizenry with little warning and given a pathetically short comment period. The
public is not told who will profit from this venture. Everything about il smells fishy. Go back to
the drawing board, boys, becanse this propesal is a crime, and it should be punishable.

Sincerely, .

L79-3
(Cont.)
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MR, BROWN: Michelle is next. T think it was

just a last vini!:ial. and Mateo, also last initial P,
Are either of you here? ©Oh, they area't. Okay.
Marilyn Hoff then. Sorry to give you such
short notice. Jeanne Green will follow Marilyn.
M8, -HOFF: This is not a prepared statement.
So if I fumble around it's because I'm trying ko

respond to _whac I found out from reading --
' 866.488.DEPQ
~www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Mﬁ. BROWNM: Suxe.

QS; HOFF: -- the posters and things.

I onee sold Fuller Brushes door to door, and I
1earﬁed the principle of good selling is that you never
ask a question that can be answered yes or no. You say
you éake this alternative oxr you take that alternative,
and which would you like to bu&?

Well, this is what's happening here, too, is
that wé':e'nbt given a guestion that can be ansuered
with yes o; no. So we can't éay.no to having nuclear
vaste tranéported across country. We can only say 1
would rather‘buy this alternative or that altérnative,
and all the ;lternatives suck. ’

l (La§qhtex.)

MS. HOFF: It's really outrageocus that they're
not even considering HOSS. It seems like the only
viable, seﬁsible alternativé, given that what we really
need to say is no more pukes, no more nuclear power,
and no more nuclear weapons, and we should stop right
away.

(Applause.)

MS. HOFF: It is way too dangerous in this
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T91-2

T91-1

T91-2

DOE has considered all comments received on the Draft EIS as part of the public comment and
participation process for the 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 0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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world to be having nuclear weapons and nuclear power,
and we only need to witness Fukushima for confirmation
of that. T&ere are now quite large areas of Japan that
are uyinbabifable, and this could hgppen to our
beautiful aréa here.

The argument used in favor of not even
conSiéering_Hoss is that we’re afraid of terrorists.
But please tell me when is dangerous material the most
vulnetable to terrorist attack? It is most vulnerable
while it is on the road tootling 20 million miles from
place to place in order to be put out of sight, out of
mind.

As far as LANL is concerned, it's a ridiculous
place to aven consider putting this. We're so ﬁolluted
already. Ue're in danger of earthquakes. We're in
dangeér of forest fire. It's up'river and upwind of
lots of peop;e, and people have been living in this
beautiful vélley for time immémorial. People will
continué to live there. It almost seems like the
assumption is with these puorly stored, dangerous
substances that are only supposed to be enclosed for

500 years that what the people involved ip the nuclear
: 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T91-3

T91-3

All affected environmental resources at LANL and relevant potential exposure pathways were
considered in the analyses presented in the EIS, including impacts from surface runoff and
airborne emissions (see Section 8.1). These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios
and estimated the potential impacts on all environmental resources consistent with NEPA
requirements.
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industry are assuming is that in 500 years we won't be
here anymore.

And in fact, of couxrse, thanks to the nuclear
2ge, it has often been a very close call that we're
gtill here and we're lucky to be here so far, that. we
need to hav‘.ré an alternative that simply says no.

{Applause. )
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MR. BRCHN: Thank you. Cherie Lambert

tiolenstein and Sandy ~-- it looks like folishuk. X

xnow that’s wrong, but you know who youw are. Cherie.

aAnd can you ail in the back be more respectiul
‘of the speaker, If you're talking, step outaide.
Please go ahead. Thanks.

MS. HOLENSTEIN: Thank you. Gerry sald to give

. 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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20 miputes a month, and I°'m going to ask more of ygu.
At the last Hanford hearing a couple months ago I
took a flier and duplicated a couple huadred of them,
I hanéed them out personally, and a lot of you folks
came tanight, and thank you.

Three weeks ago today I went to the Joint

Terrorism Task Force at City Hall, speaking against

+ it, of course, and I told them about the hearing. I

. handed the major and the commissioners a handout for

this heéring. ¥ was not told te stay on topic that
day, but yostexday I was at the clty council water
budget: hearing, and during my testimeny I mentioned

Hanfurd‘here at 6:30 p.m., Double Trae Inn, across

the street from (inaudible}, and Mayor Sam told me to

stay on topic. And I sald I was, it's all relevant.

ﬂéyor Sam did come tonight, so -~ the other four
commissioners dida't. nny&ay -- and my daughter is
here tonight., She's been at many of these hearings.
And on the very first day -~ when she was a teacher,
she taught health at Jefferson, and she said, "dom,
do you think can you get Greg Xafoury to come to my
class and talk about Trojan?®

I sald, “"Sure, give him a call, Honey." And
gave her the phone number. And Greg agreed. She

went to tiie office, of course, to check with the

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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adrinistration and, well, that wasa't a health issue
she wa; told, But she stood her ground, and the
first aaﬁ of speaking Gray came and talked about
Trojan, and_she brought her students to several of
these hearings. And yes, they were bored, but, yes,
they léarned something.

I d9n't see Julia here. S$he was sitting next to
me. But the whole point of history -~ she actually[
>is back there. Turn around and see her. I met h;t
father kn ‘78, &Lloyd told me that thore was an
initiative to not bulld any more nuclear power plants
in Portland -~ in Oregom, rather. And so, anyway., T
called up the statc senakor at that time, Jan Wyers,
later a Multnomah County circuit court judge, and I
said, yes, I would like to circulate them. T had met
hinm before, I knew of him because I read the paper.

And he said, "How many do you want??

and 1 said, "Oh, 30, 40 of them.” X guess he
thought, well, maybe I better meet this weman who is
going to taka 30 or 40 petitions. Anyway, so that is
where I met him. And Chuck Johnson, who spoké
earlier, Chuck was Jan Wyers’ stgff member. And in
1380, we were on the ballot in November, no new
nuclear pewar plant can be built in the state of

Qregon until theve was a permanent waste depositoxy

866.488.DEPO .
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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site. That was the issue. Jan was the chief

) petitioner, and Oregenians voted that in, and thav's

why theze's no nuclear power plants built in the
state of Oregon.

HR. BROKN: You've got about 30 zeconds.

MS5. HOLENSTEIN: Okay. Go' quickly. My message
is the same: Clean up the waste, clean up the waste,
no more brought in. And the 2004 decision to make

Hanford the nuclear dump site, ho, no, no, to that.

'Chanqe that. And Harvey {inaudible) statement —-

Gerry said, why work to remove the waste and clean up
tank iéaks if the DOE is just going to add :he‘same
amount of radioactivity to landfill which will
recontaminate the groundwater fiowing to the Columbia
River?

I will leave you with a poem by Rebert Louis
Stevenson. ‘I'm sure maéy of you xead it to your
children when they were little, Remember the last

statement? Recontaminate.

Robert Louis.Stevenson: When I was down beside

the sea/a wooden spade they gave te me to dig the

sandy sheres/my holes were empty like a cup/and every
hole éhe sea came up/until it could come no more.
Recontamination.

MR, BROWN: You are Sandy?

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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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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going teo E&rget about New Mexico, but we’re not going
to let that happen., Thanks.

MR. BROWN: Okay, Ken Homan and Marvin
Gladstone will follow.

MR. HOMAN: I would like to point out, you
left the Nga.off the end of wmy name. That is
important. "1 am a member of the Society of Jesus. I'm
a first—yeé:‘novice, becoming a Roman Catholic priest.
And I bélievé it is a sin to use nuclear power, because
nuclear powér is‘always related to nuclear war. hat
will we do,&ith this waste? Turm it into bullets.
That's all we do with it, is turn it into bullets that
%ill people, and if it deesﬂ't, well, it causes to
cancer. To the man in the red jacket, Nuclear stbs
haven't killed anybody? Since when has é nuclear sub
not killed someone? That's their joh.

X wouid like to point out a few things
about this,:that this whole thing sets a preceden; fox
further nuciear activity that just create the
environment to keep building nuclear, to keep
destroying human life. There's too high a chance of

human and énvironmgntal degradation. We are risking
. 866.488.DEPO
“www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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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.
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too much of our future, too many of our children, to
any of the people that I hope one day te minister to,
that T hope to off the Eucharist to, but I will
probably have to visit in hospitals, because they have
been contaminated by miclear waste. I would like te
poinf out the horrendous example of private industry in
this sector already. Let's look ak mountaintop
removal., Let's look at the fact that they want the
government .to clean up; the fact they've blown off
antire mountsins‘ Why should we continue,picking‘up
after private industry?

Thexe's too many long-term impacts,
there's too ﬁany previous debacles. Quite fra&kly, I
just don‘tjtrust the Four Prophets, and I don't trust
what‘they want to do with our country, because it is
the price of a penny versus the price of a human life.
As a Catholic priest, I reiterate -~ or Catholic priest
to be -~ tﬁat it is a sin to continue on this mission

of destruction. Thank you.

T68-1
(Cont.)
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Hortsch, Donna, Commenter ID No. W129

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:09 PM

Yo: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C: GTCC10129

‘Thank you for your comment, Donna Hortsch.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10129. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all co d g to this ¢

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 08:09:00PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10129

First Name: Donna

Middle Initiak: L

Last Name: Hortsch

Address: 2032 NE 19th Ave

City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97212-4530

Country: USA

Email: donna@edmail.net

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

Comment Submitted:

Nuclear Waste does not belong in the Columbia River gorge; not at the Hanford Site. This is too close to the Columbia
River which supports our whole area. Any leaking radiation would spell disaster to the Pacific NorthWest. Disaster to
humans, animals and the natural resources. Please do not sent nuclear material through the gorge.

[ ions about submitti
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
ive Waste EIS at (630) 252-5705.

Wi129-1

W129-1

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).

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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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.
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Howard, Chris, Commenter ID No. W509

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 712 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10509

Thank you for your comment, Chris Howard.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10509. Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all corresp fating to this

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 07:12:01PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1$ Draft Comment: GTCC10509

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Howard

City: Walla Walla

State: WA

2ip: 99362

Country: USA

Privacy Prefi Don't

ithhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

1 am sending this e-mail to express my strong concern at the plan to ship more radioactive wastes to Hanford. There has
been an emphasis on cleaning up the wastes at Hanford that can't be accomplished if new wastes are shipped there.
These wastes need to buried in a deep repository not in fandfill type ditches. 1 live in Walla Walla which is only 60 miles
from Hanford. | am also against the transporting of these wastes on public highways due to health risks.

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

W509-1
W509-2

| ws09-3

W509-1

W509-2

W509-3

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

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

(s-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.

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).
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qule, Lester and Judy, Commenter ID No. W446

From; gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 6:46 PM
To: gtoceiswebmaster@ant.

gov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste [IS Comment GTCC10446

Thank you for your comment, Lester and Judy Hoyle.

The cormment tracking number that has been assigred Lo your comment is GTCC10446. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all ¢ ! tating to this

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 06:45:28PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: G1CC10446

First Name: Lester and Judy

Last Name: Hoyle

Country: USA

Privacy Prefi Don't withhold name or add

fram public record

Camment Submitted:
Please close the Hanford Nuclear Reservation - already the most contaminated spot in the country and find ways to
contain the waste already migrating into the Columbia River.

W446-1

aver the Web? Contact us 3t or calt the Grester-

Waste EIS Wet 4t (630) 252-5705,

Questions about submitting
Than-Class-C Low-Level

W446-1

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.

SI4 DD.ID outd
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Hummasti, John, Commenter ID No. E47

From: John Hummasti <shomerbaithchur@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 8:35 PM

Yo: gteceis@anl gov

Subject: Public Comments - GTCC EIS Comments

Us DOE:

Public Input Statement of John Maurit2 ¢ i regarding d of alternative(s) for the dispasat of 12,000

cubic meters of EIS Disposal of Greater Than Class C (GTCC) and Low Level Radioactive Waste {LLRW) and GTCC Like
Waste (Draft GTCC EIS).

This draft statement is submitted for the purpose of proposing a visble alternative for nuclear waste management
through the use of cryonic and heat i hange utilizing an array of cool chips and power chips
developed through Borealis Exploration, Ltd..

P &

While it goes without saying that there are those who posit that “nuclear waste is too hot to handle;” it Is the opinion of
some of my associates (Hans Wilitzki, PhD, Ahs'mi Abu El Assal, PhD and Yossef Zwarenstein) that eryonic containment
of nuclear waste is not too hot to handie,

| have drafted a research paper regarding this proposal,

John M. Hummasti
503-750-8296

E47-1

E47-1

The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS.
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Hurtado, Dolores, Commenter ID No. L83

t;“ e Ve &l

June 20, 2011

Greater than Class C Waste

Office of Technical and Regulatory Support (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D. C. 20585-01198

1 am one of the million and a half people who live downstream from the Hanford

Reservation, where tons of highly toxic nuclear debris have been sitting for some 60

ymwmunxforﬂwfedctdgommnwmpbtciuwmndcm up. Itushmno
Department of

. tanks g while
into a vilrification process are lagging. mammwmmmwm
Funding problems have delayed work. At best the reported
vitrification plant is now estimated (o be mammmummmmm
process will be successful.

mwwmmw1zmmdmmm0mum
IalﬁngHmlorddh Wmumummmmwmww
from Hanford. We are aslonished st the very idea of adding more
mmmwammummmmumwammw
more leakage. It is as if people in this area are simply tobe exp

We are in absolute accord with our S and Congr who have indicated their strong

absurd to conceive of trucking this material mmmmwmmmm
&bmmmmmﬂmommbo g, p
It is irresponsible to expose these ities to from the d

12,000 tons of homm-rmmmmmm

1urge the Energy Department to tackle the tough palitical p of finding and developing
mmmmmumhmmmmmmmm

can be i The cannot be made the fall guy in
solving the Dep of Energy's p We have buted more than our share to
MMMrmmmmmﬂmmm. We want you to
fuifill your promise to clean up what is already at Hanford, and to search for sites with non-
permeabio soil as the destination for this new baltch of waste.. The Hanford site is the worst

location.

L83-1

L83-2

183-3

L83-1

L83-2

L83-3

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

DOE agrees that development of a deep geologic repository in the granite shield would be a
safe and protective method for disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes; however, DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because such an alternative is not reasonable
due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively
small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC
EIS also evaluated a trench, borehole, and vault disposal method in the WIPP Vicinity, and the
evaluation concluded that these disposal methods may be appropriate for GTCC waste.

See response to L83-1.
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Hyde, Don, Commenter ID No. E29

From: don hyde <hydedw®gmailcom>

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 12.28 PM

To: glcces@anl.gov

Subject: DELS tor Disposal ot fireater-than-Class © Low-Level Radwlogical Waste and GTCC-like
Waste

Dear Mr. Amold Edelman
Document Manager, DOE GTCC DEIS

I am very concerned abour any releases of radionuclides into any environment.

1 do not support this GTCC DEIS as it is inadequate for public p
It appears to fail to protect New Mexi from ination at the WIPP and LANL sites and along
transportation routes.

1. therefore, assert that you reject this DEIS and produce a new DEIS that recommends
"Hardened On-Site Storage™ (HOSS) as the preferred method of storage of greater-than-Class C wastes until a
more secure “long-tern” technology can be developed.

Sincerely, Don Hyde
PO Rox 3051
Gallup NM
87308

E29-1

E29-2

E29-1

E29-2

The GTCC EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
waste disposal at WIPP, WIPP Vicinity, LANL, and other disposal locations. Based on the
GTCC EIS evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP and WIPP
Vicinity would result in minimal environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated,
including human health and transportation.

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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Ihrig, Sandra, Commenter ID No. W305

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 5:16 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10305

Thank you for your comment, Sandra Ihrig.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10305. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all ¢ lating to this

P

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 05:15:30PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10305

First Name: Sandra

Middle Initial: L

Last Name: Ihrig

Address: 709 East 21st Place

City: The Dalles

State: OR

2ip: 97058-2845

Country: USA

Email:

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

Comment Submitted:

"NO"to bringing MORE hazard | to Hanford. It is not just the disposal of waste at Hanford that puts the public
at risk. t's also transporting it on public highways, railroad and water ways. When a semi truck loaded with radioactive
waste jackknifed on I-84 near La Grande in December 2008 it should have served as a wakeup call. The first responders
to a local radioactive accident are our local fire department (your spouse, brother, son/daughter), If people are hurtin a
radioactive accident they would come into our local MCMC hospital. Those employees then in turn take it home to their
families, further distributing it into our ities. This directly affects you and | and | am taking it very personally.

This week our United States g has proposed through the House Approp ittee by cutting about
$20 miltion from the 2012 budget for Hanford cleanup. See details at the website below.

The Hanford radioactive material that was pushed down into the aquifers below Hanford has already reached the
Columbia River in several places already. See EPA 910-R-08-004 January 2009 ‘Columbia River Basin: State of the River
Report for Toxics', page 8. | KNOW THIS TO BE TRUE BECAUSE | HAVE ELEVATED LEVELS OF URANIUM (PLUS OTHER
HEAVY METALS) FROM EATING FISH FROM THE COLUMBIA RIVER. 1 HAVE ALSO LOST MY TRYROID FUNCTION BECAUSE
OF HANFORD. | FEEL LIKE | AM WALKING AROUND WITH A TARGET ON MY FORHEAD JUST WAITING FOR A 'CANCER'
DIAGNOSIS. NOT A GOOD THING...

ALSO EPA HAS DOCUMENTED THAT THE NATIVE AMERICAN CANCER RATE IS ABOVE THE NATIONAL AVERAGE BECAUSE
OF THEIR DIET OF EATING FISH FROM THE COLUMBIA RIVER. ENOUGH ALREADY. QUR PEOPLE IN OREGON AND

WASHINGTON HAVE GIVEN ENOUGH IN TERMS OF OUR RATES OF CANCER AND DEATH TO HANFORD, PLEASE DO NOT
CONTINUE PUTTING US AT RISK. MY HEALTH IS RUINED, DON'T WRECK MY CHILDREN AND GRANOCHILDREN'S HEALTH

1

W305-1

W305-2

W305-1

W305-2

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

See response to W305-1.
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Thrig, Sandra, Commenter ID No. W305 (cont’d)

JUST SO YOU CAN DUMP YOUR WASTE INTO A DEVESTATING RADIATION PROBLEM THAT HAS YET YO SOLVED, | DON'T
KNOW WHO DREAMS UP THESE 'OUTRAGES' IDEAS BUT WE IN THE NORTHWEST DO NOT DESERVE TO BE CONTINUELY
BOMBARDED WITH EVERYONE'S ELSES RADIOACTIVE WASTE. PLEASE DON'T DO THIS TO US. SANDRA IHRIG, THE
DALLES, OR

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

W305-2
(Cont.)
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Ireland, Karen, Commenter ID No. W258

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 2:02 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10258

Thank you for your comment, Karen ireland.

The eummem tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10258. Please refer to the comment

8 ber in all relating to this comment.

Comment Date: fune 16, 2011 02:01:18PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10258

First Name: Karen

Last Name: Ireland

State:

Zip: .

Country; USA

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

Having driven the interstate highway through the gorge for 47 years, | think that it is preposterous to ullow tmcks to
carry radioactive materlal there. Bad h

radioactive material would harm humans as well as the flora and hum of a very special place.

Karen Ireland, M.D.
Questions about over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level R: ive Waste EiS Web at (630) 252-5705.

can come up suddenly and make it h ; an g W258-1

W258-1

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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Jackson, Kathy, Commenter ID No. L315
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L315-1

L315-2

L315-1

L315-2

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).

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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Jamieson, Suzanne, Commenter ID No. W56

From: gtcceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: Saturday, May 21, 2011 7:02 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Comment GTCC10056

Thank you for your comment, Suzanne Jamieson.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10056. Please refer to the comment
tracking inallc pondi relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 21, 2011 07:01:30PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10056

First Name: Suzanne
Middle Initial: M

Last Name: Jamieson
Address:

City:

State:

Zip:
Country: USA
Email: s2jamieson®@aol.com

Privacy Prefi Nithhold address only from pubiic record

Comment Submitted:
Hanford Nuclear Site should be cleaned up of all nuciear contaminate and not be used for a dumping ground of any

more nuclear waste. It is leaking into the ground water and will eventually {if not already) get into the Columbia River. I Ws6-1
The site is an toxic mess and a great hazard to health of people living in the area. Sending more nuclear waste to the site
will be a hazard to the c ities it travels through, as well as Hanford itself. | Ws6-2

Questions about submitting
Than-Class-C tow-L Radi

over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Waste £1S Web at {630) 252-5705.

W56-1

W56-2

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

See response to W56-1.
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J’neva, Capra, Commenter ID No. W522

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 2:34 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10522

Thank you for your comment, Capra I'neva.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10522. Please refer to the comment
king bec in all correspond: relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 02:33:25AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10522

First Name: Capra

Last Name: J'neva

Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Emait: capra@sonicinema.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted: :

Radioactive wastes from Hanford have already been leaking into groundwater for years from inadequate wells. | have
numerous friends who are engineers who produce rock drills that are dropped from helicopters with geiger counters 1o
measure the leaks from this radioactive waste, and it is a real problem. Please tell me how bringing more waste to this
site helps to handle the problems the site already has containing waste? A site along a major river that passes numerous
urban areas is not an appropriate place to deposit nuclear waste. We should seek to create less of these toxic wastes for
which there is no containment strategy, and instead focus on creating smart grid solutions to store power from clean
energy alternatives such as solar and wind, which are a far better investment of the billions of doliars that wiil go into
falled nuclear power plants. As a CEO in the solar industry, | have been exposed to 4! paci hnology that
should make nuclear power obsolete within a few years. Please find an appropriate place to deal with nuclear wastes,
and Hanford is not the correct site for that.

Questions about sub g over the Web? Contact us at: gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W522-1

W522-1

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

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T16

19
11
12
13

i5
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Thanks, Amy.

Janet Johnson is our next speaker, and Jim
Bruvold will be after Janet.

MS. JOHNSON: What I'm going to say might sound
kind of familiar --

MR. BHOWN: Let me move this down a little hit.

MS. JOHNSON: -~ because I'm just going to say,

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T16 (cont’d)

10’

11
12
13

14

is
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Capital Reporting Company

from what 1've been hearing, we already have a wonderful
place to put this stuff. It's called Yucca Mountain, and
it is absolutely idiocy not to put our nuclear waste
there.

And someone, maybe all of us, somehow have to get
through to our government, the people making the decision,
that this is an important decision and that it was all
settled.

And thanks to politics getting involved, suddenly
we need to save Yucca Mountain because it's going down the
drain. It's already built. It's almost ready to open.

It will meet all the criteria that everyone has been
talking about, all the criteria except that it doesn't
satisfy -- what's his name, the man who got it taken off
the record?

And I don't know =~ I just can't understand how
suck a thing could happen, such atupidity could be allowed
to remain. And then you start talking about putting it
here instead or all kinds of other places that are not
acceptable, after we've spent millions of dollars setting
vp the perfect place to bring our nuciear waste. It's
sitting there. It's waiting. It's just about ready, or
was until they started dismantiing it.

And this just -- America can't be stupid enough

to let this happen and then maybe put it in Hanford where

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T16-1

T16-2

T16-1

T16-2

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.

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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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID T16 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

1 it's going to endanger people? It's just inconceivable.
2  Someone has to wake up and let our politicians know that

3 this stuff doesn't go.

4 Our president just did a great job on one thing,
5 catching the number one crime man in the world, but -- and

€ that is something good he did. This is something terrible

7 that he has done, to try to close Yucca Mountain.

8 1 worked not -- I worked for about 10 years at

9  MNevada Test Site, mostly with Lawrence Livermore National

10 Lab, on testing nuclear weapens underground, which was the

11 safe way to test them. Now they axen't being tested at

12  all, which is safer yet.

i3 But ¥ did do a little bit of work on Nevada Test

14 site for nuclear waste storage, but very little of my work

15 was involved with that. But I know how much money has

16 gone into it, how much -~ how many people have worked on

37 i, how much has been planned for it, and I know that -~ I

18  believe -- I think someone is going down to Oregon. You

19  know, there was a nuclear plant in Oregon briefly. Years
20  ago, I worked on that when {t was under construction. It

21 ' was in effect for maybe two or three years and then closed

22 down, and I understand that the radia -- nuclear fuel is
23 sitting there on the ground underwster with nothing
24 around.

25 I mean, this is ridiculous. This is untenable.

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

b
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T16-2
(Cont.)
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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID N

T16 (cont’d

Capital Reporting Company

You just can't run our country this way. Well, I guess
that's the main thing I wanted to say.

Yucca Mountain cost millions of dollars. It has
been well constructed. It was shut just about when they
were ready to say it's ready to go, you know. How stupid
can everycne be to let this happen?

That's all.

T16-3

T16-3

See response to T16-1.
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Johnson, Marjorie, Commenter ID No. W270

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:25 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS € GTCC10270

Thank you for your comment, Marjorie Johnson.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10270. Please refer to the comment
kil ber in all o lating to this
8 P 8

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 04:24:53PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10270

First Name: Marjorie

Middle Initial: £

Last Name: Johnson

Address: 640 NW Freeman Avenue

City: Hillsboro

State: OR

Zip: 97124

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:

Please, oh please do not subject our beautiful pristine Columbia River Gorge with unthinkable accidents with nuclear
waste trucking through it. You must stop and think what damage such an accident would cause, remember what the oil
spill in the Gulf did and multiply it many times over. This is not progressive progress but a disaster just waiting to
happen.

Questions about sub "3 over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad| Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705.

W270-1

W270-1

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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Johnson, Michael, Commenter ID No. W96

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Waednesday, June 15, 2011 7:06 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS ¢ GICC10096

Thank you for your comment, Michael fohnson.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10096. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 07:06:16PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10096

First Name: Michael

Middle Initial; €

Last Name: Johnson

Organization: Wildflower Trace
Address:

Address 2:

City:

State:

b S G

Country: USA

Email: Wildflower Trace @Frontier.com
Privacy Preference: Withhald address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
| am ad { d to shipping highly radioactiy rial through the Columbia River Gorge. One accident could

close this superb ;arcreauon area for decades. To even consider such a thing is insane. You should fire the idiot
responsible for such a suggestion.

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

W96-1

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.

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.

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 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 LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

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 for such
destructive acts is low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secured, and the packaging for the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are not readily dispersible, and the impacts from any attempts to disperse these
materials during transportation (such as the impacts from an explosive blast) would be greater
than the impacts from any potential release of radioactivity. Impacts from severe natural
phenomena, such as earthquakes and tornados, would not be expected to be significant, given
that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are largely not dispersible and given the robust
nature of the waste packages and containers.

ST3 DOILD U]

JuUN20(] asuodsay juduiuio)) [ xipuaddy




occl-r

910¢ Lavnupp

Johnson, Michael, Commenter ID No. W96 (cont’d)

DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and
continually revised to ensure that the utmost protection of public health and the environment is
achieved and that the risk of a traffic accident is minimized. For example, DOE has established
a comprehensive emergency management program (Transportation Emergency Preparedness
Program or TEPP) that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness measures
to minimize the health impacts from accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s TEPP was established to ensure that its contractors and
state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and
effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials.

If an accident that involved a release of radioactive material to the environment occurred, it
would be remediated promptly in accordance with these procedures. These measures would
help DOE minimize and mitigate any impacts on the environment.
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L98-1

l 1.98-2

| 1.98-3

L98-4

L98-5

L98-6

L98-1

1.98-2

L98-3

L98-4

L98-5

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

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

(Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

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

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository, including a repository in the granite
shield, exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE
determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and cost associated with
siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for
the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation
that would be provided by disposal in a geologic repository. 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.

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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Jolly-Holt, Teresa, Commenter ID No. L98 (cont’d)
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198-6
(Cont.)

L98-6

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.
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Jones Jr., William, Commenter ID No. W198

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, june 16, 2011 5:56 AM

To: mail_gtcceisarchives; gtece @anl.gov; gteceis@ani.gov

Subject: . Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10198
Attachments: DOE _Draft_§1S 0375-D_Final GTCC10198.doc

Thank you for your comment, William Jones Jr.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10198. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all pond lating to this t

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 05:55:22AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10198

First Name: William

Middle Initial: G

Last Name: Jones ir

City: Harpswell

State: ME

Zip: 04079

Country: USA

Email: joneswp@comeast.net

Privacy Pref Don't withhold name or address fram public record
Attachment: C:\fakepath\DOE Draft EIS 0375-D Final.doc

Comment Submitted:
1 also sent a hard copy of my comments of the attachment below since there is a picture imbedded in the text and | was
not sure if it would transmit properly.

Questions about submitti over the Web? Contact us at; gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-level Radioactive Waste EISW at {630) 252-5705.
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. Jones Jr., William, Comnienter ID No. L.97

Comments on DOE Draft Envir tal | et S t for The Disposal j i

Grealer-Than-Class C Low Level Rndioa«ive Waste and GTOC-Like Waste
DOFE/EIS-0375-D

Rackgronnd

As & long-time nuclear utility employee, | d the segmentation, packaging and
storage of the activated metal/Greater Hml Class € {GTCC) waste ﬁvm two of!hc five
Pressurized Water Reactors (PWRs) thut have seginented and packaged GTCC waste as
part of decommissioning. These two plants were Yunkee Atomic at Rowe,
Mmhuum. and Maine Yankee in Wiscasset, Maine.

lnoddumn.!mmbom!mt?mwpon ber 1015122, R ) }

peri Repott. Detailed Bxperiences 1993-2006. This report evatuated
the peri of segr g the reactor i 13, including the GTCC waste, for the
Yankee Rowe, Connecticut Yankee, Maine Ymkcc San Onofre Unit 1, Rancho Seco and
Big Kwk Point plants. { hav: a very gnod miug knowledge of the nature of the GTCC

{ metal Iy p d at those sites.
1 reviewed the recently issued DmﬁanmmnmalhupmSmmem(ElS)uamMof
consulting work on the fon st pack of { nuclear power plant

reactor internals. As mvt'éfthm review, | dmioped the following comments.

Comments

1 am providing comments on one of the assumptions contained i the EIS. That
assumption, as developed and discissed in the FIS, is that the activated metal/GTCC
waste, from both shut down commercial nuclear power plant sites, as well as currently
operating sites, will be packaged in Activated Metal C {AMCs), with assumed
external dimensions of approximately 26 inches in diameter by 48 inches in length, or
sliphtly farger thun stundard 35 gation deums.

1 have reviewed the EIS, but do not see any discussion justifying the assumed size for the
AMC packages. It is my beliel (hat to segment the GTCC portions of the reactor
intemals into AMC-sized coniainers would violate the NRC’s principle of ALARA (As
Low As Reasonable Achievable). This approuch would be similar to requiring that spent
fuel assemblics he cut into lengths to 1it AMC containers.

There is no explanation for this size given the size of the GTCC waste generated 1n
commercial reactors, in particular for PWRs, and the sizes of the currently puckaged
GTCC waste residing at the five above listed PWRs. The welded canisters in storage at

those five vites aie al] designed for rail ship These are typically larger than
60 inches in diameter and over 14 R tall. As an example, the Maine Yankee GTCC is
ly packaged in four iners of this size,

L97-1

L97-1

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.
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Jones Jr., William, Commenter ID No. L97 (cont’d)

1 have enclosed a photograph of a typical, new, unirradiated baffle/shrowd, The
approximate dimensions ol this componem, which is a fully welded strueore, are of the
order of 14 feet long and 12 feet in diameter. The baffle/shroud from a PWR is likely to
contain millions of curies. The Muine Yankee shroud contained approximately 2 million
curies after 25 years of operation.

In addition, for thoae plants that have alieady packaged GTCC waste into canisters
licensed for rail transport, the RIS does not contain any analysis of the advantages or
disadvantages of constructing a facility that could support the necessary segmentation
and packaging that would be required to transter this waste to AMC-sized containers,

In my view a more prudent approach would be to consider waste packages that would not
require currently packaged GTCC waste ta b fuether segmented and repackaged, and
that could allow efficient scgmentation of GTCC portions of reactor internals in the
future.

Comments provided by

Williom G. Jones Jr. . £ ™S
292 Oakledge Rd L) A PN
Harpswell, Maine 04079 { )L

1L97-1
(Cont.)

L97-1
(Cont.)
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Kapuler, Alan, Commenter ID No. W173

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:00 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Ci GTCC10173

Thank you for your comment, Alan Kapuler.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10173. Please refer to the comment
i in all col o lating to this

®

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 10:59:39PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10173

First Name: Alan

Middle Initial: M

Last Name: Kapuler

Country: USA

€mail: alkapuler@yahoo.com :

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

Radioactive waste Is bad since d lisan d problem. High level waste is a tragedy waiting to happen. Please
don't transport radioactive waste thru the Columbia Gorge, one of the treasures of the Pacific Northwest and of the
world. .

Questions about sut '3 over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webi at (630} 252-5705,

Wi173-1

W173-1

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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Karuna, Amara, Commenter ID No. W508

From: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 7.07 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad ive Waste EIS C GTCC10508

Thank you for your comment, Amara Karuna.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10508, Please refer to the comment
ki ber in all pond lating to this

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 07:06:41PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10508

First Name: Amara

Last Name: Karuna

Country: USA

Privacy Prefi e: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
Do not truck this radioactive waste across the country. that creates great risks, and the Hanford site already has ay too
much of it. Put is somewhere far away from large centers of civilization.

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

W508-1

W508-1

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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Keddem, Aliza, Commenter ID No. W36

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

gteceiswebmaster@anl gov

Wednesday, May 18, 2011 1249 PM

gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste IS Comment GTCC10036

Thank you for your comment, Aliza Keddem,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10036. Please refer to the comment

ber in all

to this

e

Comment Date: May 18, 2011 12:48:57PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10036

First Name: Aliza

Last Name: Keddem
Address: 36 NE 76 Avenue
Address 3: 36 NE 76 Avenue
City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97213

Country: USA

Email:

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

Comment Submitted:

Please protect our water from nuclear polution.

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

over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
ive Waste EIS Web at (630} 252-5705.

W36-1

W36-1

The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential impacts to water resources from the proposed action for
each alternative. See Sections 4.3.3, 6.2.3, 7.2.3, 8.2.3, 9.2.3, 10.2.3, and 11.2.3 for discussion
of potential impacts to water resources at WIPP, Hanford, INL, LANL, SRS, NNSS, and WIPP
Vicinity, respectively. These potential impacts are presented in the GTCC EIS and will be
considered in the decision-making process for the selection of a disposal alternative or
alternatives.
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Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44
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MR. BROWN: Thank you.
Mike Kelly.

MR. KELLY: My name is Mike Kelly. I

private citizen. I'm a resident of Clark --
MR. BROWN: Hey, if you can wait until you

to the mic.

MR. KELLY: You make a good point.

MR. BROWN: Yeah. nd John Hadder will be

28
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SIH DDLD [puld

Juawno0(J asuodsay juauiuio)) [ xipuaddy



0eci

9107 Lavnupp

Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID T44 (cont’d)

10
11
12
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17
18
19

21
22
23
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25

after you.

MR. KELLY: All right. Hello, everyone. My
name is Mike Kelly. I'm a private citizen and resident
of Clark County. ‘

Although I just got -~ I was out of work for
like two years and I got a job in New Mexico, so I've
been down there teo. So I kind of -~ I'm, more or
less, an American citizen because I kind of been -~
like your oldest Nimby stuff, Nevada, nobody wants it

here. They don't want it there either. I don't think
they should have it down there either. Oh, God.

Ckay. I read this article. I'll just ~- you
¥now, I'm not -~ there's this guy, Jon, Jon -- Jonathan
SCheli {phonetic), I just vead., I won't tell you what
magazine it's in., But I'd like to read a couple
paragraphs of what he said.

{Reading} “The problem is not that another
backup generator is needed or that safety rules aren't
tight encugh or that the place for the nuclear waste is
in the wreng geological location where that controls on
proliferation or lax; it is that stumbling, imperfect,
probably imperfectible creatures like ourselves are
unfit to -- we have the stellar fire released by the
aplit or fused atom. When nature strikes, why should it

make human kind compound the problem?

3

T44-1

T44-1

Public comments and other factors identified in the GTCC EIS 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. DOE will continue to engage stakeholders on the
selection and implementation of a GTCC disposal.
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Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44 (cont’d)

10
1
2

14
15
16
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19
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23
24

25

"The earth is provided with enough primordial
forces of destruction without our help in introducing
more. We should leave those to Mother Nature. Some
are suggesting that, in light of the new developmenta,
we should abandon nuclear power. I have a different
proposal.

' "Perhaps in keeping with the precurial nature
of the peril, let us pause and study the matter. ¥For
how long? Plutenium, the proponent of nuclear waste,

has a half life of 24,000 years, Meaning that half of
it is transformed into other elements through
radiocactive decay. This suggests a time scale. We
will -- we will not be precipitous if we study Nevada
for only half that half life, 12,000 years.

“In the interval, we can make a search for a
safe new energy source, among other useful endeavors.
Then perhaps we'll be wise enough to make good use of
the split acdm.”

I'd just like to mention about the WIPP site
too because it seems like the facts stack against that,
the WIPP site. If you ever were over there, it's not
Like Yucca Mountain where grease and bush. They have
like a bunch of mesgquite, it looks like, and it's very
-« I think it locks pretty nice.

And, you know, Mr. Edelman was discussing the

30

T44-2

T44-2

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. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the GTCC EIS, the WIPP disposal area is
located about 655 meters beneath the ground surface in a massive bedded salt unit. 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 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.
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water tables, said that there's salt and then there's
no water table, I'll bet. And mesquite has to get
water. They have really deep roots. So I'm thinking
maybe the water table -~ I'm not a geologist. I'm just
& private citizen. And I just, I wonder about the
water table and the salt down in there.

Like he said, it's sort of like a slam-dunk
with the WIPP site, like in -- I just worry. Like over
thexe, there's not many people there that can like

stand up for themselves, and we'll just force that upon
them down there too, you know. And I just -- I know we
have to do something with it. We're stuck with it.

Whatever they, you know -- like I got out. I
visited all the nuke sites over in New Mexico, the
radioactives. 1 was at Los Alamos and seen the little
cars, saw the two bombs and stuff, And on the day Jap-
-= a couple of days after the Japanese, you know,
fiasco, and it's just bad off, you know.

I just don't -~ I think we should be careful
when ~~ like, we have to keep the stuff before us,
rather than just dump it somewhere and forget about it
because we can't just -- I don't know., Each generation
is stuck with it now. But I agree with the other
spzakers that, you know, we have Lo keep il above rack

and keep our eye on it, I think, personally.
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1 worry about the water table over there with
the WIPP site because it's pretty close to that Pecos
River. There's water running right -- there's more
water there than here, you know. And, you know, we
shouldn't pass it like a hot potato, this nuclear
waste, from one town to the other, you know. We're all
Americans, and maybe we should approach it some other
way that we'd be -- Mississippi versus over westerner
versus easterner, that's not going to get us nowhere,

you know, really.

Because we have to keep it in a dry place.
And, like, there's only very few —- the west is dryex
than the east, you know, just for physical reasons, not
== you know, there's physical reasons for things,
rather than just political. And I‘think we should be
careful about not mining backyard kind of stuff too,
and got rid of the Yucca Mountain.

But we've just got to stop. Abandon nuclear
power. We have te abandon it, just like we have to ban
trickle~down economics.

Thanks for listening.

T44-3

T44-3

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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! Kerchun, Chris, Commenter ID No. L.415

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

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be received on or before Jime 27, 2011
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WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you provide on this form may be published as part

of the public record for this project, including publication on the Imeraet. Individual respondents may request

contidentiality by checkmg one of the two boxes befow. The DOE will honor such FEqUEStS 16 lhe extent allowed by law.

All submission from org tons and busi or from individuals identifying th ¥ ives or officials
ot izations or busi le to the public in their entirety.

will be

] withhold my name and address from the public record.
E’thhn!d anly my address from the public record

Comment form may be faxed to;
(301) 9034303

Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Amold Edelman

Decument Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy or sent by electronic mail to:
1000 Independence Avenue, SW greceis@anl.goy
Washington, DC 20585-0119

| Lats-1

| Lats2

L415-1

L415-2

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

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

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would 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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MR. BROMN: Judith Kidd? And Dory Bunting
will be after Judith,
MS. KIDD: Hi. Y've been in Albuquergue £ox

about 30 years, and mostly my professional life has
' 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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been-as a teacher. So I'm not a scientist. I don't
know ‘a let about the technelogy, but it's so obvious at
an ‘instinctional lavel, that what we're doing with this
continued ipcreasing creation of nuclear waste is
damaéing for our future generations, and that concerns
me a great deal. WHe're all going to be dead, and we're
not going to feel a lot of the effects of what wé're
plénﬁinq to do theée days, this industry's doing, but
it will be our grandchildren's children who will he the
most fragile.

2nd I think we really, really need to
think throqgﬁ what we're doing here. We really need to
say. no, no moxe waste to New Mexico. We were promised.
wipp wouid net include anything higher than sea level
waste, would not include commercial waste, so let's
keep to that promise, and then let's find safe storage
for the commercial waste near where it's created and
then let's scale down and create a world that works for
the future. t's a very fragile planet we live on, an
d it'é becoming more obvious all the time -~ very
fragile. And oue fulure geperations are very fragile,

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

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

industry, so I say, let's stop it now. Thank you.
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Kimmich, Rob, Commenter ID No. W67

From: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: . © Monday, May 23, 2011 9:17 PM
To: Qgtcceiswebmaster@anigov

Subject: Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10067

Thank you for your coﬁvment. Rob Kimmich.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10067. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all ¢ pond relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 23, 2011 09:17:13PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste E1$ Draft Comment: GTCC20067

First Name: Rob

Last Name: Kimmich

City: Salem

State: OR

Country: USA )

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

Comment Submitted: .

"t am adding my voice'to the voices at Heart of Amecica Northwest, which Is advocating “Clean Up First™ at Hanford. We
must clean up the Hanford site belore adding new wastes. Adding more waste to Hanford is like continuing ta use and
flushi an already clogged toilot in your house so that the human wastes spill onto the floor.

Each reglon that uses nuclear energy needs to be responsible for those wastes. If the society chooses to use a toxic
source of energy such as nuclear power, the society needs to be reminded of the risks. Keeping the wastes near where
they are produced is fust such a reminder.

Trucking waste to Hanford provides more opportunity for accidents and terrorism than keeping wastes on the reactor
shee,

In considering Hanford for a national nuclear waste dump, this Envi § Impact S| must account for the
risks to the water of the Columbia River which supplies farm lands and affects the health of the City of Porttand, Oregan,
among many other cities. This EiS must also consider the risks invoived in transposting these waste materfals to Hanford.
The risk of terrorism may be very hard 20 assess while the risk of trucking accldents can be established based on the
many years of trucking experience in the United States.

The Envi | Impact must be made public in a fashion that altows adequate time for citizen response.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter."

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contactusat: gtccelswebmaster@antgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Web 3t (630) 252-5705,

W67-1

W67-2

W67-3

W67-4

W67-1

W67-2

W67-3

W67-4

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

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.

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. The GTCC EIS indicates 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 evaluated potential environmental consequences, from the transportation and
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste that would be required to dispose of all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. As described in Chapter 5
of the GTCC EIS, DOE also evaluated the consequences of scenarios involving intentional
destructive acts, such as sabotage or terrorism events, associated with the GTCC waste types
and disposal methods analyzed in the EIS. The potential environmental consequences were
considered by DOE in the development of the preferred alternative presented in Chapter 2 of
the GTCC EIS.

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
also provided a 120 day public comment period on the Draft GTCC EIS.

ST DOLO vuld

JUUWNI0(T 2sUOdSaY Jusuiuio)) [ xipuaddy



651

970Z Aonupf

Knight, Paige, Commenter ID No. T146

19
20
21
22
23
u
28

Capital Reporting Company 5

M5. KNIGHT: ©n a nght note, I have to thank
yeu for having the microphone up hore so that we get
to talk‘tn the audienée as well, That's sort of a
rare thing in hearings in my {(inauvdible)
relaticnship.

I have a faw comments. I'm trying not to be

"Ecdundani. And, actually, in my years of dealing

with all the proposals from the Department of Encrqgy,
things have gotten -~ I sort of reduced everything
down to Qhat ¥ consider simplicity, which is, I
think, xeally importabt, But before I staxt there, I
want to Say semething concerning the young man who
had the bedy-shaking courage to come up here and give
an opposits peint of view of the rast of vs, T
talked to him out In the hallway as he was hurriedly

and very shakily moving out of the meeting.

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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The sentiment that resonated with me from him is.
that he didn't want to separate his Oregonian
citizenship from his American citizenship. And that
really gocs to one of my points. The soiutions that

are beiny made are not good solutions. And I've

heard. a ot of you say let's go back to the drawing

board., I don't think people are capable right now of

. thinking outside the box.

This waste, any of the wastea that are going to
be brought to us Ffor consideration aver the next’
century, xeally, don't -- they shouldn't bev moved
anywhere, and we need to come up with a new solutlon.
And the salution isn't at Hanford, but it's not

samething I want to dump on other places too, because

,ik's not necessarily the right answer.

So going from there, I want to stXess that the

arount of radicactivity and the severity of the

‘radionuclides invelved in the load is far rore

serious than the size of the area being considered at
Hanford. And 1 am partial to saying not at Hanford,
but I would also say hot anywhere right now, because
I don't think we're thinking clearly. about nuclear
waste., Honford's mission in partieular is cleanup,
Adding more waste, even after the start-up of the

waste treatment plant, iz ecounterintuitive. The

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T146-1

T146-2

T146-3

T146-1

T146-2

T146-3

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.

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

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

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

See response to T146-1.
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plant. will have some fits and starts. © The funding is
never éssu:cd.
#e in the Pacific Northwest have had our lead of

dose and contamination. That's tyue for any site in

_the country that has a nuclear site of any sort. As

‘the Oregonlan aptly stated in today's editorial,
adding méxe waste means we'll never be done with
cleanup. We'we been promised cleanup for -~ since
1989. 1This mission, if accepted ov enforced by the
powers that be, will continue forever, because we

‘will continue to create thig and other wastes unless

we stop the creation and proliferation of nuclear

wastes of any sort; and that is through weapons
making, through power, #And then we have to deal Qith
medical waste as well.

So.thuse -- to me, that is simply {t. e cannot
afford 1o keep doing this, and we den't have a
éroundswell in this nazion yéc to prevent this, but
it skarts hers. It certainly has heen a wonderful
showing tonight. I don't want to vilify either of
you, You're not even going to be cleaning up the
waste, ;re you? You're just‘soxt of running the show
for people. and ¥ than¥k you for how kindly you've
treated people tenight. 50 I leave you with that,

and wé have a lot of work to do ahoad of us, and we

: 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T146-4

T146-5

T146-4

T146-5

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

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

2 ’ with. We need a nuclear guardianship to follow our

3 " demise and death. Thank you.
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Kohnstamm, Molly, Commenter ID No. W478

From; gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . * Saturday, June 25, 2011 3:50 PM

Ta: Pteceiswebmaster@anlgov . .

Subjeet: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C LovsLevel Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GICC10478

Thank you for your commaent, Mnily Kohnstamm,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10478. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond {ating to thisc

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 03:50:18PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste BSS Draft Comment: GTCC10478
First Name: Molly

Middle laltial: 0
Last Name: Kohnstamm

- Address: S738 SW Riverpoint Lane

Address 3: 5738 5W Riverpoint Ltane
City: Portland : .
State; OR

Zip: 97239-5916
Countey: USA
Email: mdkohnstamm@comeast.net

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

" Comment Submitted:

Hanford needs to be cleaned up, not more waste added to itl It Is an inapprapriate place for any waste, as it is right on
the Columbia River which drains through wo states on it's way to the ocean,

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

W478-1

W478-1

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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L84-1
W173-1

L84-2

L84-3

1844

L84-1

L84-2

L84-3

L84-4

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.
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). 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).

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 response to L84-1.

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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Koponen, Emmy, Commenter ID No. E34

Sent: - Thursday, June 30, 2011 5:35 AM

Subject: comment from the public== your phane call: dumps

From: emmy koponen [ ykop
Sent: Wednaesday, June 28, 2011 7:41 PM
TFo: gleceis@anl.gov .
Subject: your phone call: dumps

hello amold, this aftesnoon in dixon,nm the sky is gray red. i totally nppose the bujlding of new

dumps. primary concem is the ion of new nuclear waste production. it is imperative to deal with the
existing waste in a better manner, well, § already said my comments.  please allocate money for u real
future. sincerely, emmy koponen po box 46 dixon nm 87527

Always from the ¢hild"s hand the sword should be removed.
I think every nation is an infant.

Saint Francis of Assisi

E34-1

E34-1

In accordance with the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240),
the federal government (DOE) is responsible for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The GTCC EIS
evaluates the range of reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No
Action Alternative.

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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Kopohen, Emmy, Commenter ID No. E35

From; Emmy Koponen X gmail.com>
Sent: . Monday, June 27, 2011 12:53 PM

To: X . giceeis@anlgov

Subject: Sels dump

I vote for the no alternative, No more durnping at Los alamos. Clean up is the top priority.

As lwrite the cochas fire [s burning, over 1k acres have burned. Some nationa) security you offer. Please don't dumpon
all of ustll

Sincerely, Emmy Koponen. Dixon N.M.

E35-1

E35-1

The ongoing cleanup efforts at LANL is a high priority and will continue. 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. The GTCC EIS also evaluated the No
Action alternative. The potential environmental consequences for each alternative were
considered in the development of the preferred alternative presented in Chapter 2.
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Korn, Meryle, Commenter ID No. W159

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2012 10:03 PM
To: - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Lows-Lovel Radiaactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10159

Thank you for your comment, Meryle Korn,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10159, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in alt correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 10:02:32PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10159

First Name: Mearyle

Middie Initial: A

Last Mame: Korn

Organlzatlon: N/A

Address: 5256 NE 47th Avenue
City: Portland

State: OR

2ip: 97218-1966

Country: USA

Emall: maryle karmn@pmal com

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

Comment Submitted:

The Columbia Gorge is a beautiful and fragile environment. Both 1-84 and Washington State Hwy. 14 run alang the river.
Any aceldental spilt of radicactive waste, even if it did not spill directly into the river, would make its way into the water
and be di for all downstream cc ities. Shipping radioactive waste atong the river is, bluntly, a stupid idea.

. Please find another route.

Questions shout submitting ¢ 1s over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.goy or cail the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Webmaster at (630} 252-5705.

W159-1

WI159-1

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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Kraft, Mary Lou, Commenter ID No. E60

From: Mary Kraft [mailto: mitzig1 3&@yahoo.com

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2611 9:13 AM

To: gtecels@anl.gov '
Subject: Plutonium

Do not bring any more plutonium into our state.

Mary Lou Kraft

E60-1

E60-1

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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Kronén. Eva, Commenter ID No. W335

From: -gtecaisviebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 3:02 PM

To: . _greceisviebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Roceipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste ES Ci GTCC10335

Thank you for your comment, Eva. Kronen,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10335. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 21, 2011 03:01:23PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve!l Radioactive Waste €15 Draft Comment: GTCC10335

First Name: Eva

Middle Initlal: M

Last Name: Kronen

Address: 1808 Brentwood Street
City: Eugene

State: OR

Zip: 97404-2111

Country: USA

Email: gvachaya@hotmall.com

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

Comment Submitted:
To Whom it May concern,

1 urge the Department of Energy to stop any transfer of GTCC nuclear waste to the Hanford Nuclear Reservation until
that site has completely dealt with all the waste that is there now. | do not want high fevel nuctear waste crossing the
highways In my state. f oppose nuclear power because we do not have a safe way to dispose of the waste,

Thank you, Eva Kranen

Questions about submitting camments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov or ¢all the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EtS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W335-1

W335-1

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

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

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

STH 201D [p¥id

JUWNIO(T ISUOSaY Juamuoy) [ xipuaddy



0szI-r

910Z Laonupp

Kronin, Eva, Commenter ID No. T147

—

' Capital Reporting Company

HR. BROWN: Eva will be followéd by Daniel
Serres.
MS. KRONIN: Ri. 1I'm Eva Kronin. I came with

——
Louisa and Hatt from Bugene, carpooled. It is really

866.488,DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

45
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Kronin, Eva, Commenter ID No. T147 (cont’d)

X3

23

24

25

¥ v

] Capiiél Reporting Company

ihportadt to be here. I'm against the use of Hanfoxd

for continued hazardous nuclear waste site. I'm

. against nuclear power because we can't afford it. We

can't afford it financlally; we can't afford it
environcentally.

94 thé ruclear industry agrees te ne wore tax
subsidies or anyﬁsubsidies, and' 3£ they can find a

sustainable way to keep nuclear waste from polluting

"our land-and water, then I could have an open mind.

. But the nuclear industry kind of reminds me of the

story of the emperor who wears no clothes. You know
the ‘story.

Thg'king is fooled into believing he is wearing
the mostieiﬁgant garment ever created. The nuglear
industry has done a gobd job to made the public
believe that it is clean energy, too cheap to meter.
Well, the voices here to oppose it are saying the
emperor is naked. And we see through the industry's
lies, thé public relations, the bureaucratic double

speak. It.is almost as transparent as the king's

clothes. |

I use the story of a fairytale partly because I
work with children, I work with Head Start in lLane
County. And T want to say that I hava a lot of

compassion for Mr. Edleman, because I could not do

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

36

T147-1

T147-2

T147-1

T147-2

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

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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‘ Kronin, Eva, Commenter ID T147 (cont’d)

[X]

Capital Reporting Company ~ ~ A7

your job. I'm glad -- I make a lot less money, I'm

sure, but I'm working be¢ sustain life, and I wouldn't

want to work for am agency that is supporting the

destrucﬁion of life.

I work with these children, and'I have to look
at them every day. And many days I shed tears
becanse our water is polluted, our air is polluted,
and what:can I tell them to make them understand why
we're doinrg this?

We' a1l have to look at our energy use. RNucleaxr
power ig there because we use ensrgy. I think we
need to be thinking about conservation more and --

yeah, no wore waste. Thank you.
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62

20
21

22

Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Cimine, okay, and she'll! be up

next, thank you.

37

MR.. KUERSCHNER: First off, thank you for the

opportunist' to speak and thank you for all the falks

that ‘came out. My name is Erich Kuerschner. I first
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Kugrschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d)

20

2

22

Capital Reporting Company %

lived in New Mexico from 1952 to 1957 in Alamogordo,

and’ returned again in '86, and I've lived in the Taos

area ever since. Wy tfaining is as an economist. I'm
a menber of Economists for Peace and Security, and I
worked on my first EIS statement. I think it was one
6f the very first., It was with the Skidmore, Owings
and Merrili ;nvironmental study group thag did the
Baltimore ééltway and then were asked to do the Mt.
HoédvFreeway I-80N that was to move traffic fxom
eastern Portland through to the XI-5 across the
Wiilamette Rivcr.

) The reason I mention this is because it
was so early, we had a great deal of discussions about.
vhat the NEPA process was and what it did. And I have
to kind ofﬁiterate. I wish I could speak as eloquently
as Don Hancock did, bubt most of whatAI have to say
really is right along the lines of what'he says.

I found the NEPA process té be really
corrupted, and it's no longer the type of process that
we bhad in 1972. The NEPA process clearly states, the
purpose has to be undeustandable by anyote; the

alternatives have to be stated clearly. In fact, when
866.488.DEFO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T62-1

T62-1

The GTCC EIS was developed in accordance with CEQ and DOE NEPA implementing
procedures and policies. To help inform the public, the GTCC EIS includes a summary of the
major issues and results presented in the GTCC EIS, including the purpose and need for
agency action, the proposed action, the range of reasonable alternatives, and other key
information.

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.
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company »

the Department of Environmental Quality issued its
implementiAg regulations, they, in the very first
sentence if I recall, said,.this is to be an aid in
decision-making and not to be something to be used to
kind of justify an existing condition.

So let me just go through what I mean by
this, Nuwrber one, in alternatives, when you have an
imbalance,:thc first thing you learn in economics,
thege'é_a gu@ply and demand. %We have an imbalance.
Like, in Portland they said the imbalance was too much
traffic cor;gestion, ao Highway Department said there's
oAly one alternative: moxe lands, more asphalt, bigger
bridge crossing and so on and so-forth. We said,
nonsense; there's many ways to solve problems. That's
only .one way. 'We want to look at the demand side as
well., We want to look at land use changes, we want to
look ‘at reiocating people closer to work, we want to
laok -at Lighi rail, And they said, no, yow can't do
‘dny of those things. Well, we convinced them, and they
allowed us. That freeway was never built, that massive
eight-lane bridge crossing -- actually, Lt was more

thaﬁ that. . I think it was a twelve-lane bridge
' 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T62-1
(Cont.)
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Kuerscﬁhér, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d)

21

8

Capital Reporting Company 0

crossing thét was required; didn't happen. You look at
Portland now, it doesn't have. those twelve lane ‘things.
We solved the préblem on the demand si@e.

: This is what's missing here., All they're
talking'abgut is we need ~— thé amount of waste that's
beiﬁg produced is a given, and we're not going to look
af ﬁhat: we're golng to takg half of the ppoblgm and
haiﬁ of the solutions and-ignore them. The only things
we're going to look at is supply, is on the supply
side. .
. Secondly, Pon said it muc¢h batteé than I
diﬁ,vis like I -- in Germany, they stopped after what
happened iﬁ'Fukushima. They've stopped the issuance of
new permits, and as far as I know, all their waste is
in a hardened dry storage alternative, which isn't even
being considered here. It makes absolutely no sense.
And secondly, if I remember right, and again, I hadn't
planned to speak; I just came here because of another
hearing this morning, having to be ocut in Albuquerque,
and I thought, well, at least I cén share my
information witl Lhe public so that yon'll know and

ungerstand how this proce;s has deteriorated.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T62-2

T62-2

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

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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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d)
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Capital Reporting Company A

If I remember correctly, thé MEPA law
specifies that cne of the solutions even has to be out
of thé control of the specifying agency. 1In this case,
it's DOE. When I look at those sites, every one of
those -- 1i#e I say, I'm not that familiar with them,
but it looks te me like all.seven of those sites are
DOE sites. fhank you very much.

And so secondly, three of the seven are
Mew Mexico; only one's a geological site. It seems to
me tﬁat this is a back-door effort to try to Jjustify
using WIPP. And in terms of dosage, the last thing
that I wanted to say, is this whole nuclear issue
smells to me like the cigarette case, where we can
remember the.CEOS of the tobacco companies saying, no
problem, no deaths. Vell, there's a huge discrepancy
in what Gofman and long-term nucleax physicians say. I
mean, in Chernobyl, they're saying thexe's a million *
deaths. DOE official position is 2,000 deaths. UWell,
that was thelway it was in cigarettes, if you remember.
So we've got a real issuc that needs addressing. And
just Lo close it, T just want to leave you with Stuart

Udall's statément, when he was Secretary of the
. 866.488.DErO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T62-3

T62-4

T62-3

T62-4

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, WIPP,
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.

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. Although DOE solicited technical capability statements, no vendors provided specific
information on disposal locations and methods that could have been analyzed in the EIS.
Hence, the commercial option was analyzed generically.

WIPP and the other DOE sites were evaluated in the GTCC EIS because they currently have
operating radioactive waste disposal facilities. 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.
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company 42

I Interior, he said, there's never been a case in the
2 United States of so much deceit and so many lies
3 becoming officizl U.§. policy as was the case when the

4 U.S. tried to cover up for the nuclear weapons

5 industry. Thank you.
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97

Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Okay. Erich will be followed hy
Joni Arends. .

MR. KUERSCHRER: Yeah, hi, My nawe is Erich

38

Kuerschner, € live in Taos. I'm just going to give my

. 866.488.DEPO
. www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company 3

three main points first. They're also mainly addressed
to the audience. So hopefully they'll -be of some
assistance in submitting comments.

Aéd, Mx. Edelman, thank you so mucn for the
opportunit&, and I'll have something that's more than
ju;t crib notes when I submit it to you.

So the first point is I agree with what

Marilyn and I thought she nailed it. This is a fall

EIS, and the example of do you want this bad product or

that faulty p:oduct, you know. These are your choices.

And if you deo an EIS in that way, it's
meaningless and I'll explain later what I mean.

The second one is I want to follow on what
Rebecca said when she said that EIS was shortened, and
indeed, it has. I worked for Skidmore, Owings &
Merrill in 1$72. I thinx they were the first major
environmental team ever put together. They'xre the
largest architectural firm in the woxld.

I was ong of three staff economists paired.
with a lawyer, and I mean, T know how these things
should he done, ané T know what a good EIS looks iike.

And it was really attended -- this bears very little
' 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T97-1

T97-1

The GTCC EIS was prepared in accordance with CEQ and DOE NEPA implementing
regulations and policies. The GTCCEIS supports an informed 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.
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Kuerschﬁer= Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d)
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Capital Reporting Company 6¢
reseﬁblance to the EIS that was done then.

Rﬁd third, if I have time I want to touch on
the bxoadervissues, which is really the whole probilem
of nuclear weapous, how this whole thing got started
and how we'ﬁe constantly put ocurselves in the position
of trying to cover up and justify, and as we know from
many cases, the cover-up is usually worse than the
Crime;

So let me start with what -- what an RIS
should be.l Section 1502 under Alternatives, this is
£roem the Coﬁncil of Economic Quality. They say it's
calied alternatives, and they say this is the heart,
the'EIS Segtion 1502, 2. It says an BIS shall serve as
the means of assessing the environmental impact of the
proposed agéncy action rather than justifying the
decigion made.

And as Marilyn pointed ocut, I mean, I scc this
as basicall§ a salesmanship. I mean, they want to da
it in WIPP. . If not at WIPP, they want to de it at
anothér DOE site, and it's my understanding that 99
percent of this is commercial products. I mean, I

don't 'see that that point was really brought out

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T97-2

T97-2

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. Approximately 75 percent of the waste inventory
evaluated in the GTCC EIS has been or is projected to be generated by commercial licensees,
and the remainder is from DOE activities. In its Report to Congress required by Section 631 of
the Energy Policy Act (P.L. 109-58), 2005, DOE will identify options for ensuring the
beneficiaries of the activities resulting in the generation of GTCC LLRW bear all reasonable
costs of disposing of such waste.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or faclilities 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 site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed
before implementing an alternative uitimately selected on the basis of this EIS.
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clearly, that this is really a subsidy for a private
commercial industry.

(Applausa.)

MR. XKUSRSCHNER: Section 1514, .and I had the
whole EIS here, and I'vg been involved. ' I'm involved
in three court cases agaihst DOE, and it seems like
that;s what it takes. Unfortunateiy, it vastes our
time; It wastes their time.

. I wish we could go back to 1972 when we sat
across the table as professionals and really did the
thiﬁg right. I wmean, I've béen complaining for the
last EIS. I've helped with as a consultant. You don't
even bave an economist on the staff anymore.

I mean, cconomics is the study of
alternatives, and by refusing to have an economist on
the staff, you're also negating the purpose because it
said expliéitly in the act this shall be an
interdisciplinary study. So 1514 -~ I hope that's the
right one. I'm just going frem memory -~ not only does
it inciude a no action, but one of the other ones is it
says there has to be one alternative outsideroﬁ the

jurisdiction of the lead agency.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9107 Lavnupp

T97-2
(Cont.)

T97-3

T97-3

The GTCC EIS includes an evaluation of potential socioeconomic impacts for each alternative.
The GTCC EIS (Appendix I) includes a list of preparers, and includes a subject matter expert
with more than 26 years of experience in economic impact analysis.

CEQ regulation 40 CFR 1502.14 (c) states that agencies shall include reasonable alternatives
not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. DOE does not interpret this to mean, as the
comment suggests, that the alternatives must always include one alternative outside the
jurisdiction of the lead agency. To the contrary, as in many cases, no reasonable alternative
outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency may exist. ‘
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d)
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Why . is that? Because you can't feather your
own nest.‘ If you're trying to promote nucleax weapons
or nuclear weapons or nuclear power, you can't just
look at solutions that fall within the domain of the
nuclear indﬁstry. It was really explicit. I mean you
can;t_do 1i¥e what Marilyn said, say, "I want to give
you‘tﬁis Fuilcr Brush or that Fuller Brush,” and
somebody says, "How about, you know, just shaving your
head or getting curls? I mean, there axe other

solutions to this."

62

so I mean, the other thing that I find xeally

awful along this line is the mission ereep. It's if
you'lobk very carefully at the solutions they offer --
oh, and I need to go =-- I had a better statement of
this.

The other thing‘that's real important in an
BIS is you have to make the purpose clear. If you
define the purpose narrow enough, like Marilyn pointed
out, then you get lousy alternatives.

8o ﬁow do they define it? They define the
problem as Aow to dispose of greater than Grade C

nuclear waste. That's a preposterous way of phrxasing
' 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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the problem. I say the problem is how to reduce the
;isk'from radionuclides to human beings. I mean,
that's what we' really talking about.

Gh, way short. I didn't gealize. Thank you
very much.
. ¥MR. BROWN: Sure, sure,
MR. KUERSCHNER: So I'll shorten it really

quick, but it's like you've got to look at the demand

side. Somebody else, I think Stuart safd that, and

when I worked on Mount Hood they wanted us to build a
lZ—lane freeway. They said this freeway through
Div;sion or this freeway through Portland,'and we said,
"Nonsense. How about we solve it with a non- .
transportation solution? We just chagge the trip
pattern so that people don't have to drive from one end
of town to the other. We put the jobs where the houses
are and reduce the need for transportation.®

You look at Portland. No 12-lane freeway
through 1I-80, a much better solution. Not one demand
reduction, and that's the real sclution to this. Why
the hell are we creating these nuclear wastes to begin

with? If we're honest about that and don't subsidize

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T97-4

T97-4

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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those, those things will disappear, ro HOSS, all in New
Mexiéo.

And 4dust one last thing. This ls very similar
to what hapbened Fith cigareties. Remember when all
the experts sat around the table and they said
cigarette smoking is net bad for you? This is what's
happening with nuclearx.

Iq Chernobyl they're saying 2,000 deaths. The
reai experts like John Hoffmann and Carl Morgan and
Helen Medaclock (phonetic), and even the New York
Academy of Science says nonsense. One miilions.

Jusp because you put a cigarette in your mouth
and you don't Fall oveyr, it doesn'l ﬁcan that thore's

not a relationship. The same with nuclear. I mean, we
have gotten so far from science in this thing. We need
to find our way back.

{Applause.)
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Lacy, Chris M., Commenter ID No. W496

From: gteceiswebmaster@ani.goy

Sent: : Sunday, June 26, 2012 1:20 PM

To: . gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Wasta EIS G GTCC10496

Thank you for your-comment, Chris Lacy.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10496, Please refer to the comment
tracking in afl eor i relating to this comment, -

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 01:20:15PM CDT )
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10496

First Name: Chris

viddle Initial: M

Last Name: Lacy

Organization: Sane Humans

State: '

Zip:

Country: USA .

Emall: chrls@kalkor.com

Privacy Preference: Withho!d address only from public record

Comment Submitted: .

DO NOT ship radioactive waste through my town to dump In an already highly radicactive disaster, Hanford. Thisismy
home, and the watershed of one of the mightiest rivers in the world. You are polluting my land for hundreds of
thousands of years for no sane reason. You will kill tens of thousands of people through this act. You will make one of
the Jast sources of clgan water on this planet uninhabitable. Your crimes are the worst kind imaginable, Please do us 3l a
favor and go die in a fire. Thank you very much.

Questions about submitti

8 over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

fve Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

W496-1

W496-1

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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¥S. LAMB: MY name is Doxothy lanmb and -- can .

' you hear me?

[Adjusting microphone.)
Hanford made bombs for World War I in the *40s.
{¥umbling in the audience.)
Ch, excuse me. I'm neyxwous. 1 was born in the '
‘403, and I was called a downwinder, because at that

time, it was in the air. And when it's in the air,

it cawses thyroid problems. We were called the

“Thyreid Belt. That's all along the ~- it's kind of

between Oregon and Washington where the wind blows

.from the Columbia. Pendleton, Mountain Freewater,

Walla Walla, et cetera, et cetera. So, so tany of us
huv;: thyroid problems. Aand I still -~ I'm still --
my whole life I've taken thyroid medicine. oy sistex
had her thyraid removed.

How, when it is in the water, it is more cancer

and leukemia. And people keep saying cancer, but

there's quite a few things that it c¢an cause besides
cancer. I agree with the severa) people who hRave
said we don’'t need nuclear at all. There are
alternatives., There's all kinds of things. If we

would take the money that we're planaing to put iato

866.488.DEPQ
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T148-1

T148-1

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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Lamb, Dorothy, Commenter ID No. T148 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

' building more nuclear and to developing some of these
. really harmless alternative things, we wouldn't have
to have these meetings. So it must be politics. But
this is pretty expensive politics, if you ask me.
e just need to learn our lessons and to get our
politics really in favor of the people. Thank you.
I don't want to be arocund (inaudible}. Downwind i3

enough.

43

T148-1
(Cont.)
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-Lamm, Wayne, Commenter ID No. W23

From: . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2013 4.3 FiM

Yo: A gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10023

Thank you for your comment, Wayne Lamm.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10023. Please refer to the comment
tracking in 31l corr dence relating to this

Comment Date: May 15, 2011 '04:03:10PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10023

First Name: Wayne

Last Name: Lamm

Grganization: Heart of America Norhtwest
Address: 22218 NE 23rd St

City: Sammmamish

State: WA

2ip: 98074

Country: USA

Enfail: wislcom@comeast.net

Privacy Peeference: Don'twithheold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . -

1f USDOE feels that It is safe ta just bury unlimited amounts of “Highly radioactive and long-lived wastes” In trenches,
landfills; boreholes, etc than lets just do it all araund Washingtan, DC. if not, than limiting the production of this waste
and dispasing of it in the safest way possible shauld be this nation’s highest priorityl Deep gealogical repositories are
the only truly safe solution and even these have potential hazards.

Turaing Hanford into an all encompassing depository for auclear waste is unfair, unsafe and un-American to the people
of the Northwest and the country as a whole. Require the full | impact be fered in accessing
USDOE’s proposal to use Hanford as it’s national radicactive waste dump,

Furthermore, towards the gaal of reducing praduction of this waste consider imiting the growth of the US population,
the only true way to contain the plague of overpopulation on this earti. Be proactive and Americans, not henchmen of
big business.

Sincerely, Wayne Lamm

over the Web? Contact us at: gleceisivebmaster@antzov or call the Greater-
Waste EIS Wel at (630) 252-5705,

Questions about 4
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi

W23-1

Ww23-2

Ww23-3

W23-1

W23-2

W23-3

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. 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.

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 disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 15001508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six 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 involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

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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48, LaMORTICELLA: My nama is Barbara
Ladorticella, and I'm from Poztland; Hanford was
lsihed in 1843 in the xush to produce a nucleax
weapon. It was sited in ignoranca. fToday, after
Fukushima and Chernobyl, we can no longer plead
ignoxance.

The Columbia River is the cradl@ of rife in the
Worthwest. Like the coast of Japan, the Columbia
River is geolcgically active. There were three small
earthquakes under Hanford in the last week. The plan
‘to almost double the amount of nuclear and chemical

waste stored there amounts to making the Northwest a

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

81
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LaMorticella, Barbara, Commenter ID No. T149 (cont’d)
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national nuclear sacrifice zone. According to the
Heart of America Northwest, over a million gallons of
liguid high-level nuclear waste has alrcady leaked
from tanks at Hanford, and over 1,7 trillion gallons
of these wastes were dunped into the soil. The
contamination is spreading to the river faster than
the federal DOE claimed was possible. |

Now,. instead of cleaning up the site, your
p:oposai would make it permanent and almost double
the amount of waste stored there., Two truckloads of
radioactive waste would be shipped every day fer 20
years over the highway and through Portland and
Spokane. .And the Encrgy Northuwest Ruclear Power
Plant on the Hanford site is being considerxed For
éonversion to buxa MOX fuel, mixed uraaium and
plutonium,
: This would solve a government problem. Xt would
be cheap fuel, because there are thousands of tons of
plutonium built up from our weapons production and
commercial nuclear xeaqrors,. and no one knows what to
do with ix. The plan is for plutoniunm waste from
everywhere to be streaming on the highways to Hanford
whera :ﬁe plant, like plant number three at
Fukushima, would burn it.

Hanford would ke the site where experiments in

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T149-1

T149-1

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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plutonium disposal would be performed with the pcople

and animals of the Northwest as guinca pigs. Ar

Fukushima, plutonium has contaminated the soil and

"has been released into the air and ocean. It is

radioactive for 240,000 yeaxrs. One particle of

plutonium iz enougn to cause cancer and genetic

mutations. This means that one particle, in its

travels through time and space, can cause cancer,

ansther cancer, another ; another » for

tlonger than humans have been on earth.

Ene%gy Northwest was rated by the Institute of

‘Nuclear Power Operations, a gzoup which is paid for

by the industry, as one of two nuclear poﬁar plantg

in the country most in neaed of improvement in

'leade:éhip, human performance, and equipment

reliability. TEPBCO gambled with the life of the

occan &nd the northern coast of Japan.

There wers three earthquakes under Hanford in

the last weak. After Pukushima thexe can be no more

blindness. There has been enough gambling. I ask
you te take those earthquakes as a sign to respect

natuxe and to take Hanford off the table as a

Jpermanent waske repository and plutenium disposal

site., Thank you.

MR. BROWN: Thank you.

866.488.DEPO -
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

83

T149-2

T149-2

See response to T149-1.
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: Léne, Priscilla, Commenter ID No. W43

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; . Thursday, May 19, 2011 4:22 PM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@antgov

Subject: | Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10043

Thank you far your commaent, Priscilla Lane.

The comment tracking nhmber that has been assigned to your commeat is GTCC10043. Please refer 10 the comment
tracking ber in all cor dence relating to this commeat.

Comment Date: May 19, 2011 04:22:06PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Oraft Comment: GTCC16043

First Name: Prisciila

Last Name: Lane

Address: 5529 SE Morriton St.
City: Portland :
State: DR

Zip: 97215

Country: USA

Email: fanckappes@comeast,net

Privacy Pref; 1 Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . .

1am living In Portiand, OR since 1979. Whan | came here | saon found myself chairing an organization against trucking

radioactive waste to Hanford for storage. Now here we are again. Hanford has its own waste to clean up and that site
can not be a repository for waste from other states. Oregon has a law now that states you ¢an not construct a putlear
power plant in this state unless you can demonstrate that you have a place ta store the waste. [ believe that all states

should consider that law. There Is no place or money for nuclear revival.

Questians about submitting ¢ s over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswehmaster@anigov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi ive Waste FIS Wek at {630) 252-5705,

W43-1

W43-1

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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Langfoi‘d, James, Commenter ID No. W48

w

From: | ‘gteceiswebmaster@ant. gov

Sent: ' Friday, May 20, 2011 11:10 AM

To: gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10048

‘Thank you for your comment, Jan'ies Langford.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10048. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence refating to this comment,

Commment Date: May 20, 2011 11:10:02AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10048

First Name: James

Middle Initial: C

Last Name: langford . .

Crganization: retiree from Hanford after 42 yrs.

Address: 1338 Saceamento

Clty: Richland

State: WA

Zip: 89354

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted: .

$/20 This group of activists has chosen to deny the US use of a very superior nuclear site. Notice their use of terms like -
~very dangerous, etc. Nuclear is subject to safe usage and clean power production. They fail to mention coal miners
killed yearty, explosive installing/research costs of other

systems and government supported wastes in management, development, bureaucratic excessive repeated studies. Are
we fools? -

Questions about subimitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: glocissehmaster@anl.pov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

‘W48-1

W48-1

Comment noted.
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Larsen, Kim, Commenter ID No. W521

Fx
From: . gtcealswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 X:33 AM

To: _ gtecelswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than.Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10521

Thank you for your commeat, kim larsen.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10521. Please rafer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment. .

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 01:32:23AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Braft Comment: GTCC10521

First Name: kim

Last Name: larsen

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA

Email; Incredible loy2006@vahoo com

Privacy Prefe e: Withho!d address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

Please stop causing harm to our Earth home via Radioactive Waste and other abuses.  am really tired of working so hard W521-1

to do my part and feeling defeated when| seg things fike this taking placel Let's get it right for once huh?
Sincerely,
Kimberly Larsen

Quastions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: ptecelswebmastar@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactiva Waste EIS \Webmaster at {630) 252-5708,

Ws521-1

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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Lassiter, Eileen, Commenter ID No. W145

from: . " gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: . Wednesday, fune 15, 2011 903 PM

Yo: © greceiswebmaster@anl.gov :

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C it GTCC10145

Thank you for your comment, EiLEEr\! LASSITER,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10145. Please refer ta the comment
tracking ber in all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 03:02:44PN COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Lavel Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10145

First Name: EILEEN
tiiddle Initial: M
Last Name: LASSITER
Organization: retired
Country: USA

Email: minervs1893@earthlink.net
anacv Preference:Don'l lwithhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
If low-leve) radioactive waste Is allowed in the Gorge, what's next? High level? fRadioactive waste from this place, that
place. oh Just any where In Oregon-they're lenient. Good sports. Great fellows. Uh uh. Nowaste of anykind in our
§ state, and 1ally not king h our priceless Columbia River Garge. Thanks,
Eiteen Lossiter

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl fov or coll the Greater-
Than-Class-C Lov-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W145-1

W145-1

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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Lavillé, Madeleine, Commenter ID No. W506

Fronw: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: . _Sunday, June 26, 2011 £:39 PM

To: mail_gteceisarchives; gleceiswet Lgov; gicceis@anl.gov

Subfect: ’ -Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10506

Attachments; Madeleine's_tetter_to_DOE,_6-24-11_GTCC10506.coc

Thank you for your comment, Madeleine Laville.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10506. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all cor d relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 06:38:36PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste IS Draft Comment: GTCC10506

First Name: Madelelne
Last Name: Laville
Address: 727 Catherine 5t.
City: Walla walla

State: WA

“2ip: 89362

Country: USA .

Email: wadsleine vialla@volla.fr .

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: Madeleine's letter to DOE, 6-24-11.doc

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.
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Laville, Madeleine, Commenter ID No. W506 (cont’d)

727 Catherine St.
Walla Walla, WA 98362
June 23, 2019

TO:USDOE

Lvehemently appose making Hanford the national radioactive dump site. 1t would be
impossible to clean up Hanford and protect the Columbla River if the USDOE imports and
buries waste with nearly as much radioaclivity as all of Manford's high-level nuclear waste
tanks. . .

12,600 truckloads of radioactive waste would come through Portland and Spokane on -5, I-
84, and I-80. Americans would be exposed to radiation from the trucks along the way, even'if
there were no accidents or terrorist attacks. And almost certainly there would be accidents,

The highly radicactive plutonium shipments would be a prime target for terrorists, Hundreds
of square miles in Washington and Qregon, including major cities like Portland, Vancouver,
and Spokane, could be destrayed and radicactively contaminated for generations. Among
survivors there would be a huge spike in cancer deaths, especially among chitdren and
women. The entire ecosystem would be devastated.

At alrports we must submil to ever more invasive procedusas, presumably to protect us from
terrorists. Yet surely these truckloads of highly radioactive waste present a much greater
threat. YWHY hasn't the Department of Homeland Security expressed concern about this
proposal? ’ .

Unless a safe way of storing nuclear waste is discovered, o more nuclear power plants .
should be built. Glassification, the proposed solution for decades, never seems to become a
reslity. The nuclear waste that already exists should be stored in deep geologic repositories.

Thank you,

Madeleine Laville ~

W506-1

W506-2

W506-3

W506-4

W506-5

W506-1

W506-2

W506-3

W506-4

W506-5

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

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or altérnative 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).

Transportation risks were analyzed and provided in Sections 5.3.9, 6.2.9, 7.2.9, 8.2.9,9.2.9,
10.2.9, and 11.2.9 of the EIS.

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 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., trenth,
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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.Laville, Madeleine, Commenter ID No. L50

727 Catherine St.
Walla Walla, WA 99362
June 23, 2011

TO:USDOE

I vehemently oppose making Hanford the national radicactive dump site. Itwould be
impossible to clean up Hanford and pratect the Columbia River if the USDOE imports and
buries waste with nearly as much radioadlivity as all of Hanford's high-level nuclear waste
tanks. to

12,600 truckloads of radicactive waste would come through Portland and Spokane on I-5, |-
84, and {-90. Amaericans would be exposed to radiation from the trucks along the way, even if
there were no accidents or terrorist attacks. And almost certainly there would be accidents.

The highly radioactive plutonium shipments would be a prime target for terrorists. Hundreds )

of square miles in Washington and Oregon, including major cities like Portland, Vancouver,
and Spokane, could be destroyed and radioactively contaminated for generations., Among
survivors there would be a huge spike in cancer deaths, especially among children and
women. The entire ecosystem would be devastated.

At airports we must submit fo ever more invasive procedures, preéumably to protect us from
terrorists. Yet surely these-truckioads of highly radioactive waste present a much greater
threat, WHY hasn't the Department of Homeland Security expressed concern about this
proposal?

Unless a safe way of storing nuclear waste is discovered, no more nuclear power plants
shopld be built. Glassification, the proposed solution for decades, never seems to become a
reality. The nucléar waste that already exists should be stored in deep geologic repositories,
Thark you,

Yaodeleme Leville

Madeleine Laville

L50-1

L50-2

L50-3

L50-4
L50-5

L50-1

L50-2

L50-3

L50-4

L50-5

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

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).

Comment noted.

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault), The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCCLLRW.
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Lavis, Betty and Brasher, Charles, Commenter ID No. W400

T ———

From: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 731 PM

TJo: geceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: ‘Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste £1S Comenent GTCC10400

Thanrk you for your comment, Betty/Charles Lavis/8rasher.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10400. Please refor to the comment
k berinall ¢ pond relating to this comment.

Camment Date: June 23, 2011 07:30:39PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! adioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10400

First Name: Betty/Charles

Last Name: Lavis/8rasher

Organization: Friends of the Columbia Gorge
Address: 7709 NE §7th Circle

City: Vancouver

State: WA

Zip: 98662

Country: USA Lo

Email: hrasherlavis@comcast.net

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

' Comment Submitted:

Pléase take Hanford off your list . 1t has enough problems already. We who live here do not want more radicactive

" waste trucked through the Calumbia Gorge, a relatively pristine area, nor do we want it stored anywhere close to the

Columbia river, !

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

.| wao0-1
I W400-2

W400-1

W400-2

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.

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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_ Lawson, John P., Commenter YD No. W444

Fram: gloeisivebmasteranl.gov

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 4:25 PM

To: gleceiswebmaster@eant.qov

Subject; . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve) Radioactive Waste E{S Cominent GTCC10444

Thank yau for your comment, John Lawson,

The cnmment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10444, Please refar to the comment
tracking ber in all correspundeiice relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 04:25:15PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lovr-Level Radioactive Waste LIS Braft Comment: GTCC10444

First Name: John

Middle laitial: P

Last Mame: Lawson

Address; |

City:

Staeer

Zip:

Country: USA

Cmail: [PLaws@ack.com

Privacy Preferenca: Withhold addrss anly from public secodd

Comment Submitted: .

tam unequivneally opposed to using the Hanford Nuclear Resesvation a5 a storage facifity for mora nuclear waste. That
the vse of nuclear power is an untenable option for supplying energy is self-evident far many reasans, ane of them
belng the unsolved (and, in my view, unsolvable) question of how safely to stere the radinactive by-products of nuclear

Mission.

In partivutar, the use of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation for staring additlonal radloactive waste is an extremely
dangerous and poorly congeivad course of action. The starage of mare nuclear waste at Hanford would create a
wmullitude of serious problems. 1hese problems inchude the predictable cantamitation of grovud sater and of the
Columbia River, as well as the inevitably deteterious effacts that would result from transporting nuctear waste on pubtic
highways, :

The evidence is ovémhelmi:m, Using Hanfard for the storage of inure puclear waste would certainty prove to be a lethal
option for many human belngs and would result 10 illness and giief for countlass others,

Do not use Hanford for the storage of mare nuclear waste!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us al: glgouiswebmaster@ant.gov or call the Greatar-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste 15 Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W444-1

W444-1

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing
cleanup efforts at the Hanford Site will continue.

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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Leatham, Ellen, Commenter ID T150

20

21

22

24

25

Capital Reporting Company

MR. BRCHRl: Thanks, Gerry. Ellen Leatham. and
Ed Margiszus will be after Ellen.

MS. LEATHAM: I'm celebrating my 63xd birthday

ton{ghf to be here about Hanford. I'm secretly

really shy. My justification for being here is that
I've'missed two primary elections since I was old
enou;h'co register to vote. I'm here as a citizen
and I'm here as a grantmother of two-and-a-half
children to whem I am answerabie, us are we all,

vln 2004, the year you decided Hanford was a safe
placé go dump waste, in the state of Idaho alone
:heré were 351 heavy truck accidents that involved
Eatalities. 1In 2010, the federal govarnment adwised
whatever the assccliation is of insurance people,
peopie_who provide automobile insurance, that we had
more tﬁaﬁ $00, 000 large truck, semi and cemmercial
vehicle aceidents. That was 2010. They also advised
those égencies, the insurance industry, that
20 pércen: more trucks will be on U.S. highways by
2012;

Chernobyl, 1986. I just finished reading an
assay by Steve Featherstone, who was visiting
Charnobyl a year ago. There are tieaes there tha;
haven't yet rotted because there is no bacteria left

alive in the seil. ®e depend en the soil. Japan's

866.488.DEPO .
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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- Capital Reporting Company

aceident has just been upgraded to the same level as
Chernobyl. I think we need to quit subsidizing the
nuclear iadust:y.

EBight ywars after Chetnobyl, in 1994, the
Finnish people decided that no more xadicagtive waste
would leawe Finland. Finnish waste would he taken
care of in Pinland. fThey are just finlshing a
tunnel, which Greenpeace is not happy about hecausoe
proper studies were not done, but they are pburying

their nuclesr waste 500 mokers into the bedrock. We

could at least try to do something that responsible.

We've got granite. Thank you.

T150-1

T150-1

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCCLLRW.
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Litt, Mike, Commenter ID No. W164

From: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; : - Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:09 PM

To; ‘gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C t GTCC10164

Thank you for your comment, Mike Litt.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10164. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in ol correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 10:08:47PM CDY
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioaclive Waste EIS Deaft Comment: GTCC10164

First Name: Mike
Last Name: Litt
Address:

City:

State:

2ip:

Country: USA

Email: [ittm10@comeast.net .
Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
Please do not truck high level radioactive waste through the Columbia Gorge.

Questions about submitti aver the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Web at (630) 252-5705.

| Wi61

W164-1

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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Lloyd, Darryl, Commenter ID No. W485

cteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

From:

Sent: . Saturday, June 25, 2031 10:54 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: . Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10485

Thank yau for your comment, Darryl Lleyd.

The comment tracking numbar that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10485. Please refer ta the comment
tracking number in all correspondence ralating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 25, 2011 10:54:03PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radfoactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10485

First Name: Dareyl

Middle Initial: G

1ast Name: Lioyd

Address: 1025 State 5t.

City: Hood River

State: OR

2lp: 97031

Country: USA

Email: Jongshadow@gorge.net

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

Comment Submitted:

1implore the DOE to take Hanford olif the list for consideration as a disposal site for GTLC LLRW waste. Deep geological
dispasal at other sites should be your main focus. it goes without saying that DOE must not make Hanford's colossal and
nightmarish waste problem even warsel

Furthermorg, | oppose In the strongest way possible, DOE's proposal far trucking 3 portion of such hazardous waste
through the Columbia River Garge. | live in the Gorge. Daily truckloads would endanger public heaith in communities
along 1-84. Dally truckloads would also endanger a national treasure and violate the spiritif not the letter of the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The Gorge contains an Al bination of scenery, geology,
plants, wildlife, and multiculturat histary. DOE should recognize this, as \vell as the public health hazard, and withdraw
the Gorge route from further cansideration as a trucking route,

Thank you.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glceeiswebmaster@ant.gav or cail the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630} 252-5705.

W485-1

W485-2

W485-1

W485-2

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

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

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

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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Lloyd, Darvel, Commenter ID No. W166

From: : gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: . Wednesday, June 15, 2011 10:20 PM

To: . ' gteceiswebmaster@anh.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €S Comment GTCC10166

Thank you for yaur comment, Darvel Lloyd.

The comment traciting number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10166. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date; Juné 18, 2011 10:19:40PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Corament: GTCC10186

First Name; Darvel

Middie tnitial: T

Last Name: Lloyd

Address: 54 S.E, 74th Ave.

City: Portiand .
State: OR '

2ip: 97215

Country: USA

Emaik: danviloyd@gmail.com

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

Comment Submitted:

1 drive the Columbia River Gorge often for busl and rec jon, and Iabsolutely do not want to encouater any more
large trucks, especially if they are carrylng hazardous radioactive waste] Furthermore, | think you are absolutely WRONG
to even cansider transparting and dumping more radioactive waste at the Hanford Reservation because of the never-
ending and absurdly expensive effort ta remove the huge amount of existing waste~all within close proximity to the
Columbla River!{

Thank you for aliowing me to comment.
Darvel Lioyd

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

W166-1  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.

W166-1
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Logan,- Christopher, Commenter ID No. W51

From: . atcceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Saturday, May 21, 2011 12:51 PM
To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recsipt; Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10051

Thank you for your comment, Christopher Logan.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment fs GTCC100951, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 21, 2011 12:51:00P\W} COT

Graater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10051
First Name: Christopher

Last Name: Logan

Address: P, 0. Box 10282
City: Eugene

- State: OR

Country: USA . -
Emall: ¢tm logan@yahon.com

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

Comment Submitted:
A plan to dump more nuclear waste at the Hanford site s ill-considéred, for several reasons,

1) Malfunctions of equir and Inadegq procedures have already resulted in significant nuclear pollution
ermanating from the Hanford site, Nuclear material, which is radioactive for many, many human lifetimes, is currently w51-1
migrating toward the Columbia River, Therefore, the facility is obviously not able to handie more nuclear material
safely.

2) 1t would be very nice to permanently solve the problem of nuclear waste, that is building up at varous localities
around the country. However, any storage site should be hermetically separated from important ecological systems and
human eavironments. Downstream.fram Hanford is the City of Portland, and the Pacific Northwest is one of the w512
countey's most pristine envi A Fukushima-type accident at Hanford could impact the Columbia and Snake
River vatershed and might disburse highly toxic material by ar to the Willamette Valley and the Pacific Coast of Oregon
and Washington, o

International poltution could result if the wind were head ds British Columbla and Alberta. The potential impact
of & nuclearingident could spoil some of North America’s loveliest and mest important natural resources, and impact
the lives of millions of human beings. 1t's a bad idea to sat us up for that,

3) Furthermore, there is curcently no such thing as "permanent™ storage of nutlear waste, which Is why Yuces Mountain
was abandoned 3s general nuclear dump. Should humans currently alive somehow escape the ONA-altering, cancer-
causing exposure to nuclear waste, this problem will persist far hundreds of human generations, until science turns from
exploitation of radioactivity to the serious task of aliminating the nuclear threat,

Ws51-3

W51-1

W51-2

W51-3

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

DOE 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.

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).

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).

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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Logan, Christopher, Commenter ID No. W51 (cont’d)

1t is right that the DOE should seek a site to contain nuclear waste until such time as it - and the industry which gave us
this haalth- and fife-threatening waste - figures out how to protect the blosphere from its catastrophic effects.
However, the Hanford site, with its poor safety record and its proximity to 2 hugely important and highly populated
region, should not be considered. The recent malfunction of the Fukushima plant in Japan should be 8 waraing that

1 torhnal

nuclear containment cannot be promised by even the most ad gical sociaties: radiation leaks.

Gl

Our homes, our farms, our children and our hape for the future of h are already thr d by the existing
waste at Hanford. Adding mare radioactive materlal threatens us and our environment vastly more, because of the
complex moving and storage isstes. A less vafuable and sensitive site should be found,

The right thing to do Is to find the safest spot, which would have the least impact in case of a disaster, and to dedicate
maney and scientific leadership to making the vast quantity of radioactive waste truly safe for humans and other forms
of Life, The Hanford site should be cleaned up, not filled with yet more poisonous waste. Should natlonal politicians
continue to espouse the idea that nuclear energy is clcan and safe, | suggest storage in Arlington Virginja.

Questions sbout submitti
Than-Class-C Low-Level

over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anlgoy or call the Greater-
dioactive Waste EIS Wek ter at (630) 252-6705S.

W51-4

Ws1-5

W51-4

W51-5

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’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.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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Lovejoy, Glenda, Commenter ID No. W296

From: . gteceisnebmaster@ani.gov

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:03 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste £iS Comment GTCC10295

Thank you foryuur comment, Glenda Lovejoy,

The comment tracking numbes that has been assigned to your camment is GTCC10296. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 11:02:49AM COV
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Lavel Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10296

First Name: Glenda

Last Name: Lovejoy

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:

Hanford is already a HUGE and DANGEROUS MESS| It needs to be cleaned up, under control and well-mansged before

more nuclear waste Is brought in., Take care of the first problem before making it bigger and even more dangerous, W296-1
PLEASE!I

Questions abaut submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: glecaiswebmaster®anl.gov or call the Greater-
Thar-Class-C Low-Level quioacxive Waste EIS Webmaster at {§30) 252-5705.

W296-1

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

STH D01D [ouid

WIUNIOT dSUOASTY JUawuloy) : xipuaddy



06ZI-r

9107 Swnuvp

Lu, Lan, Commenter ID No. W488

Fram: ;  gteceissebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, june 26, 2011 8:37 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

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

Thank you far your comment, Lan Lu.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10488. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Commient Date: June 26, 2011 08:36:23AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCC10488

First Name: Lan

Last Name: Lu

Address: 20801 NW Rackspring. Lane
City: Beaverton

State: OR

Zip: 97006

Country: USA

Email: omni6688@vahco.com
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

These dangerous material should not be deposited to Hanford. Theses should aiso not be shipped by truck golng

through the HWY (shauld alrtift). These waste should be depasited either in the ocean or some deep remote area where
- there are nearly no residents/cities in 1000 miles.

Why are you poisioning our ewn peaple in our own land with such danagerous waste.

1. Hanford ¢an not he ¢leaned up if USDOE adds any mare waste to be

> buried in tandfille or borehales - the wastes in existing soil

> trenches and ditches and from tank feaks need ta be removed.

> 2. Extremely radioactive wastes befong in deep underground

> repasitories, not in landfills, borehotes or vaults.

> 3. USDOE needs to consider in the €15 how to avoid maklng more of

> these highly radioactive wastes.

>4, USDOE has to disclose apd ider the total { I } impacts

> of both of USDOE's separate proposals to use Hanford as a national

> radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes to

> Hanford, in one envi tal impact for the putilic to

> review and comment on the full picture, The GTCCEIS needs to

> disclase that USDOE Is also proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of

> radioactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, in

> addition to the GTCC wastes.

PLEASE STOP This plan

‘Wa4g8-1

W488-2

W488-3

W488-4

W488-1

W488-2

W488-3

W488-4

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

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

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

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

DOE has analyzed cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. 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).

SIH DDLD putd
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Mance, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T151

3

24

25

Capital Reporting Company

¥R, BRCWN: Texrific. And Dolores Huntada, if
she'slhére, she would be next.

MS. MANCE: I want te¢ thank everybody that has
sthck around through thiz marathom. I appreciate it.
Thank you guys also for being so wonderful to
everybody tonight. You've been great.

sb as far as Nanford, my stand on the issue,
clean it up firsy, and don't put any new waste there.
And we need to do more research into how we're going
te handle this waste in‘the Eirst place, because it
sounds llke a lot of this dizcussion is based around
the cost of the cleanup, the cost of where wo're
puhtiné,it. It's much cheaper to dig a giant hole in
tha eaith and dump waste there than it i3 to dig
doun, like the National Academy of Sciences .
suggested, into the granite shiold of North America.

That's going to cost more, yes. It!s going %o take a

866.488.DETO
“ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

98

Ti51-1

T151-2

T151-1

T151-2

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

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

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., trench,
borehole, and vauit). The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed
at sites with suitable characteristics would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of
GTCCLLRW.
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Mance, Lisa, Commenter ID T151 (cont’d)

20
21

22

24

25

Capital Reporting Company ki

while, yes, but it «il} likely be safer for the
peopieiinvolﬁed, and don't we owe ié to the people
who are affocted to do that?

"SO I'm a registered nurse, and I w&ntcd to share
a quick story -— I apologime. I get emétional -- of
a child that I took care of who contracted a cancer,
p:even;able cancer, from toxins in the cavironment
uhe:% she lived. And she was adorable. She played.
She coiored in books. She was great. She was a
:ealiy sweet child. And when the doctors told her
family that there was nothing they could do, it was
too rare of a cancex, too rare of a cancer for them
to do anything, she handled it better than I've seen
any advlt handle a cancer diagnosis.

41 watched hey going frem playing in her bed to
beiné on a ventilaéor and keing unable to sustain her
own life. T held hexr mother’s hand as she watched
hor daughter take her last breath, and all of this
was completely preventable. It didn't have to
happen. Tell me, Lf this was your daughter, that you
wouldn't want to see due diligence done on this issue
g0 that we did the cvight thing and we protected our
community. Tell me, if this wasn't your daughter
that you would want every penny spent to make sure

that this was done in a way that didn’t threaten

866.488.DEIO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T151-2
(Cont)
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Mance, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T151 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company %

paoplé's lives.

So please, on behalf of the people that can be
affected, don't let this happen again. Protect oux
children, protect us, and do what's right. bpon't
dump any moxe waste at Hanford, and please clean up

the mess that you've already-created. Thank you.

T151-3

T151-3

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.

STH DO.LD outy
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Maranze, Harriette, Commenter ID No. W514

From: o glcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: ' | Sunday, June 26, 2011 11.05 PM

To: " gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: " Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10514

Thank ydu for your comment, Harriette Maranze,

The cormment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10514. Please refer to the comment

" tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 11:04:37PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10514

First Name: Harriette

Last Name: Marame . .

Address: 2740 SW Fairview Bivi

City: Portiand

State: OR

Zip: 97205

Country: USA

Email: crismaranze@yahao.com

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

Comment Submitted: .

1am stronply opposed to new nuclear waste being transgorted to and stored at Hanford, There is already a large
amount of nuclear waste inadequately deait with and widely and deeply contaminated areas at Hanford that threaten
the Columbia River and all the life and people who depend on it.

Adequate and thorough cleanup of wastes already contaminating the Hanford site and the Columbia fliver must be

leted before considering bringing in new highty radicactive waste for storage.

Additionally, Pacific Northwaest cammunities shauld not be put at risk with trucks of highly radioactive wastes being

transported on our roads and highways.

Respectfully,
Harriette Maranze MD
Questions ahout sut ing 1 over the Web? Contact us at: gtecelswebmaster@anl.pov or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Wet at (630) 252-5705.

| W514-1

| wsia2

[ ws1a3

W514-1

W514-2

W514-3

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

See response to W514-1.

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste 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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Marquez, Noel, Commenter ID No. T34

27

MR. BROWN: Thanks very much.

N;el Marqguez, and Tom Martin will be next.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Tom Martin had to leave.

HR. BROYN: ©Oh, did he? Okay. Bob Forrest will
be after Noel.

¥R. WARQUEZ: My name is Noel Marquez, and I live
in Artesia. I am a practicing artist, and I live on a
small 10-acre farm. And I'm just concerned akout the
future of storing and dumping nuclear Qaste in the ground,
and how there's very few people that will actuvally make
time to go and voice their opinion and their fears. &nd I
just sometimes feel like therc's a cheerleading group that
cones aboa;d, and it‘seems 1like they're very enthusiastic
about the ecoAOmic outlook of bringing nuclear waste to
this area.

And something also should be weighed in, in that
with this ﬁe bring in also dumping waste in the earth.
and just being the person that 1 am, I have te be a
witness, and at cﬁe szme time voice my opinion that I

don’t -- 1'm against storing nuclear waste. And I don't

T34-1

T34-1

DOE evaluated WIPP (a geologic repository) and LANL (land disposal facilities) in this EIS.
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 as the evaluation presented in this
EIS shows. 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.
Therefore, land disposal facilities were also evaluated including at LANL. The evaluation in
the EIS has shown that sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high
soil distribution coefficients, sufficient depths to groundwater, and in arid climates could
isolate radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to
oceur.
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Marquez, Noel, Commenter ID No. T34 (cont’d)

28

thilnk you have to.be a nuclear scientist or somebody that
is a scientist, because what it is, it’'s just basic commen
sense that ‘'we're storing something that's risky in the
ground. .

And we can have a good ldebate and have zespect,
which I think we always have about how we each feel. And
Il wish there was more people that had time. Thare's so
many peopi'e at work, and they have familles and they just

do not have time to come out and basically speak. So I

- speak for my community and for the people that are quiet

afid not voicing their opinion.

There's semething that has to be donec about
nuclear waste, but storing it near my home, noar my area,
x;eax: my land, is not scmething that I fee)l comfortable
about. And T just want to make sure I will continue to

say something and in that regard.

T34-2

T34-2

See response to T34-1.
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Marsello, Pat, Commenter ID No. 1409

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

U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Must be received on or before June 27, 2011

M. Mrs.?é‘ Ms, = Mr&Ms. D

Name: (X‘} (\\iwg \!“ W%l L O

Title:

Organization:

Address: ACH 0TI AT N )!,,Q)

cy AL swe WA Zip Code: RO

T ] E-Mail Address:
o COXapIE.Tar . haerae U
COMNMERCTRL GETE. O T

cocrrsi@ T B THY, LYDPP STTT.

T @RefeS Al THT, BERsEMEeNTS Lao-1
Mant, G DOT To T, T OF YW

£ THE PP SCTs . (08 WFOEL

Conr TR O Tes 1o et tleart L CLEL GOEETE
THE (anD TS Too OXNSTORLSE, T SOPFORT THLS

Please use other side if more space is needed. 5/\ .\}\Sﬁ 3 o i.x}‘?‘g"? ;{ f\{m"/
WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you provide on this form may be published as part
of the public record for this project, including publication on the Internet. Individual respondents may request
confidentiality by checking one of the two boxes below. The DOE will honor such requests to the extem atlowed by law.
All submission from organizations and busi or from individuals identifying th Ives as rep ives or officials
of organizations or businesses, will be available fo the public in their entirety.

[ Withhold my name and address from the public record.
[ withhola only my address from the public record

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

Comment forms may be mailed 1o

Mr. Amold Edelman

Document Manager

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

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

or sent by electronic mail to:

L409-1

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

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCF's during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require 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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Marti, Tralee, Commenter ID No. W30

Cogea AR R e aesei

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 12:57 PM

To: gicceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10030

Thank you for your comment, Tralee Marti.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10030, Please refer to the comment
king ber in all d lating to this

Comment Date: May 17, 2011 12:56:34PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10030

First Name: Tralee

Middle initial: R

Last Mame: Marti

State: :

Zip:

Country: USA

Email:

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted: :
‘We do not want Hanford to be the I dumb for radioactive waste, we do not want radioactive waste being W30-1
transparted through or near aur towns along 190, I-5, or 1-205. Our towns should not have to suffer with cancers to

provide a waste outlet for the rest of the country. Do NOT bring it herel

over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.goy or call the Greater-
ive Waste EIS at {630) 252-5705.

Questions about submitting
Than Class-C Low-Level Radi

W30-1

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

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

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

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

ST4 DOLD [outd
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Martiszus, Ed, Commenter ID No. T136

Capital Reporting Company

BR. }!I\R‘I‘ISZUS: Hi, folkxs. Thanks for coming
tonight. I (inaudible) in the state of Oregon

enviromrental and have worked in this area fer just

© over 30 years and cleaned up a lot after Hanfoxd, a

lot of the disease, things other than cancer, that

the DOE wants you just to oaly think about cancer.

There's a lot more ether diseases that people are

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Capital Reporting Company »

exposed .to. In fact, there's about 3,000 geople

" right now suing the government in Spokane that are

downwinders to Hanfoxd. I didn’t see anything up

. here about that,

But anyway, fukushima kind of refocused me on
what was happening in the Northwest here as far as ~-
you know, when I went to thg meeting at the Red Lion
about 5 month ago, they were saying how troubling it
was to characterize the waste, that they were going
to have to make a waste disposal precessing plant,

Before we could really design it, they had to kind of

. fiqure out what the heck was in the waste so they

could start knowing how to deal with it. So that's a

p:oblem right there, that basically people have said

.already, deal with what you have right now.

The second peint would be leave what you have

out there on-site where it's at, fihy bring it into

‘the Northuest, you know? Let it -- if it's in an

arca where 3t's not going to be earthquaked or washad
out ox flooded, let it burn off. You know, let it

degrade .some of the isotopes, burn off and degrade to

more stable isotopes in the meantime.

And the third thing would be, why are we
subsidizing a nuclear industry? This reeting

tonight, how many solar patels would this --

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9107 &vnupp

T136-1

TI136-2

T136-1

T136-2

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

The 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.

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240) assigns DOE
responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW generated by NRC and Agreement States.
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Martiszus, Ed, Commenter ID No, T136 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

everything to rent this hotel, how many solar panels
‘arc wg.huying? wWhy are we cleaning up after an
. industry? I mean, Japan just said the other day,
thease ;ﬁree reactors over here -- they're not at
- Puakushima, but they're up north, but they're on an
.ea:thquake zonhe ~—- you close them right now. 8o
.qove:nﬁents trave the powexr to tell industry whst to
do.

aithough there was a story in the New York Times
llast week abouz how the industry had gotten into the
NRC an& the NRC is, in a way, afraid to challengs.
Well, ghese challenges are going to have to be made
for our own survival. The Columbia River is already
polluted. The iand arcund the Columbia —— around
‘Hanford is already polluted. It's just going to
pellute it even more.

These scenarios, to me, are new ways -- new
‘strange, loathing ways that the DOE comes into the
Northwest and says, this is a now way we're going to
make you sick and kill you. Accept this.

Be don't have to accept this. So I think the
DOE needs to serve notice on these nuclear power
_plants,‘thesé owners right ncw, we're not golng to
accept nuclear waste from power plants that sren't

built, because you're not going to build them,

866.488.DEPO
‘www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T136-2
(Cont.)

T136-3

T136-4

T136-3

T136-4

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.

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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Martiszus, Ed, Commenter ID No. T136 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company

" You're going to convert over to wind and solar.

22
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Matela, Nancy, Commenter ID No. E68

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject;

Dear M. Edelman,

. Nancy Matela <nmatela@pacifier.com>
Friday, May 20, 2011 9:12 AM
gtceeis@anl.gov
. Testimony against using Hanford as national radicactive waste repository

Your prasentalion last evening in Portland was wet done as p go. One s tion is to not use the acronym
for the extremely dangerous radloactive waste, The people nev: 1o the issue are bewildered and it clouds the Issue.

In your opening remarks, you suid you had never been here before and you wera struck by the beauty of the Columbia
River and the Gorge, This indicated to me that you have no idea what we have in the way of natural resources.

* The Columbia River is second cn!y fo the Missisippl River in size.

* U5 watershed spans SEVEN states and British Columbla.

v It is the majos sp g ground of salman,

o Ithas SEVEN fimes thie waler volume of ine befoved and »-crucial Colorado River.
.

itis home of the Grand Coulee Dam (the fargest clectricily generating dam in the U.S.) upriver from Hanford. f the

dam broke in this arthquake-prone srea, Hanford would be Soodad as the 5 million acre-feet of water in Roosevait
Lake reservoiris unleashed. - .
= Hanford sits on an earlhquake fault which stretches from the Puget Sound (Sealtte) to the Waliowa Mountains in

eastern Oregen.

»  ‘There are more than 1 million people who live on or near the Columbia down river from Hanford. While the cultural
and habitat damage to the nativa grounds of the Indian tfibes would be devastating, the impact would ba even greater
on &l people who depend upan the Colurnbia River for Kvelitood and even tife itself,

Please submit this document along with the testimonies takan last evening.

Nancy Mateta
6351 SE Morrison Ct
Porliand, OR 97215
503-267-1401

E68-1

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.
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McCagh, Mike, Commenter ID No. W150

From: ‘  gleceiswebmoster@anl.gov

Sent: ’ Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:32 PM

To: N qgteceisviebmaster@anigov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Comment GYCCL0150

‘Thank you for your comment, Mike McCagh.

‘The comment tracking numbe.r that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10150, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in afl correspondence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 09%:31:51PM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Lovw-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment; GFCC10150

First Namé: Mike

Last Name: McCagh

City: White Salmon

State: WA

Zip: 98672 -

Country: USA

Email: mmccagh?23@hotmall.com *

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

Comment Submitted:
1 am writing ta voice my vote AGAINST RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL THROUGH THE COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE TO HANFORD

SITE,

PLEASE AND THANK YOU
VR,
MM

P.S. A 2008 Department of Energy study predicts over 800 adult cancer deaths zlong the trucking routes s a result of
radiation leaking from the trucks during normal operation, even if o accidents accur! And this "best case scenario”
study only includes adults, excluding children who are even more susceptible to the dangers of radioactive waste.

Questions aliout submitting comments over the Weh? Contact usat: gleceiswebmaster@anlagy or cafl the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252.5705. .

W150-1

WI150-1

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

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

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the resuits
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.

SIH DOLO 1vul]
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" McClary, Jackie, Commenter ID No. T153

1
<3

-

Capital Reporting Company

Mﬁ. BROWN: Jackie will be followed by EZsmeralda
‘Flores. .

MS. MCCLARY: Hello. My name is Jackie McClary.
.I'm a third generation Portlander, a fourth
generation Oregonian, and a mother of two, and that
is why I care to be here tonight.
. Haﬁford is a total fallure as a waste
containment facility. It ﬂaes not concéin: it leaks.
Please, I beg of you, leave Hanford alosme and out of
;onsideration.‘ Many, many people have put in
countless hours te fight this f£ight and will, no

doubt, put in countless more.” So who is it that is

866.488.DEFO ‘
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T153-1

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.

SIH DO.LD 1ould

JU2UNI0(T asuodsay Juawiuio)) [ xipuaddy



0EIL

9107 Lpnupf

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

Capital Reporting Company

ingisting on wWasting these people's time by bringing

- up Hanford again?

You've heaxd the facts, you have seen budget

cuts, you've scen past promises and deadlines go

unfultilled and unmet. So tell me, how can Hanford

. safely take on new waste? Hanford needs to be

cleaned up, and they need to apelogize to future

deneraiions and Native Rmericans whose land has been
cwirtually destroyed for centurles to come. I once

. thought the beauty of our region meant something, hut

now I know it is not pristine; there is Hanford. It

is a blight on our region, and it seems that it is in

cyour plans to only make L; warse. Thank you.

28

T153-2

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.
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MecCulloch, Robert, Commenter ID No. W559

Fram: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: ' . Monday, June 27, 2011 9:46 PM

Ta: . greceiswebmoster @anlgov :

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radinactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10559

Thank you for your comnment, Robert McCulisch,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10559. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment. -

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 03:45:58PM CDT
Greater-Than-Llass-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10559

First Name: Robert

Middle (nitial: W

Last Name: McCulloch
Address: 3706 SE Lincoln St
City: Portland

State: OR

2Ip: 87214

Countsy: USA

Email: alobari3@mac.com

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

Comment Submitted:
Please keep radicactive waste outside our city limits and do not store them in the old Hanferd plant, Stop this insanity
now. Please.

Questions aboyt submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteeeiswehrmnaster@anl.gov or call the Greater
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Wek at {630} 252-5708.

W559-1

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.

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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McFarland, Angela, Commenter 1D No. W502

From: " " gteceiswebmaster@anl. gov
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2011 4:52 PM
To: ‘gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-leve{ Radioactive Waste £iS Comment GTCC10502

Thank you for your comment, Angela McFarland.

The comment tracking numh'er that has been assigned to yaur comment Is GTCC10502. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 26, 2011 04:51:32PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10502

First Name: Angela

Last Name: McFartand

Address: 2920 se 75th ave

Clty: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97206

Country: USA
Email:angimefarland @vahoo.com

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

Comment Submitted: .
1. Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be burled in landfills or boreholes - the wastes in | W502-1
existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed. .

2. Extremely radioactive wastes belong In deep underground repositories, not in landfills, borehales or vaults, | W502-2

3, USDOE needs to consider in the EIS how to avold making more of these highly radloactive wastes, l W502-3

4. USDOE has to disclose and consider the total {cumulative} impacts of both of USDOE's separate proposals to use
Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes to Hanford, in one environmental

impact statement for the public to' review and comment on the full picture. The GTCC 1S needs to disclose that Uspog | W502-4

is also proposing 10 add 3 miilion cubic feet of radionctive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanfard, in addition to
the GTCC wastes.

Q ions about submitti 2nits over the Weh? Contact usat: giecelswebmaster®anl.goy or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Webhmaster at {630) 252-5705.

W502-1

W502-2

W502-3

W502-4

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

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

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

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

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

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of trdvel 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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McKinney, Maria, Commenter ID No. L316

1
* 17 May 2014 gﬁ

Greater-Than-Class C Waste
Office of Technical and Regulatory
Support (EM-43}

: U.S. Department of Enorgy
1000 Independence Avenua, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585-01198

To USDOE:

turge you to consider better ol tives of dumping highly radi
- and long-lived wastes at Hanford, It is shameful to dump R all at
Hanford, Thete are too many hazards for the people and to the Jand.

Indeed, alternative and safer forms of enetgy are available and would
be better and safer. -

. Sincerely,

wa:w Pze A/"’;’"ﬁ(;/- PmA

Maria McKinney
13731 231" Lane N.E,
Redmond, WA 98023

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

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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McNaughton, Jim, Commenter ID No. T155

20

21

2

23

24

Capital Reporting Company »

“MR. BRONN: James McMaughton. He'll bhe followed
by Jiovani Guerrero.

MR. MCNAUGHTON: I'm Jim McNaughton from
Fairview, I'm a member of the Alllance for
Démocracy.

Néw, the Colunhbia Rive; is boxde:éd for
50 miles. TIn prior statements it has been said there
is no contamination of the £ish, it has nevez been
found, However, in prior tebtimony. it has bkeen
atated; due to lack of funds, only arcund the MoNary
Dam have they been tested. i#hat ave the facts? I
would #ike to ask you people.'what are the facts? 1Is
that river cohtaminated or not?

(Auciience chorus of “yes.¥ )

MR. McHAUGHTON: And I'm asking you. You're the
Department of Energy. Can you give me an answer?

MR. BROUN: I think that's a question that will
be responded te in the Fimal EIS.

MR, HCNAUGHTON: Okay. Well, anyway, I'm 81
years old, and I find this process (inaudible)
engaging the people of this area, insanity, and X

think you all agree with me.

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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T155-1

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.

SI19 DDID joutd

Juawunoo(J asuodsay juawuio)) [ xipuaddy



[IEIL

9107 Lwnuvy

" Meyerhoff, Joan, Commenter ID No. W183 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.

From: ' - gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent; Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:56 PM

To: ' ateceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: GreatersThan-Class-C Lov~Leve) Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10183

Thank you for your comment, Joan Meyerhoff,

The camment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10183. Please refer to the commient
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 11:55:59PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Draft Comment: GTCC10183

First Name: Joan

Middle Initial: €

Last Name: Meyerhoff

Addrass: 4425 NE 40th Ave

City: Portland :

State: OR

Zip: 97211

Country: USA -
Email: joan.meverhoff@pmail.com

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

Comment Submitted: '

19m opposed to greater than class C nuclear waste belng transported in the Columbla River Gorge. The Gorge is a hub of
important human, animal and plant activity. | enjoy it routinely , as do many of my friends hiking the various trails and W183-1
~otherwise enjoying it's magnificent beauty. We can not move this dangerous material through such a special and life .

giving area. In fact we need o decrease our dependency on nusclear energy because as of now we have no really safe

way to dispose of it,

Questions sbout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630} 252-S705.

SI4 DDOILD [vutd
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Michaels, Brenda, Commenter ID No. W61

From: . geceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Seat: C " Sunday, May 22,2011 2:15 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: "Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Comment GTCCID06L

Thank you for your comment, Brenda Michaels,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment s GTCC10061. Please refer to the comment
king berin ali feace relating to thls comment,

Comment Date: May 22, 2011 02:14:23PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-tevel Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC210061

First Name: Brenda

Middle tnitial: P :

tast Name: Michaels

Address: 15617 258th P}, SE

City: Issaquah

State: WA

2Zip: 98027

Country: USA )

Email: brenda@conscloustalk.net

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

Comment Submitted:
Radioactive material is not only harmful to our environnment, but leathl to our health. As a resident of Seattle, | am
against trucking this material through our area.

Questions sbout submitting ¢ over tha Web? Contactus at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-level Radinactive Waste EiS Webmaster ot {630) 252-5705.

W61-1

Wé61-1

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).

SIH DOILO [puld
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Midson, Kathryn, Commenter ID No. W142

From; ‘gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Woednesday, june 15, 2011 8:54 PM
To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject:

Receipt: Groater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10142

Thank you for your comment, Kathryn Midson,

The comment tracking number that has been assighed to your comment is GTCC10142. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber [n all cor Jence relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 08:53:36PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £IS Draft Corament: GTCC10142

First Name: Kathryn

Last Name: Midson

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:

Please constder the environmental snd health rigks of shipping high level radi \aste t} h the Columbia Gorge.
Hanford poses more than enough of a problem for the gorge and the people who live there. Yes, what to do with
nuclear waste is an Issue deserving of serlous attention, But shipping the waste through a scenic area - ospecially one
prone to winter ice - is 3 bad idea. Say "no”{

Questlons about submitting comments over the Weh? Contactusat: gleceiswebmaster@anlgov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-€ Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-5705.

Wi142-1

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.

ST DO.LH (puid

WUNI0(T asUodsay yuawwoy)  xipuaddy



vIElT

9107 Kwnuop

ierow, Luanne, Commenter ID No. W317

From: gtecerswebmaster@anlgoy

Sent: i -, Sunday, June 19, 2012 €04 PM

To: . gleceisivebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Levef Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10317

Thank you for your comment, Luanne Miarow.

The oomment tracking numaber that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10317. Please refer to the comment
in all correspondence relating to this corament.

Comment Date: Jure 19. 2011 06:04:02PM COT
Greater~Tﬁan-ctassic Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GYCC10317

First Name: Luanne

Middle Initial: €

Last Name: dierow

State: OR

2ip: 97004

Country: USa R

Email; Rm843575@hotmallcom -

Privacy Preference: Dop't withhold name or address from publfic record

Comment Submitted: -
The Gorge Is a national treasure. Let's not temp fate and allow radio active waste to be allowed anywhere near the

Gorge}

Questions about s aver the Web? Contact usat: gtece lswebmasler@anl g0V or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Lave} Radioactive Waste Ei$ Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W317-1

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.

SIH DOLO 1vuld
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Mijal, Martin, Commenter ID No. W417

From: oteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Sent: + Friday, June 24, 2011 12,08 AM
Toz ' _ gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Lavel Radi ive Waste £15 C GTCCI0417

Thank you far your comment, Martin Mijal.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10417, Flease refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 12:07'51AM COT
Greater-Than-Ciass-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Oraft Comment: GTCC10417

First Name: Martin

Middle Initial:

tast Name: Mijal
Organization: citizen USA & cancer recipient
Address: 4527 NE Sumner 5t
Address 3: 4527 NE Sumner St
City: Portland

State: OR

Zip: 97218

Country: USA

Email: martinmijal@yatioo.com

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

Comment Submitted:

this plan to put more cancer/poallution radioactive wastes In Hanfard is STUPIDIY! Right novs you have UED to us: You
have said the nuclear ¢nergy Is safe’ Why don't capitalistic normal Insurance agencies insure nuke power? it is inherently
unsafe with MASSIVE damages. You pramised to clean up Hanford & you can't even do that. DON'T bring in more waste.
You don't know this but it 1S possible to use nuke for safe eanergy. H the stupid rejected that nuclear
methad since there would be less wepon grade materials for blowing up the planet. What part of FUkushima do you not
understand? I'm disgusted with all this stupidity fram highly trained and skilled and experienced geniuses to come up
with this DANGEROUS & FOOLISH plan. You geniuses knew the waste was getting worse & now the "plan™ IS TO NOT
Worry about the existing Hanford wastes and add MORE in shallow trenches. The chickens are here coming to roost. Get
all the CEQ's and shareholders to live next to Hanford and drink the water, breathe the air and tell themselves lies about
how safe it it. Thisis such a stupid Idea | shouldn't even have to write this Jetter. YOu can figure out on your own that
this is slow suicide...., | don't know what to say to yotguys.... Use your brainstHi m

Questions about submitting camments over the Weli? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov of call the Greater
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £1S Wabmaster at {630) 252-5705,

W417-1

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.

STA DDLD [outd
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Miller, Virginia, Commenter ID No. E84

-Second, | call on DOE"lo develap a new DEIS that includes the aftamative

From: " Virginia } Milier <vjmopus@cybeimesacom>

Sent: - Monday, June 27, 2011 3:53 AM

To: Co gteceis@anlgov .

Subject: DOE DEIS comments for disposal of GTCC faw-lovel radioactive waste in Niv

.

Amold Edelman - ' .
Document Managar, DOE GTCC EiS

Fiest, | strongly suppodt an end to the production of new radioattive waste.
This waste [s a danger to human fife for tens of thousands of years. We

don't know how to safely di of it. His jrrespansible to produce mofe E84-1
of it. We are destroying our planet's capacity to sustain life and human
health. :

HOSS, "Hardened On-Site Storape”, rediscing the risks of acaidents and
lerrorist altacks duting port and offering greater pr ian for human
health end the envitonment until a scientificaliy sound and safer permanent
solution is developad for existing radicactive wasta. GTCC waste would E84-2
Increase WIPP'S radioactivity by 30 times beyond original plans, HOSS is
the test solution at inis ime for Groater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level
Radioaclive Wasle and GTCC-Like Waste, GTCC vsaste and irradiated
spent fuel would cemain at commerciaf nuclear power plants in leng-tersm
storage where they would be monitoted,

Third, the Nuciear Waste Palicy Act of 1982 has required development of
cna or more gealogic repositories for existing radioactive waste, WIPP was
not designed of infentied 10 receive GTCC or mare highty radicactive waste, . E84-3
The lgcation of tha Los Alames Lab in a seismic lauit zone between a fift
and a dormant valcano Is no place for longterm storage of radivactive waste.
Groundwater is already being cor ted by LANL and ¢f p must be
the Lab's pricrity.

Thank you far your caraful altention.

Virginia J. Milter
125 Calle Don Jose
Santa Fe NM 87601

E84-1

E84-2

E84-3

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.

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 02005 (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.

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorizeq 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.

STH DOLO vuld
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Millhauser, Susan, Commenter ID No. W456

frony . gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 1:08 AM

To: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10456

Thank you for your comment, Susan Millhauser,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment Is GTCC10456. Please refer to the comment
tracking sumber in all correspondence refating to this comment,

) Comment Date: June i5, 2011 01:07:37AM CDT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10456

First Namie: Susan -

Last Name: Mitlhauser

City:

State:

Zip:

Country: USA .

Email: susancm@spiretech.cam

Privaty Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
To Whom it May Concgm:

Please consider my comments regarding the Oraft GTCCLLRW €15,

Do not further consider Hanford as a National Radioactive Waste Bump for extremely radicactive wastes. Protect the I W456-1
Columbla River and prevent cancer in the children who will drink the contaminated water.
If Hanford Is chosen as the national radioactive waste dump for extremely radloactive (GTCC) wastes, the immediate and |
long-term potential for hazards from 12,600 truckloads of extremely radioactive waste coming through Oregon and W456-2
Spokane to Hanford are unacceptable,
We can't cleanup Hanford and protect our Colurbia River while more waste gets dumped at Hanford - Put Cleanup
Firstl

. W456-3
1. Hanford can not be cleaned up if USDOE adds any more waste to be buried inlandfilis or boreholes - the wastes in
existing soll trenches and ditches and from tank feaks need to be removed.
2. Extremely radicactive wastes belong in deep underground repositories, not in landfills, bareholes or vauits, | W456-4
3. USDOE needs to consider in the EIS how to avoid making more of these highly radioactive wastes. I W456-5
4. USDOE has to disclose and cansider the total (cumulative) impacts of both of USDOE's separate proposals to use WAS6-6
Hanford as a natlonal radioactive waste durnp, and all the risks from trucking wastes to Hanfard, in one environmental

H

W456-1

W456-2

W456-3

W456-4

W456-5

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’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 evaluation indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to a more centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks
compared to managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About
12,600 truck shipments over 60 years would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million
km (30 million mi) of highway travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

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

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

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

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

STH DDLO [1putd
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Millhauser, Susan, Commenter ID No. W456 (cont’d) 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).

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

{mpact statement far the public to review and comment on the full plcture, The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE W456-6 on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the

s also proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of radicactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Manford, In addition to (Cont) Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
the GTCC wastes.

Thanl; you,

Susan Millhauser

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us ot: glegelswebmastar@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-leve! Radi ive Waste EIS Web 3t (G30) 252-570S.
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Milné'r, Glen, Commenter ID No, W348

From: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Scnt: : Thursday, June 23, 2011 1:32 AM

To: mail_glcceisarchives: gloceiswel l.gov; gtecei Lgov

Subject: . Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Comment GTCC10348
Attachments: &S, Hanford_22_JUN_I1_GTCC10348.doc N

Thank you for your comment, Glen Milner.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10348, Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: june 23, 2011 01:32:08AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste E1$ Draft Comment: GTCC10348

First Name: Glen -

Last Name: Milner

Address: 3227 NE 198th Place

City: Seattfe

State: WA

Zip: 98155

Country: USA

Email: gkaaim ®juno.cém

Privacy Preference; Don't withhold name or address from pubfic record
Attachment: EIS Hanford 22 JUN 11.doc

Comment Submitted:
Glen Milner

3227 NE 198th Place
Seattle, WA 98155
Phane (206) 365-7865
gk_milner@comcast.nat

June 22, 2011

Greater-Than-Class € Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS
Office of Technical and Regulatory Support (EM-43)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue,SW,

Washington, DC 205850119

VIA DOE WESSITE .
RE: Greater-Than-Class C low-Level Radioattive Waste EIS

To whom it concerns

| am submitting my comment on the DOE’s EI5 for Greater-Than-Class C Low-Level Radioactive Waste.

H

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.

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.

ST DOIH 10Ul
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Milner, Glen, Commenter ID No. W348 (cont’d) W348-2  See response to W348-1

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

| have lived in Washington State since 1951. | often visit the eastern side of Wathington State and have often traveled wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with

through the Richland, Washington area. W3d8-1 comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments

1 am strongty opposed to this plan, (Cont.) over 60 years _would b.e required to transport all 9f the GTCC I'JL-RW and GTC_Q-Ilke wastes to
: the Hanford Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of

There should be no more radioactive material shipped to Hanford or anywhere else In Washington State, highway travel, with no expected latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1).

The DOE has had years to clean up the Hanford facllities. It s comman knowledge that the Hanford site s one of the . . . . . X
most contaminated facifities in the nation. Residents are pramised that the site will be made safe. However, the effort | W348-2 | 'W348-4  Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the

is slow and lacks purpose. scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
More radioactive waste would on!\; addto the probiems at Hanford and end citizens of Washingtan State, ::;zfet:m of a safe alternative or alternatives for the dlsposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like

If the DOE ships radloacﬁve material anywhere, it should not do so until it develops a way of protecting citizens from
radioactive materlal in the trucks. | have m: that the g:f C‘:s,k:‘a;‘i:‘:;sg:'c“’:“";’n:“fuzd‘ﬁ:‘°"“‘; g:‘;f;‘:‘:;}“:;'{‘:f:: W3483 | 'W348-5  The EIS has been prepared using conventional software including that used to prepare the
‘TE::ZV::;':L';&T’W of the expasure to radiation and harm from ) 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
The DOE must find belter ways to store the radioactive material than the ways propased in the EiS for this program. W348.4 to communicate the information in a visual manner. DOE will take the steps to improvc the
Fhere must be no chance for radloactive material to enter the groundwater. accessibility of the Final EIS on the website. Thank you for bringing this to our attention.
t found the EIS at hitp://www gtccels anlaov to be very difficult to follow. The graphics on the website are too intensive

and created a problem for me while trying to move through the Jhave c d on a number of Ei5 W348-5
statements in the past and this statement was much more difficult to navigate than others| have seen. R

Thank you for the opportunity to cémment. 1 wauld tike to learn more about this plan,

Sincerely )
Glen Milner
Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us ak: fteeoiswebmaster@anigoy or call the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.
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Milner, Glen, Commenter ID No. W348 (cont’d)

Glen Milner

3227 NE 198th Place
Scattle, WA 98155
Phone (206) 365-7865

gk_milner@comeast.net
June 22,2611

Greater-Than-Class C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS
Office of Technical and Repulatory Support (EM-43)
U.S. Departiment of Energy

1000 ladependence Avenue,SW.

Washington, DC 20585-0119

VIA DOE WEBSITE
RE: Greater-Than-Class C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS

To whom it concerns

1 am submitting my comment on the DOE’s EIS for Greater-Than-Class C Low-Level
Radigactive Waste.

I have livcd En Washington State since 1951. 1 often visit the castem side of Washington State
and have often traveled through the Richland, Washington area.

1 am strongly opposed to this plan,

There should be no more radioactive material shipped to Hanford or anywhere else in
‘Washington State,

‘The DOE has had years to clean up the Hanford facilities. It is common knowledge that the
Hanford site is one of the most conteminated facilities in the nation. Residents are promised that
the site will be made safe. However, the effort is slow and lacks purpose.

More radioactive waste would only add to the problems at Hanford and endanger citizens of
Washington State.

1f the DOE ships radioactive material anywhere, it should not do so until it develops a way of
protecting citizens from radionctive material in the trucks. [ bave read that the DOE casks
cannot shield all of the radiation. Citizens traveling on highways will not know of the exposure
1o radiation and harm from these trucks, §am sure that motorists will never be warned of the
risks,

The DOE must find better ways 1o store the radioactive material than the ways proposed in the

EIS for this program. There must be no chance for radioactive material to enter the groundwater.
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Milner, Glen, Commenter ID No. W348 (cont’d)

1 found the BIS at http:/Awww.gteceis anl.gov to be very difficult to follow. The graphics on the
website are too intensive and ¢reated a problem for me while trying to move through the

$ Thave { on a number of EIS st in the past and this statement was
much more difficult to navigate than others I have seen.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I would like to learn mére about this plan.
Sincerely

Glen Milner

ST DOLDO outs]
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Mink, Ron, Commenter ID No. W378

From: .o * greeeiswebmaster@ani.gov
Sent: . Thursday, June 28, 2011 4:29 PM
. To: . geeceiswebmaster@anl.gov .
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10378

Thank you far your comment, Ron Mink.

The comruent tracking number lh:;t has been assignad o your commant s GTCC10378. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all earrespond refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 04:25:07P4 COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10378

First Name: Ron

Last Name: Mink
Qrganization: Natural Health
Address: 8806 SW 54th Ave.
Address 3: 8806 SW 54th Ave.
City: Partland

State: OR

2ip: 97218

Country: USA ,
Email: ron.mick@gmall.con

Privacy Prefe e: Don't with from pubiic record

id name or add

Comment Submitted: c

My family and ! are totally opposed to using Hanfard as a national dump site. The idea Is insane and the people
supporting It have no motive other than greed. If this includes you you should feel ashamed. Please stop this
recklessness now,

Questions about submitting com;'nems aver the Weh? Contact usat: gtgeelswebmaster@ani gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at {630) 252-8705. s

W378-1

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.

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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JuUNI0(T 25U0dsay juswuo)) :f xipuaddy



pzeEr-r

9107 Lvnupp

‘Misserville, Henry, Commenter ID No. T72

20

21

MR.

Misserville.

along.

MR,

MR.

MR,

MR.

MR.

Misserville.

Capital Reporting Company 66

BROWN: Our next speaker is Henry
MISSERVILLE: I'd like to Dave McCoy to go

BROWN: Okay, and then I guess, Dave -~
MISSERVILLE: That’s all right.

BROWN: Right, and then Dave McCoy's next.
MISSERVILLE: Hi, my name is Henry

I'm a citizen of Planet Barth, and I am

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Misserville, Henry, Commenter ID No. T72 (cont’d)

20

2

b3

Capital Reporting Company 7

an envirommentalist, and a part-time resident of New
Mexigo as well. The speakers who spoke against nuclear
waste, against the transportation, I agree totally with
them, I fecl empowered by what I have heard. The
first speaker spoke about the lack of an impact
statement. There needs to be one.

Another speaker spoke about'negligence
and lack of stewardship. And from what I can tell,
there's a total lack of negligence and lack of
stevardship on the part of the DOE, on the part of
N¥ED, on the part of the regulatory agencies that
aren't reguiating.v They're in bed with the nuclear
industry, the arms and proliferation industry, Sandia
Labs, withlits radicactive and hazardous waste, its
nucléar reactor that is totally unsafe, Kirtland Air
Force Basafwith its jet fuel spill, 8 million gallons
of jét Euei that is contaminating the water. New
Mexico, I've heard it referred to as a toxic wastéland,
and the DOE wants to contribute to that.

These regulatory agencies have no
credibility.: Their claims of safety are bogus.

They're in ‘eollusion wikh the nuclear arms industry,
. 866.488.DEPO )
- ‘www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T72-2

T72-1

T72-2

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.

DOE respectfully disagrees and cleanup efforts at LANL are ongoing.

|

SIH DDID [vuid

J2uUno0(] 2suodsay awuwio) :f xipuaddy



9zeI-r

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

28

.22

Capital Reporting Company 6

from what -I can tell. BAnd people are not being heard.
They don’t have regalar public meetings where the
public can comment. In' fact, NMED in the past, has
prevented public comment, and they have declared some
of theif mi'nutes of their megting executive privilege
so that wg.cénnot get access to their discussions with
Sandia, with Los Alamos, with Kirtland Air Force Bas;e.
V The fact that they want to bring in mid-
leirel radioactive waste, one of the speakers said, is a
trial run. It is a trial run, It's a trial xun for

high-level radioactive waste, Just a matter of time.

‘Qur president, President Obama, has been bought by the

nuélear power industry, unfortunately. They'’re the
ones that contributed to his campaign, put him into
office. Wg have defense and non-commercial waste
supposedlyrthat are going to éo to WIPP. Another
speaker mentioned that you can't have nuclear energy
without a consideration of nuclear waste, That's the
other part of the equation, and there is no permanent
solution to nuclear waste.

You know, from what I can tell, the state

of New Mexico is the dumping ground for nuclear waste.
. 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

97107 Lpnupp

T72-3

T72-4

T72-3

T72-4

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.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500—1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository. i
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M.isservillé,’Heng, Commenter ID No. T72 (cont’d)

20

2

22

Capital Reporting Company L4

I heard it stated in one of the public comment periods
at another venue, that this is envirommental racism.
They take tie poorest state, the least educated state,
and they have these glossy scientists try to convince
people that.this is the right thing to do.

MR. BROWN: Okay, you've got one minute.

MR. MISSERVILLE: Okay. There was an accident
in July of 2001, Baltimore xail tunnel fire -~
railroad. It was a firxe that went on for six days, a
chemical fire. And the temperatures of that fire in
that ﬁunnel were 1,500 degrees. These casks can
withstand témperatures of 1,475 degrees for 30 minutes.
If chéy nhad been transformed to nuclear waste, it would
have been a Chernobyl in the making. The feds cannot
force high-level nuclear waste dumping on a state that
doesn;t want it. MNevada stopped the Yucca Mountain
dumping. @é can stop that, too. And it seems like the
people here want to stop that. And we can pass
oxdinances Eo prevent the transfer of radiocactive
waste. You can't move spent fuel without irradiating
people along the routes. You just can't do it. There

will be radiation, we wiil be impacted, and there is ne
’ 866.488.DEFO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T72-4
(Cont.)

T72-5

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

1 safe amount. Thank you.

70
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61

- Mitchell. Joseph, Commenter ID No. L.317

. DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DPOE/EIS-0375-D)
U.S. Department of Energy

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
Must be received on or before June 27, 2001 Ef;ﬂ!jg

Mr. ¥ Mm  Ms. _ Mr&Ms.__ Deo
Name: ".7'&5‘@7*};. C . MTE e L
Title; MENTINE  Hedaq. SQINSTELIT
+ Organization: ] .
Address: -
City: i State: __ e, Zip Codeer

Phone; 5§93 =37 238 E-Mail Address: 43'&:5{;\;@60&»:0&9& TR o
Conunent: '

we.are-absolutely opposed to dumpliag pulgmaore waste. ot ...
Hanforol—Auno,-ns-well-absolutely-opposed-to-trucking-nuclear

waste-on-Oregor-highwags—Fhe-risie-ts-too-hbghe———

Thank vou. . (et O Drreticad]

Pleose uye dther side if wie space i nldided. 4

WITHHOLDING OF PERSONAL INFORMATION: Information you pravide on this form may be published us part
ofhe public recard for this project, including publication on the Intemnet. Individual respondents iy reguest
contidentiality by checking png of the 1wo boaes belosw. The DOE will honor soeh requests so the exsent aljowed by faw.
Al jon from organiznions and busi) or trom indivi idemifying Jves oy ref ives or officials
of organications ar busi will bz available 10 the public in their entirely,

1 Withhold my name and nddress from the public record.
B withnola only my address (rom the publie record

Camment forms may be mailed to: Comment form may be faxed to;
Mr. Amold Edelman ' {501) 9U3-4303
Document Manager

Offiee of Regulatory Complisnce (EM-43)

U.S. Department of Energy or sent by electronic mail to;
1008 Independence Avenug, SW plecets@anlgoy

Washington, 2C 20585-0119

L317-1

l L3172

L317-1

L317-2

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

See response to L317-1.
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Mitchell, Ottie, Commenter ID No. W480

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 4:35 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subjact: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lovi-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Ct GTCC10480

‘Thank you for your comment, o'mé Mitcheli.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned o your comment is GTCC10480. Please refer to the comment

1as! 'y

king number in all ¢ ndence tothis ¢

Comment Date: Jupe 25, 2011 04:34:50PM COT

Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EiS Draft Comment: GTCC10480

First Name: Ottle

Middle Initlal: C

Last Name: Mitchel

Address: 3820 Colony Ozks Dr
City: Eugene

State: OR

2ip: 97405

Country: USA

Email: ocmitch@comeast.net

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold nime or address from pubfic record

Comment Submilted: . i
Transporting toxic materials in the quantities contemplated will certainly resultin acgidents that will shut down
freeways, towns, and citfes for extended perieds, People witl be hurt, A national public vole should be taken to decide

whether to proceed.

W480-1

Questions about submitting comments over the Weh? Contact us at: pleceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Law-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

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).
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Mooney, John, Commenter ID No. W94

From: ) gteceisvwebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: - Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:.05 PM

To; gteceiswebrmaster@anlgov

Subject: _ Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EIS C t GTCC10094

Thaok you for your comment, john mooney.

The comment tracking number that has beea assigned to your comment is GTCCI10094. Please refer to the comment
tracking berin all pond jating to this ¢

Comnient Date: luae 15, 2011 07:05:06PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Lovr-Leve) ‘n_adloactive Waste EI5 Draft Comment: GTCC10094

First Namet john

Last Name: mooney

City; White salmon

State: WA

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:
totally against shipping nuclear waste te Hanford

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact usat: ptcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C LowLevel Ratlioactive Waste EIS Webmaster a1 (630) 252-5705.

W94-1

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).
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Moore, Anne, Commenter ID No. W68

From: ’ ' gieceiswebmaster@antgov

Sent: . < Tuesday, May 24, 2011 640 AM

To: : gieceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioastive Waste EIS & GTCC10068

Thank you for your comment, Anne Moore.

The comment tracking number that has been pssigned to your comment is GTCC10068. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: May 24, 2011 06:40:07AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C i.ow-tevél Radisactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10068

First Name: Anne
hiddle Initiak: M

Last Name: Moore
Address: P.O. Box 604
City: Bingen

State: WA

Zip: 98605

Country: USA \

Email: moore@norpe net
Privacy Prefi Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted: . -
1 oppose the USDOE’s attempts to send more radicactive waste to Hanford, WA, l W68-1
Highly radioactive and long-fived wastes should be disposed of in deep, under- ground stable geologic formations, NOT

in landfills, trenches, boreholes and vaults at Hanford, which threaten groundwater, the Columbla River, and the health | wes-2
of the people in the area and down river.

The USDOE needs to clean up the mess already at Hanford, NOT add more to itl I W68-3

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

W68-1

W68-2

W68-3

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

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

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

See response to W68-1.
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Moore, J. Robert, Commenter ID No. W402

From: ’ gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 %53 PM

To; ’ gteeeisvebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radiouctive Waste EIS Comment GTCC20402

Thank you for your Eorﬁmenl, Dr. ). Rohert Moore.

The cammaent tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10402. Please refer to the comment
tracking in ali correspondence relating to this ¢

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 07:53:11PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €15 Draft Comment: GTCC10902

First Name: Dr,J. Robert

Last Name: Moore

Address: 443 Brookside Dr.
City: Eugene

State: OR

2ip: 97405

Country: USA .
Email: jrobartore @yahoo.com

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

Comment Submitted:

1f more citizens in Oregon and Washington were aware of how disastrous this situation is, surely there would be a great
and appropriate response.

1t is simply not acceptable ta neglect the nuclear waste which is already at Hanford. .

Praviding mare to the same site, especially by roadway or rail is a risk which is bard to imagine. Who will say "¥'m Sorry”
should a mishap occur? And what could be done should it oecur?

Very little. We deserve more consideration,

IE you yourself have chlidren or fove your family, stop this madness before it is too Jate. :

As if leaking radioactivity into the Columbia and out to sea isn't enough of a reason to hait this folly, then WHAT is?

Questions ahout submittin, over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or calf the Greater-

Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Webmoster at (630) 252-5705.

W402-1

W402-2

W402-1

W402-2

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 sse 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.

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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MR. BROWN: Okay. MNiguel is next and Mary

Grean will follow.

8l

MR, MORENO: Where to start, where to stark,

where to start. Thanks, everybody. (Speaking in

foreign language.)

And you know, them talking about bringing in

-- them talking apout bringing any kind of a -- any
more of this nuclear waste into our community is just

-~ you know, it's insane. Just for me to grasp, you
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9107 Livnuop

T102-1

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.
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Capital Reporting Company a

know, the thought of it, you know, the fact that we
have Los Alamos up there in the CMRR building and now
themvcrying to propose to, you know, to put $180
billiqn ints, you know, refurbishing the new CMRR
building is just -~ you know, it's -~ it's insane, you
know.

I get really overwhelmed whenever I think

about, you Know, my son and the future generations and

our community, especially with them wanting to bring
170 billion Curies of greater-than-Class-C nuclear
waste, to our communities, you know, Qith the fact that
Los Aiamcs is at the top of our -- you know, at the tep
of our mountain and, you know, gravity flews downhill,
and fér the'simple fact in Espanola they have already
shut down four of nine wells because of uraniom
contamination. It i3 Jjust outrageous.

¥ou know, the Manhattan Project, they invested
$20 billion into the Manhattan Project, and we're
alrea&y looking =~ we're already looking at tripling
that just with the -- just with the redevelopment of
the new CMRR N building, and you know, it's outrageous

for us to even think aboul bringing these kind of
866.488.0EPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T102-2

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.
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Capital Reparting Company 8

devastations into our community.

Let's talk.about WIPP, the waste isolation
pilot. plant.. It only has the capacity to hold what, 50
billion Curies of radiogctive material? And they're
talking abséut bringing three times.that amount)into oux
communities, and it's just, you know, it's outrageous,
and I would like, you know, my voice to be heard and,
you kﬁow, my . community's voices to be heard because
we're. sick of the death and destruction of our
comhunities,‘our children dying, our elders, you Know,
coming up with rare cancers and, you know, them just
looki&g at us$ and saying, “Well, what is it that you
wani us to do?” .

tfe want you guys to come into our communities
and dsvelop systems in order to -- in order to protect
us. We need health surveys developed so that we're
able to really find statistics and develop statistics
around thése -- around these health issues that are
going on here in the community, especially here in
noxthern New Mexica.

And, yeah, it's just -- it's chaos, death,

destruction and profiteering.
’ 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T102-3

T102-4

T102-3

T102-4

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 Consuitation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of
New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may
change and provides provisions to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states:
“The parties to this Agreement recognize that future developments including changes to
applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or
both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a
review of the terms and conditions.”

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

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

Capital Reparting Company 8
MR, BROWM: Okay.
MR. MORENO: Thank you.
MR. BROWN:
Thank you.

{Applause.)
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Capital Reporting Company

MR. BROWN: Ieona Horgan, and Shannon Mason
will be nez.ﬂ:.

MS. MORGAN: Good evening. My name is Leona
Morgan, and I am a resident of New Mexico. I am also

from the Navajo Nation, where my ancastors and my
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company I

family has lived since time and memorial.

And first of all, I'd like to say that I
am opposed to the proposal for GTCC and GTCC-like waste
to come to the WIPP siter also for the proposal to
build more sites in the WIPP vicinity. As a Young
pgrsoh, I'm doing to speak for the generations who are
not present here today. I am not so yound, but I do
remember growing up in Gallup, New Mexico. I went to

high school there, and I never heard of uranium mining

© issues while ! was growing up, and so I'm going to

speak foxr the generations who have not grown up aware
of the dangers of radiocactive contamination and who
have not lived during the tiime of the nuclear bomb
drillé vhen some of you might recall hiding under your
desk or the issues with the Cold War.

A lot of my generation and the younger
genéxations‘ have no idea about the dangers of nuclear
power and nuclear-weagpns, and so for that reason I
have spént the last four years talking in public at
gatherings, either doing presentations. I have spoken
with hundreds of residents and a lot of young people

younger than‘myself. I have spoken one-gn-one,
: 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T74-1

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.

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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Morgan, Leona, Commenter ID No. T74 (cont’d)
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explaining the nuclear fuel chain and talking about the
history of uranium mining, especially how it has
affected my people, the Dine. And for myself, I
learned and I educated myself with the help Irom people
likelﬁon Hancock and Strick and a lot of people here
today who have helped to educate me on the issues and
thgfefore I see it as an oversight of the DOE to not be
using modern forms of media to get this infoxmation
out.

So that's one of the issues I'd like to
address, is that the Department of Eneigy really needs

to find new ways to give this information out,

espéé‘ially to young people. I do not see any here

today, and I believe that is by design. So first of
all, I'd like to just talk about the root of the
problem of nuclear waste. Right noQ, if we allow
nuclear powe? plant waste to come to the WIPP site, we
are just opening the door toe more nuclear power plants
in the United States, something the Obama
Administration favers, and that means opening the door
to more uranium mining.

In my community —- my family is from
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.cam

910 Lavnuvp

T74-2

T74-3

T74-2

T74-3

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. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings.

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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Crown Point,, New Mexrico, and today 1 was actually in
Crown Point, New Mexico, attendihg a funezal. My aunt

had died. I think she was 56. T bslieve a lot of her

‘problems were the result of -- she had Parkinson’s,

which is not related, bul she also had severe
depressionfﬁrom the loss of her daughrer, who died at
30 b%cause Qf kidney failure, which was compromised by
other issues. But in the commurity of Crown Peoint,
what I learned today is that thexe is a rise in
le?kemia aﬁong young people. My grandmother, who also
died in 2005; she died of lung cancer, and she never
smékgd. She was a traditional grandmother. She -~
Crown Point is not heavily polluted by automobiles or
that type of‘air pollution, and so I believe it is from
the,ﬁaturally oceurring radon gas and the abandoned
uranium mines in the area.

And so that is the big issuc. On Navajo
Nation there have been identified over a thousand
abgndoned uranium mines. And so when we talk about
nuclear waste coming to WIPP, I just think, well,
there's nuclear waste in wy family's baékground. In

Crovmn Point, New Mexico, we’'re alse facing ISL mining,
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T74-4

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.

SIH DOID [out.f

puzund0( asuodsay juswwo)) [ xipuaddy



CrElL

9107 Lavnupp

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

20

21

22

" Capital Reporting Company n

which is being proposed -- well, we've been dealing

with this for a long time. HRI has a mine site which

is within three miles of the water storage tanks in
Crowsn Point and which is within a couple miles of the
ele@entary school, the high school. Thexe's four
churches in‘that area where the ISL mining would occur.
And so0 these issues of urdnium mining,
they're not:just in Crown Point, they're not just in
Church Rock, they're also in areas like Grants and
Mount Taylor, which is a sacred site to all the
indigenous péoples of New Mexico. And so to talk about
expanding the WIPP site to accept nuclear power plant
waste, to me is like just increasing the amount of
environmental racism that has already occurred. The
reason I spend time talking to young people about these
issues is bacauée during the uranium boom of the last
céntury, nobody spent the time to talk te my people
about the dangers of uranium mining and radicactive
waste, and so today, I'd just like to express my great
concern that the DOE is again using our people and
sacrificing human lives for private industry and for

these commercial nuclear power plants and all these
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T74-4
(Cont.)

T74-4
(Cont.)

T74-5

T74-5

DOE respectfully disagrees and cleanup efforts at DOE sites are ongoing.
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Capital Reporting Company s

companies who don't even live here, and they don't have
their family here. They don't understand the extent to
which we have already suffered.

And so as a Natilve persom, as an
indigencus persom, I'd also like to just explain to the
DOE and to‘everyone here that whan we're talking about
losing a life, in my culture it's not just losing a
human; it's losing our language, it's killing our way
of life,. and that is going to affect our future for
generations.ﬁo come. So thank you, thank you for your
time today, and again I'm opposed to the expansion of

WIPP.

T74-5
(Cont.)

T74-6

T74-6

See response to T74-1.
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'Morris, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. W513

From: gteceisvobmaster@anl.gov

Sent: - ’ Sunday, June 26, 2011 9:15 PM

To: " gleceiswabmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Waste £1S C GTCC10513

Thank you for your comment, elizabeth morris,

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10513. Please refer to the comment
tracking number In alf correspondence relating to this comment,

Comm_eni Date: June 26, 2011 035:14:56PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10513

First Name: eflzabeth

Last Name: marris

Address: 12370 SW 12th

City: Beaverton

State: OR

Zip: 97005-3947

Country: USA

Emall: betmamo®@yahoo.cam

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

i

Comment Submitted:!

Protect our Calumbia River and prevent cancer in the children who will drink the contaminated water from the Energy
Dept's (USDOE's) latest plan to use Hanford as a National Radioactive Waste Dump for extremely radioactive wastes.

12,600 truckloads of highly radi waste would come through Oregon and Spol if Hanford is chosen as the
national radioactive waste dump for extremely radioactive (GTCC) wastes.

This is in addition to the 17,000 truckloads with 3 million ¢u ft of other radioactive and radioactive chemical wastes
which USDOE decided in 2004 to ship to Hanford for disposal - Heart of America Northwest continues fegal efforts and
organizing to overturn, This would total 4 trucks every doy for 20 years.

Truck routes include a) 15 through Eugene, Salem, Portland; b) 1-84 over the Blue Mountalns; and ¢} 180 through
Spokane,

in 2008, USDOE *admitted that trucking similar highly radioactive wastes to Hanford would cause as many as 816 fatal
cancers in the public exposed to the radiation from the trucks along the routes - even if there are no accidents or
terrorist attacks.

This Is due to the fact that the casks used for trucking cannot shield all of the radiation without being too heavy to truck,

W513-1

W513-2

W513-1

W513-2

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

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

Highly radioactive Plutonium shipments are a grime target for terrorists - especially when the US government is trucking
them through the center of ¢itias such as Portland or Spokane,

In the event of a foresecable atcident with fire or a tersorist attack on a lruckload of highly radioactive Plutonium waste
en route to Hanford on 1-205, -84 and I-5 or 1-90, an Independ C Issioned by Heart of America Northwest
Research Center found that hundrads of square miles of elther Portland or Spok would be ¢ $ and over a
thousand fatal cancers would resoit.

over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
ive Waste EIS Web at {630) 252-5705.

Questions about
Than-Class-C Low-Level Rad!

W513-2
(Cont.)

W513-3

W513-3

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 fue] (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).

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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Murphy, Elaine, Commenter 1D No. W441

Feom: . gtecelswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 4:12 PM

To: " gteceiswebmaster@anlgev

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Lov-Level Radloactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10441

Thank you for your comment, Elaine Murphy.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10441. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 04:12:18PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radipactive Waste EiS Draft Comment; 6TCC10441

First Name: Elaine .

Middle Initial: M

Last Name: Murphy

Address: ¢

City:*

State:

Zip: .

Countey: USA :
Emall: EMMardpwd@aol.com

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

1 3m adamantly opposed to the use of the Hanford site for the disposal of Greates-Than-Class C Radioactive waste. The
53 million gallons of radioactive v/aste already at the site make It the most contaminated site In the United States.
Cleaning up this waste has already cost more than 30 billion taxpayer dollars and will cost billions more over many
decades. The site should be completely decontaminated before more waste Is dumped there, especially the long-lived
and highly radioactive GTCC waste that the U.S. Department of Energy is proposing to ship here from all over the
country,

The U.S. Department of Enargy’s own study predicts that hundreds of adult cancer deaths wilt be caused by 12,000
truckloads of radioactive waste being shipped through Oregon and Washington, Cancer deaths in children were not
even addressed. This s assuming that there are no accldents or acts of terrgrism, which is an unreasonabla assumptian,
Fukushima can happen here. The U.S. Department of Energy was ordered to consider the route-specific impacts of
shipping these wastes to Hanford, something that the current draft £1S does not disclose. The USDOE should Issue one
limpact that discloses all the cumulative risks of its proposals and Includes the truck routes,

s

It has recently been revealed in a report by the Defense Nuclear Facllities Safety Baard that the safety culture at the
Hanford site was “Hawed” and that "individuals who question current practices or provide alternative points of view are
not considered team players and will ba dealt with harshiy.” Walt Tamosaitls was dentoted one day after salsing doubts
about the safe functioning of a waste-materials system at the site. Site workers and outslde observers have made the
case that shortcomings in the safety mechanisms of the site risk explosions or an uncontrolled nuclear chain reaction. 1
am appalled that the USDOE is proposing to ship more highly radioactive wastes to this site where safety Issues are
being ignored. .

1

Ww441-1

W441-2

W441-3

W441-1

W441-2

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

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

800 LCFs, This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017). i

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

[ attended the U.5, Department of Energy’s hearing In Portiand on May 19, 2011, It is clear to me that the USDOE and its
contractors put cost considerations ahead of safely concerns. | urge youto Ider a safer method of disposing of
these wastes (e.g. a decp geologic depository] rather than trucking them through populated areas to Hanford and
dumping them in trenches where they will add to the contamination of the groundwater and the Columbia River. Itis
time ta stop asking taxpayers to assume the risks and cests of the nuclear Industry while major corporations reap the
profits, ’ .

over the Web? Contact us at: gigeelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
fve Waste EIS Web at (630} 252-5705.

Q 1s about submitti
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radi

W441-4

w4413

W441-4

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 Jocal 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., 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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Murphy, Lauren, Commenter ID No. W240

From: . gleceiswebmaster@anlgov
Sent: . Thursday, June 16, 2011 11:27 AM
To: gleceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10240

Thank you for your comment, Laurén Murphy.

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

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 11:26:41AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste £15 Draft Comment: GFCC10240

First Name: Lauren

Last Name: Murphy

City: Porttand

State: OR

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: !)on’t withhold name or address frem pubhc record

Comment Submitted:
Trucking radivactive waste through the Columbia River Gorge Is not a healthy solution to deallng with the prablem at

hand. Trucking this waste could result in 800 cancer deaths from radloactive waste [eaking-and that's only tatking about | W240-1

humans. The affect this cauld have on the wildlife in the area would be hugely detrimental. The Columbia River Gorge Is
3 national treasure, and shauld be upheld and malmained as such,

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

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.

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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Murray, Tammie, Commenter ID No. W307

From: * gteeeiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:50 PM
To: ' gteceisviebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: . Recelpt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radicactive Waste €15 Camment GTCC10307

Thank you for your comment, Tammie Murray.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment s GTCC10307. Please refer to the comment
tracking number fn all correspondence relating 1o this comment.

Comment Date: June 17, 2011 11:48:30PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10307

First Name: Tammie

Last Name: Murray

Country: USA .

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

Comment Submitted: , .
Please clean up the mess at Hanford and do not consider bringing in more radioactive waste until the leaks that
probably have already reached the Cotumbia River are fixed.

aver the Web? Contact usat: gtggg.lawebmager@an!:gov or call the Greater-
Waste EIS Web at (630} 252-5705.

Questions about submitting ¢
Than-Class-C Love-Leve! Radl

W307-1

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.
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Myers, Blayney, Commenter ID No. W229

From:

gieceiswebmaster®anlgov
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:54 AM
To: gleceiswebmaster@anlgov
Subject: Receipt: Greater-Fhan-Class-C Low-Leve] Radivactive Waste EI5 C GTCC10229

Thank you for your comment, blayney myers.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned 1o your comment i5 GTCC10229. Please refer to the camment
tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 10:54:12AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10229

First Name: blayney

Last Name: myers

Country: USA .

Privacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

Stap High Leve! Radioactive Waste Trucking through the Gorge The US Department of Energy has n?cemly proposed
trucking highly radloactive waste (Greater Than Class C or GTCC waste) to the Hanford site in Washington state - and
10-20% of the 12,600 toxic shipmants would travel through the Columbia River Gorge. That's 1,260 10 2,520 trucks of
radioactive waste passing through the Gorge niear homes, schaols, crjtical wildlife habitat and the Columbia River,

GTCC waste is dangerous to human heaith and the environment for more than 500 years. A 2008 Department of Energy

. study predicts over 800 adult cancer deaths slong the trucking routes as a result of radiation leaking from the trucks

during normal operation, even if no accidents occur! And this “best case scenario” study only includes adull's, excluding
children who are even more susceptible to the dangers of radioactive waste, An accident resulting in the spillage of
highly radioactive waste would be catastrophic for the Columbia River Gorge and l‘;s residents. '(Ph°!°= This truck
earrying low fevel radicactive waste jackknifed on 1-84 near La Grande in 2008 during fcy conditions.)

Hanford is already the ;nost poiluted arca In the Western Hemisphere, with 53 million galions of high level nuclear and
cherical waste stored in aging, leaky tanks near the Columbla River. This deadly waste Is currently leaking underuro‘und
and flowing slowly into the Columbia. The number one priority should be to stop more waste from leaking into the civer
and clesn up the existing waste and contaminated soil.

brmitting camments over the Web? Contactusati geceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Waste E1S Web at (630) 252-5705, .

Questions about
Than-Class-C Low-Level Raddil

W229-1

W229-2

W229-1
(Cont.)

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.

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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Namba, Jovce, Commenter ID No. W26

From: gieceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Sunday, May 15, 2011 7:13 PM
To; greceiswebmaster@ankgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10026

Thank you for your comment, Joyce Namba.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to yaur commentis GTCC10026. Please refer to the comment
tracking number in all correspandence retating ta this comment.

Comment Date: May 15, 2011 07:13{16PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radicactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10026

Firgt Name: Joyce

Last Name: Namba

State: OR

Country: USA

Email: milonamba @msn.com

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

Camment Submitted: .

Greatet-Than-Class C Low-level radioactive Waste €15 Qifice of Technical and Regulatory support (EM-43) U.S.
Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington DC 20585-0119

To: .S, Department of Energy:

In regards to the Hanford Nuclear proposed Greater Than Class C Low-leve! radicactive waste,

tamvery 6pposed 10 seeing more puclear waste deposited at Hanford when the current waste remaval has been many
years delayed in its completion: I reviewed the "60 Minutes” follovs-up program titled "Lethal and Leaking” end to see
that 2018 is the start date for making the glass logs to house the waste, Itis ludicrous to actept more waste.

1t was ohvious that the investigative reporter from €B5 was amazed at the delay and the multi-miltion dollar errors made
at tax payars' expense.

Plaase review the attached fink to the full coverage.
Thank you,

fayce Hamba
Portland OR

W26-1

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

FW& years 380, 60 Minttes was assured the government had learned from lts mistakes and things were finally under W26-1

seoleAniant, st vt e thramh Hasastam e popeant randlthe staetdntn for rmaling . "(Coht)

senleAndatysbaedie

those glass logs has slipped seven years, to 2018, The seismic error was nnly one of several snafus.

e fragshroaght

Read maore: b_l!mllw\vxy.cbsng_vg_\g.@_m[storfes[2@Gtm@z[somiwgs[rnalgl_ssasgﬁ.ghgmInixzleSanl\gF

Questions about submitting ¢ over the Web? Contact us at: glecelswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste €IS Web at (630) 252-5705.
2
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Nelson, Barbara M., Commenter ID No, W425

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: . Friday, June 24, 2011 10:32 AM

Tor gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov .

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10425

Thaak you for your comment, barbara nelsan.

The comment \racking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10425. Please refer to the comment
tracking number {n all correspondence refating to this comment.

Comment Date: fune 24, 2011 10:31:47AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10425

First Name: barbara .
Middle Inftial: m

last Name: neison

Address: 520 highline rd

City: hood river

State: OR

Zip: 97210

Country: USA

Email: bnelson@tenthwave.net -
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public recard

Comment Submitted:
Trucking radio active waste should not be allowed.

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

W425-1

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).
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Newell, Nancy, Commenter ID No. T157

22

23

24

25

g, S prisiay =7 "

HS. NENELL: Is it my turn?
MR. BROWN: It is.
iS. NEWELL: Well, what do you know?

HR. BROWN: Without much warning.

NS. NEWELL: I gquess, you knéw, we know a lot Ln'

this pgz: of the country. Oh boy, do we do our
homework. I am a survivor of the Three Nile Island
accident. MHow many pecple know ahout Thtée Mile.
léland‘in the '70s? 'I aﬁ 63 years o0ld, and I have
made'it this gar. I have been able to testify before
many committees and do a lot of activism, and it's o
pleasure to be refreshing these pueople’s minds take
back our message, as this young woman said, we don't
need éhis anymore, we don’'t want anymoré. You
kaven't taken care of the problcms at uahford, you
haven't shows that it's solvable. WwWhy do we keep
producing it?

I closed ~~ not only helped close Trojsn Nucliear
Plant‘éut also, as a result of Three Mile Island,
peoplé get tegether, and where I lived on Long Island
they were building another massive project. and they
came in and saié, you know, if you don't have this

plant, you won't have any lights on Long Island.

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T157-1

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.
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Newell, Nancy. Commenter ID No. T157 (cont’d)

T Clapiia Repuning Shaopidiiy T

You'll be éut of electricity, and you'll be dark anq
‘ccld. And we locked at all the guys in suiés and
" sald "Oxay."

sa; you know, when it gets ludicrous, which this
is, how do you respond as a buman being? Well, we
':usponded there, and it never cpened. e never
opened’ this massive billien-dollar plant. Isn't that
a phenéﬁenai accomplishment? So I think this will
' happen here, because the wisdom of the pecple has so
-carried through to cveryone that the messages you're
going to get iy that we're going to continuc to fight
this and change this.

We wexe uninhabitable, what, how many millions
of years ago, because of the vadiation that was on
this plaget? e vore given the life that we bave,
the joy, the gifts, the besauty, the magnificence.
You've been in Oreqgun. You can see this is a
¢herished state for everything that it offers. So
why in the world would we want to contaminate with
'somechtng that proved life can't keep suvrviving? 1T
mean, we've heen given a gift. This is so odd and so
hard to comprehend. And how do you pass that message
on te¢ your children except by saying, Bnough.

And whoever convinced someone o start this

thing -- I don't know how it ever got started, but

866.488.DEPO
. www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T157-2

T157-2

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

(IS5 . NUSEL RO s
b DepuetingWQompany

we've got to stop it, and we'rs going to stop it
right here, right now, and you're going to take that
messagc. back, undl ve're not g.oinq to see any morc
discussion about moxe of this at Hanford. We're
geing to try to solve the problems. I don't like to

use the word clean up. This stuff you don't clean

. up. " It's in cxistence. You hope to God you can at

least contain it in some way. Thank you.
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Nippolt, Sharon, Commenter ID No. W53(

From: . gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: tonday, June 27, 2011 10:58 AM

Ta: gicceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC10530

Thank you for your comment, Sharon nippolt.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10530. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspondance refating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 27, 2011 10:57:33AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10538

First Name: Sharon

Middle initial: k

Last Name: nippolt
Address: 1635 Tucker Road
State: OR

Zip: 97031

+ Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:
Save our Columbia River Gorge, a National Treasure! No dumping at Hanford!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or calf the Graater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioattive Waste EiS Web at (630) 252-5705.

| ws3o-1

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.
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North, Roz, Commenter ID No. T81
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22

_ Capital Repor‘tiqgvggmpapv_‘.’I‘_M:tﬁ,;. PRI

MS. NORTH: Hi. I'm Roz Morth. 1T live in
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9107 Liomuvp
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North, Roz, Commenter ID No. T81 (cont’d)

Cipital Repuniing Cunipany
Dixon, New Mexico.

I moved from Santa Fe because I wanted to be
upstream from LANL. Then when they had the big Cerro
Grande fire up there, I found that I was downwind from
Los Alamos. So I felt like I couldn't win.

But I want to echo everything that Dee said
because she's seen it first hand, the people there in
our little village many of whom have wqued at the lab
for years and year. I think that this waste from the
lab and everywhere else needs to go somewhere outside
of New Mexico, maybe Alaska which has a far smaller
population and a larger area. And if BP and Exxon can
drill up there, we can surely make holes in the ground
to safely contain all of this horrible waste that we've

created.

T81-1

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

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.

SI4 DO1D ouid
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Nusser, Frank & Bonnie, Commenter ID No. L.208

DRATT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the
DISPOSAL OF GREATER THAN-CLASS C (GTCC) LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE AND GTCC-LIKE WASTE
(DOE/EIS-0375-D) ¢
U.S. Department of Energy m
WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
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L208-1

(1208-2

L208-1

L208-2

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

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

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

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

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 2.18 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radinactive Waste EIS C GICC10355

Thank you for your comment, Michael O'Brien.

The Wt tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10355. Please refer to the comment
ing ber in all correspond relating to this comment,

Comment Date: June 23, 2011 02:18:04PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10355

First Name: Michael

Last Name: O'Brien

Address: 1905 N Alberta

City: Portland

State: OR

2Zip: 87217

Country: USA

Email: gbrien@hevanet.com

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

Comment Submitted:
Dear DOE staff,

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the p d trucking ship: of radioactive waste through
Tactia 1o H o

We apprcdne‘ the challenge that safe handling of nuclear wastes represents for your agency. We believe you can do
better than this plan, to reduce the risks of transfer and storage and avoid endangering our health and safety.

Also, m.nford already has a long track record of failures in storing radioactive materials, and there is already a plume of
contaminated groundwater moving toward the Columbia River. So the storage plan also needs changes to make it safe.

To protect g and the Columbia River, USDOE should not add any more waste to be buried in landfills or
boreholes and the wastes in existing soil trenches and ditches and from tank leaks need to be removed.

Extremely radioactive wastes belong in safer deep underground repositories, not in landfills, boreholes or vaults,
USDOE should disciose and ider the totaf lati of hoth sep proposals to use Hanford as a
national radioactive waste dump, and all the risks from trucking wastes to Hanford, in one environmental impact
statement for the public to review and comment on the full picture. The GTCC EIS needs to disclose that USDOE is also
proposing to add 3 million cubic feet of radioactive and chemical wastes to be disposed at Hanford, in addition to the
GTCC wastes.

W355-1

W355-2

| wass-3

W355-4

W355-1

W355-2

W355-3

W355-4

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.

See response to W355-1.

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

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

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, Commenter ID No. W355 (cont’d)

We are copying our Cangressional representative and senators on this email.
Thank you for your attention,
Mike and Vana O'8rien

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Leve! Radloactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.
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O’Brien, William, Commenter ID No. W115

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 7:26 PM

Tou gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS C GTCC10115

Thank you for your comment, William O'Brien.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10115. Please refer to the comment
king ber in all d lating to this

P

Comment Date: June 15, 2011 07:26:16PM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10115

First Name: William

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: O'Brien

Address: 12520 SW Gem Lane #202

City: Beaverton

State: OR

Zip: 97005

Country: USA

Email:

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

Comment Submitted:
Please stop the proliferation of nuclear waste in the Hanford, Washington area that is leaking into the Columbia river.
The nuclear waste is dangerous to human health and must be stopped.

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

W115-1

WI115-1

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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O’Brien, William, Commenter ID No. W443

From: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 4:25 PM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radi Waste EIS C GTCC10443

Thank you for your comment, William O'8rien.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10443. Please refer to the comment
cki ber in all di lating to this

‘e

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 04:24:36PM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10443

First Name: William

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: O'Brien

Address: 12520 SW Gem Lane #202
City: Beaverton

State: OR

Zip: 97005

Country: USA

Email:

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

Comment Submitted:
The nuclear radiation leaking from storage tanks atthe Hanover WA facility are unexcetable and must stop now. We
cannot cantinue to pollute Washington and the Columbia River with radi diati

8ill O'Brien

Questions about ing
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radit

over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Waste EIS at (630) 252-5705.

W443-1

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.
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O’Connell, Rita, Commenter ID No. E73

From: O'Connell Rita <roconneil@taoshospitat.org>

Sent: Thursday, Aprit 28, 2011 1:29 PM

To: ‘gieceis@ant.gov'

Subject: comments on

Ci ing the draft Envi I Impact S (E1S) for the disposal of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC)

low-level radioactive waste and "GTCC-Like" waste:

As a citizen of New Mexico and the world, I strongly believe that the current DEIS is both inadequate and short-sighted
when idering the long-t ion of bow to handle nuclear waste in this country. Temporary and flawed stop-gap
measures are NOT an answer - all we are doing, by the current DOE fards, is pushing the p off onto future
generations, which is both cowardly and idiotic.

We need to sce a new DEIS that includes a wider variety of solutions, including temporary solutions such as HOSS that

yv;ll,. ide safe i di lutions while more p t sol are developed. We also need to see an expansion
in DOE plans to inue improving and itoring waste-disposal options, and specific, reasonable alternatives need to
be determined for disposal of ALL types of waste,

“Thank you for your time. I look forward to learning that the DOE has done the right thing — for our current environment

and for the future of our world.

Rita O'Connelt

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.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m* [240,000 ft’] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m’
[420,000 f£°]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m* (71,000 ft*) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The

purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).

The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE 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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Odegard, Corinne, Commenter ID No. W419

From: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 12:35 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@anlgov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radiocactive Waste EIS C GICC10419

Thank you for your camment, Corinne Odegard.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10419. Please refer to the comment
k ber in all pond relating to this comment.

Comment Date: June 24, 2011 12:35:20AM COT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste 1S Draft Comment: GTCC10419

First Name: Corinne

Middle Initial: J

Last Name: Odegard

State: WA

Zip: 98117

Country: USA

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

Comment Submitted:
The lack of foresight and common sense shown by even considering a nuclear waste dumping ground of any size near
the Columbia River is horrifying and unconscionable. To truck in so much more nuclear waste to this already seriously
contaminated site along with all the | dangers of the port itself simply boggles my mind.

PLEASE DON'T DO THISI

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

W419-1

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.
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Okulam, Frodo, Commenter ID No. W195

Fram: gteceiswebmaster@ant.gov

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 2:31 AM

To: gteceiswebmaster@ani.gov

Subject: Receipt: Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Comment GTCC101935

Thank you for your comment, Frodo Okulam.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is GTCC10195. Please refer to the comment
tracking ber in all correspond lating to this ¢ t.

Comment Date: June 16, 2011 02:31:28AM CDT
Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10195

First Name: Frodo

Last Name: Okulam

Address; 2804 NE 42nd

City: Portland

State: OR

2ip: 97213

Country: USA

Emall: frodookulam@hotmall.com

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

Comment Submitted:
Please do not allow transport of more nuclear wast ta Hanford Nuclear Reservation. The waste already there is
dangerously close to the Columbia River, and cleanup is behind schedule.

The Northwest is due for a major earthquake in the near future, which threatens to compromise present storage sites. A | W195-1

breach caused by an earthquake this close to the Columbia River could be disastrous,
The possibilities for accidents in transport, also right along the river, are far too great to risk,

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

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.

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

Capitai nepuiting Cuinpasty

MR. BROWN: Okay. Rebecca and David Garcia
will be after you.

MS. ORTEGA: My name is Rebecca Ortega, and 1
am a tribal member from =--

MR. BROWN: Can you move the mic down just a
little?

MS. ORTEGA: OCh.

MR. BROWN: That's good. Thank you.

MS. ORTEGA: I'll start again. (Speaking in
foreign language.) Can you hear me? (Speaking in
foreign language.)

My name is Rebecca Ortega, and I am from Santa
Clara Pueblo. I'm a tribal member from Santa Clara
Pueblo, and 1 come toeday here to speak with all of you
out of respect for our Mother Barth and fo:r all of us

here because here in New Mexico we as Native Americans
~ 866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Ortega, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T109 (cont’d)

Capital Reporting Company 107

and as Spanish people and all the people that are here,
we are indigenous pecple to our country here in the
United States of America and particularly here in New
Mexico.

Let's see. Where am I?

My == my -- my question is: did we not learn
from what we've been watching on TV what happened in
Japan? Did we not learn; did we not see all these
people destroyed, torn away from their homes, from
their homeland? Because to me northern New Mexice,
this is our homeland. Where else are we going to go?
Are we all going to move to Connecticut if New Mexico
is condemned? Do you think we can all move to Texas or
maybe to -- I don’t know -- Montana or I don't know,
Where would we go, you know?

If we do not stand up for ourselves, if we do
not protect our homeland, then who do we have to blame?
What are we going to say when our children and our
grandchildren are born in the coming generations, in
the decades that we've talking about, when, oh, well,
none of this stuff will show up for decades?

Okay. Well, who's going to be here then?
866.488. DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

9107 Aapnuop

T109-1

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.

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

21

22

% M T AT
Capiiad acpliaing Compome

Probably we're going te be in our 80s and 90s maybe.
Our grandchildren will be here, and what are they going
to say to us? “Mom, Dad, Grandma, Grandpa, how come
you didn't take care of our -- our -=- our land? Why
are we sick? Why is it that we have no money to go for
medical care? How come the government cut back all
fndian Health Service? How come the government cut
back Medicare and all the health programs?”

And what are we going to say? What's going to
happen? The government people, do you know where
they've all gone with their big money? They've all
moved to Dubai. They're all living in heaven over
there. And what about us?

You know, 1 really think that this just not --
no common sense to this whole thing. It's so
ridiculous, and for myself, I say absolutely no. We do
not accept anybody else's waste from another state. We
shouldn't even be having to deal with the waste from
Los Alamos. Why should we?

{Applause.)

MS. ORTEGA: You know, you talk about

vou talk about the government will take care

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

promises.

T109-2

T109-2

See response to T109-1.
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