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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

[

BACKGROUND NEED FOR AN
INTEGRATED PROGRAM

n November 1989, the Secretary of TEnergy established the United States he Environmental Restoration and
Department of Energy Office of Waste Management Programmatic

Environmental Restoration and Waste Environmental Impact Statement will
Management. This action consolidated the evaluate the proposed action of formulating
Department' s environmental restoration and and implementing an integrated Environmental
waste management activities throughout the Restoration and Waste Management Program.
nation (figure ES-1). In January 1990, lhe Cm'rently, the majority of environmental
Secretary of Energy decided that the restoration and waste management activities
Department would prepare a Programmatic are conducted on a site-by-site basis. An
Environmental Impact Statement on the integrated Program would result in a more
proposed integrated Environmental Restoration consistent national approach that could be
and Waste Management Program. implemented more efficiently and effectively.
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NV NE
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l_gure ES-1. Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Activity Locations.
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In addition, an integrated Program would and to portray a systematic analysis of
enhance the coordination of waste operations, relationships of the various impacts using a
environmental restoration, technology multi-disciplinary team-building approach,
development, and facility transition with other including all the stakeholders and technical
Departmental programs generating wastes and social disciplines;

requiting management, such as Defense • develop a corporate process that will
Programs, Nuclear Energy, and Energy
Research. achieve the greatest reduction in real risks

over the long term for both workers and the
public and then to develop analytical tools
for making subsequent site-specific

GOALS decisions;

he principal focus of the Programmatic * help identify where actions and
Environmental Impact Statement opportunities exist to achieve equitable
process will be the evaluation of regional and national arrangements for

strategies for conducting remediation of waste management systems that can better
Department sites and facilities to ensure the serve more of the public needs and promote
protection of human health and the orderly, less contentious processes, and to
environment; and the evaluation of potential help reconcile what the Department of
configurations for waste management Energy has perceived its corporate interests
capabilities. In addition to the evaluation of in these issues are with those of the public
environmental restoration strategies and waste and try to reach as much consensus as
management configurations, the Department seems possible, and identify perhaps where
also seeks to fulfill several goals through the this may not be practical;

Programmatic Environmental Impact * incorporate waste minimization and
Statement process that were expressed at the pollution prevention in the environmental
Environmental Restoration and Waste restoration, waste management and
Management Advisory Committee meeting in operations programs throughout the
Springdale, (Cincinnati)Ohio, on September Department of Energy to minimize long-
30, 1992. These goals are to: term commitment of resources, whether

• "develop the programmatic basis for they are materials, the land or humanresources, and to minimize the long-term
integrating environmental cleanup and impacts;
waste management activities;

• promote the development of technology and
• plan for the future so as to achieve the appreciation for its limitations; and

vision of the 30-year environmental cleanup
as a sustainable program and to promote a • better serve and promote a cohesive overall
vision of the future uses of the land; Federal and state government-wide

• involve and, indeed, engage the various decision-making in the nationwide cleanupprograms, in addition to those under the
publics in the planning for this program and Department of Energy responsibility."
to help the public see, through readable
comparisons, the costs and benefits and
tradeoffs that may be made to promote
more informed choices from among
sometimes seemingly inconsistent paths,
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IMPLEMENTATIONPLAN • Responsibilities for preparation of the
ORGANIZATION Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement (chapter 7)

n accordance with the Department of
Energy's National Environmental Policy

Act implementing procedures in Volume SCOPING PROCESS
10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section

1021.312, the Environmental Restoration and g'_he scoping and public participation

Waste Management Programmatic lPr°cess that was f°ll°wed in identifyingEnvironmental Impact Statement issues to be considered in the

Implementation Plan has two primary Programmatic Environmental Impact
purposes: to provide guidance for the Statement was initiated on October 22, 1990,
preparation of the Programmatic in a Notice of Intent to prepare the
Environmental Impact Statement and to roe,cord Environmental Restoration and Waste

the issues resulting from the scoping and the Management Programmatic Environmental
extended public participation process. The
Implementation Plan identifies and discusses Impact Statement. In the Notice of Intent, theDepartment of Energy invited the public,
the following: interested groups, and agencies to provide

comments on the scope, issues, and
• Background of Environmental Restoration alternatives to be considered in the

and Waste Management activities, the Programmatic Environmental Impact
purpose of the Programmatic Statement. After completion of a 120-day

Environmental Impact Statement, and the scoping period during which 23 public scoping r
relationship of the Programmatic meetings were conducted, the Department of
Environmental Impact Statement to other Energy prepared and made publicly available
Departmental initiatives (chapter 1) a Draft Environmental Restoration and Waste

• Need and purposes for action (chapter 2) Management Progxammatic Environmental
Impact Statement Implementation Plan, dated

• Scoping process and results of the public January 1992. The Department of Energy
participation program in defining the scope again invited the public to comment on the
of the Programmatic Environmental Impact Draft Implementation Plan and to participate
Statement, including a summary of the in one of six regional workshops. Figure
comments received and their disposition ES-2 shows the scoping and meeting
(chapter 3) locations.

• Planned scope and content of the
Programmatic Environmental Impact During January 1992, the Department of
Statement (chapter 4) Energy chartered the Environmental

Restoration and Waste Management Advisory
• Consultations with other agencies and the Committee to provide independent reviews of

role of cooperating agencies (chapter 5) the Programmatic Environmental Impact
• Planned schedule of major Programmatic Statement analysis and other Environmental

Environmental Impact Statement milestones Restoration and Waste Management projects.
(chapter 6) Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Advisory Committee members,
as announced on July 2, 1992, were selected

ES-3
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Figure ES-2. Scoping and Workshop Meeting Locations.

from universities; trade associations; Federal, • Issuing reports and recommendations

State, and local government agencies; Native • Recommending options to resolve difficult
American organizations and groups; unions; issues faced by the Environmental
environmental groups; and other interested Restoration and Waste Management
parties. The Advisory Committee charter
responsibilities include: Program

• Advising the Department of Energy on the After considering comments received on the
process, content, public participation, Draft Implementation Plan, the Department of
scientific, technical, and other aspects of Energy prepared a Working Final
the analyses for the Programmatic Programmatic Environmental Impact
Environmental Impact Statement and other Statement Implementation Plan, which was
Environmental Restoration and Waste then provided to the Advisory Committee for
Management projects review and comment. The Department of

Energy thenprepared this Implementation Plan
• Assessing theprogressoftheProgrammatic after consideration of the comments and

Environmental Impact Statement discussions with the Advisory Committee.
• Reviewing documents produced for the

Programmatic Envir_nmental Impact During the scoping process, most issues were
Statement process and other Environmental related to the necessity for greater public
Restoration and Waste Management participation and oversight of the Department
projects, as requested of Energy's activities, public and worker
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health and safety, adequate resources for of the statutory emphasis in the
cleanup, technologies and alternatives for Comorehensive Environmental Response,
waste management, and environmental Compensation, and Liability Act. This
standards. In addition, several comments were emphasis is to provide for the long-term
received about site-specific activities and the protection of human health and the
Department of Energy's role in nuclear environment through compliance with
weapons production. During review of the environmental standards determined to be
Draft Implementation Plan, the issues of applicable or relevant and appropriate and the
public participation and the Department of utilization of various treatment and resource
Energy's credibility were most frequently recovery technologies to the maximum extent
raised. Other issues raised during the Draft possible. In implementing the program under
Implementation Plan review period included the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
cleanup levels and land use, technology Compensation, and Liability Act, concerns
development, and the Programmatic have been raised as to whether sufficient
Environmental Impact Statement's role in the consideration is being given to potential
site-specific decision-making processes for worker and transportation risks associated with
waste management facilities and environmental environmental restoration remedy selection,
cleanup. In its review of the Working Final and whether assumptions of potential future
Implementation Plan, the Advisory Committee public risks from exposure to residual
made many specific recommendations for contamination after remedial action is
improving the Programmatic Environmental completed are reasonable. The second
Impact Statement coverage of alternatives and alternative to be evaluated emphasizes
tho_e issues of public importance that must be foreseeable land use to better define likely
addressed for the success of the Environmental exposure scenarios and appropriate waste
Restoration and Waste Management Program. management strategies. The third alternative
During subsequent review, considerations equally balances remedial worker and
were focused on the revision of the transportation risks with the risks to a site's i

programmatic alternatives to be considered for surrounding population. Under this third
environmental restoration. Figure ES-3 alternative, the environmental restoration
summarizes the number of comments by issue program would strive to minimize situations
which the Department has considered, whereby a proposed remedy would result in

greater risk due to its implementation than
posed by the current state of the contaminants,

ALTERNATIVES even if applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements must be waived to do so. The

ased on the input from the final alternative emphasizes foreseeable land
Environmental Restoration and Waste use to establish the initial remediation

Management Advisory Committee, the objectives and also emphasizes the
programmatic alternatives for environmental consideration of worker and transportation
restoration were structured in terms of the risks. If the worker and transportation risks
factors that affect the selection of remediation associated with implementing a remedy to

goals. In addition to a No Action baseline risk achieve a desired land use are considered
assessment, four other alternatives will be unacceptable, alternative strategies and
evaluated in detail. The first of these limitations wouldbesystematicallyconsidered
alternatives reflects thecurrent implementation to reach an acceptable solution.

ES-5
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Under any of these alternatives, the analyses). In addition, the Record of Decision
Department of Energy would implement the may only make tentative determinations for
program with the concurrence of regulating waste management facilities requiring State
agencies and input from the local public and permits, pending completion of permit review
stakeholders in compliance with applicable processes.
environmental statutes.

For both environmental restoration and waste

The waste management alternatives to be m a n a g e m e n t, t h e P r o g r a m m a t i c
considered in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement will evaluate
Environmental Impact Statement include a a No Action alternative, as required by the
continuation of the current program and National Environmental Policy Act. The
various configuration alternatives representing Environmental Restoration and Waste
decentralized, regionalized, and centralized Management Advisory Committee
approaches appropriate for each of six waste recommended identifying the impacts under
types. The six waste types are high-level No Action of undertaking no further
waste, transuranic waste, low-level waste, Environmental Restoration actions and
low-level mixed waste, hazardous waste, and operating only existing or approved Waste
Greater-Than-Class-C low-level waste. The Management facilities. Approved Waste
Programmatic Environmental Impact Management facilities are those for which
Statement evaluation of the waste management National Environmental Policy Act review has
configurations alternatives is intended to been completed and appropriate permits
provide input for decisions about locating new received. Although taking no action is
or expanded waste management facilities at the unreasonable because it does not comply with
Department of Energy sites; potential the Department of Energy policy and
improvement in overall management of waste environmental requirements, the evaluation of
treatment, storage, and disposal by no action will provide a basis upon which the
consolidating some wastes at selected sites; impacts of further actions can be assessed.
and Environmental Restoration wastes.

Subsequent, project-level National The analysis of impacts presented in the
Environmental Policy Act documents will be Programmatic Environmental Impact
tiered to the Programmatic Environmental Statement will address public and worker
Impact Statement and will further evaluate health and safety, environmental and
implementation of the selected alternatives, ecological resources, and socioeconomics. As

recommended by the Advisory Committee, the
The Department of Energy acknowledges that Statement will emphasize assessing issues
uncertainties may exist that could preclude the associated with protecting public and worker
selection of a DOE site for a particular waste health and safety.
management facility. In such a case, the
Record of Decision issued on the basis of the

Programmatic Environmental Impact NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPLEX
Statement for waste management facilities may
be at only a broad level (for example, _ ince the start of the Environmental

identification of potential candidate _ Restoration and Waste ManagementDepartme_lt of Energy sites in a region in Programmatic Environmental Impact
which one or more waste facilities could be Statement and the Programmatic
located based on additional information and Environmental Impact Statement for

ES-7
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reconfiguration of the Nuclear Weapons programmatic statements will be issued in the
Complex, the Department has begun a major revised Implementation Plan for the
downsizing of the weapons complex. The Reconfiguration Programmatic Environmental
amounts of waste to be generated as a result of Impact Statement.
operating a reconfigured Nuclear Weapons
Complex will be discussed in the
Programmatic Environmental Impact SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL
Statement for reconfiguring the Nuclear
Weapons Complex, and the future waste to be _ lthough the Department of Energy

generated by the complex will be considered a_ had proposed to consider in the scopein preparing the Environmental Restoration of the Programmatic Environmental
and Waste Management Programmatic Impact Statement the storage of spent nuclear
Environmental Impact Statement. The current fuel, the U.S. District Court for the District of
downsizing of the weapons complex is Idaho on June 28, 1993, ordered the
anticipated to result in impacts in the areas of Department to prepare a comprehensive,
workforce utilization and reuse of facilities by sitewide environmental impact statement on
non-departmental entities including the public, the environmental effects of all major Federal
which are no lo.'_,er required to support the actions involving spent nuclear fuel at the
Department's mission. The Environmental Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. The
Restoration and Waste Management scope of the environmental impact statement,
Programmatic Environmental Impact as ordered by the Court, includes evaluating
Statement will address the potential changes in the alternative of transporting, receiving,
employment at DOE sites as a result of processing, and storing spent nuclear fuel at
conducting future environmental restoration sites other than the Idaho National Engineering
and waste management activities. Laboratory. In view of the breadth of the
Additionally, the Environmental Restoration Court's Order, the Department proposed on
and Waste Management Programmatic September 3, 1993, to expand the scope of the
Environmental Impact Statement, through the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
analysis of alternative environmental Environmental Restoration and Waste
restoration strategies, will consider potential Management Environmental Impact Statement
future land use as an element of an integrated to include the analysis of spent nuclear fuel
Environmental Restoration and Waste that was being prepared for the Programmatic
Management Program. Environmental Impact Statement. Although the

Programmatic Environmental Impact
As part of the scoping process on the revised Statement will no longer consider alternatives
scope of the programmatic environmental for spent nuclear fuel, the preparation of the
impact statement for reconf'lguration of the Programmatic Environmental Impact
Nuclear Weapons Complex, the Department of Statement will be closely coordinated with the
Energy invited comments on whether the preparation of the Idaho National Engineering
re.configuration programmatic environmental Laboratory Environmental Impact Statement.
impact statement should be combined with the The Programmatic Environmental Impact
Environmental Restoration and Waste Statement will summarize and take into

Management Programmatic Environmental consideration, as part of its analysis of
Impact Statement. The Department is cumulative environmental consequences, the
considering the comments it has received, and impacts of the programmatic spent nuclear fuel
the Department's decision on combining the alternatives considered in the Idaho Nat;.onal

ES-8
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Engineering LaboratoryEnvironmentallmpact opportunity for the public and interested
Statement. groups and agencies to directly provide their

input on ways to improve the conduct of the
Environmental Restoration and Waste

TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT Management Program in the future.

he Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement will describe the DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC STATEMENT
process the Department of Energy uses

to select Environmental Restoration and Waste _ he Draft Environmental Restoration

Management technologies for development, "l'and Waste Management Programmaticdemonstration, and application. Also, the Environmental Impact State aent is
Statement will evaluate cases in which expected to be publicly available bet_ceen June
emerging technologies are believed to offer and September, 1994. After release of the
significant advantages over existing Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
technologies. Moreover, the impact of the Statement, the Department of Energy will
emerging technology on the Statement's invite comments from the public, interested
analysis of Environmental Restoration and agencies, and groups on the Draft Statement.
Waste Management alternatives will be During this comment period, the Department
discussed, of Energy will conduct public hearings at

, numerous locations near Department of
Energy sites, similar to the public scoping

ADDITIONAL ISSUES meetings. The Department of Energy intends
to provide additional time for interaction

s committed to at the Draft between the Department and the public. This
Implementation Plan Workshops and will facilitate greater public involvement and
recommended by the Advisory discussion of analyses in the Programmatic

Committee, the Programmatic Environmental Environmental Impact Statement while
Impact Statement will discuss a number of providing opportunities to further explore
significant programmatic issues facing the public concerns in conjunction with the public
Environmental Restoration and Waste hearings. The details of the public hearings on
Management Program. Issues to be addressed the Draft Statement will be announced in
include budgeting and prioritization, job conjunction with the availability of the Draft
retraining programs, stakeholder roles, waste Programmatic Envirbnmental Impact
minimization, and public involvement. These Statement. To provide for further involvement
issues are important to achieving waste of the public, interested agencies, and groups,
management and cleanup goals and the future the Department of Energy also plans to
implementation of the Program. Many of the conduct public workshops. Although the
issues that will be addressed were expressed format and number of these workshops has not
during the public scoping process and the yet been determined, their goal would be to
reviews of the Draft and Working Final obtain the participants' informal views about
Implementation Plan. These discussions would the implications of the Programmatic
help the public understand the decisions to be Environmental Impact Statement analyses and
reached as a result of the Programmatic about what they considered to be specific
Environmental Impact Statement process, issues of importance to the Environmental
Also, these discussions would present an Restoration and Waste Management Program.

ES-9
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FURTHER INFORMATION Impact Statement Implementation Plan,"
appendix L.

he Implementation Plan includes a
number of appendices that provide
additional supportive and clarifying

information on the scope of the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement,
Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management's activities, and the roles and
responsibilities of participating organizations.
The following are appendices that readers may
find of particular interest:

• The Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement annotated outline,
appendix C

• The Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management organization and functions,
appendix E

• The Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Advisory Committee charter
and membership, appendix H

® The Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection Agency letter of
agreement on Environmental Protection
Agency's cooperating agency role in the
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement, appendix I

* The "Memorandum of Agreement Between
the Offices of Defense Programs and
Environmental iT,estoration and Waste

Management," appendix J

• The "Public Participation Policy for
Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management," appendix K

• The "Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Advisory Committee
Comments and the Department of Energy
Responses on the Working Final
Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Programmatic Environmental

ES-10
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he Department of Energy (DOE) has In January 1992, a Draft EM PEIS
missions that include energy research, Implementation Plan (IP) was prepared to
nuclear weapons production, document the issues raised during the scoping

development of a repository for the disposal of process anddescribe the proposed approach to
high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear preparing the EM PEIS. The Draft F_A4PEIS
fuel, remediation of contaminated sites, IP issued for public comment was distributed
decommissioning of inactive facilities, and to the approximately 2,300 members of the
management of hazardous and radioactive public who had participated in the public
waste generated by these activities. In scoping process. During March and April
November 1989, the Secretary of Energy 1992, EM held six regional workshops on the
established the Office of Environmental Draft EM PEIS IP to allow for continued

Restoration and Waste Management (EM) to public participation. On July 28, 1992, EM
improve the management of remediation, requested that the Environmental Restoration
w a s t e m a n ag e m e n t, a n d fa c i 1it y and Waste Management Advisory Committee
decommissioning by consolidating these (EMAC) provide comments on a Working
missions into one office. Final EM PEIS IP. The Working Final EM

PEIS IP contained EM's draft responses to the
In January 1990, the Secretary of Energy public comments received on the Draft EM
decided that DOE would prepare a PEIS IP.
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) on formulating and This EM PEIS IP includes additional
implementing an integrated Environmental information assembled in response to the input
Restoration (ER) and Waste Management provided during the workshops and public
(WM) Program. This decision was made in comment period on the Draft EM PEIS IP,
accordance with the National Environmental and from the EMAC comments received on

Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, which revisions to the Draft EM PEIS IP.
requires that Federal agencies prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on
major Federal actions that may significantly 1.1 Background
affect the environment.

Over the past decades, DOE operations have
On October 22, 1990, DOE published a resulted in the generation of numerous
Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the PEIS radiological, hazardous, and mixed (that is
(appendix A-l). The NOI described the containing both hazardous and radioactive
proposed action; possible alternatives; the components) waste streams. Some of the waste
scoping process; and the date, time, and management practices that DOE and its
location of the public scoping meetings predecessor agencies once considered
(appendices A-2 and A-3). Moreover, the NOI acceptable under then existing requirements
contained the name and address of the person and guidelines have resulted in the need for
who would answer questions about the remediation under applicable current Federal
proposed action and the Programmatic and State requirements and guidelines. As
Environmental Impact Statement. decisions are made for remediating
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contamination at various sites and facilities, 1.1.1 EXISTINGENVIRONMENTAL
and surplusing facilities, material, and RESTORATIONANDWASTE MANAGEMENT
equipment, new waste will be generated that PROGRAM
will require long-term management. The
DOE's waste management operations include The Environmental Restoration and Waste
the treatment, storage, transportation, and Management activityandprocess relationship
disposal of wastes. Although an aggressive is presented in figure 1.1-1. Figure 1.1-2
waste minimization program is being illustrates the diversity of EM activity
implemented, the Department's existing waste locations, and table 1.1-1 provides a listing of
management operations lack the required those locations. This listing does not include
facilities andcapacitynecessary for managing Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action
wastes. Program (UMTRAP) sites, for which the

NEPA process is nearly completed and, at
The DOE is committed to remediating most of which, construction will havestarted
contaminated sites, to complying with all or been finished by the time the EM PEIS
applicable environmental regulations and process is completed.
statutes, and to protecting the public and
workers' health and safety. Extensive
manpower and financial resources will be 1.1.1.1 Environmental Restoration
required to carry out the remediation Activities
activities; maintain and improve waste
management operations; and meet current The primary environmental restoration task is
health, safety, and environmental to remediate the environment and facilities at
requirements. DOE sites across the United States. ER

activities include assessing conditions and
The DOE's commitment to meeting these cleaning sites or facilities contaminated with
requirements is being implemented by the EM radioactive, hazardous, and mixed wastes.
Program. This Program encompasses several Contamination assessment is ongoing. Many
activities, including site remediation, facilities after having been deactivated and
decontamination and decommissioning declared surplus will require D&D before
(D&D), waste management (WM), technology reuse or disposal. Both site remediation and
development (TD), and transition D&D activities are included in the ER
management. Appendix D contains a list of Program. Site-specific and functional EM
documents that provide further information on Program planning is intended to remediate the
EM Program activities, including the recently FY 1989 inventory of inactive and surplus
issued F2VlFive-Year Plan for fiscal year (FY) facilities, and to remediate those sites and
1994-1998, and the sites at which EM facilities that are added to this inventory on a
activities are conducted. Appendix E contains well-defined, nationally accepted schedule.
additional information on the EM organization
and its activities.
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Table 1.1-1. SitesFacilities Where Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Activities Are Being Conducted

,, ,,,,,, .........

LOCATION .....: .....
STATE -SITE FACILITY

NUMBER
....., ,,,,,,,

ALASKA

3 AmchitkaIsland AmchitkaIslandTestSite

66 PointHope/Kivalina ProjectChariot

CALIFORNIA

21 Berkeley University of California; Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
50 Canoga Park Atomies International

22 Davis Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research
23 Livermore Sandia National Laboratories-Livermore;

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
24 Palo Alto Stanford Linear Accelerator Center

25 San Diego General Atomics
50 Santa Susana Energy Technology Engineering Center
26 Vallecitos General Electric Vallecitos Nuclear Center

COLORADO

27 Golden Rocky Flats Plant
28 Grand Junction Grand Junction Projects Office
29 Grand Valley Project Rulison Site
29 Rifle Project Rio Blanco Site

CONNECTICUT

4 Seymour Seymour Specialty Wire Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP)

FLORIDA

5 Largo Pinellas Plant

HAWAII

1 Kauai Kauai Test Facility

IDAHO

6 Idaho Falls Idaho National Engineering Laboratory;
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant;
Argonne National Laboratory-West

ILLINOIS

7 Chicago Argonne National Laboratory-East;
National Guard Armory; Palos Forest;
University of Chicago;
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory

65 Granite City Granite City Steel (FUSRAP)
Madison Madison Site (FUSRAP)

IOWA

8 Ames Iowa State University - Ames Laboratory

35 JOHNSTON ATOLL Johnston Atoll

KENTUCKY

30 Maxey Flats Maxey Flats
20 Paducah Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant

......
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Table 1.1-1. SitesFacilities Where Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Activities Are Being Conducted--Continued

LOCATION STATE - SITE FACILIqY
NUMBER

bw , ......... ,,

MARYLAND

9 Curtis Bay W.R. Grace & Company (FUSRAP)

MASSACHUSETTS

10 Beverly Ventron (FUSRAP)
11 Norton Shpack Landfill (FUSRAP)

MICHIGAN

12 Adrian General Motors (FUSRAP)

MISSISSIPPI

51 Hattiesburg Tatum Dome Test Site

MISSOURI

13 Hazelwood Latty Avenue Properties (FUSRAP)
14 Kansas City Kansas City Plant

13 St. Louis St. Louis Airport Site and Vicinity
Properties (FUSRAP); St. Louis Downtown Site
(FUSRAP);
Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Project

MONTANA

15 Butte Component Development & Integration Facility

NEBRASKA

16 Lincoln Hallam Nuclear Power Facility

NEVADA
18 Central Nevada Central Nevada Test Area

17 Fallon Project Shoal Site
18 Mercury Nevada Test Site
19 Nellis Air Force Base Tonopah Test Range

NEW JERSEY

32 Deepwater Du Pont & Company (FUSRAP)
31 Maywood Maywood (FUSRAP)
32 Middlesex Middlesex Sampling Plant (FUSRAP)
31 New Brunswick New Brunswick Site (FUSRAP)

32 Princeton Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory
31 Wayne/Pequannock Wayne/Pequannock (FUSRAP)

NEW MEXICO

46 Albuquerque Inhalation Toxicology Research Institute;
Sandia National Laboratory; Ross Aviation;
South Valley Site

47 Carlsbad Project GNOME Site;
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

48 Farmington Project GASBUGGY Site
49 Los Alamos Los Alamos National Laboratory

• , ,,,,......... ,=,

1-6



Introduction Chapter 1
ILIII II IIIII IIII I IIIII II " III III IN "

Table 1.1-1. SitesFacilities Where Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management Activities Are Being Conducted--Continued

........................... ' ' _ : _"_"_1
LOCATION STATE - SITE FACILITY

NUMBER

............. NEW YoRK ......................

59 Buffalo B&L Steel (FUSRAP)
33 Colonic Colonic (FUSRAP)

58 New York City Baker and Williams Warehouses (FUSRAP)
34 Lewiston Niagara Falls Storage Site (FUSRAP)
52 Niskayuna Separations Process Research Unit
34 Tonawanda Ashland Oil Company #1 and #2 (FUSRAP);

Linde Air Products (FUSRAP);
Seaway Industrial Park (FUSRAP)

54 Upton, Long Island Brookhaven National Laboratory
53 West Valley West Valley Demonstration Project

OHIO
36 Ashtabula Reactive Metals Site

37 Columbus Battelle Columbus Laboratory;
63 B&T Metals (FUSRAP)

55 Fernald Fernald Environmental Management Project
64 Luckey Luckey Site (FUSRAP)
38 Miamisburg Mound Plant
62 Oxford Oxford Site (FUSRAP)
61 Painesville Painesville Site (FUSRAP)

39 Piqua Piqua Nuclear Power Facility
56 Portsmouth Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant

60 Toledo Baker Brothers (FUSRAP)

OREGON

40 Albany Albany Metallurgical Research Center (FUSRAP)
PENNSYLVANIA

41 Aliquippa Aliquippa Forge (FUSRAP);
Springdale Springdale Site (FUSRAP)

PUERTO RICO

2 Mayaguez Center for Energy and Environmental Research
SOUTH CAROLINA

42 Aiken Savannah River Site

TENNESSEE

43 Oak Ridge K-25 Site; Y-12 Plant;
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

TEXAS
44 Amarillo Pantex Plant

VIRGINIA

57 Lynchburg Lynchburg Technology Center

WASHINGTON
45 Richland Hanford Site

, _ 111:--, ,1, _ ...... _,- ............
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1.1.1.2 Waste Management Activities environmental cleanup, DOE sites, facilities,
equipment, and materials with no further

The DOE's activities produce wastes that defense mission are transferred through a
require characterization; transportation; and formal process to the Office of Environmental
treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD). WM Restoration and Waste Management° The
accepts waste produced by DOE's processing, Facility Transition (FT) Program implements
manufacturing, remediation, D&D, and and manages the safe, orderly, and cost-
research activities. Waste is managed using effective transition of sites, facilities, and
appropriate TSDtechnologies. surplus material from donor Secretarial

Offices to EM. Specific responsibilities of the
The WM Program manages high-level waste FT Program include developing a timely,
(HLW),transuranicwaste(TRUW),low-level accurate inventory of facilities and their
waste (LLW), low-level mixed waste contents; establishing a firm acceptance
(LLMW), hazardous waste (HW), and the policy; retaining needed human resource skills
storage and disposal of commercially for associated work scope; identifying and
generated Greater-Than-Class-C (GTCC) documenting facility characteristics and
LLW. WM assumes that untreated HLW and conditions; removing, isolating or mitigating
TRUW contain hazardous components and environmental hazards; developing workable
manages the waste streams as mixed waste, standards governing the maintenance of

facilities; conducting safety analyses and
developing safety envelopes for the

1.1.1.3 Technology Development deactivation of facilities; and planning for and
Activities managing the final disposition of facilities. FT

activities are closely integrated with other EM
Technology Development supports DOE's programs, specifically Ell for the coordination
WM and ER goals. The TD activities have of decontamination and decommissioning, and
established several broad program areas, WM and TD for the reuse of buildings to
including research, development, support cleanup activities within their
demonstration, testing and evaluation; respective programs.
technology integration; infrastructure support
for developing and improving safe and
efficient transportation and packaging systems; 1.1.2 REGULATORYFRAMEWORK
emergency response management; and
education activities and laboratory analysis. Federal laws of major importance to ER and
TD supports ER and WM by designing WM activities are the Comprehensive
Integrated Demonstrations (IDs) and Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Integrated Programs for environmental Liability Act (CERCLA), the Resource
restoration and waste management in which Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the
technical solutions to specific problems can be Atomic Energy Act (AEA), and the National
tested. Environmental Policy Act.

Additionally, DOE must comply with other
1.1.1.4 Facility Transition Activities environmental laws, such as the Clean Air Act

(CAA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Safe
As DOE's nuclear facilities transition from Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the Federal
support of the defense mission to Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
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(FIFRA), the Toxic Substances Control Act 1.3 Programmatic Environmental
(TSCA), the Superfund Amendments and Impact Statement Relationships
Reauthorization Act (SARA), the Occupational

Safety andHealth Act (OSHA), and applicable The EM Programmatic Environmental Impact
State statutes. Statement relationships to other Department of

Energy activities are discussed in the
following sections. Some of the issues raised

1.2 Purpose of the Implementation during the scoping and public participation
Plan process pertain to these activities and are

discussed further in chapter 3.
This EM PEIS Implementation Plan has two
primary purposes: to provide guidance for I
preparing the PEIS and to record the results of 1.3.1 I_rE-YEAR PLAN ithe scoping process. To serve these purposes,
this IP has been prepared in accordance with Annually, EM has prepared a Five-Year Plan
DOE's NEPA implementing procedures in the that identifies EM's planned activities.
Code of Federal Regulations in 10 CFR Activities addressed by the Plan have included
1021.312. Chapter 2 describes the purpose and those undertaken to comply with regulatory
need for the proposed action of formulating agreements and requirements. The Plan has
and implementing an integrated Environmental also documented recent environmental
Restoration and Waste Management Program. management accomplishments and specific
Chapter 3 describes the scoping process and near-term goals and activities to be
the results of the public participation program accomplished at DOE sites. The Record of
in defining the scope of the EM PEIS, Decision (ROD) resulting from the EM PEIS
including a summary of the comments process is expected to provide beneficial long-
received and their disposition. Chapter 4 term guidance for conducting EM Programs;
discusses the planned scope and content of the guidance that will be reflected in future
EM PEIS. Chapter 5 identifies agencies planning documents for the EM Program.
cooperating in the preparation of the PEIS and
consultations antici-',ted with other agencies.
Chapter 6 identifies the planned schedule of 1.3.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT
major PEIS milestones, and chapter 7 CONnGURATIONSTUDY
identifies responsibilities for preparation of the
PEIS, including the role of contractors and the In the Notice of Intent to prepare the EM
execution ofdisclosure statements. Appendices PEIS, DOE stated its intent to issue an EM
provide documentation on the public Configuration Study concurrently with the EM
participation process, an annotated outline of PEIS. The EM Configuration Study was to be
the PEIS, and more detailed information on a strategic planning study for the next 25 years
EM programs and policies, that would support the definition of waste

system configuration alternatives to be
evaluated in the EM PEIS.

The EM Configuration Study will not be
prepared; instead, the analysis of WM
treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD)

1-9



Chapter I Introduction
ii i liil i i in i Hill I In IIlima li III i

configurations that would have been included The arms reduction initiatives President Bush
in the study will be incorporated into the EM announced in September 1991 also provided
PEIS to ensure that potential environmental DOE with the opportunity to accelerate the
impacts of different configurations are nonnuclear consolidation portion of the
considered. The EM PEIS, under each of the weapons complex without affecting national
waste type alternatives discussed in section 4.2 defense or the remainder of the
of this EM PEIS IP, identifies and evaluates Reconfiguration Program. Therefore, in
alternative configurations for new W'M TSD December 1991, the Department announced a
facilities, proposal to accelerate Nonnuclear

Consolidation, and on January 27, 1992, DOE
published a notice of its plans to prepare a

1.3.3 NUCLEhJR WEAPONS COMPLEX separate environmental assessment (EA) for
RECONFIGURATION nonnuclear consolidation within the nuclear

weapons complex. In June of 1993, the
On February 11, 1991, DOE originally Nonnuclear Consolidation EA was published,
announced its intent to prepare a separate and a Finding of No Significant Impact
PEIS for reconfiguring the Nuclear Weapons (FONSI) based on the EA was published in the
Complex (NWC), involving 13 major facilities Federal Register on September 14, 1993.
located in 12 States. In announcing its intent to
prepare this PEIS, DOE proposed to develop In January 1993, Presidents Bush and Yeltsin
a comprehensive strategy to accomplish the signed the START ITTreaty. This agreement
goal of creating a smaller, less diverse, less caused the most significant reductions to date
costly nuclear weapons complex, in the planned future weapons stockpiles of

both the United States and Russia. To illustrate

In September 1991, after DOE's Notice of the magnitude of the nuclear weapons
Intent to prepare the PEIS, President Bush reductions resulting from President Bush's
announced an initiative to reduce the Nation's initiative in September 1991 and the Start II
nuclear weapons stockpile. In response to this Treaty, the Nation is now in the process of
initiative, o,. November 1_ 1991, the reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile to
Department announced that it would delay approximately 25 percent of levels planned as
decisions on the New Production Reactor recently as5 years ago. These reductions have
(NPR) technology and site and include the prompted a fresh look at, and reevaluation by
environmental analysis for a new tritium DOE of its earlier Reconfiguration proposal.
production source in the Reconfiguration Based on its re-evaluation, on July 23, 1993,
PEIS. In the light of the significantly reduced DOE issued a revised Notice of Intent for
nuclear weapons stockpile, this addition to the preparing the Reconfiguration PEIS. The
Reconfiguration PEIS resulted in the need to following are the most notable proposed
evaluate the impacts of "down-sized" reactors, changes in tb_.Reconfiguration PEIS:
to reevaluate alternative technologies, such as
accelerators, and to reevaluate the original • Addition of consolidated long-term storage
reactor siting alternatives. On November 29, facilities for plutonium and highly enriched
1991, DOE published a notice of opportunity uranium
for public comment on incorporating the NPR • Addition of consolidation of functions

e n v i r o n m e n t a I a n a Iy s i s in t o t h e involving like materials, including the
Reconfiguration PEIS. option of integrating certain research,
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development, and testing (RD&T) is described in the "Memorandum of
functions with the storage and processing Agreement Between the Offices of Defense
functions Programs (DP) and Environmental Restoration

and Waste Management (EM) Concerning the• Addition of the Nevada Test Site (NTS) in Coordination of Environmental Restoration
Nevada and deletion of the Hanford Site in

Washington as potential sites for future and Waste Management PEIS and the Nuclear
weapons complex facilities Weapons Complex Reconfiguration PEIS."

This memorandum is in appendix J of this IP.
• Changes in the No Action alternative as a EM and NWC representatives meet on a

result of recently announced mission monthly basis to discuss the status of their
changes at weapons complex sites, respective PEISs. The PEIS documents are
including transferring the Rocky Flats being coordinated as they are prepared by the
Plant to a cleanup mission and placing the staffs responsible for the work.
K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site in

cold standby
1.3.4 WEAPONSDISARMAMENT
INITIATIVES

To ensure that the public's concerns and views

are fully considered, DOE has been offering Recent initiatives to eliminate certain classes
the public the opportunity to comment on the
proposed revised scope of the Reconfiguration of nuclear weapons and to reduce the weapons

inventory will have an impact on EM
Pr:JS until October 29, 1993. The DOE has activities. The cancellation of new nuclear
held public scoping meetings near all the sites
proposed for analysis in the PEIS. As part of weapons and the decontamination and
the scoping process on the revised scope of the decommissioning of facilities no longer

required for weapons production will reduce
Reconfiguration PEIS, DOE invited comments the quantities of future waste that would have
on whether the Reconfiguration PEIS should
be combined with the Environmental been associated with the production of these

Restoration and Waste Management PEIS. new weapons. On theother hand, dismantling
Previously, the Department had determined existing weapons and the decontamination and
that the programs to be addressed by each of decommissioning of facilities no longer

required for weapons production will likely
the PEISs were not so connected as to require increase the resulting waste volumes. The
a single environmental impact statement, potential changes in waste volume from these

two activities will be described in more detail
The DOE has received many comments, and evaluated in the EM PEIS.
including comments from the Military
Production Network, suggesting that the
Reconfiguration PEIS be combined with the

1.3.5 SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL
EM PI_JS. DOE is considering these

comments. The final decision on the suggested On June 28, 1993, as an outgrowth of civilcombination of the PEISs will be issued in the
lawsuits, the U.S. District Court for the

revised IP for the Reconfiguration PEIS. District of Idaho ordered DOE to prepare a

Currently, preparation of the two PEISs is comprehensive, sitewideenvironmentalimpactstatement on the direct and indirect
being coordinated. The method for

environmental effects of all major Federal
coordinating the preparation of the two PEISs

actions involving spent nuclear fuel (SNF) at

1-11



Chapter I Introduction
ii i ii ii i

the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory the proposed development of the WIPP. The
(IN-EL). The o_ope of the environmental January 1981 Record of Decision called for
impact statement, as ordered by the Court, the phased development of the WlPP. In
includes evaluating the alternative of February 1990, DOE issued a Supplemental
transporting, receiving, processing, and EIS to the 1980 EIS that considered previously
storing SNF at sites other than IN-EL. The unavailable information. Based on the
SNF to be considered includes DOE SNF, Supplemental EIS in June 1990, DOE decided
Naval reactor SNF, and SNF that DOE has to proceed with continued development of the
committed in the past or may propose in the WIPP by implementing the WIPP Test Phase.
future to accept at INEL, including certain On October 30, 1992, enactment of the WIPP
SNF from power reactors, domestic university Land Withdrawal Act permanently transferred
research and test reactors, and certain SNF public lands from the Department of the
from foreign research reactors. Interior to DOE. In addition to withdrawing

public lands, the Act established
Because of the breadth of the Court's Order approximately 140 separate requirements, of
for the analysis of SNF, DOE recently which about 80 percent are new requirements
proposed to expand the scope of the INEL for DOE and other Federal agencies. Among
Environmental Restoration and Waste these requirements is a new regulatory
Management Environmental Impact Statement framework in which the Environmental
(ER&WM EIS) to include the programmatic Protection Agency (EPA) must certify WIPP's
analysis of SNF alternatives that was being compliance withradioactivedisposal standards
prepared for the EM PEIS. On September 3, before establishing WIPP as a disposal site.
1993, DOE issued a Federal Register Notice
inviting public input on the expanded scope of Before making a decision to proceed to the
the INEL ER&WM EIS. Comments received disposal phase, DOE will prepare a second
were considered in preparing the INEL Supplemental EIS. The EM PEIS will not re-
ER&WM EIS Implementation Plan, which evaluate the WIPP, nor will it assess the
was issued on October 29, 1993. WIPP' s suitability for the disposal of TRUW.

However, the PEIS will evaluate alternatives
Preparation of the programmatic SNF section for the treatment of TRUW to provide
of the INEL ER&WM EIS will be closely advanced planning information if TRUW
coordinated with preparation of the EM PEIS. treatment is found necessary under RCRA or
The environmental consequences of the under 40 CFR 191 (TRUW Disposal
programmatic SNF alternatives included in the Standards). Also, the P_S will evaluate a
INEL ER&WM EIS will be summarized and longer period of interim storage of TRUW at
taken into consideration as part of the EM existing DOE sites if WIPP is delayed or
PEIS analysis of cumulative environmental found unsuitable.
consequences.

1.3.7 YUCCAMOUNTAtN
1.3.6 WASTE ISOLATIONPILOT PLANT

Yucca Mountain is the candidate site for a

The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WlPP) is the HLW repository. Under the Nuclear Waste
planned repository for retrievably stored, Policy Act (NWPA), Congress found that a
defense-generatedtransuranic waste(TRUW), national problem had been created by the
In October 1980, DOE issued a Final EIS on accumulation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF)from
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commercial reactors and the accumulation of documents are referred to as site-wide NEPA

HLW. The NWPA assigned to DOE the documents. The DOE may elect to prepare
responsibility for managing the disposal of this some site-wide NEPA documents before
spent fuel and high-level waste, specified the completion of the EM PEIS. Thus far, the
siting process, and authorized the construction only site-wide EIS that DOE has completed
of one geologic repository. Under the NWPA under this policy is for the Lawrence
Amendments Act of 1987, the process for Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and
selecting this repository was streamlined, and Sandia National Laboratory-Livermore (SNL-
the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada was L). Other site-wide NEPA documentation
selected for detailed study as the candidate site related to EM activities in progress or being
for the United States' first geologicrepository, planned includes that for the Hanford Site
Under the National Energy Policy Act of (HS), the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP), the Idaho
1992, DOE is required to prepare a study on National Engineering Laboratory (INEL), the
the need for additional repositories for deep Savannah River Site (SRS), and the Nevada
geologic disposal. Test Site (NTS). Ongoing site-wide NEPA

efforts are being coordinated with the EM
The DOE also is proceeding with the PEIS.
construction of facilities for vitrification of

defense HLW. Vitrification is the method of If site-wide NEPA documents are completed
immobilizing radioactive waste in a glass before completion of the EM PEIS and the
form. DOE has completed NEPA reviews that NWC Reconfiguration PEIS, the site-wide
evaluated the environmental consequences of NEPA documents will be supplemented, as
vitrification, appropriate, to reflect the determinations made

as a result of the PEISs.
Because the environmental documentation

process for geologic disposal was established
by the NWPA, the EM PEIS will not analyze 1.3.9 PROJECT-LEVEL INTERIM ACTIONS

environmental impacts of disposal at Yucca
Mountain or alternative locations for a Concurrent withpreparationoftheEMPEIS,
geologic repository. However, as a result of DOE will need to evaluate many diverse,
the scoping comments and the possibility of discrete, project-level ER or WM
the prolonged delay of disposal sites, environmental restoration and waste
alternatives for longer interim storage of HLW management actions that may be related to the
at existing DOE sites will be addressed in the actions being considered in the EM PEIS. The
EM PEIS. DOE will determine whether a project-level

ER or WM action requiring an EIS may
proceed before the EM PEIS ROD is issued by

1.3.8 SITE-WIDE NATIONAL applying the test for interim actions found in
ENVIRONMENTALPOLICY ACT the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
DOCUMENTATION requirements at 40 CFR 1506.1 (c). An interim

action must be justified independently of the
In February 1990, the Secretary of Energy program, not prejudice the ultimate decision of
directed that DOE's Guidelines for NEPA be the program by detennining subsequent
revised to include a new agency policy for development or by limiting alternatives, and
developing and updating NEPA documents be covered by adequate NEPA documentation.
that assess operations for an entire site. These The DOE will review project-level action
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proposals to ensure that these conditions are strategic alternatives for configuration of
met. The EM PEIS is generally not intended DOE's treatment, storage, and disposal
to be sufficient NEPA documentation for facilities nationwide.

project-level actions.

1.4 Cooperating Agencies
1.3.10 FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE

PLANS As part of the scoping process, DOE invited
other Federal agencies to participate as

Under Section 3021(c)(I) of the Resource cooperating agencies in the preparation of the
Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended EM PEIS. Cooperating agencies have roles
by the Federal Facility Compliance Act of and responsibilities in the EIS process defined
1992 (FFCA), DOE is required to publish a in the CEQ NEPA regulations. These include
schedule for submitting plans for each facility participating in the scoping process,
at which it generates or stores mixed waste, developing information and preparing
The plans must describe the development of environmental analyses, and lending staff
treatment capacities and technologies that will support. The EPA, the Nuclear Regulatory
treat the site's mixed waste. These plans, as Commission (NRC), and the Department of
required by 3021(b)of RCRA as amended, Health and Human Services (HHS) have
must be submitted to those States having State agreed to be cooperating agencies for the EM
law and authority to prohibit land disposal of PEIS. The EPA and DOE have agreed that
untreated mixed waste, and EPA-delegated EPA will participate by reviewing EM PEIS
authority to regulate the hazardous component draft analyses before issuance to the public.
of mixed waste. Sites located in States without Appendix I contains a copy of the agreement
such authority must submit the plans to the between the two agencies on EPA's role in the
Environmental Protection Agency for review Ebl PEIS process. The Departments of
and approval. Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, the Interior,

Labor, and Transportation have declined to be
Based on requests from the States and EPA, cooperating agencies. The Nuclear Regulatory
DOE began early discussions with the States Commission (NRC) has stated that it will
and EPA and is continuing these interactions, participate as a cooperating agency in a limited
including deliberation on technology, capacity, sense. The HHS will cooperate within the
technology development, and regional equity scope of the existing agreement between DOE
concerns, and the Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Registry.
Preparation of the EM PEIS and development
of the FFCA site plans will be done in parallel
and closely coordinated. The Department has
entered into a process of coordination with
States through the National Governor's
Association and expects to consider ideas from
the States in the analysis of waste management
in the PEIS. With respect to the FFCA plans,
the PEIS will clearly present to the public,
States, EPA, and DOE the environmental
impacts associated with a wide range of
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istorically, Department of Energy In general, the current configuration of waste
(DOE) operations have been management capabilities has been based on
conducted on a site-by-site basis with major program responsibilities, such as

inadequate controls for preventing the spread Defense Programs or Energy Research
of hazardous and radioactive materials and missions, and not on an integrated strategy
insufficient procedures to minimize generation taking into account system-wide capacities to
of waste. As a result, necessary remediation manage ER generated, stored, and operational
and decontamination and decommissioning wastes. As a result, some DOE sites lack
(D&D) activities will result in large amounts needed waste management (WM) capabilities
of materials requiring future management in and have to rely on other DOE sites to treat
addition to the waste generated from ongoing and dispose of their wastes. Under the Federal
operations. Facility Compliance Act, DOE is required to

submit plans describing the development and
To date, the DOE has undertaken implementation of future mixed waste
Environmental Restoration (ER) initiatives on treatment capacities and technologies for each
a site-by-site basis with compliance of its sites at which it generates or stores
agreements negotiated at the installation level hazardous or mixed waste. Future
with State, local, and Federal agencies, implementation of new treatment and disposal
Sixteen DOE sites are presently on the capabilities is affected by a number of physical
Superfund National Priorities List. factors (for example, groundwater hydrology)
Implementation of ER activities are being not historically considered in the early
undertaken without a system-wide analysis of selection of DOE sites. Thus, the analysis and
potential environmental consequences. In environmental evaluation of alternative WM
implementing ER actions, concerns have been configurations is needed to !,rovide input into
raised as to whether sufficient consideration is determinations on the future deployment of
being given to potential worker and WM capabilities.
transportation risks associated with ER remedy
selection, and whether assumptions of The purpose of formulating and implementing
potential future public risks from residual an integrated Environmental Restoration and
contamination after remedial action is Waste Management (EM) Program is to
completed are reasonable, achieve a long-term plan for future EM

actions. Presently, many of the EM Program
The analysis and environmental evaluation of actions are conducted in response to individual
alternative ER strategies is needed to provide site initiatives and compliance agreements.
input into the establishment of potential DOE Through evaluating and determining system-
policies for guiding future DOE remediation wide ER strategies and alternative WM
efforts that would be undertaken with the configurations, major components of a long-
concurrence of regulating agencies and in term EM Program can be identified to more
compliance with applicable environmental efficiently and effectively apply resources. By
statutes, considering system-wide ER strategies and

WM configurations as part of an integrated
plan, the public and stakeholders can become
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involved in a comprehensive process forming
a basis for future EM actions that would not

otherwise be possible if future actions were to
continue on an individual site-by-site basis.

In fulfilling the purpose of formulating and
implementing an integrated EM Program,
specific objectives of the plan are to:

• Safely and acceptably minimize, handle,
treat, store, transport, and dispose of DOE
waste

• Ensure that risks to the environment and to

human health and safety posed by the
inventory of inactive and surplus facilities
are eliminated or reduced to prescribed or
acceptable levels

• ,Reduce or eliminate risks to human health
.,

'_tnd safety and to the environment from "
environmental restoration and waste

operation activities

• Emphasize compliance with laws and
regulations for the protection of the
environment and the health and safety of
the public and workers

• Provide adequate capabilities and
arrangements for the management of
wastes at all DOE sites on a cost-effective
basis.
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The Public Participation Process and Results
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o determine the range or scope of Although not required by the public
issues to be addressed and the participation requirements under CEQ and
proposed action and alternatives to be DOE NEPA regulations, the Draft EM PEIS

analyzed in an Environmental Impact IP was made available for public comment
Statement (EIS), the Council on on February 4, 1992. All interested
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations agencies, groups, and persons were invited
[40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) to submit comments on the Draft EM PEIS
1501.7] requires Federal agencies to engage IP. After a 60-day comment period on the
in an open and early "scoping" process. As Draft EM PEIS IP, during which six
part of this process, both the CEQ workshops were conducted, the comments
regulations and the U.S. Department of on the Draft EM PEIS IP were summarized,
Energy (DOE) National Environmental additional issues to be included in the EM
Policy Act Implementing Procedures PEIS were identified, and a Working Final
(NEPA) (10 CFR Part 1021) require DOE to EM PEIS IP was prepared.
invite interested agencies and the public to
participate in determining the scope of an In January 1992, DOE chartered the
EIS and the issues to be analyzed in depth. Environmental Restoration and Waste
In fulfilling these scoping requirements, Management Advisory Committee (EMAC).
DOE's Office of Environmental Restoration On July 2, 1992, DOE announced the
and Waste Management (EM) has gone members of this new Committee, who were
beyond the required minimum level of public selected from universities; trade associations;
participation to ensure that all relevant issues Federal, State, and local government
are identified and addressed in the agencies; Native American organizations and
Programmatic Environmental Impact groups; unions; environmental groups; and
Statement (PEIS). other interested parties. On July 28, 1992,

EMAC was asked to review and comment on

On October 22, 1990, a Notice of Intent the Working Final EM PEIS IP. During the
(NOI) was published in the Federal Register EMAC review, DOE received a number of
announcing DOE's intent to prepare the EM comments from individual members of the
PEIS. The NOI invited interested agencies, EMAC; on December 21, 1992, the EMAC
affected Indian tribes, and the public to submitted its formal recommendations on the
participate and, in particular, to submit Working Final EM PEIS IP. Following the
comments on the scope of the EM PEIS. consideration of the EMAC formal
After a 120-day public scoping period during recommendations, revisions to the IP were
which 23 public scoping meetings were held, prepared and submitted to the EMAC. At the
a Draft EM PEIS Implementation Plan (IP) EMAC PEIS Subcommittee meetings in June
was prepared. The Draft IP summarized the and August, 1993, the revisions made to the
comments received and identified those IP as a result of the EMAC

issues, as suggested by the comments, that recommendations were discussed, and then
would be considered in preparing the EM this Implementation Plan was prepared.
PEIS.
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This chapter describes the public In the NOI, DOE identified the following
participation process, including the public concerns as being within the PEIS scope:
scoping process required by CEQ and DOE
NEPA regulations, that was followed in "(1) The potential impacts (both beneficial
arriving at the scope of the EM PEIS. and adverse) to worker health, public health,
Sections 3.1 through 3.4 describe each of the and the environment under various
main steps that were followed. Section 3.5 alternatives for environmental restoration
summarizes the comments and issues raised and waste management.
through the public participation efforts and
describes whether and in what ways the (2) The potential impacts to workers, public
issues raised will be addressed in the PEIS. health, and the environment under various

alternatives from routine transportation of
waste and potential transportation accidents.

3.1 Initial Definition of Scope and
Issues (3) The development of needed technologies

and methods for environmental restoration

The DOE began the scoping process for the and waste management and the potential
EM PEIS on October 22, 1990, by impacts (both beneficial and adverse)from
publishing a Notice of Intent (NOI) their implementation.
(appendix A-I) that defined the EM
Program's proposed action and alternatives (4) Any obstacles to achieving full
and that identified those issues considered to compliance with all applicable Federal,

be both within and outside the PEIS scope. State, and local environmental statutes,
The DOE NOI also invited the public and regulations, and requirements.
other government agencies to provide written
comments on the PEIS scope and to (5) The socioeconomic impacts of
participate in the scheduled scoping alternatives for dispersed, regional, and
meetings, centralized waste management.

The proposed scope of the PEIS was (6) The potential impacts of applying various
summarized in the NOI. Activities within the land-usability strategies to the cleanup of

PEIS scope included cleanup of DOE installations and sites."
contamination at DOE sites and certain other

properties; decontamination and The NOI also identified a number of issues
decommissioning (D&D) or dismantling of and activities that DOE did not believe to be
DOE's surplus facilities; and treatment, within the scope of the PEIS. These included
storage, and disposal of wastes generated by disposal of high-level waste (HLW) in a
ongoing Nuclear Energy, Energy Research, central repository, demonstration of the
and Defense Programs and by remediation disposal of defense-generated transuranic
and other activities for which EM has waste (TRUW) in the Waste Isolation Pilot

management responsibility. Issues associated Plant (WIPP), management of commercial
with these activities include land use, spent nuclear fuel (SNF), management of
cleanup levels, the environmental basis for commercial low-level waste (LLW), and
deciding cleanup priorities, and waste cleanup and disposal activities associated

with the Uranium Mill Tailings Remedialtransportation.
Action Program (UMTRAP).
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3.2 Seoping Meetings As shown in figures 3.2-2 and 3.2-3, more
than 1,200 people provided approximately

After the NOI was issued, EM held a 7,000 comments, either by commenting in
national workshop, on November 19, 1990, the meetings or by submitting materials and
with representatives from environmental and letters to DOE. Although most of comments
public interest groups to discuss the came from individuals, some 280
proposed PEIS scope and ways to improve organizations, including environmental,
participation in the public scoping meetings, public interest, and community groups, also
As, a result of this workshop, DOE revised participated. Equal weight and consideration
the scoping meeting plan to include were given to oral and written comments.
distribution of written information in

advance of the meetings and to include time
during the meetings for informal interaction 3.3 Regional Workshops on the
between the attendees and DOE. Federal Draft EM PEIS IP
Register notices published on November 6,
1990, and December 11, 1990 (appendices On February 4, 1992, DOE announced that
A-2 and A-3), announced the dates, the Draft EM PEIS IP was available for

locations, and times of the scoping meetings, public comment and that regional workshops
The scoping meetings were also publicized would be held to encourage public
in local media, involvement in the process (appendix A-4).

The Draft EM PEIS IP was mailed to

Beginning on December 3, 1990, DOE held approximately 2,300 members of the public
23 scoping meetings at the locations shown who participated in the scoping process
in figure 3.2-1. The public scoping meetings (note: about 1,200 of these individuals
were held in compliance with CEQ and DOE submitted comments). The announcement
requirements, and in fulfillment of DOE's stated that five regional workshops would be
policy to facilitate opportunity for public held in Atlanta, Georgia, on March 17,
involvement in the NEPA process. The 1992; Las Vegas, Nevada, on March 19,
public scoping meetings ended on 1992; Denver, Colorado, on March 25,
February 7, 1991. Copies of the meeting 1992; Spokane, Washington, on
transcripts were made available at the DOE March 27, 1992; and Washington, DC, on
Reading Rooms identified in the Federal March 31, 1992. Because of the nigh level
Register notices, of interest demonstrated in the Cincinnati,

Ohio, region, a sixth regional workshop was
The 120-day scopingperiod extended from held in Cincinnati on April 2, 1992
October 22, 1990, through February 19, (appendix A-5). The Notice of Availability
1991. However, some comments received of the Draft EM PEIS IP also stated that

after the end of the public comment period DOE would accept comments until April 10,
were incorporated into the formal record to 1992. This date was later extended to April
the extent practicable. 25, 1992, as stated in the March 10, 1992,

Federal Register announcement.
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Meeting Locations

Oakland, CA 72

Denver, CO 50

Washinglon, I)C _ 53

Tampa, FL 49

Atlanta, (;A _ 31

Boise, ID 71

Idaho Falls, ID _ 54

Chicago, IL _ 14

Paducah, KY _ 20

St. l,ouis, MO 99

Albuquerque, NM _ 65

Princeton, NJ 47

l,as Vegas, NV _ 67

Newburgh, NY

Cincinnati, ()H 62

Columbus, Otl _ 33

Portland, OR _ 34

Columbia, SC _ 34

Oak Ridge, TN 1 II

Amarillo, TX ll 15

Richland, WA _ 28

Seattle, WA _ 53

Spokane, WA l/34

0 20 41) 60 80 100 120
Note: Letters- 292

Figure 3.2-2. Number of Scoping Commenters.
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Meeting Locations

Oakland, CA _ 654

Denver, CO _l 629

Washington, DC 1,185

Tampa, FL _ 661

Allanta, GA _ 301

Boise, ID lllllll 693

Idaho Falls, ID _ 595

Chicago, IL 1 117

Paducah, KY _ 353

St. Louis, MO 863

Albuquerque, NM _ 437

Princeton, NJ _ 742

Las Vegas, NV _ 467

Newburgh, NY l l 17

Cincinnati, OH _ 769

Columbus, OH _ 553

Portland, OR _ 572

Columbia, SC _ 359

Oak Ridge, TN _ 237

Amarillo, TX _ 313

Richland, WA _ 383

Seattle, WA _ 475

Spokane, WA _ 414

0 200 400 600 800 !,000 1,200 1,400
Note: Letters- 3,190

bYgure 3.2-3. Number of Scoping Comments.
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The workshops were intended to PEIS. Finally, at the completion of both the
accommodate regional interests and to be day and evening sessions a senior DOE
responsive to public concerns about DOE official commented on the discussion, often
sites. The workshop participants included indicating the action DOE would take on
principal DOE managers involved in EM some of the issues raised during that
policy. Representatives from DOE field workshop. Attendance varied from location
offices in the regions attended theworkshops to location and between the day and evening
to respond to site-specific questions. Figure sessions.
3.3-1 shows the locations of the workshop
meetings in relation to major DOE sites. Public comments and issues were obtained

from three main sources: notes taken at

Because the Draft EM PEIS IP workshops each workshop; letters DOE received on the
were informal, no transcripts were made. Draft EM PEIS IP; and comments written on
However, non-DOE professional facilitators survey forms. One survey form was included
took notes to record the discussions at the with the Draft EM PEIS IP mailing. The

six regional workshops. The workshops second survey was conducted at the six
consisted of day and evening plenary regional workshops. The two survey forms
sessions; small group "break-out" sessions contained different questions. Copies of the
were held during the day. Plenary sessions summary of notes taken at the workshops are
began with DOE officials making available at DOE Reading Rooms. Figure
presentations on the Environmental 3.3-2 shows the total number of people who
Restoration (ER), Waste Management attended each workshop. Figure 3.3-3 shows
(WM), and Technology Development (TD) the number of comments received.
Programs, and the EM PEIS process.
Appendix G contains graphics used during
the workshops. After the daytime plenary 3.4 EMAC Comments on the EM
session, the attendees were divided into PEIS IP
groups to allow more detailed discussion. As

stated in the announcements, the break-out In January 1992, the DOE chartered the
sessions focused on EM Program issues Environmental Restoration and Waste

relating to the EM PEIS, including the EM Management Advisory Committee (EMAC).
PEIS Process, ER, WM, and TD. Attendees Their charge is to advise DOE's Assistant
at each of the break-out sessions had the Secretary for EM on both the substance of
opportunity to participate in discussions of and the process for the PEIS from the
each of these topics. A DOE subject matter perspective of affected groups and state and
expert was available during all sessions to local governments (appendix H). On
answer questions and to discuss DOE policy. July 2, 1992, DOE announced the members
At the end of the day sessions, the issues of this new Committee, who were selected
raised during the discussions were from universities; trade associations;
summarized for the attendees. This summary Federal, State, and local government
presentation was repeated during the evening agencies; Native American organizations and
sessions. After the evening plenary session, groups; unions; environmental groups; and
attendees were asked to raise issues and other interested parties (appendix H).
questions for discussion relating to the EM

3-7





The Public Participation Process and Results Chapter 3

Workshop Locations

Denver, CO

Washington, DC 79

Atlanta, GA _28

Las Vegas, NV _32

Cincinnati, OH _62

Spokane, WA _37
I

0 20 40 60 80 100

Note: Letters - 51

_gure 3.3-2. Number of Commenters at Workshops and Written
Submittals Received on Draft EM PEIS IP.

Workshop Locations

Denver, CO 188

Washington, DC 179

Atlanta, GA _[[108

Las Vegas, NV _ 136

Cincinnati, OH 220

Spokane, WA 141
i t 1 I

0 50 100 150 200 250

Note: Letters- 221

l_'gure 3.3-3. Number of Comments on Draft EM PEIS IP.
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On July 28, 1992, the EMAC was asked to IP. Because many of the comments were
review and comment on the Working Final taken from workshop notes, some of the
EM PEIS IP. In the succeeding weeks, 1,000 identified comments represent a
meetings as requested by EMAC members composite of comments expressing similar
were held with EM personnel, and a number views of an issue. Based on the range and
of comments from individual EMAC number of comments received, five
members were received. Following the additional topical issues were identified.
consideration of the EMAC formal These additional topical issues represented
recommendations, revisions to the IP, dated either new issues or subdivisions of a
May 11, 1993, were prepared and submitted previously identified issue.
to the EMAC. At the EMAC PEIS

Subcommittee meetings in June and From the individual EMAC member
August 1993, the revisions to the IP were comments received on the Working Final
discussed, and then this Implementation Plan EM PEIS IP, more than 150 comments were
was prepared, identified and categorized into issues. The

formal EMAC recommendations and the

DOE response to these recommendations are

3.5 Response to Scoping, Draft in appendix L. The formal EMAC
EM PEIS IP, and EMAC recommendations were not categorized into
Comments issues similar to the individual EMAC

member comments; however, many of the

A comment tracking system was established individual EMAC member comments reflectthe same issues in the recommendations
to identify and categorize the comments because the individual EMAC member
received during the public scoping process as comments formed a basis for the EMAC
an aid in their evaluation. This system recommendations.
organized the public scoping comments
according to keywords; when a single

Table 3.5-I lists the distribution by topicalcomment raised more than one issue, it was issue of all comments received result of the
assigned multiple keywords. This system
identified and categorized more than 15,000 public scoping process, the public review of
keyword comments into 24 topical issues, the Draft EM PEIS IP, and the individual

EMAC member reviews of the Working

During the public review period on the Draft Final EM PEIS IP.
EM PEIS IP, 103 individuals submitted

The discussions that follow summarize thewritten comments. Additional comments

were recorded from the completion survey comments received during the public scoping
forms distributed with the Draft EM PEIS IP and public participation processes on the

and during the workshops and from the scope of the PEIS and summarize DOE's
comments noted during the workshop responses by general concern or issue. To
sessions. Using the comment tracking system distinguish comments received as a result of
with the comment categories employed for the scoping process from those received
the scoping process comments, during the remainder of the public
approximately 1,000 additional comments participation process, comments received

during the scoping process are followed bywere identified as part of the public
participation process on the Draft EM PEIS the word "Scoping" in parentheses;
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Table 3.5-1. PEIS Issues and Number of Keyword Comments From

Scoping and on Draft and Working l_nal PEIS IP

,, ,[,

Number

Chapter Number of Number of of
3 Issues Scoping Draft IP Working

Section Comments Comments Final IP
Comments

i

3.5.1 !Cleanup Levels and Land Use 402 95 14

3.5.2 Funding for Environmental Restoration Activities 1041 44 6

3.5.3 Environmental Quality and Environmental Impacts 1840 26 6

3.5.4 Occupational and Public Health 1681 31 3

3.5.5 Separation of the Two PEISs (NWC & EM) 159 13 1

3.5.6 DOE Missions and Responsibilities 542 17 0

3.5.7 Yucca Mountain 229" 16" 6

3.5.8 The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 229" 16" 5

3.5.9 Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program 46 3 1

3.5.10 The Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action Program 9 3 1

3.5.11 The Five-Year Plan 152 11 5

3.5.12 Weapons Production 1194 7 3

3.5.13 Site-Specific Comments 1272 27 5

3.5.14 Compliance with Agreements 159 16 3

3.5.15 Pollution Prevention and Waste Minimization 66 22 1

3.5.16 !Employee Relations Policies 273 10 1

3.5.17 DOE Credibility, Public Participation, and Oversight 2296 464 56

3.5.18 Management of Cleanup Activities 1440 60 14

3.5.19 Compensation and Payment of Burden Funds 110 5 I

3.5.20 Transportation 349 35 2

3.5.21 Separation of DOE and Commercial Waste 15 11 1

3.5.22 "Below Regulatory Concern" Waste 67 7 2

3.5.23 Waste Management 1533 124 15

3.5.24 Technology Development 324 95 6

3.5.25 Readability - Comments on the Draft EM PEIS IP --- 20 4

3.5.26 EM PEIS Alternatives --- 82 5

3.5.27 Laws, Regulations, and Regulatory Compliance --- 50 8

3.5.28 Socioeconomic Issues --- 25 6

3.5.29 Risk Assessment --- 59 12

" The number of 3.5.7 and 3.5.8 comments are consolidated.
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comments received during the public 3.5.1 CLEANUPLEVELS AND LAND USE
participation process on the Draft EM PEIS
IP are likewise labeled. "Draft IP"; and During the public scoping process,
comments provided by individual F_2vlAC commenters asked for a full PEIS discussion
members are identified as "EMAC." The of the potential impacts associated with
discussion of each of the issues also unrestricted, restricted, and dedicated land

identifies which issues DOE considers use options, as well as the effects of these
within the PEIS scope. DOE determined that options on tribal rights. The comments were
comments were within the PEIS scope if wide ranging, some people suggested that
they pertained to how DOE should conduct DOE remove all contamination and release
cleanup or carry out its waste management the land to the public for unrestricted use.
responsibilities, addressed issues that were Others suggested that DOE provide for the
timely for analysis in this PEIS, raised maximum use of in-place or onsite
programmatic issues not covered by existing remediation with waste transported only
environmental documentation, were when necessary to protect human health and
programmatic and not site-specific in nature, the environment and then only to the nearest
or addressed activities that could be studied contaminated site. Commenters wanted

for relevant environmental impacts, clear, sensible standards for cleanup.
Although some comments received during
the public participation process were not During the public participation process on
within the EM PFJS scope, DOE will the Draft and Working Final EM PEIS IP,
consider the public input received as part of DOE received several comments on cleanup
ongoing DOE efforts to improve the levels and land use. The comments on
programs and activities these comments cleanup levels included those that requested
addressed, the DOE to involve the public in deciding

cleanup levels. Commenters were also
As discussed in section 4.6 of this IP, the concerned about how DOE would determine
PEIS will discuss a number of significant which standards to use. With respect to land
programmatic issues important to the use, commenters expressed their interest in
achievement of waste management and DOE land use decisions, how these
cleanup goals andthe future implementation decisions will be made, and who will
of the EM program. Many of these issues participate in making the decisions.
were raised or expressed during the public Commenters also stated that DOE needs a
scoping process and the reviews of the Draft land use policy that explains the land use
and Working Final EM PEIS IP. During the categories to be used and how these
public workshops on the Draft IP, DOE categories will be related to cleanup criteria.
made a commitment to discuss these types
of issues in the PEIS because the discussions

would help the public understand the Examples of the range of comments on
determinations to be reached as a result of cleanup levels included:
the PEIS process and would also provide an
opportunity for the public and interested • Sensible standards are needed. (Scoping)
groups and agencies to directly provide input
on future improvements to conducting the * Standards should be based upon science

and established by an independent
EM program, agency. (Scoping)
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• Clean Water Act (CWA) standards * The fact that the Nuclear Regulatory
should be used. (Scoping) Commission (NRC) and Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) differ in their
• Natural radiation background levels definitions of "clean" is problematic

should be used as reference. (Scoping) (Before termination of an NRC license,
• The DOE should establish limits of the facility must be decontaminated and

toxicity for cleanups. (Scoping) decommissioned so that unrestricted use
after license termination is permitted.)

• The DOE must get local, State, and (Draft IP)
broad-based public involvement in
setting standards for cleanup levels. • The IP should provide a detailed
(Draft IP) framework for future waste management

and cleanup decisions. (EMAC)• Assurances are needed that future

operations will follow standards at least • Because EPA appears to be reluctant or
equivalent to those now used for struggling to issue radiation or mixed
"cleanup" and restoration. (Draft IP) waste cleanup criteria, DOE should offer

• Standards should combine national and proposed cleanup levels for radiation and
mixed waste. (EMAC)

site-specific standards that consider
background conditions. (Draft IP) • The DOE needs to state that it will not

• Uniform standards should be kept--make just meet regulations and standards but
will try to do better whenever possible.

the Resource Conservation and Recovery (EMAC)
Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive
EnvironmentalResponse, Compensation, • The as-low-as-reasonably-achievable
and Liability Act (CERCLA) regulations (ALARA) principle should be adhered
work. Do not reinvent processes. (Draft to, so that, if economically feasible, the
IP) cleanups will go as far below the

standards as possible to reduce
• Risk to public health should be "cumulative risks." (EMAC)

considered the only criteria (in
determining cleanup levels). (Draft IP) • The DOE does not have a realistic

handle on risks to either workers or the
• The DOE should get involved in

influencing standards (for cleanup levels) public, and is predominantly concerned
set by Federal, State, and other with meeting regulations. (EMAC)
regulatory bodies. (Draft IP)

Examples of the range of comments on land
• Standards for acceptable pollution levels use included:

should either be uniform across the

country or variations should be agreed to • The DOE should consider dedicated land

locally. (Draft IP) use rather than moving waste, which

• Regardless of which standards are used, creates risk to the public. (Scoping)

the methodologies in the EM PEIS, • The DOE should not create any national
including evaluation of data to be dedicated land use areas. (Scoping)
applied, should be described. (Draft IP)
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* The DOE should consider restricted land The DOE is committed to involving local
use only as an option of last resort, citizens and government leaders in finding
(Scoping) better solutions to EM problems, including

. Unrestricted land use should be DOE's application of standards to site cleanup. The

cleanup goal. (Scoping) DOE will seek to improve processes for
involving interested persons at the local

• The DOE should address traditional level. The DOE believes that the most

Native American land use. (Scoping) appropriate process for determining site-
specific cleanup is through the integrated

• The DOE should apply land use CERCLA/NEPAprocess, which maximizesclassifications from the Draft IP:
the participation of locally interestedrestricted, unrestricted, and somewhat
individuals and agencies, and tailors therestricted. There should be no "sacrifice
application of policy to site-specific

zones," and any contaminated sites conditions.
should be for restricted use only. (Draft

IP) In most cases DOE is not the agency with
• Specific land use categories, not just the authority for setting standards. The DOE

general categories, should be used. has the authority under the Atomic Energy
(Draft IP) Act (AEA) to manage and regulate nuclear

materials handled and generated at its
• The DOE needs a long-term land use

plan. (Draft IP) facilities and subscribes to the policy of
keeping exposures to nuclear materials "as

• The DOE should analyze some specific low as reasonably achievable" (ALARA).
land and water contamination scenarios However, DOE seeks to consider standards
and relate these to land uses. (Draft IP) issued by EPA as well as those applied to

commercial nuclear facilities regulated by• Local citizens should be involved in
the NRC. Furthermore, DOE facilities are

making land use decisions. (Draft IP) subject to numerous environmental laws and
• Land use issues must reference specific regulations primarily administered and

sites and not be genetic. (Draft IP) enforced by EPA, as well as others enforced

• The DOE should relate WM facility by the States. The DOE may participate in
the development of these regulations as part

locations to ER land uses. (Draft IP) of the regulated community by commenting
• The IP should include specific plans for on proposed rulemakings and by providing

involving local government officials and information on the ability of the technology
the public in land use decisions, to meet cleanup standards.
(EMAC)

The DOE does and will continue to

• The DOE needs a land use policy, recommend to EPA proposed cleanup levels(EMAC)
on a site-specific basis as part of the

• The DOE is making no effort to deal ongoing CERCLA process. The DOE agrees
realistically with the land use issue, that the ALARA principles should be
(EMAC) adhered to, as required by DOE Orders.

The DOE will urge the appropriate
regulatory agencies to propose rulemakings
on cleanup standards, where necessary.
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Potential areas that require additional involved in making land use decisions.
legislation will also be identified. Accordingly, DOE has implemented a public

participation policy (appendix K) that will
The EM PEIS will analyze cleanup levels encourage involvement of the public and
from the perspective of foreseeable risks and local government in land use decisions. One
impacts to workers and the public, example of this involvement is the Hanford
Alternative ER strategies will be analyzed to Future Site Uses Working Group. This
provide input to the establishment of group was organized to develop a range of
potential DOE policies for guiding future future use options for the site and to assess
DOE remediation efforts that would be the implications of those uses on the
undertaken with the concurrence of Hanford Site cleanup. The Working Group
regulating agencies and in compliance with has brought governments and representatives
applicable statutes. The EM PEIS will of a wide variety of constituencies together
describe subsequent site- and project-level to discuss their respective future visions for
NEPA documents in which the public, Hanford. TheWorking Group will endeavor
regulators, and DOE will participate in to provide decisionmakers with a full range
making future waste management and of potential visions for the future uses of the
cleanup decisions. The EM PEIS will also Hanford Site.
address specific public and local government
interactions in accordance with EM's public The EM PEIS will discuss land use and
participation policy. Appendix K contains a potential institutional controls for specific
copy of this policy, land use options. The DOE's goal is to fully

consider land use issues in the cleanup

One of the key goals of the PEIS is to decision-making process. Potential land use
provide a technical basis for establishing a options should be evaluated for the potential
DOE policy on integrating land use risk to onsite workers and the general
decisions into the cleanup decision-making public. Land use restrictions tnay mitigate
process. Such a policy would be directed at these risks; therefore, land use options
acknowledging the importance of land use should be considered in the analysis of risks
considerations and would identify criteria to to workers and the public.
be considered, rather than establishing a
policy that would identify a predetermined The basic toxic and radioactive exposures to
future land use for each site or facility to be be considered in the PEIS are from
remediated, contaminated soil/sediment, air, surface

water, groundwater, and biota. The potential
The PEIS will include an analysis of land exposure pathways are by ingestion, dermal
use as part of the evaluation of ER contact, inhalation, and external exposure.
alternatives and WM facility configurations. Potential land use options with appropriate
The PEIS will also evaluate the potential mitigation or land use restrictions would
impacts to current land use, including determine which pathways cause human or
potential impacts to Native American lands environmental exposures.
commensurate with the programmatic nature
of the PEIS. The potential land use options to be

analyzed in the PEIS should not be
The DOE agrees that a land use policy is misconstrued as a commitment from DOE to
needed and that local citizens should be turn over land for the use identified, but to
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describe the impacts of such usage. The cleanup and that costs for cleanup, waste
following potential options are considered to management, and weapons production be
be applicable in the initial phases of the EM separated into three distinct budgets.
PEIS analysis. Land use options for Commenters also suggested that waste
consideration in local decision-making management costs be borne by the Program
processes would be somewhat different but producing the waste. During the public
probably encompassed by these options, participation process on the Draft and
Modifications may be appropriate as the Working Final EM PEIS IP, most
Draft EM PEIS proceeds. The potential land commenters were concerned that DOE make
use options to be considered are: best use of available funds.

• Unrestricted Use (this would include Examples of the public comments included:
residential and agricultural use). In the
risk analysis for unrestricted use, all • The amount DOE spends on cleanup
exposure pathways are considered, must be balanced with the amount DOE
Property could be turned over to the spends on weapons production.
General Services Administration for sale (Scoping)

or transfer to another government • The DOE should stop weapons
agency, if the risk from all exposure
pathways is below an acceptable level, production and redirect resources to

cleanup, monitoring, identifying where
• Somewhat Restricted Use. The risk wastes are buried, recycling, and

analysis for this use would assume that investigating science and technology.
wells for drinking water would be (Scoping)

restricted. All other exposure pathways • Adequate resources should be provided
would be considered, for cleanup, and the adequacy of funding

• Totally Restricted Use. Risk analysis should be addressed annually; Congress
for this use would assume no onsite should guarantee funding; a trust fund or
human exposures and no biota pathways, another "superfund" for cleanup should
Flora and fauna are exposed onsite, be established; full cleanup funding

should be provided; the Five-Year Plan
budget should not be cut or cleanup will
fall behind. (Scoping)3.5.2 _.mDtNG FOR ER ACTIVrnES

• Government programs should be more
During the scoping process, commenters cost accountable. (Draft IP)

asked about cleanup costs and funding • The DOE should be attentive to
mechanisms and about how DOE will

efficiency in budgeting to maximize the
manage resources to ensure adequate support

amount of money going to research.
for cleanup activities. It was suggested that (Draft IP)
DOE and Congress commit to and guarantee
long-term funding for cleanup and that the • The DOE should stop weapons
commitment be in the form of a "trust fund" production and commit the same amount
with a specific dollar amount allocated each of money to cleanup as DOE did on
year. In addition, it was recommended that production. (Draft IP)
funds from production be shifted to support
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• Community service upgrades (for including the EM program, with those of
example, road improvements and other Federal departments and agencies to
emergency services) should be funded by determine their appropriate shares of the
DOE. (Draft IP) total funds available to the Federal

Government.
• The DOE must not use the EM PEIS to

rank cleanup decisions among sites. This The Federal budget process is set up on a
may result in cleanup of one site at the fiscal year basis, with each fiscal year
expense of another. The DOE must beginning on October 1 During each fiscal
request adequate funding to cleanup the year a three-year budget cycle overlaps
entire weapons complex. (Draft IP) itself, with Federal agencies beginning their

• The DOE should ensure that future budget planning almost two years before the
budgets accommodatecleanup. The DOE start of each fiscal year. The three-year
should consider the costs and benefits of cycle consists of a planning year, a budget
incremental improvements. (Draft IP) year, and an execution or operating year.

• The DOE should not eliminate cheap The DOE headquarters initiates the process
solutions that do not meet the standards by sending budget guidance, including

but are still an improvement. (Draft IP) guidance received from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), to the

• The DOE should strictly monitor Field Offices. The Field Offices are
research programs, putting a stop to requested to identify, describe, and estimate
projects that no longer seem promising, the cost of the activities that they would like
(Draft IP) to conduct in the execution or operating

• The DOE grants to universities should year. The DOE then analyzes these requests
and formulates an initial budget request for

go to research on solutions to waste the entire Department, and then submits the
problems, not on developing new reactor initial budget to OMB. During the budg,
technology. (Draft IP) year, the President, the Congress, and DOE

• Although DOE does not control the discuss and negotiate the Department's
budget process, the PEIS must recognize budget proposal. The budget is transmitted
that various funding levels are probable to Congress as part of the President's budget
and evaluate alternatives appropriately, request.
(EMAC)

• A more complete explanation of the EM has and will continue to seek adequate
funding process and a commitment from funding for its programs through the annual

Federal budget process. An increase in
EM to seek adequate funding would be funding for one program or project may
appropriate. (EMAC) necessitate a decrease in another program,

• The public needs to be afforded an increase in tax revenues, or an increase
mechanisms and resources to foster in the national debt. However, the Federal
involvement, assist in participation, and budget process itself is outside the scope of
gain access to site information. (EMAC) this PEIS and will not be directly discussed.

The DOE does not have the latitude within

Within the Federal budget process, Congress the budget process to shift funds unilaterally
considers DOE programs and projects, between its programs, such as shifting funds
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from weapons activities to cleanup and Information on the EM budget and the
waste management activities. Moving funds budget process will be provided in the PEIS
from one budget category to another as part of a discussion of the background
requires DOE, OMB, and Congressional framework of the EM programs.
approval.

The EM PEIS will discuss potential 3.5.3 ErCV_ONM_NTALQUALITYAND
mitigation measures associated with ER and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

WM activities. Mitigation measures to be
considered will include providing funds for
infrastructure improvements to communities 3.5.3.1 Environmental Contamination
in which ER and WM activities could result

in a significant influx of new employees. During the seeping process, several
commenters expressed concern about

Although the completion of the PEIS will contamination of environmental media with
not result in a ranking of cleanup decisions radioactive and hazardous substances, from
among sites, the evaluation of ER accidental and intentional releases, both at
alternatives will indicate the cleanup actions and near DOE facilities. Specific instances
that pose the greatest risks. Decisions on of contamination were identified.
prioritization of cleanup of contaminated Commenters suggested that DOE state what
sites must be closely coordinated with the environmental and socioeconomic
cognizant Federal, State, and local impacts of cleanup and waste management
regulatory agencies and the public. The activities will be, that any associated adverse
evaluation of ER alternatives will include impacts be minimized, and that a
the analysis of a broad range of remediation contamination baseline be established to
alternatives that involve different costs, guide future cleanup activities.
Costs, together with risks and technical
feasibility, are important considerations in Several of the comments received on the
the selection of a site-specific remediation Draft and Working Final EM PEIS IP were
measure, concerned with environmental contamination

at specific sites. Commenters also stated that
Technical assistance grants of up to $50,000 it would be unwise to contaminate new sites.
may be provided by the Federal Government
(as administered by the Environmental Examples of the range of public comments
Protection Agency) to any group of included:
individuals that might be affected by a
release or threatened release at a DOE site. • Evaluate the presence and determine the
These grants are intended to help the public extent and impacts of existing and
comment on the alternatives considered and potential contamination. (Seeping)
remedial actions selected at DOE sites.

• Evaluate the extent of air contamination

Congressional grants under the National resulting from the release of radioactiveDefense Authorization Act are also available
dust during movement of waste and

to facilitate public participation in DOE's during cleanup activities. (Seeping)
planning process.
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• Determine average background levels of The PEIS will identify and evaluate the
radioactivity in air, water, and soil. environmental and socioeconomic impacts of
(Scoping) alternatives for cleanup and waste

• Conduct more studies on atmospheric management. Minimizing adverse impactswill be a key factor in assessing these
dispersion of contaminants. (Scoping) alternatives. The EM PEIS will analyze

• Consider the environmental impacts of environmental contamination issues at the
offsite waste disposal. (Scoping) programmatic level; it will not address site-

specific contamination issues. Site-specific
• Study the benefits and impacts of waste contamination issues will be addressed as

storage in a remote area versus storage
in an urban area. (Scoping) part of the CERCLA and NEPA processesfor each of the sites. As discussed in section

• The DOE past practices have damaged 4.1 of this IP, the PEIS will assess on a
the quality of natural water resources, programmatic basis a No Action alternative
(Scoping) for ER activities that will provide a baseline

assessment of contamination before further
• The DOE should ensure that current and

remedial actions are undertaken. This
past activities at all sites do not have an assessment of No Action would generally
adverse impact on public health, the describe the current level of contamination.
environment, and wildlife. (Scoping)

• Cleanup will result in the dispersal of In the PEIS, some comparisons of general
radioactivity to a greater degree than background levels of radiation may be
stabilizing in place. (Scoping) included to provide perspective. Background

levels of radiation, specifically those from
• It is unwise to contaminate new sites, naturally occurring sources, are not directly

also unrealistic, considering the considered under the regulatory framework
difficulty of siting new facilities. (Draft for ER and WM activities. In general, the
IP) approach to regulating manmade sources of

• I n t e r m s o f e n v i r o n m e n t al radiation has been to limit exposures to
contamination, DOE must determine the these sources to as-low-as-reasonably
average background levels of achievable (ALARA), regardless of naturally
radioactivity in the environment. Such a occurring radiation sources or background
determination must be made, even at the levels.
programmatic level, to determine the
near-term and residual risk to workers DOE's practice is generally to avoid
and the public at the DOE sites and deliberate contamination of new sites. For
facilities selected for potential waste example, DOE's practice is to locate
treatment, storage, or disposal activities, disposal facilities only at sites currently used
(Draft IP) for such purposes. However, DOE will

• The response in the Working Final EM consider the onsite management of certain
wastes in the PE,IS (as discussed in section

PEIS IP does not address the important 4.2) as part of alternatives that would avoid
comment about contaminating new sites, intersite and interstate shipments of waste.
(EMAC) The PEIS analysis will include the possible

disposal of LLW and LLMW at those DOE
sites that do not have disposal capability.
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Several DOE sites that do not currently have • Emission figures are underestimated
disposal capabilities have facilities and because radon is periodically vented,
onsite locations contaminated with LLW and thorium and radium leak into the land

LLMW that will require cleanup. Although and groundwater, uranium and other
DOE will conduct an analysis as part of the poisonous wastes are dumped into the
PEIS on the feasibility of establishing river, and breakdown of protective
disposal capability at many of its smaller equipment propel emission figures in an
sites, DOE believes that there may be upward spiral. (Draft IP)
technical barriers to implementing new

• The DOE must commit itself fully to
disposal capabilities at these smaller sites.

minimizing releases. (EMAC)

• The DOE should commit to meeting the
3.5.3.2 Environmental Releases most stringent Federal standards and

exceeding them, where possible.
During the public scoping process, (EMAC)
commenters recommended that DOE stop all • The DOE has not stated that it will
releases to the environment and that

adhere to the same standards as the
activities be conducted in compliance with

civilian nuclear industry. (EMAC)
all applicable regulations to avoid additional
environmental contamination. Comments

received on the Draft and Working Final IP The DOE is committed to ope_'ating in
addressed concerns about DOE's releases of compliance with all applicable standards for
hazardous and radioactive materials, controlling releases as well as for waste
Commenters also asserted that DOE was not remediation and disposal. The DOE
held as accountable for its environmental monitors its facility releases. To ensure that
releases as private industry, releases are minimized, DOE regularly

updates procedures, employee training, and,
Examples of public comments included: where appropriate, equipment.

• The DOE must adhere fully with all The DOE fully subscribes to the policy of
existing applicable Federal, State, local, keeping exposures ALARA in all its
and tribal laws and regulations, operations and activities. The DOE
(Scoping) hazardous releases, similar to those of the

• The DOE should consider meeting civilian nuclear industry and private
industry, are regulated by standards that

standards for cleanup and disposal of EPA and relevant State agencies issue. The
waste that are at least as stringent as
those for non-government nuclear DOE is committed to complying with these

standards. With respect to unplanned and
activity and private industry. (Scoping) accidental releases and discharges, including

• The DOE was not responsive to the those that may result from the breakdown of
comment about adhering to [Hazardous protective equipment, DOE has instituted an
Release] standards equivalent to those occurrence reporting system to provide
for the civilian nuclear industry and for appropriate regulatory agencies with
private industry. (Draft IP) responsive notification of such events.
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The PEIS will identify the standards that * The Draft IP does not indicate how
exist and those that are needed, describe environmental monitoring issues will be
policies and efforts to minimize releases, addressed in the PEIS. Much can be
and discuss DOE's commitment to the done on a programmatic level to further
ALARA principle and adherence to all improve the quality and consistency of
appropriate standards, monitoring at DOE sites. (Draft IP)

• The DOE Tiger Team audits have

3.5.3.3 Environmental Monitoring revealed serious deficiencies in
environmental monitoring. (EMAC)

During scoping, participants stressed the
need for accurate and reliable onsite and The EM PEIS will discuss applicable
offsite monitoring systems and for regular monitoring requirements for the ER and
monitoring to ensure early release detection WM actions under consideration. Because
and quickresponse. In addition, commenters monitoring requirements for a specific
asked that monitoring data be made available facility or contaminated site are considered
to the public. Comments on the Draft and as part of environmental permit conditions,
Working Final EM PEIS IP requested that detailed monitoring requirements will not be
the EM PEIS state how often monitoring considered in the EM PEIS. These
would be performed, requirements will be addressed as part of

subsequent tiered NEPA documentation and
Examples of public comments included: applicable permits.

• Past DOE monitoring practices were The DOE conducts effluent and
unreliable. Problems cited in Tiger environmental monitoring programs at its
Team reports included temporary sites and publishes the results annually.
cessation of monitoring after large Additionally, DOE conducts monitoring
releases, improper sampling techniques, required pursuant to permits and as part of
and defective or improperly operated contaminated site remediation programs.
monitoring devices. (Scoping) The DOE reports the results of these

• The DOE should perform long-term monitoring efforts to relevant Federal and
monitoring of contaminated sites. State agencies. The DOE is committed to
(Scoping) adhering to all monitoring requirements. As

a result of its internal reviews and Tiger
• The DOE should perform regular Team reports of existing monitoring

monitoring of nearby drinking water practices, DOE is committed to correcting
supplies and wells and make the deficiencies noted by internal reviews as
information available to those interested, well as reviews conducted by outside
(Scoping) agencies.

• Instead of providing only "regular The Draft EM PEIS will include a
monitoring," the PEIS should spell out
the minimum frequency and the specific description of DOE's environmental

monitoring programs and efforts to improve
time intervals for periodic monitoring, them as well as a description of those
(Draft IP) conducted by State and other agencies at

DOE sites.
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3.5.4 OCCUPATIONAL ANDPUBLIC • The DOE should determine how best to

HEALTH protect worker health. (Scoping)

• The DOE should maintain close liaisGn

Participants in the scoping process expressed with affected residents and governmentsconcern about health risk to workers and the
on cleanup progress, environmental

public from past and ongoing DOE quality and health and safety matters.
activities. Several examples of health
problems were cited and attributed to (Scoping)
releases and contamination in and around • Eating food grown close to DOE
DOE facilities. Commenters wanted health facilities is a risk to health. (Scoping)
risk minimized. They believed that DOE • There is a fear of cancer developing
significantly underestimates long-term health from exposure to radiation. (Scoping)effects and that risk assessments should be

changed to the most conservative available. • The DOE should reduce health risk from
Commenters also stated the need to involve DOE activities. (Scoping)
the public in determining acceptable risk • The DOE should apply all appropriate
levels, health and safety laws. (Scoping)

Commenters recommended that DOE fund • The DOE should establish a "superfund"
an independent organization or Federal or for the future health of workers cleaning
State agency to conduct epidemiologic or up weapons production sites. (Scoping)
dose reconstruction studies at all DOE sites

• More and better health and safety studies
and in all communities potentially affected are needed. (Scoping)
by DOE activities and that DOE should
release all health records and results of • Raw health and safety data should be
internal studies to this independent group, reviewed and studies conducted by
Commenters also suggested that health independent agencies or parties.
studies should be guided by a steering panel (Scoping)
of technical experts and representatives from • The DOE should declassify documents
affected communities and public groups, containing employee health information.

Commenters on the Draft IP were concerned (Scoping)

with exposure levels and risks to the public • The DOE should pay for long-term
and workers. Other commenters said health studies and health care. (Scoping)
acceptable exposure levels should be • The DOE should continue funding forestablished. The EMAC review of the

studies disproving DOE's claim of
Working Final IP requested a fuller complete safety. (Scoping)
explanation of the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) epidemiological • An independent agency is needed to
studies, conduct an independent long-term study

of health risk from contamination,

Examples of public comments included: production, cleanup, storage, and
transportation; conduct dose

• The DOE should minimize health risk to reconstruction studies at all sites; to

workers. (Scoping) study health effects from DOE activities
(that is, nuclear radiation fallout,
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incineration, acute radiation exposure, The DOE is committed to working with
and nonradioactive contamination); and other agencies during the EM PEIS process
to perform "real time" exposure to improve risk assessment methodologies
estimates. (Scoping) and will involve the cooperating agencies

• The public should determine acceptable (EPA, HHS, and NRC) to ensure adequatereview of the PEIS. The EM PEIS will

risk levels. (Scoping) evaluate risk to the public and to workers.
• The DOE needs to acknowledge that risk Risk standards are based on available

assessment is uncertain. (Scoping) scientific information and will be subject to
revision as knowledge improves. The EM• The DOE should consider alternative
has also established the EMAC to provide amodels to prioritize risk that will be

subject to formal, independent review review of the PEIS analyses. The DOE is
and comment. (Scoping) committed to minimizing potential health

risks and impacts to workers and the public.
• The DOE should establish meaningful

criteria forexposureandrisk. (Scoping) Section 3.5.29 contains more detailed

• Incomplete scientific knowledge of responses to comments about human healthrisk assessment.
human tolerance changes makes it
difficult to establish standards. (Draft IP)

• Responses to public comments are too 3.5.5 SEPARATION OF THE Two
brief, insensitive, and lack sufficient PROGRAMMATICENVmONMENTAL
infomaation. For example, DOE should IMPACTSTATEMENTS
provide a fuller explanation of the HHS
epidemiological studies. (EMAC) During the public scoping process,

commenters said that the EM PEIS and the

Nuclear Weapons Complex (NWC)Minimization of potential health risks 'and
impacts to workers and the public will be Reconfiguration PEIS are closely related and
critical considerations in the PEIS should be combined. Commenters on the

Draft and Working Final IP disagreed with
assessment of alternative ways of

DOE's decision to separate theimplementing cleanup and waste
management activities. The DOE Reconfiguration PEIS and the EM PEIS.
acknowledges that risk assessment They were also concerned about how DOE

would coordinate crosscutting issues. One
methodolog:,es need to be improved, and the

commenter approved of separating the two
public should be involved in determining PEISs.
acceptable risk levels.

Through DOE's Office of Health, HHS has Examples of public comments included:

been conducting long-term epidemiologic • Weapons production and reconfigurationstudies. The Office of Health is near
should be part of the EM PEIS.

completion of the Comprehensive (Scoping)Epidemiologic Data Resource, an
information system that will be accessible to • Splitting the PEISs was mbitrary and
the public and that will contain data from capricious. (Scoping)
past, ongoing, and future research activities.

3-23



Chapter 3 The Public Participation Process and Results
I II I lll I I I

• The DOE should prepare a single PEIS not so connected as to require a single
that combines waste management and environmental impact statement. DOE is
weapons production. (Scoping) currently preparing both PEISs, but

• The DOE should clarify the relationship announced on July 23, 1993, that it wouldreview this initial determination to prepare
between the Reconfiguration PEIS and

two PEISs in light of the proposed revised
the EM PEIS. (Scoping) scope of the Reconfiguration of the Nuclear

• Weapons production and the Weapons Complex PEIS. The public was
Reconfiguration PEIS involve numerous specifically invited to comment on whether
questions that are critical to the decision- the two PEISs should be combined as part of
making process of waste management the new scoping process for the PEIS on
and should not be separate from the EM Reconfiguration of the Nuclear Weapons
PEIS. (Scoping) Complex. The DOE has received many

comments, including comments from the
• Make the PEISs available to the public. Military Production Network, suggesting

(Scoping) that the Reconfiguration PEIS be combined
• Discuss legitimate reasons for separating with the EM PEIS. DOE is considering

the PEISs. (Scoping) these _omments. The final decision on the
suggested combination of the PEISs will be

• The Draft IP is vague about how the two issued in the revised IP for the
PEISs will be coordinated. The DOE

should clearly define how issues will be Reconfiguration PEIS.

coordinated. (Draft IP) The DOE acknowledges that programs
• The EM PEIS should be supplemented evaluated in the PEISs are related because

after the Reconfiguration PEIS is the weapons complex generates waste for
completed. (Draft IP) which EM has management responsibility.

• The DOE should explain why the two The future configuration of the weapons
programs are not addressed in a single complex may affect the EM Program by

changing the waste generation locations,
PEIS. (EMAC) rates, and volumes. The EM PEIS will

• The DOE should provide assurance that consider these potential changes.
the contractors developing the two PEISs
will coordinate their activities. (EMAC) EM and NWC representatives meet on a

• The DOE should establish a task force monthly basis to discuss the status of their
respective PEISs. There is also a

or integration team to coordinate the two Memorandum of Agreement between EM
PEISs. (EMAC) and NWC detailing a collective approach to

issues common to the PEISs. This

The DOE's decision to prepare two separate Memorandum of Agreement is included as
PEISs--one on reconfiguring the Nuclear appendix J of this EM PEIS IP. The PEIS
Weapons Complex and the other on the documents are being coordinated as they are
Environmental Restoration and Waste prepared by the staffs responsible for the
Management Program--was made because work. The Draft EM PEIS will state in
the decisions to be considered in each were more detail how its preparation is
significantly different, and DOE had coordinated with the Reconfiguration PEIS.
determined that these two programs were The DOE will prepare appropriate
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supplemental NEPA documentation, if develop a National Energy Strategy.
needed, upon completion of both PEISs. (Scoping)

• The DOE should develop a National
3.5.6 DOE MISSIONS AND Energy Policy and promote clean
RESPONSIBILITIES energy. (Scoping)

During the public scoping process, • The DOE needs a clearly defined
commenters raised numerous questions and national and international waste policy.
concerns about DOE's mission. Many of the (Scoping)

commenters opposed DOE's role in • The DOE should develop a national
producing nuclear materials in support of the security policy emphasizing the
Nation's policy of nuclear deterrence. Other
commenters said that DOE's mission should environment. (Scoping)

be to clean up sites, develop alternative • Convert DOE facilities to research or
energy sources, initiate a national energy non-nuclear facilities. (Scoping)
conservation program, and create a National • The DOE should research alternative

Energy Strategy. Several commenters on the energy methods. (Scoping)
Draft IP said DOE's energy policy should
examine global issues. * The DOE should have greater interest in

alternative energy sources and other
Examples of the public comments included: peaceful efforts. (Draft IP)

• The DOE should think globally both for• The DOE has a conflict of interest as
environmental and diplomatic benefits.

long as it continues to produce nuclear (Draft IP)
weapons. (Scoping)

• The DOE could gain credibility by
• The DOE cannot continue to produce building alternative power systems (for

radioactive waste and clean it up at the
example, solar-or wind-powered

same time. Cleanup should be systems) on current sites. (Draft IP)
accelerated and production decreased or
halted until waste can be safely dealt
with. (Scoping) The EM PEIS will address the

environmental impacts of alternative ER and
• The organization doing cleanup must be WM strategies. Issues related to other

independent of the production facilities missions assigned to DOE by law (for
organization to avoid conflict of interest.
(Scoping) example, energy policy, nuclear materials

and nuclear weapons production, alternative
• To be credible, DOE's mission must energy sources) are outside the scope of the

make an effective commitment to action; EM PEIS.
candidly discuss problems and research
and development efforts; make waste
management a priority; not promote 3.5.7 YUCCA MOUNTAIN
production over safety; focus on energy
and environmental crises; build other Participants in scoping raised a number of
kinds of power generating stations; and questions about Yucca Mountain. Yucca

Mountain is the site being studied for its
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suitability for disposing of commercial SNF repositories and should restart the search
and defense HLW. Comments during into alternative locations for disposal
scoping focused on the exclusion of Yucca sites. (Scoping)

Mountain from the PEIS; applict_ble o Siting studies should be done because of
compliance standards; the site's suitability; uncertainties associated with Yucca
the performance assessment program; the

Mountain. (Scoping)
licensing process; the options DOE is
pursuing to geologic disposal, in general, • Yucca Mountain must comply with
and to Yucca Mountain, in particular and environmental regulations. (Scoping)
what DOE will do if the site is found

• Waste management alternatives must
unsuitable, include a review of Yucca Mountain and

a discussion of both potential capacityMost comments received on the Draft IP
constraints and interactions between

were opposed to DOE's decision not to waste form and host rock. (Scoping)include Yucca Mountain in the EM PEIS. In

addition, a discussion of how DOE SNF • Yucca Mountain can be left out of the
would be addressed in the PEIS was PEIS. (Draft IP)
requested as a result of the EMAC review.

• The PEIS should address the possibility
that there would be no HLW disposal

Examples of the public comments included: site. (Draft IP)

• Yucca Mountain must be licensed. • The PEIS should include data about

(Scoping) long-term behavior of waste and
repositories during storage to help the

• The DOE should honestly disclose what public understand Yucca Mountain.
risks are posed by the proposed waste
disposal at Yucca Mountain. (Scoping) (Draft IP)

• The DOE should make a commitment in
• Yucca Mountain is a geologically unsafe the PEIS about interim and long-term

disposal site. (Scoping) solutions. (Draft IP)

• The DOE should develop a contingency • The DOE's failure to include Yucca
plan if Yucca Mountain's opening is

Mountain in the PEIS is an egregious
delayed or prevented. (Scoping) one. The decision to consider what

• If Yucca Mountain is found unsuitable, might happen if there is a delay in
DOE's cleanup plan will fail. (Scoping) opening Yucca Mountain, or if this site

is found unsuitable is insufficient. (Draft• Include discussion of Yucca Mountain in

the PEIS. (Scoping) IP)
• The DOE should identify alternatives to

• The PEIS should address the suitability the Yucca Mountain site. (Draft IP)of Yucca Mountain and how its

suitability will be determined. (Scoping) • The PEIS should discuss how DOE will
address DOE SNF. (EMAC)

• The DOE should reconsider plans for
geologic disposal of waste. (Scoping)

In the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA),• The DOE should resume studies into

disposal technologies other than geologic Congress selected geologic disposal as the
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solution for managing commercial SNF and transporting, receiving, processing, and
DOE HLW. The NWPA also specified the storing DOE SNF, Naval reactor SNF, and
siting process for the repository and SNF which DOE has committed in the past
assigned to DOE the responsibility for or may propose in the future to accept,
managing the program. Under the NWPA including SNF from certain power reactors,
Amendments Act of 1987, the Yucca domestic university research and test
Mountain site was selected as the candidate reactors, and SNF from certain foreign
site for detailed study for suitability as a research reactors. The storage of
repository. The NWPA and its amendments commercial SNF in monitored retrievable
also established the following requirements storage before emplacement in a geologic
for environmental documentation and the repository is being addressed under DOE's
licensing processes. After characterization Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
studies are completed, if the site is found Management (OCRWM) program pursuant
suitable for repository development, a to the NWPA Amendments.
recommendation for approval, accompanied
by a Final EIS, will be sent to the President The NWPA sets forth a mandated NEPA
of the United States. If the President process with respect to the candidate
considers the site qualified, the President repository site at Yucca Mountain. DOE is
will then recommend the site to Congress. currently storing SNF, and will continue to
Congress must act on the recommendation do so until it can be placed in a permanent
only if the State of Nevada disapproves the repository, as mandated by the NWPA.
recommendation. If the site designation Under the Energy Policy Act of 1992, DOE
becomes effective, DOE will submit a is to required to prepare a study on the need
license application to the NRC for for additional repositories. The results of
authorization to construct a repository at the this study will be discussed in the PEIS.
site. The DOE is continuing site
characterization studies at the candidate

Yucca Mountain site pursuant to the NWPA 3.5.8 TIlE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT
Amendments. PLANT

Because the environmental documentation Several participants in the scoping process
process for geologic disposal was established wanted DOE to include a discussion of the
by the NWPA, the EM PEIS will not Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in the
analyze alternatives to a geologic repository PEIS. They said that the site was unsuitable
at Yucca Mountain. As ordered by the U.S. for radioactive waste disposal and that
District Court for the District of Idaho, the alternatives to WIPP and the need for long-
Department of Energy has proposed to term storage of transuranic waste (TRUW)
include in the Idaho National Engineering should be evaluated in the PEIS.
Laboratory Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management EIS a comprehensive Most commenters on the Draft IP also asked
analysis of the effects of all major Federal DOE to include a discussion of WIPP in the
actions involving SNF at the Idaho National EM PEIS. After reviewing the Working
Engineering Laboratory and a reasonable Final IP, members of EMAC asked DOE to
range of alternatives to those actions at other further explain why the WIPP would not be
sites. The scope of this EIS has been considered in the PEIS.
proposed to include the evaluation of
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Examples of the public comments included: WIPP, or if this site is unsuitable, is
insufficient. (Draft IP)

• The presence of brine water at WIPP
• The DOE should identify alternatives to

means it is unsafe. (Scoping) the WIPP. (Draft IP)

• The WIPP does not meet current safety • Responses concerning WIPP in the
standards. (Scoping) Working Final IP are too brief,

• The DOE should develop a contingency insensitive, and lack sufficient
plan in the event that WIPP is delayed information. (EMAC)

or found unsuitable. (Scoping) • Responses in the Working Final IP are
• The PEIS should evaluate the geologic too abrupt to explain why WIPP will not

suitability of WIPP. (Scoping) be considered in the EM PEIS. (EMAC)

• The DOE should reconsider plans for • The DOE should look at any additional
TRUW disposal at WIPP. (Scoping) information gathered since the original

decision on WIPP was made. (EMAC)• The DOE should evaluate alternatives to
WIPP because the site is unsuitable.

(Scoping) Under Section 213(a) of the DOE National

• The WIPP should be included in the Security and Military Applications of

scope of the PEIS because the Nuclear Energy Authorization Act of 1980,
DOE was authorized to provide a research

underlying assumption that geologic and development facility to demonstrate the
disposal will resolve waste management safe disposal of radioactive waste generated
problems is wrong. (Scoping) by national defense activities. The DOE

• Waste management alternatives must issued a Final EIS on the proposed
include a review of WIPP and a development of WIPP in October 1980
discussion of both potential capacity (DOE/EIS-0026) and a Record of Decision
constraints and interactions between (ROD) in January 1981, which called for the
waste form and host rock. (Scoping) phased development of the WIPP. The DOE

issued a Final Supplemental EIS• WIPP should not be eliminated from the
EM PEIS. (Draft IP) (DOE/SEIS-0026-FS) in January 1990. In

the ROD that followed in June 1990, DOE
• The PEIS should address the possibility decided to proceed with the WIPP Five-Year

of no WIPP disposal site. (Draft IP) Test Phase to reduce uncertainty in the

• The PEIS should include data about prediction of long-term repository

long-term behavior of waste in performance and further evaluate WIPP's
repositories during storage to help the subsequent acceptability for the disposal of

TRUW. If compliance cannot be achieved,
public understand WIPP. (Draft IP) the site will be decommissioned.

• The DOE should make a commitment in

the PEIS for interim and long-term On October 30, 1992, enactment of the
solutions. (Draft IP) WIPP Land Withdrawal Act permanently

• The decision to consider what might transferred public lands from the
Department of the Interior to DOE for the

happen if there is a delay in opening WIPP. In addition to transferring public

J
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lands, the Act established approximately 140 suggested for inclusion in the PEIS.
separate requirements, with about 80percent Comments on the Draft IP also indicated
new requirements for DOE and other that NNPP facilities should be included in
Federal agencies. One new requirement is a the PEIS, and the members of EMAC
regulatory framework in which EPA must indicated that DOE's response to public
certify WIPP's compliance with radioactive comments on this issue was confusing.
disposal standards before DOE can establish
it as a disposal site. Examples of the public comments included:

The need for additional NEPA • Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory, Bettis
documentation on WIPP will be assessed Atomic Power Station in Pennsylvania,
during the WIPP Five-Year Test Phase. The and Idaho's Naval Reactor Facility are
DOE made a commitment to prepare a absent from DOE sites listed in the
second Supplemental EIS before a decision Notice Of Intent, the EM Five-Year
is made about whether to proceed with Plan, the Environmental Survey
waste disposal at the WIPP. Recently, DOE Program, the Technical Safety Appraisal
announced a revised test strategy for the Program, the 1988 Needs Report, and
WIPP in which tests using radioactive the Tiger Team Assessment Plans.
wastes will now be conducted in laboratories (Scoping)

rather than underground at the WIPP. The • The omission of Naval Nuclear
decision about whether to proceed with Propulsion Program facilities is
TRUW disposal at WIPP depends on the unacceptable. (Scoping)
information and analyses to be performed as
part of the test phase. • The PEIS must include a full and

complete discussion of the environmental
However, as a result of the public problems at Naval Nuclear Propulsion
comments, the PEIS will evaluate a longer Program facilities. (Scoping)
period of interim storage of TRUW in the

• Management of Naval Nuclear
event that the WIPP Disposal Phase is Propulsion Program work should be
delayed or WIPP does not become included in the PEIS (Draft IP)
operational. The PEIS will also evaluate
system configuration alternatives for treating • Responses to the NNPP issues in the
TRUW that will provide advanced planning Working Draft IP are confusing.
information if TRUW treatment is found (EMAC)
necessary to meet RCRA Part 268
requirements and 40 CFR 191 (TRUW The NNPP is a joint Navy/DOE program

responsible for all matters pertaining to
Disposal Standards). Naval nuclear propulsion. This program is

distinct from the remainder of DOE both by
Presidential Executive Order and by statute.3.5.9 NAVALNUCLEARPROPULSION

PROGRAM However, three areas of interface between
NNPP facilities and EM are included within

During scoping some people asked why the PEIS scope. The first interface is waste
' treatment and disposal. In accordance with

Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP) the Low Level Radioactive Waste Policyfacilities were excluded from the PEIS.
Amendments Act of 1985, DOE is

Specific NNPP facilities were mentioned and
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responsible for disposing of radioactive sites and classified reactor components from
waste generated by NNPP facilities and ships.
classified reactor plant components from
ships when the waste is transferred to DOE. LLW, low-level mixed waste (LLMW), and
These waste streams are part of the waste TRUW transferred from NNPP to DOE will
that will be evaluated in the EM PEIS. be included in the EM PEIS.

All SNF from naval nuclear-powered ships
is examined at the Expended Core Facility, 3.5.10 TrlE URANIUM MiLL TAiLiNGS
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM
(INEL), to confirm that the fuel performed
in accordance with design parameters and to During the public scoping process,
obtain any necessary technical information, participants questioned DOE's decision to
After this inspection, the expended fuel is exclude activities under the Uranium Mill
turned over to DOE. The management of Tailings Remedial Action Program
Naval SNF fuel after it is transferred to (UMTRAP) from PEISanalysis. Participants
DOE is to be addressed as part of Idaho suggested that DOE reconsider and include
National Engineering Laboratory UMTRAP sites. Commenters on the Draft
Environmental Restoration and Waste and Working Final IP also questioned why
Management EIS (see section 1.3.5). DOE decided not to include the UMTRAP

remediation efforts in the scope of the PEIS.
The NNPP's Knolls Atomic Power

Laboratory has one inactive facility, which Examples of the public comments included:
was a pilot plant for Manhattan Engineering
District and Atomic Energy Commission • Consider UMTRAP waste in the PEIS.
(AEC) fuel reprocessing facilities. This (Scoping)
facility, the Separations Process Research • Consider UMTRAP surface water and
Unit, predated the NNPP assuming sole groundwater remediation activities.
responsibility for the Knolls Site. Thus, (Scoping)
D&D of this facility is an EM responsibility
and is part of the D&Dprogram that will be • The Draft IP stated that DOE is
considered in the EM PEIS. considering including groundwater

remediation activities of the UMTRAP

The management of waste by Naval Nuclear in the PEIS. However, after issuance of
Propulsion sites is a responsibility of the the Draft IP, DOE staff indicated that
NNPP and is not an appropriate topic for the PETS will not include UMTRAP
the EM PEIS. Low-level wastes from groundwater remediation activities.
shipyards and ships in this program are Therefore, the IP should be revised to
disposed of at commercial disposal sites, reflect this decision. The last sentence of
However, some of these wastes are section 3.1 should also be revised in this
transferred to EM, and these will be manner. (Draft IP)
addressed in the EM PEIS. Naval Nuclear

• The DOE should explain why the
Propulsion wastes that have been and are decision was made not to include
being transferred to DOE and that will be UMTRAP groundwater remediation inincluded in the PEIS are radioactive wastes

the EM PEIS. (EMAC)
from laboratory and land-based prototype
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The UMTRAP is a well-established ER * The DOE should coordinate the next

Program, with a clearly defined legislative, Five-Year Plan with the Draft EM PEIS
regulatory, and technical scope distinct from to prevent conflicts or omissions. (Draft
other EM Programs. The NEPA process is IP)

nearly complete for disposal of tailings, and * Since the goal of EM's PEIS is to
the impacts of UMTRAP are well defined.

achieve a system-wide approach for
By the time the EM PEIS process is consolidated cleanup and waste
completed, UMTRAP will have started or
finished construction on surface remediation management activities, we would fully
at most sites. Surface remediation at the last expect all future Five-Year Plans to

incorporate the findings and decisions
UMTRAP site is expected to be completed initiated by the PEIS document. (Draft
by 1998. A separate programmatic IP)
environmental impact statement for
groundwater remediation has been initiated. * Relevant, significant issues addressed in
Because of the near completion of all the Plan include research and
surface remediation activities and the unique development, transportation, cleanup
regulatory framework associated with work schedules and goals, waste
UMTRAP, these sites are considered outside minimization and recycling, and land
the EM PEI3 scope, use. The implications of PEIS

development on the five-year planning
process should be kept in context and

3.5.11 THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN should be fitlly explained. (Draft IP)

• The Five-Year Plan relationship to the
During scoping, commenters said that the

PEIS process and the evaluation andFive-Year Plan should not be reissued until selection of ER attd WM alternatives
the PEIS is completed. They suggested that must be defined. (Draft IP)the Plan could not be a useful document

without benefit of the PEIS analysis. They
also suggested that DOE think broadly about The Five-Year Plan serves EM as a
ER and WM and not be constrained by the planning and management tool that focuses
Five-Year Plan. Comments received on the primarily on short-term, site- and facility-
Draft IP identified concerns about specific compliance and cleanup activities to
coordination of the EM PEIS and the EM be performed under time-and budget-critical
Five-Year Plan and the definition of the constraints. The Five-Year Plan describes

relationship, the current EM Program and is a basis for
formulating the EM PEIS "current program"

Examples of the public comments included: ER and WM alternatives.

• The Five-Year Plan should be put on The EM PEIS process is expected to provide
hold until the PEIS is complete a basis for beneficial long-term guidance for
(Scoping). conducting EM Programs. Future EM

• The Five-Year Plan does not lend itself planning documents will reflect the policies
and decisions that result from the long-term

to NEPA. (Scoping) PEIS analysis.
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3.5.12 WEAPONS PRODUCTION • With the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty and the changes in Eastern

During the scoping process, many people Europe, production of nuclear weapons
stated that DOE should stop designing, should be stopped. (Scoping)

producing, and testing nuclear weapons. • The DOE should stop weapons testing.Commenters said that weapons production
activities, including eventual disassembly (Scoping)
and waste management, create risk to human • Production activities have contaminated
health and the environment. In addition, the the environment and have caused health
high cost of weapons systems development, problems for workers and residents near
reported safety problems at DOE sites, and DOE sites. (Scoping)

the lack of adequate treatment and disposal * If nuclear weapons are still needed,
capability and capacity were also mentioned DOE should recycle materials from the
as reasons to stop production, to keep existing stockpile. (Scoping)
existing production reactors inactive, and to
abort plans for developing new production * Concern was expressed about weapons
facilities. Further, individuals said that dismantling, especially plutonium
weapons production is no longer necessary triggers. (Draft IP)
because of the current world political

• Stop weapons production and commit the
climate and the availability of source

same amount of money to cleanup.
material in the existing stockpile. A few (Draft IP)commenters on the Draft IP were also were

concerned with weapons production.
The decision to manufacture and maintain a

Examples of the public comments included: stockpile of nuclear weapons is beyond the
present scope of the EM PEIS. The DOE

• The DOE will be unable to commit to supports the nuclear deterrent objectives set
cleanup if it continues to build bombs, by the President and endorsed through funds
(Scoping) appropriated by Congress.

• The DOE should halt or decrease
The environmental issues associated with

weapons production and accelerate
cleanup. (Scoping) future nuclear weapons production,including potential releases and waste

• Because the Reconfiguration PEIS generation, are to be addressed in the NWC
presents numerous questions, DOE Reconfiguration PEIS. An EA issued in June
should discuss the NWC reconfiguration 1993 addresses the releases and waste
for the 21st century in a single PEIS. generation associated with the nonnuclear
(Scoping) missions associated with the NWC. Issues

• The DOE should stop all weapons that involve management of waste or the
decontamination and decommissioning of

production activities and abandon plans obsolete facilities will be addressed in the
to modernize the weapons complex. EM PEIS. Coordination of the two PEIS
(Scoping) efforts is discussed in section 3.5.5.

• The DOE should neither restart existing
reactors nor build new reactors.

(Scoping)
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3.5.13 SITE-SPECH_CCOM_mNTS • Explain how DOE determined that the
Nevada Test Site (NTS) was to be the

Scoping participants commented often about main disposal area for large amounts of
specific DOE sites. In general, these out-of-State waste. (Scoping)
comments reflected concern about

• Clarify the plan for bringing TRUW tocontamination at the sites, described the
NTS. (Scoping)

need to clean-up the sites as quickly as
possible, requested increased public • The Hanford Site (HS) should stop
participation in the decision-making process, accepting HLW while in the 30-year
and expressed a desire for DOE to operate cleanup phase. (Scoping)

all activities in compliance with laws, • Groundwater and soil contamination are
regulations, and agreements. During the well documented at the Lawrence
review of the Draft IP, many comments Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).were made about the effect the EM PEIS

would have on site-specific concerns. Some (Scoping)
commenters cited issues at specific DOE • Explain why NTS stores waste from
facilities, other sites. (Scoping)

• Determine how much radioactive waste
Examples of the public comments included: is at the Savannah River Site (SRS)

• To what level of detail will the PEIS • The volcanic risk at INEL has not been

consider site-specific information? adequately addressed, nor has the
(Scoping) potential for earthquakes. (Scoping)

• The DOE needs to acknowledge the • HS, Fernald, Rocky Flats, Los Alamos
relationships between facilities. National Laboratory (LANL), Pantex,
(Scoping) NTS, LLNL, Pinellas Plant, and

Paducah Plant knowingly released toxic• Estimate the level of contamination in and radioactive substances that exceeded

the Snake River Aquifer in 2131 and regulatory standards. (Scoping)
what will be happening with the K-64
Silos, Operating Unit 3, and waste pits. • Do not tie HS cleanup to WIPP, start
(Scoping) cleanup immediately. (Scoping)

• The DOE does not know what is buried • Establish technologies to clean up HS
at Palos Park Forest Preserve Plot N contamination in place. (Scoping)
from the Manhattan Project, now
privately owned property. (Scoping) • Clean up NTS underground testing andthe associated venting. (Scoping)

• The south plumeat Fernald has extended • Upgrade the monitoring system
offsite, which is beyond the predicted surrounding Paducah. (Scoping)
level of movement. (Scoping)

• Clean up the SRS and close it down
• The 1957 plutonium fire coverup at permanently; do not make it a dumping

Rocky Flats and recent evidence of ground for other DOE sites. (Scoping)
plutonium in the duct work illustrates a
poor safety record. (Scoping) • Clean up environmental damage caused

by accidental and deliberate releases of
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radioactive and hazardous material • Effects on individual site activities

particularly affecting the Columbia should be identified in the EM PEIS.
River. (Scoping) (Draft IP)

• Fully adhere to the Hanford Tri-Party
Agreement, Federal Facility Compliance The PEIS will assess DOE's programmatic
Agreement, and RCRA Consent Orders. alternatives for cleanup and waste
(Scoping) management. Compliance with regulations is

• Protect Native American land-use rights incorporated in the proposed action and
and fully involve Native American tribes alternatives. The PEIS will provideenvironmental input into the establishment of
in all HS decisions. (Scoping) DOE policies for guiding future DOE

• Comply with NEPA procedures and remediation efforts and into determinations
priorities. (Scoping) on the future deployment of WM

• Cultivate citizen involvement and capabilities. Future EM projects and

monitoring of facility activities, activities will be tiered to the EM PEIS, as
(Scoping) appropriate. The Draft EM PEIS will

describe a mechanism for site-specific
• Comply with all Federal, State, and decision-making and will discuss how the

local laws and regulations during EM PEIS will affect the sites.
cleanup at Paducah. (Scoping)

• Maintain close communication among 3.5.14 COMPLIANCE WITH AGREEMENTS
DOE, local residents, and the Texas
Health Department on cleanup progress,
environmental quality, health and safety Individuals stated during scoping that
matters, and accidents. (Scoping) completion of the PEIS should not interfere

with commitments in existing agreements
• Involve the States of Georgia and South and asked about the penalty and enforcement

Carolina in the SRS activities. (Scoping) provisions of the agreements. One

• The DOE should be given credit for commenter also suggested that the
agreements should form the basis of the No

their effort for public involvement at Action alternative.
Fernald in contrast to DOE's lack of

involvement at Miamisburg and
Portsmouth. (Scoping) Commenters on the Draft IP again statedthat the PEIS should not interfere with

• In conjunction with EPA, the DOE's commitments in existing agreements.
Department of Defense, and the State, The review of the Working Final IP by the
DOE should consider evaluating an EMAC pointed out that regulators, Indian
adjacent site (the Kentucky Ordnance tribes, and the public should be involved in
Works) as a potential Superfund Site. determining which changes to agreements
(Scoping) were beneficial and how they should be

• The PEIS should establish a mechanism renegotiated.

for site-specific decision-making. (Draft
IP)
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Examples of the public comments included: the PEIS is not appropriate. However, after
completion of the PEIS, it is likely that

• The DOE should explain how existing environmentally beneficial potential changes
site-specific agreements will not be to agreements could be identified.
delayed or superseded by the PEIS.
(Scoping) Through the agreements, States participate

• The DOE should not renegotiate the in developing schedules and milestones, in
agreements to cut cost. (Scoping) reviewing and approving documents, and inselecting remedial actions and permits for

• The DOE should assess the impact of waste management operations. Local
breaking the Tri-Party Agreement. governments and the public al:,o have the
(Scoping) opportunity to review and com',nent on the

• The PEIS should not be used to agreements as well as ot_ documents

renegotiate existing agreements. (Draft developed in accordance with theagreements. The Draft _d PEIS will
IP) describe a suggested process for, and

• If the PEIS has no effect on agreements, beneficial changes through, any
this should be stipulated; if modifications renegotiation of agreements. Beneficial
in agreements seem appropriate, identify potential changes can be identified by DOE
a mechanism for subsequent or the regulators and the agreements
renegotiation in the PEIS. (Draft IP) renegotiated between the involved parties.

The DOE will involve the public in any• The PEIS cannot serve sites well unless
agreement renegotiation processes with EPA

EPA (Headquarters and Regional
offices) has agreed to PEIS guidelines, and State regulators.

(Draft IP) The EPA has agreed to be a cooperating
• The EPA, State regulators, Indian tribes, agency for this PEIS by reviewing draft

and the public should be involved in analyses before they are issued to the public.
determining which changes to Indoing so, EPA is not relinquishing any of
agreements are beneficial and how its regulatory authority.
agreements should be renegotiated.
(EMAC) In the PEIS, the No Action alternative for

each of the WM waste types will consider

The DOE is committed to complying with only existing or approved waste management
all agreements. These agreements form the facilities. Approved facilities, in the contextof no action, are defined as those for which
foundation for site-specific cleanup actions. NEPA review has been completed,
However, the purpose of the PEIS is to

appropriate permits received, and a decision
evaluate how to manage cleanup across

made to proceed with the activity. These
DOE, not to focus on site-specific issues. facilities could be, but are not necessarily,
The PEIS will assess the risk, benefit, and
cost associated with cleaning to different within the scope of existing compliance
levels and will evaluate land use issues and agreements because existing agreements do

not cover all waste types and facilities
a I t e r n a t i v e w a s t e m a n a g e m e n t considered in the PEIS. Furthermore, DOE
configurations. Evaluation of specific does not believe it is appropriate to use
agreements or provisions of agreements in existing compliance agreements as a basis
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for no action, because existing compliance * The DOE should not produce any more
agreements require actions for which waste. (Scoping)

appropriate NEPA review has not always • The DOE should tell people what it is
been completed and that may not yet be
permitted, doing to ensure that it is minimizing

waste and preventing the generation of
additional waste and pollution. (Scoping)

3.5.15 POLLUTIONPREVENTIONAND • Waste reduction is essential. (Draft IP)
WASTE I_IINIMIZATION

• The reduction of waste volumes must be
stressed in the PEIS. (Draft IP)

During scoping, people commented on the
importance of pollution prevention and * The DOE should put a priority on waste
waste minimization. They suggested that minimization. (Draft IP)
DOE propose a Waste Minimization

• Minimize waste in the first place. (Draft
Program, that DOE's principal objective be IP)
pollution prevention, and that DOE inform
the public about waste prevention and • The DOE does not appear to be fully
minimization efforts undertaken or planned, applying available technology to reduce
Most comments received on the Draft IP and minimize waste. (Draft IP)

stressed the importance of waste • An aggressive, all encompassing
minimization and recycling. After reviewing approach to this area should be included
the Working Final IP, members of EMAC in the analysis for all alternatives. Therecommended that waste minimization be a

DOE should develop specific goals and
WM programmatic alternative and that the

targets for recycling and waste
potential for reducing necessary waste minimization. (Draft IP)
treatment and disposal facilities by stressing
waste minimization be discussed in the • Contrary to the impression created at the
PEIS. PEIS scoping sessions, the preferred

public opinion is not to "recycle
Examples of the public comments included: radioactive waste into everything nobody

is inspecting at that moment." It is
• The DOE needs to address waste merely the "solution" people are least

recycling and waste reduction. (Scoping) aware of. (Draft IP)

• Compare U.S. waste minimization • The PEIS should disclose the lowered
efforts to other nations. (Scoping) environmental impacts that could be

achieved with an "enhanced waste
• Prevent contaminant releases at the

minimization" programmatic alternative
source. (Scoping) for WM. (I'_c_ IP)

• Use methods for removing radionuclides
• The DOE should recycle waste onsite.

from wastewater discharges,
groundwater, and surface water. (Draft IP)
(Scoping) • Recycling should be emphasized in the

PEIS. (Draft IP)
• The DOE should practice pollution

prevention. (Scoping) • The PEIS should include recycling
alternatives. (Draft IP)
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• Consider recycling and recovery rather facilities, as applicable to each waste type
than burial. (Draft IP) considered in the PEIS. This section of the

PEIS will also discuss the relationship• Waste minimization should become a

WM programmatic alternative and the between ER and WM Technology
PEIS should disclose the potential for Development and waste minimization and
reducing the need for waste treatment reduction. Minimizing the generation ofwaste from remediation and D&D activities
and disposal facilities--which would be

will be emphasized, as well as minimizing
possible by implementing a fully waste from WM facilities.
integrated waste minimization program.
(EMAC)

• The PEIS should consider waste 3.5.16 EMPLOYEERELATIONSPOLICIES

minimization quantitatively. (EMAC)
During scoping, individuals said that they

The DOE has a Waste Reduction Policy that believe that DOE needs to improve its
includes waste minimization and pollution employee relations policies, especially
prevention, and an established program for concerning "whistleblowers." They stated

that those who report situations that theyimplementing the policy. WM is responsible
for coordinating and consolidating the Waste think are unsafe or contrary to occupationalhealth or environmental laws should be

Reduction Policy. Activities are coordinated protected. Commenters also stated thatwithin DOE and include interface with EPA
workman's compensation and long-term

and other agencies. Guidance is provided to
health care should be provided to allthe field offices for required minimization

activities. Meetings and workshops are held workers, including whistleblowers.
to promote the exchange of useful Moreover, people thought that better
techniques and practices within DOE, worker-related policies would help to ensure

that DOE has adequate qualified personnelbetween DOE and the commercial sector,
and internationally. Technology to carry out EM activities. People expressed
Development is responsible for developing concern about the effects that changing

missions at sites might have on jobs. They
innovative waste minimization technologies asked that such impacts be evaluated in the
to support DOE activities. PEIS and that employee retraining be

considered.EM believes that waste minimization is an

important consideration for all programs Several commenters on the Draft IP madebecause it would reduce the need for waste
statements about DOE's employee policies

treatment and disposal facilities. The DOE's
waste minimization, reduction, and pollution including the hiring and retraining of
prevention programs and practices will be unemployed personnel as environmental
addressed in a separate section of the PEIS. specialists and participation of workers at
Included within that section of the PEIS will DOE public meetings. Comments on the

be a quantitative evaluation of the potential Working Final IP suggested that the IP
effect of waste minimization on the need for include Whistleblower protection
new waste treatment facilities and the regulations.

potential effect of reducing the volume of
wastes on the need for new waste disposal
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Examples of the public comments included: are not amenable to environmental analysis
and will not be analyzed in the EM PEIS.

• The DOE should pay more attention to
whistleblowers and private citizens and The DOE is aware of the problems faced by
reward people who report violations, its labor force, as well as the increasing
(Scoping) need for skilled personnel to accomplish the

EM mission. Under Section 3161 of the
• Workers should be retrained and/or

National Defense Authorization Act for

relocated. (Scoping) Fiscal Year 1993, the Secretary of Energy is
• The DOE should assure the Mallinckrodt required to develop a plan for restructuring

employees that their jobs will not be lost the work force for a defense nuclear facility
during cleanup. (Scoping) taking into account reconfiguration and the

most recent nuclear weapons stockpile plan,
• The DOE should set up a fund for whenever there is a determination that a

training and retraining employees.
(Scoping) change in the work force is necessary. The

Act provides specific objectives to guide the
• A fund should be established for workers preparation of a plan to minimize the impact

cleaning up weapons production sites, on workers, to include retirement incentives,
(Scoping) retraining, preference in hiring at other

• The DOE should hire and retrain facilities, relocation assistance, and
consultation with various government and

unemployed scientists and engineers as
environmental specialists. (Draft IP) nongovernment groups. A plan is due to the

Congress within 90 days of notification to
• The DOE needs more women in affected workers of a restructuring action,

positions of authority. (Draft IP) and the notification should occur 120 days in
advance of the restructuring.

• If DOE wants the participation of

workers at its meetings, the workers will Although the Act creates two classes of
need assurances they will not be

potentially displaced workers ("defense" and
reprimanded if they comment or "nondefense") the Department believes that
participate. (Draft IP) the objectives of Section 3161 should be

• Whistleblower protection regulations applied Department-wide for all
should be summarized in the IP. Management and Operating contractors,
(EMAC) regardless of program funding source.

Further, the Department has proposed that
all DOE Management and Operating

Those comments specific to effects from contractors be directed to review resumes of
changing missions at production sites will be
considered in the Reconfiguration PEIS. The interested contractor displaced workers and
DOE does consider retraining a viable give these displaced workers priority
option, and such socioeconomic effects will consideration before hiring other offsite
be considered in the Reconfiguration PEIS. applicants.

The DOE agrees that personnel issues and The DOE, as a Federal agency, follows all
policies are important to the continued safety affirmative action and equal employment
of DOE operations. However, these issues opportunity requirements, and encouragesfemales and other disadvantag_ individuals
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to seek positions within DOE. As private 3.5.17 DOE CREDInK,ITY, PtmuC
citizens, DOE and its contractor employees PARTICIPATION,ANDOVERSIGHT
are welcome at all DOE public meetings and
workshops. Section 3.5.28 discusses the According to several commenters during the
socioeconomic issues to be addressed in the scoping process, DOE's lack of credibility is
EM PEIS. attributable to operating in a culture that has

supported secrecy over forthright
The Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989 communication and open interaction. Some
applies to DOE employees and requires that people suggested DOE review classification
no Federal agency may "take or fail to take, procedures and make as much information
or threaten to take or fail to take, a available as soon as possible. During the
personnel action with respect to any scoping process and review of the Draft IP,
employee or applicant for employment" several commenters suggested that DOE
because of any disclosure of information that involve the public early and often in
the employee or applicant reasonably decision-making and permit oversight of all
believes is a violation of any law, rule, or activities as a way to improve credibility.
regulation, or is a substantial and specific During review of the Working Final IP,
danger to public health or safety. DOE members of the EMAC believed that several
Order 5483.1 A, "Occupational Safety and of the DOE responses to comments were not
Health Program for DOE Contractor responsive and that the IP responses should
Employees at Government-Owned be reviewed and revised.
Contractor Operated Facilities," applies to
DOE contractor employees. The Order Examples of the public comments included:
includes a provision that "no contractor shall
discharge or in any manner demote, reduce * The DOE needs a thorough,
in pay, coerce, restrain, threaten, or take comprehensive overview of policy and
any other negative actions against any procedure in order to gain public
contractor employee as a result of the confidence. (Scoping)

employee's filing of a complaint, or in any * The DOE needs to demonstrate the

other fashion, exercising on behalf of capability and willingness to deal with
himself or herself or others any right set present and future problems and make aforth" in the Order. In addition to the

deliberate attempt to commit to trust,Whistleblower Protection Act and DOE

Order 5483.1A, many other environmental openness, and honesty in all
laws also apply to DOE contractor proceedings. (Scoping)
employees and contain protections against * The DOE has been unwilling to provide
career reprisals. For example, the Clean the public with information and has used
Water and Solid Waste Disposal acts national security as the excuse for
prohibit firing or in any other way withholding information. (Scoping)

discriminating against any employee because • The DOE has been complacent in
of the filing, initiation, or testimony in any
proceeding under those laws. dealing with safety issues. (Scoping)

• The DOE lacks commitment to public
concerns. (Scoping)
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• The DOE subjugates science to public • The DOE activities and facilities should
relations. (Scoping) be subject to external reviews, public

• The DOE needs to improve public reviews, and independent agency
investigations; corrective action

relations. (Scoping) programs should be followed through;
• The DOE needs to provide an open line the DOE should hold public hearings

of communication with the public, and follow-up with involvement of
making classified material available for groups and individuals. (Scoping)
public review, notifying the public of

• The DOE will never gain public trust
contamination and releases, and

while remaining in nuclear weaponseducating citizens about all aspects of
DOE sites. (Scoping) production. (Draf_ IP)

• The DOE needs a cultural transition.

• The DOE needs to welcome public (Draft IP)
participation and make it easier for the
public to get involved. Local citizens • The DOE should gather its detractors
should be involved in DOE decision- together and ask them, "What do we
making about safety standards, design, need to do to get you to be a believer
implementation of cleanup and related and a supporter?" (Draft IP)
activities, and approval of emergency
plans. Staff from operable units should * The DOE must acknowledge failures of

the past openly. (Draft IP)be included at the public meetings;
lessons should be taken from existing • Based on past DOE reputation, there is
citizen involvement actions. (Scoping) a lack of confidence that DOE is taking

• The DOE should consider having seriously any of the comments it has
received from the public in these

oversight functions performed at three
different, independent levels-- sessions and in past hearings. (Draft IP)
congressional, other agency, and group/ * The DOE must listen to the public.
individual; the DOE should support (Draft IP)
independent inspections and report the • Involvement of DOE decisionmakers at
findings to Congress and the President;
long-term, adequate funding and full these workshops is appreciated, but

greater numbers of meetings are
oversight authority should be given to probably more important. (Draft IP)
regulators independent of DOE.
(Scoping) • The six regional workshops offered a

• The DOE should allow State, local, and greatly improved format for meaningful
tribal entities to be more involved; the dialogue between the public and DOE

officials. (Draft IP)DOE should fund States and have them

participate in the cleanup and conuuct of • Both workshops and regular public
public involvement programs; give hearings should be part of the process.
States access to nuclear weapons (Draft IP)
production information; and address
alternatives and transportation scenarios • The public wants to be part of the
in terms of Indian tribes and treaties, decision-making process. (Draft IP)

(Scoping)
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® Do not confuse public involvement with * Avoid apparent conflicts of interest as [

"selling." The public wants to be may occur by DOE's direct involvement
involved in selecting technologies. "Do in the decision-making by creating an
not just try to sell us on what you have interagency committee. (Draft IP)

already selected." (Draft IP) • The DOE needs to coordinate its cleanup
• The DOE needs broader representation program with other government cleanup

of the public at meetings--churches, programs. (Draft IP)

educational communities, for example. • The EPA has agreed to participate as a
(Draft IP) cooperatingagency; however, its role

• Regional workshops covered too large an has not yet been determined. Once the
area to be most effective. (Draft IP) role is defined, it should be addressed in

the IP and PEIS. (Draft IP)
• The actual location (that is, building and

neighborhood) of the workshop needs to • The DOE should establish local advisory
appeal to a comfort level (good example: groups tied into the national advisory
local high school). This workshop's committee. (Draft IP)
location did not have that type of • Inclusion of labor groups is good. (Draft
comfort for many participants. (Draft IP) IP)

• If DOE involved interest groups in
• The DOE did not respond to the public.

planning its meetings, the groups would
be more likely to attend the meetings. (EMAC)
(Draft IP) • The DOE gave general and

noncommittal responses. (EMAC)
• Participants strongly supported the

regional workshop format and requested * The DOE avoided responding to the
additional workshops in other places public's request for specific information,
(Idaho and Oregon). (Draft IP) thereby implying that the pubUc's

informational needs are not important.
• The public should have an opportunity to (EMAC)

question DOE's rationale. (Draft IP)
• The DOE should expand the number of

• The DOE should hold workshops nearer comments presented. (EMAC)
to those areas affected by DOE waste
management activities. (Draft IP)

The DOE recognizes the importance of
• People who will be affected should be

involved in risk assessments and independent oversight and public
involvement in activities to build confidence

decisions. (Draft IP) and trust. The DOE will continue to make

• The participants want more participation information available _o the public and
in the PEIS process and review of that respond to public comments.
process. (Draft IP)

For the PEIS, EM conducted a national• There was a consensus that these

meeti,,gs should have been held near workshop associated with the release of the
DOE facilities where people live. (Draft Notice Of Intent (NOI) to prepare the PEIS

and held a series of 23 public scoping
IP) meetings to receive comments on the NOI
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and proposed scope. Although not required intends to use diverse methods of public
to do so, DOE also made the Draft IP participation. These concepts have been
available for public review and comment incorporated into an EM Public Participation
and held a series of six regional workshops Policy, which emphasizes local as well as
to receive comments and suggestions on the national participation. Local networks and
Draft IP and on how to prepare the PEIS. meetings will be used to achieve greater
To encourage public involvement, Federal participation in future PEIS public meetings.
Register notices, press releases, and local
advertisements have been used to publicize In response to public comment, DOE
activities. EM will continue to publicize chartered the EMAC to consider the scope,
public participation opportunities, planning, and process of the PEIS. The

EMAC's charter and membership are
EM activities are regulated under RCRA and included as appendix H. This committee has
CERCLA, which have provisions allowing been conducting meetings near DOE sites
for public participation. Under CERCLA, and obtaining local public input as it
interested persons have many opportunities conducts reviews of EM issues. The EMAC
to comment on and provide input for has reviewedandprovidedrecommendations
decisions about cleanup actions, on the IP. As a result of EMAC's

recommendations, DOE has revised the IP
The EPA and the States participate in to providefurtherdiscussionofEMprogram
external oversight of DOE through Federal issues of concern and to identify specific
Facilities Agreements and Interagency commitments about the discussions and
Agreements. The DOE has also formed scope of the PEIS.
national advisory committees under the
procedures described in the Federal The NRC has agreed to be a limited
Advisory Committee Act (FACA). External cooperating agency in preparing the PEIS.
oversight of safety issues is being provided The DOE and EPA have also agreed that
by the independent Defense Nuclear EPA will participate in the EM PEIS by
Facilities Safety Board, which was reviewing draft analyses before issuance to
established by congressional action. The the public. Appendix I contains more
DOE also participates with other Federal information on EPA's role in the EM PEIS
agencies involved in cleanup programs, process.
including the Department of Defense and
EPA's Superfund Program. The DOE is informing the public of the EM

PEIS process by
The DOE is committed throughout the EM
Program to involve the public in reviewing * Periodically reporting the EM PEIS
the various activities at the national and site status in the EM newsletter, EM

levels. The DOE believes that this improves Progress.

the quality of its work. The DOE plans to * Reporting the EM PEIS status in local
use both the workshop and public hearing field office ER and WM newsletters.
formats in the future. The DOE agrees that
the workshop format is a useful way to * Discussing the EM PEIS status
obtain public involvement in the PEIS. periodically with the STGWG.
However, DOE recognizes the need for
more involvement at the local level and
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• Describing the relationship between the of analyses in the PEIS and to further
EM PEIS and major ER and WM site- explore public concerns. The details of the
wide EIS documents at the site-wide EIS public hearings on the Draft PEIS will be
scoping meetings, announced in conjunction with the

announcement of the availability of the Draft
PEIS. The Final EM PEIS will address each

EM has prepared a Public Participation comment received on the Draft EM PEIS.
Policy (appendix K) that will improve

information sharing with the public. The Because of the large scope of the PEIS and
DOE has requested that the EMAC provide DOE's interest in obtaining further public
comments on DOE's public participation
policy and its ideas on public participation in involvement, DOE plans to conduct some

public workshops even before releasing the
the EM PEIS process. Draft PEIS. The workshops are planned

In addition, there are several DOE initiatives even though DOE is not required by DOE
underway to improve the availability of or CEQ regulations to share the PEIS

analysis before the Draft PEIS is formally
information to the public, to improve the issued for public review. Although the
involvement of the public in waste format and number of these workshops have
management and cleanup decision-making at not yet been determined, they would gather
DOE sites, and improve the public informal views of the participants on the
accountability of the EM Program. The implications of the PEIS analyses and
Secretary initiated a review of formerly specific issues of importance to the EMclassified information for release on

December 7, 1993. The DOE is working Program. One idea being considered is to
request the DOE Site-Specific Advisory

actively with stakeholders around the Boards that are to be developed around the
complex to establish Site-Specific Advisory major DOE sites (for example, the Hanford
Boards (SSABs) pursuant to the
recommendations of the Federal Facilities Site, Idaho National Engineering

Environmental Restoration Dialogue Laboratory, Rocky Flats Plant, Femald, and
Committee(Keystone Dialogue). Also, the Savannah River Site) to sponsor the
DOE has established an Office of Public workshops and assist in developing the

format of the workshops. The workshops
Accountability reporting directly to the

could be scheduled to occur in parallel with
Assistant Secretary for Environmental

review of the PEIS analyses by DOE, EPA,
Restoration and Waste Management. and the EMAC.

The DOE will invite comments from the

public and interested agencies and groups on 3.5.18 MANAGEMENT OF CLEANUP

the Draft PEIS after it is published. During AcTivrrms
the co_,ament period on the Draft PEIS,

DOE will conduct public hearings at During scoping, commenters were
numerous locations near DOE sites, such as concerned that past DOE management
where the public scoping meetings were
held. The DOE intends to provide additional practices had resulted in the existing
time either before or after the hearing for environmental contamination requiringremediation and that contractors used in
interaction between the DOE and the public
to facilitatemoreinvolvementanddiscussion cleanup may have contributed to that

environmental damage. They recommended
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either that an independent agency assume waste cleanup agency; a non-government
responsibility for cleanup operations or that agency should be placed in charge of
there be external oversight of cleanup cleanup. (Scoping)
activities. Some commenters on the Draft IP

• The DOE needs to present timetables for
expressed concerns similar to those made in cleanup activities and make a concerted
the scoping meetings. They believed DOE effort to begin the physical cleanup
has a conflict of interest in conducting
environmental cleanup and building process as early as possible. (Scoping)
weapons. Members of the EMAC suggested • The DOE should begin cleanup
that a brief explanation of Interagency immediately. (Scoping)

Agreements may alleviate some oversight * The DOE has not been able to meet
and compliance concerns, deadlines for remediation activities.

Examples of the public comments included: (Scoping)
• Thirty to forty years is too long for

• The DOE needs to address management cleanup. (Scoping)
of cleanup activities, resources, and

• The DOE needs to provide justification
procurement; the time spent by citizens for or against D&D activities for
monitoring DOE management could obsolete or unused facilities. (Scoping)
have been spent more wisely; DOE's
attitude of insufficient cleanup resources * All obsolete facilities should be
is unacceptable; responses to Tiger decontaminated and decommissioned.
Team f'mdings are insufficient. (Scoping) (Scoping)

• The DOE should contract out cleanup • The DOE needs to develop a responsible
and storage of waste and enlist an cleanup plan; design cleanup activitiesto
independent body to monitor contractor minimize health risk to workers and the
activity. (Scoping) public; identify important surface

streams, aquifers, and arable lands, as
• The organization doing cleanup must be well as the previous uses of such land

independent of the production facilities
to avoid conflict of interest. (Scoping) and waters, and protect future uses on or

near the site; avoid risk-based exposures
• Cleanup should be subject to peer as part of cleanup plan. (Scoping)

review. (Scoping) * The DOE should consider having
• Display the commitment to cleanup by independent contractors develop

centralizing decision-making and alternatives. Alternatives whose end
management for expediency and result is unrestricted land use need to be
efficiency. (Scoping) considered. (Scoping)

• The DOE should be separated from or , Take immediate action to stabilize
completely relieved from responsibilities problem sites. (Draft IP)
involving environmental restoration and

• The DOE should have stricter oversight
waste management; Congress should

of both DOE and contracted programs.
select one agency to do cleanup and (Draft IP)
another agency for weapons production;
Congress should create an independent
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• Fear that Environmental Restoration to identify important milestones to achieve
Management Contractor (ERMC) cannot safe environmental remediation, D&D, and
overcome conflict of interest as a result waste management activities. ER's goal is to
of managing and operating contractors clean up the FY 1989 inventory of inactive
conducting cleanup activities. (Draft IP) and surplus facilities. Remediation, D&D,

• The CERCLA cleanups must be recycling, and conversion of sites andfacilities added to the inventory after FY
consistent with theNational Contingency 1989 will proceed according to a well-
Plan (NCP). (Draft IP) defined, and nationally accepted schedule.

• A brief explanation of Interagency
Agreements would alleviate some The DOE supports NCP's "bias for action,"
oversight and compliance concerns, which encourages early action to address
(EMAC) immediate problems. DOE is working with

EPA, States, and the public to implement

By proposing an integrated EM Program, early cleanup actions, where appropriate.
DOE believes the management of ER
activities will be improved. EM is Both EPA and the States provide regulatory
developing an Environmental Restoration oversight of the DOE cleanup process. The
Management Contractor (ERMC) Program DOE compliance activities will abide by
to manage cleanup activities at the field agreements and applicable laws andregulations. The PEIS will identify existing
offices, a function currently being performed Interagency Agreements and as discussed in
by the management and operating
contractors, and to assist the field offices in section 3.5.14 will describe a suggested
their compliance activities. This type of process for, and beneficial changes through,
procurement action is being used first at the any renegotiation of agreements.
Fernald Environmental Restoration

Management Project. The ERMC will have 3.5.19 COMPENSATIONANDPAYMENT
management and oversight responsibilities, oF BURDENFUNDS
as applicable, for Remedial

Investigations/Feasibility Studies (RI/FS) During the scoping process, some people
and various cleanup activities. As a
management-only contractor, the ERMC stated that they had been harmed by DOE
will subcontract work, and review and activities and that they should be
evaluate the subcontractor's work and appropriately compensated. Other

performance. EM believes this approach will commenters thought that states and localgovernments should receive payment of
provide more efficiency and specialized burden funds as compensation for hosting
expertise in cleanup while alleviating DOE facilities. Comments on the Draft IP
concerns about cost, management control,
and conflict of interest. Even with the were similar to those made during the
ERMC, DOE will still retain ultimate scoping process.

responsibility for cleanup. Examples of the public comments included:

The DOE believes the issued Five-Year
• There should be a fund for DOE

Plans were responsible plans. The Plans
included efforts to minimize health risk and cleanups which includes paying DOE

workers who become sick. (Scoping)
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• The DOE should compensate the provide the public with more information on
residents near a site for damages to waste transPortation.
health, property, and relocation.
(Seeping) Examples of the public comments included:

• The DOE and contractors should be
• The DOE should do a risk analysis of

responsible for the health care of those
harmed by their activities. (Scoping) transporting waste from each site versus

leaving waste onsite. (Scoping)

• The DOE should pay "burden funds" to • Consider risk to public safety caused by
state and local governments of transportation of waste. (Scoping)communities in or near which DOE has

facilities. (Scoping) • Reject waste management options that
involve transPortation of waste off site

• The DOE must respond and address for processing, and interim or permanent
"real or presumed injury" to people and
communities. (Draft IP) storage. (Scoping)

• Consider the worst case transportation• The DOE should set a dollar value on
scenarios. (Scoping)

personal risk and exposure. (Draft IP)
• Assess the risk of accidents from human

• Discussion of payment of burden funds error. (Scoping)
should be incorporated in a general
discussion of socioeconomic impacts. • Include transportation risk in a
(Draft IP) comprehensive risk analysis system.

(Scoping)

Workers at sites are covered by Workmens' • Educate residents about transPortation
Compensation. Information on other risk. (Scoping)
socioeconomic issues is contained in section

• The RADTRAN (computer model) used
3.5.28. to assess risk for radioactive shipments

does not factor in human error.

3.5.20 TRANSPORTATION (Scoping)
• Rail versus highway transportation needs

Scoping participants raised a number of to be evaluated. (Scoping)
questions and concerns about waste * Address alternatives, transportation
transportation and how the issue would be scenarios in light of Indian tribes and
addressed in the PEIS. Commenters

treaties. (Scoping)
suggested the PEIS should evaluate risk to
transporters and the public from waste * Include a generic transportation EIS in
shipments and should clearly identify the the PEIS, present advantages and
strengths and weaknesses of models used to disadvantages, and use as an avenue for
assess these risks. Information on specific communicating citizen concerns.
waste transportation routes was also (Scoping)
requested. On the Draft IP, commenters • Need special rail lines or bypasses to
requested that DOE not transport waste avoid urban areas for the transport of
offsite; that if offsite transport is required, it WIPP waste. (Scoping)
should be minimized; and that DOE should
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• Use the safest routes and best roads. * Communicating transportation risk is an
(Scoping) opportunity to deal squarely with the

• Evaluate availability of hazardous public (example: TRUW container safety
material teams along transportation record). (Draft IP)
routes. (Scoping)

• The DOE must not ship contaminated The PEIS will analyze both onsite and
waste to Kentucky. (Scoping) offsite waste transportation risks, impacts,and costs associated with ER and WM

• Waste shipment procedures need alternatives for the transport of radioactive
development-Who, What, When, How, and hazardous wastes. The risks from
Where. (Scoping) transporting wastes will include the risks to

populations surrounding the transportation
• Ban waste transportation across

Shoshone-Bannock lands. (Scoping) routes, to transportation workers, and to
populations and the maximally exposed

• Federal transportation regulations should individual as a result of transport accidents.
not preempt state, local and tribal The PEIS will include a detailed discussion
regulations. (Scoping) of the transportation risk assessment

methodologies and models and uncertainties
• There was some public opposition to

in the assessment of transportation risks.
transporting waste more than absolutely

necessary. (Draft IP) The transportation analysis will be based on
• General acceptance for necessary U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)

transportation, but should keep it routing regulations for the transport of
minimal. (Draft IP) radioactive and hazardous materials. These

• Communities do not want hazardous regulations which will be discussed in the
PEIS, generally specify that the transport of

material/waste transported through their hazardous and radioactive materials on
area. Keeping it onsite provides a small
measure of security in at least knowing highways be limited principally to interstate
where it is. Concerns were raised about highways. In accordance with these

impacts on property values along regulations, individual States have specifiedalternatives to interstate routes (for example,
transportation routes. (Draft IP) heavily congested beltways), where

• Transportation is a crucial issue; the appropriate. The PEIS analysis of waste
public sees transportation as highest risk. transport will include both highway and rail
(Draft IP) transport, as appropriate. Where highway or

rail routes traverse Native American lands,
• If transportation of radioactive and such as those of the Shoshone-Bannock in

hazardous material/waste is low risk,
then DOE must ::ducate the public that Idaho, the PEIS will separately identify theroutes that traverse Native American lands,
the risk is low by demonstrating, for
instance, that containers are accident- the number of potential shipments, and the
proof. (Draft IP) potential risks associated the transport ofwastes.

• There is too much emphasis on trucking,
not enough on rail. (Draft IP) As discussed in section 4.2 of this IP, the

WM alternatives to be considered in
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preparing the PEIS include decentralized, then [have] DOE dispose of radioactive
regionalized, and centralized approaches, and hazardous residue. (Draft IP)
Under the decentralized approach, tile PITJS

• Why is DOE unwilling to send its wastewill consider the establishment of facilities
to a licensed and permitted commercialat each DOE site where wastes are
LLW or LLMW disposal facility? An

generated or stored to reduce or eliminate
example of such a facility is the

the need for the intersite transport of waste.
Envirocare facility in Utah. (Draft IP)

The PEIS will analyze the potential impacts • Discussions have begun between DOE,
from accidents involving the transport of States, and LLW compacts about
wastes. While mechanical malfunctions, integrating the management of
such as faulty signals or transport equipment commercial and DOE LI.blW. The PEIS
malfunctions, are a cause of some transport should build on these discussions and
accidents, the probability of transport address integrating management of these
accident occurrence to be considered in the wastes. (Draft IP)

PEIS will take into consideration all causes, Nonradioactive HW generated at DOE sites
including human error, which is the is primarily sent to commercial treatment,
predominant cause of transport accidents.

storage, and disposal facilities permitted in
accordance with RCRA requirements.3.5.21 SEPARATIONOF DOE AND

COMMERCIALWASTE Some LLW from the cleanup of UMTRAP
and Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action

During the scoping process and the review Program (FUSRAP) sites has been shipped
of the Draft IP, some commenters requested
that DOE consider the use of DOE facilities to commercial disposal facilities. Although

these UMTRAP and FUSRAP sites are not
for commercial waste; others requested that
DOE place a greater emphasis on the use of owned by DOE, DOE is responsible for
commercial facilities for DOE LLW and cleanup of these sites. The PEIS will

consider the continued use of commercial

LLMW. facilities for limited quantities of LLW and
LI2dW generated during ER activities,

Examples of the public comments included: including FUSRAP-generated LLW and
LIkClW.

• Consider the impacts of accepting

commercial waste from states. (Scoping) Under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste

• Corporations that produce waste should Policy Amendments Act of 1985, DOE was
be held responsible for it. (Scoping) assigned responsibility for disposal of GTCC

LLW from commercial generators.• The DOE should include more

commercial waste disposal alternatives. Currently, DOE accepts limited quantities of
GTCC LLW for interim storage. These

(Draft IP) wastes consist of primarily small sealed
• The DOE should consider combining sources of radioactivity that have been used

commercial and DOE waste if this is by commercial companies under a license by
reasonable. (Draft IP) NRC or by an Agreement State. The DOE

stores these wastes on an interim basis at the
• The DOE should consider using

request of the NRC and Agreement States to
commercial plants for LI2ClW treatment,
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remove the sources from the public domain to ordinary landfills without traceability.
and eliminate a potential hazard to public (Scoping)
health and safety. The PEIS will consider • The DOE should treat BRC waste

alternative waste management configurations because it can be hazardous. (Scoping)
for the continued DOE interim storage of
such commercial GTCC LLW. The PEIS • Adopting BRC encourages the use of
will also discuss the potential options that dilution to solve the LLW and LI.2dW
may be pursued in the future for the disposal problems. (Scoping)
treatment and disposal of GTCC LLW.

• BRC would be contrary to CERCLA.

Under RCRA, the disposal of certain (Scoping)
hazardous wastes and hazardous components • Exposure to BRC waste threatens
of LLMW is subject to land disposal workers and the public. (Scoping)
restrictions (LDRs). The hazardous • The DOE should include BRC waste in
components subject to the LDRs are the EM PEIS. (Draft lP)
prohibited from land disposal unless either
prescribed treatment standards are met or a • The country has got to face up to the
variance is granted. Currently, there is an issue of BRC. (EMAC)

inadequate DOE and commercial capability • The public interest in BRC standards has
for the treatment of DOE LLMW subject to been demonstrated. DOE routinely
LDRs. The PEIS, as discussed in IP section makes BRC detern.inations on large
4.2, will assess configuration alternatives for volumes of industrial solid waste
locating LLMW treatment facilities at DOE destined for disposal in landfills on DOEsites. The PEIS will also discuss the

reservations. (EMAC)
potential use of DOE LLMW treatment
facilities fortreatingcommercially generated BRC is a waste classification that was
LLMW. originally proposed by NRC in accordance

with the Low-Level Radioactive Waste

Policy Act. Currently, the NRC has
3.5.22 "BELOW REGULATORY instituted a moratorium on BRC policy
CONCE_" WASTE implementation. Although a BRC regulation

for LLW could be advantageous to the
During scoping, commenters stated that they Department in disposing of wastes
did not want DOE to adopt the NRC's containing insignificant levels of
"Below Regulatory Concern" (BRC)policy radioactivity, DOE is not authorized to
because of potential occupational and public promulgate either a BRC regulation or a
health risks from exposure to LLW. BRC standard. That authority lies with other
Numerous commenters thought adopting a Federal agencies. The DOE manages LLW
BRC waste policy would encourage the use that might meet future BRC standards and
of dilution to resolve LLW and LLMW regulations as LLW and will continue to do
disposal problems, so until appropriate regulations are

implemented.
Examples of the public comments included:

Although prior DOE practices with respect
• The NRC's BRC regulation should not to offsite hazardous solid waste disposal

be used by DOE because waste could go were inadequate and resulted in the
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disposition of wastes contaminated with very • Include consideration of all waste
low levels of radioactivity, such practices generated since weapons activities
have been halted r*_.cently and new began. (Scoping)

procedures are being developed. The PEIS • The DOE needs a thorough study,
will discuss the category of industrial waste including an evaluation of all risks, of
and DOE's efforts to prevent unauthorized
disposal of industrial solid wastes onsite storage versus waste
contaminated with radioactivity as industrial transportation. (Scoping)
solid wastes. DOE has adopted practices for • Waste storage containers, container
screening of waste for disposal in onsite standards, and container safety need to
landfills, be reviewed. (Scoping)

• Storage containers should meet European

3.5.23 WASTE MANAGEMENT standards of 100,000 years. (Scoping)
• Waste should stay where it is generated

During the scoping process, commenters rather than fouling new sites. (Scoping)

requested full details of DOE's proposed • The waste classification s:heme is

waste management priorities, policies, and misleading, a risk-based system would
technologies. Many commenters preferred a permit more refined categorization.
policy of onsite waste management because (Scoping)the use of offsite facilities was viewed as too

expensive and too risky. In addition, some • The analysis of waste alternative site
people wanted the PEIS to discuss existing locations must also consider site-specific
and developing technologies and their "_cts. (Draft IP)
impacts to determine which technologies

should continue to be used and where they bol waste management, the PEIS will
should be used. During the review of the examine a number of configuration
Draft IP, some commenters wanted to know alternatives for each of the following wastehow DOE would determine waste

types: HLW, TRUW, LLW, LLMW,
management configuratien alternative site GTCC LLW, and HW. The configuration
locations, alternatives to be considered for each waste

type include, as appropriate, No Action;
Examples of the public comments included: continuation of the current program; and

decentralized, regional, and centralized
• Because of poor waste management approach_s.

practices, DOE needs to develop a
comprehensive long-term Waste
Management Plan. (Scoping) Analysis of waste alternatives will beconducted using representative locations at

• Consider a centralized location for DOE sites. The impacts that will be assessed
waste. (Scoping) will include human health risks from the

operation of facilities and from waste
• Integrate recycling into DOE activities, transportation, natural resource impacts,

(Scoping) socioeconomic impacts, and impacts to
• Establish enforceable guidelines for biota. After the PEIS process is completed,

waste disposal. (Scoping) site-wide or project-level NEPA documents
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will be tiered to the PEIS and will further commenters stressed the need for DOE to

evaluate implementation of the selected develop a technology transfer program.
configuration alternatives. The project-level Other commenters questioned the need to
analyses will consider in more detail the invest in unproven technologies or to delay
issues of capacity (including throughput cleanup while awaiting new technologies.
capacity), technologies (including process Several commenters also suggested that
alternatives), quality (including location- greater efforts be made to provide
specific performance standards), location- information on the status and effectiveness
specific environmental impacts (including of technology development (TD) efforts and
disturbance to specific habitat types) and to involve the public and other groups in
more detailed analyses of risks to workers technology development.
and the public.

Examples of the public comments included:
The quantities of wastes considered in the
PEIS analysis of WM alternatives will • Technology evaluationsanddevelopment
include the current inventory of wastes in should be addressed in the PEIS and
storage, the quantities of wastes expected to should include a cleanup program, with
be generated in the future, and the potential flexibility for allowing change and
quantities of wastes resulting from ER technological advances; evaluation of the
activities. The evaluation of ER alternatives availability of new cleanup and waste
in the PEIS will consider those wastes that technologies; analysis of proven
have been previously disposed, technologies versus innovative

technologies; regulatory approval of
The current DOE waste classification system innovative technologies; and an analysis
is based on a number of Federal statutes, of the effectiveness and validity of
While some of the waste categories include present treatment technologies. (Scoping)
a wide range of wastes from a risk • The DOE should set priorities for
perspective (for example, LLW), developing technologies. (Scoping)
performance-based procedures and
requirements ensure that such wastes are • The DOE should evaluate alternatives
managed according to their risk. The PEIS for unrestrictive land use which may not
will discuss these performance-based be possible for all sites. (Scoping)

standards and requirements. • The DOE should use proven technology
and not wait for exotic research.

3.5.24 TECHNOLOGYDEVELOPMENT (Scoping)
• The DOE lacks technological solutions

During the scoping and public participation for waste treatment. (Scoping)
processes on the Draft and Working Final • Before disposing, specific treatment
IP, commenters stated that an aggressive technologies should be used to reduce
technology research and development waste toxicity and mobility (for example,
program was needexi to ensure that cleanup halt spread of contaminated groundwater
and waste management goals and objectives by counter-pt,,rnping using strategically
would be met. They recommended that DOE located wells). (Scoping)
devise specific plans and set priorities for
developing the needed technologies. Some
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• Soil contamination remediation • The DOE should use existing scientific
technologies need to be developed, resources to develop innovative
(Scoping) technologies. (Scoping)

• Super compactors do minimize TRUW • The DOE could establish National
volume and handling while maximizing Research Centers for technology
safety but do not reduce radioactivity, development by consolidating facilities.
(Scoping) (Scoping)

• The DOE should develop TRUW onsite • Cooperate with businesses and other
processes. (Scoping) agencies to develop technologies.

• The DOE should implement technology (Scoping)
to treat waste so that the effluent meets • Adequately fund research and
criteria for that waste, thus avoiding the development efforts. (Scoping)
cost of sampling heterogeneous waste for • The DOE should evaluate new

characterization. (Scoping) technologies that demonstrate legal
• In-place vitrification and vacuum compliance and that have good

vaporizing should be validated by an benefit/cost ratio compared to existing
advisory panel. (Scoping) technologies. (Scoping)

• Need to develop technology to reduce * Focus research on improved
toxicity and mobility of radioactive groundwater models; non-invasive
waste that will be placed in the techniques to locate buried waste;
repository. (Scoping) alternatives to geologic storage and more

• Cryogenic containment exists for LLMW durable long-term storage techniques;
soils and it has low operating cost, is techniques for cleaning up LLW,
earthquake-proof, and repairable in LLMW, and HW and for removingradionuclide contamination from

place. (Scoping) wastewater discharges; techniques for
• Neutralization should be considered as collecting, isolating, and treating

an alternative (for example, accelerator plutonium-contaminated soils. (Scoping)

driven transmutation). (Scoping) • The DOE should develop new permanent
• Include recommendations from the and interim strategies and technologies

Office of Technology Assessment's for containing, monitoring, and cleaning
February 1991 report in the PEIS. up LLW and LLMW. (Scoping)

(Scoping) • Need to provide the public with the TD
• The public should be involved in the Program's budget process. (Scoping)

process of technology selection. • Technically based criteria should be used
(Scoping) for selecting waste disposal methods.

• Release information on innovative (Scoping)
technologies where available and have • Some commenters are comfortable with
all reasonable alternatives evaluated.

(Scoping) the abilities, integrity, and willingness ofDOE and DOE contractors to identify,
evaluate, and implement waste
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minimization, storage, and treatment being used now and their associated
alternatives. (Scoping) success rates. (Draft IP)

• Current restoration and cleanup • Currently, the public is not willing to
technologies are costly and inadequate, wait for new technology. If the public
(Scoping) were more educated and involved,

• The DOE should study new technologies perhaps there would be a value seen in
and pursue new contracting methods to waiting. (Draft IP)
save money. (Scoping) • People want new technology. They know

"move it and dump it" is not cleanup.• The DOE should address how

technology transfer will be done from (Draft IP)
DOE to private industry; de,_cribe how a • Money spent on developing new
newsletter, research and training centers, technology can save cleanup dollars in
and conferences will be developed to the future. (Draft IP)

support the transfer (for example, field • Technology development should be a
office personnel need to know such priority and be funded sufficiently to
things as the status of intended disposal support necessary research. (Draft IP)
sites, and the availability of treatment
technologies at other facilities). • Improve existing technologies (for
(Scoping) example, storage, containment,

• The DOE should consider tile French incineration, and improved filters).

experience where radioactive wastes (Draft IP)
(such as medical and x-ray wastes) are • Do not limit thinking to just "proven"
recycled. (Scoping) technologies; be open to innovative

ones. (Draft IP)
• Development of plutonium recovery and

storage repositories is more sensible than • The PF_,ISneeds to deal with [TD] issues
current practices. (Scoping) on a conceptual level, not a site-specific

level. (Draft IP)
• Implement the pumping and treatment

used by LLNL for other locations. • There needs to be a close interface
(Scoping) between ER, WM, and TD. (Draft IP)

• Stress sharing information between DOE • The PEIS needs to be clear about how
sites to ensure new technologies get DOE will address "technical gaps," or
applie_ to appropriate locations, deficiencies in the ability of technology,
(Scoping) to allow milestones to be met. (Draft IP)

• The DOE should focus on long-term as • If innovative technologies are needed,
well as short-term problems. (Draft IP) then more money wall have to be

devoted to research. (Draft IP)
• The DOE should actively support

research on transmutation and limit itself • The PEIS needs to reflect the effects of

to containment as a solution. (Draft IP) different technologies on waste streams
as different alternatives are weighed.

• The public would like to have an (Draft IP)
overview of which technologies are
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• The PEIS should build in periodic A key goal of the TD Program is to enable
reviews of evolving technologies so that EM to do a better, safer, more cost-
the technology can be modified if effective, and faster job. The PEIS will
necessary. (Draft IP) discuss processes for setting TD priorities,

for evaluating the related health and safety• Since TD impacts so strongly on ER and benefits and the cost of alternative
WM programs, DOE should provide a
detailed analysis of some alternatives for technologies, and for ensuring technology
TD [(for example, allocation of integration and transfer.

resources among waste types (new vs. The DOE recognizes that the ultimatestored); mix of DOE, contractors,
university labs; address only DOE success of the EM Program is largely

dependent on the ability to effectively
problems or broader problems develop and implement new technology. For
(international)]. (Draft IP) this reason, a significant portion of EM's

• Waiting for new technology is what got budgeted resources is devoted to technology
us where we are today. (Draft IP) development.

• The PEIS must not oversell technology, The PEIS will devote an entire chapter to
otherwise public confidence will be
weakened if technology fails. (Draft IP) describing DOE's program for developing

new technologies. Although the
• Get maximum industry involvement in programmatic alternatives analyzed in the

technology development. (Draft IP) EM PEIS do not include TD alternatives,
DOE recognizes that new technologies could

• The PEIS needs a better analysis of alter the relative merit of the various WM
technology alternatives. (Draft IP) and ER alternatives. The DOE has been

• Waste for which there is no currently encouraged by the public's comments in this
effective technology should be area. The comments fall into six major
contained; cleanup should be delayed categories:
until technology improves. (Draft IP)

• Comments on remediation showed that
• The PEIS should include a matrix of

the public's positions were wide rangingavailable technologies, applications, and
from immediately using availablelimitations. This matrix would serve as

a basis for site-specific decisions. (Draft technology to remediate environmental
contamination to waiting for

IP) development of new technologies that
• Delay [that is, waiting for new may allow the job to be done better,

technologies] is acceptable only with faster, cheaper, and safer, so long as
conditions. (Draft IP) contamination is controlled to avoid risk

to the public.
• The PEIS should clearly address the role

the public and regulators will play in • The EM Program should set priorities
t e c h n o 1 o g y d e v e I o p m e n t for technology development activities
decision-making. (EMAC) and balance funding between EM

activities.
• The DOE should offer inducements to

encourage technology development.
(m_4AC)
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• The DOE must facilitate transfer of In like manner, the issue of delay can be
technology information to and from the tested to evaluate the impacts and risks
EM Program. incurred by applying a "control strategy" for

a period of time as an interim action,• The DOE must involve, inform, and
update the public about its decisions and followed by application of a treatment
actions, employing an emerging technology, that

may require a period of time for
• The DOE must explain the approach that development. This issue will also be

will be used to consider existing and discussed with respect to irretrievable or
emerging technologies in the PEIS irreversible commitment of resources.
analysis.

• The DOE must explain how technology In implementing a programmatic alternative
development will be used for solving once the PEIS analysis is completed and aROD has been issued, DOE must be

environmental problems, responsive to regulatory requirements for
meeting certain schedules and applying

The question of remediation has several approved waste treatment technologies. This
aspects. As far as the methods of analyzing has implications in terms of the level of
and comparing the Ell and WM technology development in the EM
programmatic alternatives are concerned, the Program.
PEIS analyses initially will be conducted
using currently available technologies. The PEIS will not evaluate budget
Available information on these technologies alternatives (see Section 3.5.2). The existing
and their effectiveness and limitations will system for determining funding will be
be described in the PEIS. The impacts and described in the EM PEIS. The sensitivity
risks of the various Ell and WM alternatives of FaR and WM courses of action to the

will then be evaluated. The sensitivity of the available and emerging technologies will be
impact evaluation of available technologies evaluated. Through this analysis, the PEIS
to new or emerging technologies will then will show the relationship between
be analyzed. This sensitivity analysis will be technology development and the ability to
done as follows: Initially, available satisfactorily carry out EM objectives. It
technologies will be compared with will also determine conditions under which
emerging technologies. An emerging it may be appropriate to initiate certain
technology will be selected to bound the activities until new technologies are
range of expected performance available. These relationships, and the Ell
characteristics. Detailed analytical results and WM programmatic goals determined
will be examined to determine what factors through the PEIS, will be important
(for example, long-term risk, short-term considerations in the TD priority setting
risk, worker risk, transportation risk, or process and in the overall determination of
other impacts) are most important in balance amongER, WM, and TD Programs.
reducing or modifying potential impacts.
The extent to which an emerging technology The DOE has emphasized the need for
would need to reduce or modify the research, development, and demonstration of
potential impacts of an available technology new technologies for solution of
it would replace to affect the selection of environmental problems by establishing the
alternatives will then be assessed. TD Program. The technology transfer role

3-55



Chapter 3 The Public Participation Process and Results
II I I II I I I I I II II --

of the "I'D Program will be described in the • The IP is too general and does not give
PEIS. a concrete idea of what DOE plans to

do. (Draft IP)

The program to involve, inform, and update • People want assurances that the PEIS
the public will be described in the PEIS. will address workshop issues. (Draft IP)
Some of these actions are required by
statute. Public involvement is also built into

support programs, and the PEIS will discuss The DOE made a significant effort to
this issue, improve the readability of the IP. All of the

comments received are appreciated. The
The overall process used to conduct the DOE is committed to making documents
analysis of programmatic alternatives for ER readable and clear to the public. Wherever
and WM will be described in detail in the possible, detailed explanations and graphic
PEIS. Depending upon the programmatic representations will be used in the PEIS to
alternative being assessed, different help clarify information. This IP addresses
technologies could be applied to solve the comments received on the Draft EM PEIS
same environmentalproblem. This issue will IP, including those made during the six
also be discussed in the PEIS. regional workshops. This IP will be used as

a guide in preparing the Draft EM PEIS. In
The PEIS will include a discussion of the addition to the comments received on the

role of regulators, the public, and Draft IP, members of the EMAC
stakeholders in the TD Program including recommended several editorial changes that
the decision-making process, have been made to this EM PEIS IP.

Appendix C of this IP contains an annotated
outline of the Draft EM PEIS, which will 3.5.26 PEIS ALTERNATIVES
discuss the EM TD process and the
relationship of TD to the PEIS process. The issue category of "PEIS Alternatives"
Chapter 4 further identifies how and where was identified based on the comments
specific TD issues will be addressed in the received on the Draft and Working Final IP.
PEIS. Comments received on the Draft and

Working Final EM PEIS included:

3.5.25 Rd_ADAnILrrY • The no action alternative should be just
that; leaving waste where it is. No

The issue category of "readability" was action should not be the Five-Year Plan.
identified based on the comments received (Draft IP)
on the Draft EM PEIS IP. Comments on the

• Onsite storage at waste generating sites
Draft EM PEIS IP's readability and clarity should be viewed as a real alternative.

included: (Draft IP)

• Some said the IP was readable, some • Costs of alternatives should be estimated
liked the graphic material included, and in the PEIS, to the extent possible.
some said it was too wordy and (Draft IP)
technical. (Draft IP)
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* The PEIS should consider analyzing comparing alternatives in the PEIS and
each alternative in the context of a set of in the site-wide NEPA documents that

conditions, a "module" (for example, are to be tiered to this PEIS, it would be
given a certain climate and geologic far more straightforward to define the no

.conditions). (Draft IP) action alternative as one in which no
new remedial action projects are initiated

. If DOE does not choose a preferred (although such activities as monitoring
alternative, then an explanation is
required. (Draft IP) would continue). (Draft IP)

• The alternatives identified in the Draft
• Use a "reference alternative" instead of

IP for WM and ER are too broad and all

a preferred alternative--this will provide encompassing to be of much practical
a reference point without DOE value in the PEIS process. More focused
committing to a particular choice. (Draft alternatives are necessary to facilitate
IP) comparison of the relative environmental

• The DOE must consider that states have impacts and selection of a preferred
varying views of alternatives, based on alternative. (Draft IP)
geography, population, and other
factors. (Draft IP) • Programmatic WM and ER alternativesshould include the use of mobile

• The IP should explain whether the PEIS technologies, such as mobile incineration
is addressing only the "existing units, and other mobile technologies as
inventory of inactive and surplus alternatives to waste transportation.
facilities." If so, DOE should declare its (Draft IP)
intention regarding facilities which will • The PEIS should disclose the

become inactive in future years. (Draft socioeconomic impacts resulting from
IP) any ER or WM programmatic alternative

• The Draft IP does not clearly state that shifts waste or otherwise shifts risk
whether the EM PEIS will consider the potential from one state jurisdiction to
treatment of TRUW before it is another. State governments are required
packaged for interim storage or to operate with individually balanced
permanent disposal. (Draft IP) budgets. Further, State governments

• ER activities may generate a significant through State policy, law, and
amount of waste that will have to be regulation, are allowed, under the U.S.

Constitution, to establish separate
treated, stored, and disposed. The environmental and socioeconomic goals.
analysis of WM alternatives cannot be The PEIS should disclose the impacts
completely separate from the analysis
conducted for the ER alternatives, upon differing state socioeconomic

"environments." (Draft IP)
Therefore, the integration between ER
and WM alternatives must be thoroughly • The PEIS should disclose the lowered
discussed in the PEIS. (Draft IP) environmental impacts which could be

achieved with an "enhanced waste

• The no action alternative is a minimization" programmatic alternative
continuation of the current ER Program, for WM. (Draft IP)
including undertaking a number of
remedial actions. For the purpose of
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• The alternatives for ER should be are generated. The options for WM
discarded, apart from the no action should be geared to management
alternative that considers the situation as techniques and to waste classification
it is today. In l_,lace of the present schemes. (Draft IP)
alternatives, the al ernatives should be • There is a concern that the no action
geared primarily to potential alternative

alternatives are not properly defined.restrictions on land and water use. In the ','he WM no action alternative includes
presentation of the alternatives, the risk consolidation of TSD facilities not now

to present and future generations from present in the WM Program. These
various levels of clean-up should be differences between the no action
evaluated, so that there is a reasonable alternatives, as defined in the IP, and a
basis for deciding among the true no action WM alternative would be

alternatives. Rather, DOE would magnified greatly when the FaRProgram
carefully consider examples of begins to generate significant amounts of
contaminated land and water throughout waste. (EMAC)
the complex to develop several
categories for both land and water * The EM PEIS no action alternative
contamination, ranging from land highly should consider taking no remedial
contaminated with long-lived action for the ER alternative and taking
radionuclides, such as the trenches at HS no actions regarding WM activities.
and the areas where TRUW are buried (EMAC)
at INEL, to areas that have various • I: is not appropriate to use the PEIS for
intermediate levels of contamination, to choosing the specific sites for
those that may not have any detectable consolidated waste management
contamination. Several categories (on the facilities. PEIS site characterization and

order of ten) for land and a similar impact characterization would not (and
number for water should be developed should not) occur at a level of detail
with due consideration given to the sufficient to justify siting of facilities.varieties of radioactive and hazardous

contamination present throughout the Siting impacts are highly localized andare dependent upon the technology used,
complex. These categories would the scale of the project, and the site-
provide the framework for consideration specific conditions present. (EMAC)
of the environmental, health, and cost
implications of clean-up in a systematic • DOE should re-examine the PEIS
manner. The PEIS would then set forth approach and, for WM, emphasize
alternatives for each category of land programmatic alternatives that might be
and water as to the level of restoration, used to resolve issues of interregional
the waste generation from clean-up, and and interstate equity attendant with
the technologies that may be used for possible interstate waste flows, and with
cleanup. (Draft IP) the eventual siting of WM facilities

which could serve regional functions.• The interactions between the ER and

WM Programs should be clearly brought (EMAC)
out. The ways in which land and water • DOE should provide an environmental
are restored have important implications analysis of an alternative which
for the amounts and types of waste that
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addresses the management of all waste treatment of mixed waste under the Federal
onsite (no-intersite shipments). (EMAC) Facilities Compliance Act. DOE further

• It is not clear that either pre-1970 believes that an adequate NEPA review of
transuranic waste or remote-handled strategic solutions would have to include

consideration of potential environmentaltransuranic waste will be addressed in

the PEIS. (EMAC) impacts to different geographic areas, and in
the case of waste management (WM)

• The IP selectively addresses the storage facilities, should include the consideration of
of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) waste the extent to which wastes at a given site
without any promise of dealing with the should be managed on a local, regional, or
difficult programmatic issue of final central scale. This need includes
disposal of GTCC waste. (EMAC) consideration of likely impacts that would

occur at the various sites where waste is

The Draft IP had proposed that the no action located and along likely transportation
alternative for both the ER and WM corridors, as well as analyzing real

locations.
Programs was to continue with the current
programs as outlined in the Five-Year Plan.

Siting issues are a major part of arriving atBased on the comments received and a

meeting with a representative of the Council strategic solutions, and therefore, are an
on Environmental Quality, the no action appropriate consideration in the FaM PEIS.
alternative has been redefined in chapter 4 For example, based on a programmatic U.S.
of this IP. Under the no action alternative as Army EIS for the disposition of chemical

defined in this IP, not undertaking further weapons, tiered project-level NEPA reviews
ER actions and only operating existing or are being used to further evaluate the site-
DOE-approved WM facilities (that is, specific environmental issues. Another
facilities for which a NEPA review has been example in which the siting of facilities was

completed and appropriate permits have analyzed in a PEIS is the U.S. Air ForcePEIS for a Small Intercontinental Ballistic
been received) will be evaluated. The

Missile Program.
evaluation of no action will provide a basis
to assess the environmental impacts of
further actions even though no action would DOE fully recognizes State sensitivities with

respect to potentially reaching specific
not meet the purpose and need for agency preferred WM facility siting determinations,
action because it would not comply with
DOE policy and applicable environmental and the major regulatory role that States willplay in implementing any new or modified
requirements. WM facilities. The PEIS will clearly

indicate that implementing new WM
DOE believes that it is essential to analyze facilities is dependent on acquiring the
the environmental impacts of a spectrum of appropriate State and Federal permits and
alternatives for siting of waste management approvals, including project-specific NEPA
facilities in t'-z PEIS, because this is an reviews, where necessary. EM actively
important programmatic aspect of waste seeks the participation of the States and the
management planning. For example, the
analysis of environmental impacts of such public in the decision-making process.
alternatives should serve as useful input to DOE has considered a three-tiered NEPA
the development of site specific plans for strategy in which the EM PEIS would
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consider only policy issues, a subsequent first of these alternatives reflects the current
programmatic NEPA document would implementation of the statutory emphasis in
address siting of new WM facilities, and CERCLA. This emphasis is to provide for
project-level NEPA documentation would the long-term protection of human health
address project implementation. However, and the environment through compliance
because EM's goal has been--and with environmental standards determined to
remains--to bring the complex into full be applicable or relevant and appropriate
compliance with all applicable requirements and the utilization of various
environmental, health, and safety treatment and resource recovery
requirements as expeditiously as possible, a technologies to the maximum extent
three-tiered approach was rejected in favor possible. The second alternative to be
of a two-tiered NEPA approach. EM evaluated emphasizes foreseeable land use to
believes that this is essential to DOE better define likely exposure scenarios and
conformance with the schedules of the appropriate waste management strategies.
Federal Facility Compliance Act. Under th_ alternative, likely future land use

would be given explicit emphasis early in
DOE acknowledges that in preparation of the site evaluation process to better reflect
the PEIS, the analysis may not support the potential risks that are likely to occur. In
siting certain WM facilities at specific DOE implementing this alternative, an entire
sites and that the PEIS WM determinations installation or major segment of an
may be made only at a broad level (for installation would undergo long-range land
example, identification of potential candidate planning with the goal of informed
DOE sites within a region, in which one or consensus among stakeholders. If the land
more waste facilities could be located), use for the foreseeable future is known and
However, a lack of information in project- if current action/inaction will not preclude
level analyses, such as uncertainties in revisiting the land use evaluation at the end
detailed characterizations of specific waste of the "foreseeable future," then only those
streams and quantities of waste that may be environmental pathways resulting in
generated by environmental restoration exposures of concern would be addressed
activities, need not preclude completion of a and only those ARARs that apply to the
programmatic NEPA review or delay pathways would be met. The third
expeditious compliance. The DOE has alternative equally emphasizes remedial
always intended to rigorously evaluate and worker and transportation risks with the
fully disclose the potential impacts of risks to a site's surrounding population.
alternative WM configurations in the PEIS, Under this third alternative, the ER program
including identifying uncertainties that might would strive to minimize situations whereby
affect potential PEIS determinations, a proposed remedy would result in greater

risk due to its implementation than posed by
In response to the concerns and the current state of the contaminants, even if
recommendations received from EMAC on applicable or relevant and appropriate
the topic of land use and ER alternatives, requirements must be waived to do so. The
DOE has restructured the ER alternatives to final alternative emphasizes foreseeable land
reflect factors that affect the selection of use to establish the initial remediation

remediation goals. In addition to a No objectives and also emphasizes the
Action baseline risk assessment, four other consideration of worker and transportation
alternatives will be evaluated in detail. The risks. If the worker and transportation risks
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associated with implementing a remedy to consistent with the programmatic nature of
achieve a desired land use are considered the PEtS and with preliminary concepts for
unacceptable, alternative strategies and storage, treatment, and disposal.
limitations would be systematically
considered to reach an acceptable solution. DOE agrees with the comment that the no
The alternatives identified in section 4.1 of action and continuation of the current

this IP are consistent with Council on program alternative as defined in the
Environmental Quality guidance to cover the Working Final IP, when viewed in the
full spectrum of reasonable alternative_J, context of potential ER-generated wastes,
[Memorandum: Questions and Answers embody a degree of consolidation not now
about the NEPA Regulations, 46 FR 18026 present in the WM Program. This IP has
(March23, 1981)]. been modified to specifically consider

potential ER-generated wastes, and the No
It is important to note that DOE does not Action alternative has been identified
intend to develop land use plans as pa,_ of separately from the current program
the PEIS analysis. DOE believes that these alternative.
plans should be based upon a consensus of
local stakeholders. It would be neither The DOE agrees that the PEIS should
proper nor feasible to develop land use plans analyze an alternative that maximizes the
for installations in the PEIS. The analysis of management of all war*e onsite. This IP has
the alternative emphasizing foreseeable land been modified to specifically identify
use alternatives will be accomplished by decentralized WM alternatives appropriate to
considering several bounding land uses for each waste type. It has also been modified
each of several contamination situations, to indicate that DOE will undertake specific
The resulting impacts of these alternatives analyses in the PEIS to define the reasonable
will be displayed and compared. WM alternatives for each waste type (for

example, in the case of a decentralized
The DOE will identify a preferred alternative, to define the facilities necessary
alternative in the Draft EM PEIS only if at each site to minimize intersite shipments).
analyses indicate a basis to do so. The
important interrelationship between ER and EM agrees that waste minimization is an
WM alternatives is better defined in chapter important consideration that would reduce
4 and will be described in greater detail in the need for waste treatment and disposal
the PEIS. The PEIS will address the large facilities. DOE has established waste
waste volumes expected to be generated minimization policies. DOE will consider
under some ER alternatives because this is the effects of waste minimization in a

a key issue in integration of the ER and separate section of the PEIS that will
WM Programs. Various waste management quantitatively evaluate the potential effect of
technologies will be considered in the PEIS, waste minimization on the need for new
including mobile treatment equipment, waste treatment facilities and the potential

effect of reducing the volume of wastes or
The socioeconomic impacts of ER and WM the need for new waste disposal facilities.
alternatives will be analyzed in the EM
PEIS. The potential cost a_ld major cost Although not part of the current DOE
differentials in WM alternatives will be TRUW program, treatment of TRUW might
estimated and included in the PEIS be required under RCRA to remove, or
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reduce to acceptable levels the hazardous should be considered directly as either SNF
LDR components in TRUW or under 40 or high-level waste rather than GTCC LLW.
CFR 191 (TRUW Disposal Standards) In addition, the NRC has taken the position
before shipment and disposal at the WIPP. in a rulemaking that commercial GTCC
Until results of the WIPP Test Phase are LLW should be disposed of in the national
available, DOE does not plan to proceed geologic repository in the absence of an
with treatment of TRUW. However, the alternative disposal method. However,
PEIS will evaluate configuration alternatives disposal of GTCC LLW, other than with
for the treatment of TRUW to provide SNF, iRay not be authorized by the Nuclear
advanced planning information in the event Waste Policy Act, as amended. Moreover,
that TRUW treatment is found to be there is currently no compelling reason for
necessary. The PEIS will also evaluate a GTCC LLW generators to ship their waste
longer period of interim storage of TRUW for storage at a DOE site because they
if WIPP is either delayed or found would be required to pay DOE storage fees.
unsuitable. Each TRUW alternative Because of these uncertainties, DOE
evaluated in the PEIS will include both believes that proposing an action and
contact handled and remotely handled reaching a decision on GTCC LLW disposal
TRUW. at this time is not appropriate. However, the

EM PEIS will discuss the potential options
The PEIS will identify TRUW that was that may be pursued in the future for the
disposed before the implementation of a treatment and disposal of GTCC LLW.
1970 Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) When the uncertainties surrounding
determination to retrievably store TRUW. disposition of GTCC are more resolved, the
The PEIS will also discuss the activities for Department intends to undertake a detailed
this previously disposed waste at each DOE NEPA review of potential methods for
site. The DOE is undertaking a GTCC disposition and to fully inform and
demonstration program on retrieving TRUW seek the participation of the public and
disposed at the Idaho National Engineering interested agencies through that review.
Laboratory to determine the technical
feasibility of retrieval without undue risk to
workers or the environment. Based on the 3.5.27 LAWS ANDREGULATIONS

results of this demonstration program, DOE
will consider whether to proceed with any The issue category of "Laws and
retrieval of disposed TRUW. Such future Regulations" was identified b/.sed on the
decision-making would be subject to an comments received on the Draft IP.
appropriate level of NEPA review. Comments received on the Draft IP

included:

Most Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) LLW
is associated with commercial utility waste • Risk assessment should not be used to
and consists primarily of D&D and some avoid compliance with Federal and State
operational wastes. Large uncertainties exist laws. (Draft IP)

concerning the volumes of these potential • The DOE should push for consistency in
sources of GTCC LLW. Among these waste regulation under CERCLA anduncertainties are the effect of concentration

RCRA. (Draft IP)
averaging and whether a detailed listing of
SNF assembly and reactor core components
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• Lack of standards for mixed waste is a as proposals for alternative concentration
big problem. (Draft IP) limits for example, should be made

• The NEPA and CERCLA regulations explicit and a rationale given. (Draft IP)
should be integrated. (Draft IP) • All applicable or pertinent Federal

• Environmental restoration is such a site- regulations and statutes such as the
Clean Air Act (CAA) and Clean Water

specific process, any national standard Act (CWA) should be identified in
will fail. (Draft IP) appendix C, DraP PEIS Annotated

• Some RCRA regulations are too Outline, and appendix F. The regulatory
restrictive. The DOE should work to impact of State statutes will obviously
change these to more reasonable differ significantly from State to State.
standards. (Draft IP) The PEIS should clearly identify the

mechanism for addressing how the
• Existing regulations are a good various State statutes will be

framework--stay consistent. Work accommodated in the evaluation of

cooperatively with other regulatory alternatives. In cases where applicable
agencies. (Draft IP) State statutes/regulations specify

• There are no regulations (except those "stricter" regulatory requirements than
concerning UMTRAP) on residual their complementary Federal
radioactivity now. Developing such statutes/regulations, the PEIS should
regulations should be a high national address how these statutes and
priority. (Draft IP) regulations will be accommodated in the

evaluation of alternatives. State consent
• The DOE should describe the authority

that regulatory agencies have over DOE. agreements are an integral part of the
"regulatory framework" for ER and

(Draft IP) WM. Consequently, we believe that such
• The direction of this program should agreements must be identified and

first be based on what the best technical considered ha the same cootext as

approaches are to this problem. If applicable Federal/State statutes, and as
regulations are at variance with sound part of the evaluation and consideration
engineering and economics, then there of alternatives. Tribal treaties and
should be an effort to change the agreements likewise are an essential part
regulations. (Draft IP) of the regulatory framework and should

also be identified and considered. (Draft
• The plan is focused almost exclusively IP)

on CERCLA issues, even tho_Jgh there
are important sites where the corrective • The Draft IP states that "following
action process under RCRA governs the completion of the PEIS, it is likely that
cleanup. (Draft IP) environmentally beneficial changes to

agreements will be identified and these• Alternatives considered in the PEIS
will be negotiated" openly with DOE

should assume full compliance with Headquarters an_, EPA. The PEIS must
pertinent laws and regulations, as well as recognize the authority granted in RCRA
agreements with state and tribal to EPA and States to regulate
governments, and other parties. Any environmental cleanup. The DOE should
proposed deviations from standards, such recognize its commitment, ha the PEIS,
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that cleanup decisions will comply with State environmental laws are often modeled
Federal and State laws. (Draft IP) after Federal laws; therefore, using

CERCLA as the basis for programmatic
• It is imperative that DOE recognize the analyses of cleanup alternatives should besovereign nature of Native American

nations, and explicitly state this adequate. Site-specific actions that would betaken would be consistent with more

recognition in the PEIS IP. This would specific, applicable laws and regulations.
be in keeping with DOE's Indian Policy.

(Draft IP) The EM PEIS will include information on

• In regard to LLMW, the IP and the compliance agreements and will describe
PEIS should acknowledge the existing how beneficial changes to agreements would
framework of joint regulatory control be identified and proposed by DOE. The
under the AEA and RCRA for the provisions of DOE's Indian Policy will also
management of LLMW. Specifically, the be recognized in the PEIS. The DOE will
IP should be revised to state that include a description of the applicability of
commercial treatment, storage, and RCRA as well as the AEA to "mixed
disposal of HW containing source, waste."
special nuclear, or byproduct materials
would be conducted in accordance with

AEA requirements in addition to RCRA 3.5.28 SOCIOECONOMICISSUES
requirements. (Draft IP)

The issue category of "Socioeconomic
Issues" was identified based on the

In addition to these comments, members of comments received on the Draft IP.
the EMAC suggested several editorial Comments received on the Draft IP
changes to the Working Final IP that were included:
made.

• The weight of the socioeconomic
Although NEPA does not require that impacts should be stated in the PEISalternatives considered be consistent with

(Draft IP)
existing laws, DOE is not proposing any
alternative that is inconsistent with current • The DOE should not have an important
law. The DOE agrees that there is joint negative impact on any one region. The
regulatory control under AEA and RCRA whele country benefitted from the
for LLMW and the IP has been modified to programs; the burden also should be
so indicate. The DOE will acknowledge shared. (Draft IP)
authority of regulatory agencies in the PEIS. • Consider issues such as water rights and
The DOE agrees that the program should be how the tax base is affected. (Draft IP)
based on the best technical approaches, but
believes that regulations and technology are • The PEIS should define a mechanism to
not at variance. Remedial programs under access socioeconomic impacts which
RCRA and CERCLA are very similar, goes beyond traditional cost/benefit
Other applicable laws are listed in this IP analyses and risk assessments. (Draft)
and will be discussed in the PEIS. • The DOE should consider the local

economy in choosing among alternative
land uses. (Draft IP)
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• Implementation of new technologies is programmatic framework is being developed
seen as a threat to the existing work by building upon, rather than recreating, the
force. Workers should be retained and existing work in the field of socioeconomic
retrained to do cleanup. (Draft IP) impact analysis. Recommendations from the

Interorganizational Committee on Guidelines
• Instead of shutting down facilities, build and Principles for Socioeconomic Impact

cleanup facilities, and use present Assessment, recommended by one reviewer
workers. (Draft IP) of the Working Final EM PEIS IP, is an

• The DOE should consider socioeconomic example of one such source being consulted.
impacts of shutting down facilities, since
the host communities have become While driven primarily by demographics and
dependent economically on these economics, the socioeconomic impact
facilities (other industries will not locate analysis framework under development is
in these communities because of DOE much broader. The areas to be considered

presence). (Draft IP) include:

• The mechanism to identify and consider
• Regional Employment, Population, and

potential socioeconomic and Income
demographic implications for specific
candidate sites should be included in the • Housing
PEIS. Consideration of such impacts to • Public Services and Facilities
local, potential host communities, and to
tribes must be addressed. (Draft IP) • Land Use

• Public Finance
In addition to the comments on the Draft

• Other Affected Social Conditions
EM PEIS IP, members of the EMAC made
several comments about how the

socioeconomic impactswouldbeanalyzedin The first task in applying the PEIS
the Draft PEIS and on the suggested methodology will be to establish
response to the socioeconomic comments representative baseline social and cultural
that were contained in the Working Final conditions from a programmatic perspective.
EM PEIS IP. The following text The primary output of the task will be
incorporates changes as suggested by EMAC representative profiles of population within
members, the regions of influence that describe in

particular potential population subgroups
The PEIS deals with the EM Program from that may prove uniquely sensitive to the EM
a national perspective, but will also contain Program impacts. The analysis will be
a degree of s_.te-level detail to allow proper designed to produce an assessment of the
analysis of the alternatives. The capacity, resilience, and flexibility of social
socioeconomic analysis must balance the organizations, support groups, and the
programmatic and site perspectives, population at large, to deal with the potential
Traditional socioeconomic impact analyses impacts associated with the EM Program.
normally deal with site-specific actions. The
challenge for DOE is to adapt these After establishing the baseline conditions,
traditional methodologies to execute a the analysis would identify the potential
meaningful programmatic analysis. This temporary and long-term impacts of the EM
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Program. Representative impacts could • The public needs to be involved in
include economic conditions, such as assessing risk, have access to backup
employment opportunities and trends; social data and the methodologies used to
and human services; and systems for health perform risk assessments. (Draft IP)

care, education, police and fire protection, • Risk assessment should not be used to
utilities, recreation, and environmental

avoid blind compliance. (Draft IP)
quality. These areas would be evaluated
together with the culture and history of the • Risk assessments are not an exact
regions of influence. All such effects may science and how DOE accomplishes risk
influence social organization, relationships, assessments must be clearly stated.
behavior, and overall well-being. The PEIS (Draft IP)

would include discussions of mitigation • All risk assessment techniques should be
programs for such areas as regional equity, published in peer-reviewed journals.
job retraining, and stakeholder
communications and involvement. (EMAC)

• The DOE must better explain how risk
The PEIS will define the methodologies used assessments will be performed, and
to conduct the socioeconomic analysis to compare this to the current CERCLA
permit full review, program. (EMAC)

The human health risk impacts for the ER
3.5.29 RISK ASSESSMENT Alternatives analyzed in the PEIS will

include as appropriate: (1) risk to local
The issue category of "Risk Assessment" residents from residual contamination at the
was identified based on the comments
received on the Draft EM PEIS IP. site; (2)risk to workers from chemical,

radiological, and physical hazards of
Comments on the Draft and Working Final remedial activities onsite; (3) risk associated
EM PEIS IP included" with transportation of waste offsite; and (4)

risk associated with offsite waste treatment
• Risk assessments should address both

and disposal. The results will be used as
[human] health and the natural part of the analysis to compare the overall
environment and should be part of the advantages and disadvantages of No Action
prioritization of cleanup funding. (Draft
IP) and the ER programmatic alternatives.

• Criteria are needed for determining risk Background levels of radiation include both
to the public and workers. (Draft IP) natural and manmade (for example, fallout

from nuclear weapons tests) sources of
• The DOE must determine the average radiation. Significant variations in the level

background levels of radioactivity in the of radiation from natural sources may occurenvironment to determine the near-term
because of a change in altitude (for example,and residual risks to workers and the
in exposure to cosmic radiation) or because

public at DOE sites and facilities
of the presence of geologic formations

selected for potential waste TSD sites.
containing naturally occurring radon. The

(Draft IP) DOE sites that are engaged in nuclear
activities routinely measure radiation in
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various media such as soils, vegetables, issues in appropriate breadth and depth, and
milk, surface water, and groundwater; in a manner credible to risk experts and the
measurements reflect recent and past public alike.
releases of manmade radiation to the

environment. Radioactive releases from The first step in ensuring quality in this area
commercial nuclear power plants and DOE has been to select highly qualified
nuclear activities are controlled and professionals to develop and employ the
regulated on the basis of ALARA criteria methodologies. Their qualifications will be
rather than on the basis of exposure to all described in the PEIS. Validation of the
radioactive sources from natural and selected methodologies is also important.
manmade sources. These ALARA criteria Model intercomparison is one approach
limit radioactive releases to several times being used to achieve a degree of validation;
less than the observed variation in naturally another is comparison of the model outputs
occurring sources of radiation, with actual data. The importance of peer

review is also recognized. As practicable
The EM PEIS will assess the potential risk within the PEIS schedule, DOE will provide
to workers and the public from potential opportunities for peer review of the
TSD facility radiological and chemical methodologies in professional journals.
re'_eases. In addition, the PEIS will consider
cumulative impacts and risk resulting from To further ensure that the methodologies
TSD facility radioactive and hazardous receive careful scrutiny by independent
releases and other manmade radioactive and technical reviewers as well as by experts
hazardous releases in the vicinity of a within DOE, continuing review and
proposed TSD facility. These assessments comment has been requested from the EPA,
will be performed in the context of the a cooperating agency. The risk assessment
current regulatoryframeworkforradioactive process used in the EM PEIS will be
and hazardous emissions from nuclear comparable to that used for the NCP and
facilities. This framework presently does not will incorporate risk guidelines established
account for naturally occurring radiation or by EPA. Quality assurance for the input
other selected manmade radiation sources parameters will include using EPA risk
such as xrays, cosmic rays, and radon. The parameters where possible. The EM PEIS
risk assessment methodology, input data, will disclose the validation and peer review
and assumptions will be made available to that the risk methodologies have received.
the public for review.

The PEIS will explicitly identify all
analytical methodologies employed in
assessing environmental risks and impacts.
The DOE recognizes that the uncertainties
inherent in the mixed radiological and
hazardous waste contamination problems
within its installations make the risk

methodologies a particularly critical element
of the scientific basis for the EM PEIS

recommendations. The methodologies
selected must address the programmatic
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his chapter discusses the planned scope configurations for specific WM capabilities are
and content of the Programmatic considered. The waste type configurations
Environmental Impact Statement include as appropriate continuation of the

(PEIS). It explains the alternatives and current program and other configuration
incorporates changes to the scope made in alternatives that represent decentralized,
response to the scoping process and comments regionalized, and centralized approaches for
received on the Draft and Working Final locating new waste management facilities. In
Environmental Restoration and Waste addition to waste from the continuing
Management (EM) PEIS Implementation operation of DOE facilities, wastes generated
Plans. The proposed action for the PEIS is to from the environmental restoration activities
formulate and implement an integrated EM will, in some cases, become waste streams for
Program. The primary focus of the PEIS will WM activities.
be the evaluation of strategies for conducting
remediation of Department of Energy (DOE) As required by the National Environmental
sites and facilities, and the evaluation of Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, the EM
potential configurations for waste management PEIS will evaluate a No Action alternative for
(WM) capabilities, both ER and WM. Under the No Action

alternative, DOE would undertake no further
The programmatic environmental restoration ER actions and would operate only existing or
(ER) alternatives are structured in terms of the approved WM facilities (that is, facilities for
factors that affect the selection of remediation which NEPA review has been completed,
goals. In addition to a No Action baseline risk appropriate permits received, and a decision
assessment, four other alternatives will be made to proceed with the activity). The
evaluated in detail. The first of these evaluation of no action will provide a basis
altematives reflectsthecurrentimplementation upon which to assess the impacts of further
of the statutory emphasis in the actions, even though no action is considered to
Comprehensive Environmental Response, be unreasonable because it would not comply
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). with DOE policy and applicable environmental
The second alternative emphasizes foreseeable requirements.
land use to bettc_ define likely exposure
scenarios and appropriate waste management The potential impact of technology
strategies. The third alternative equally development (TD) also will be discuss_ in the
emphasizes remedial worker and PEIS. Appendix C contains the Draft PEIS
transportation risks with the risks to a site's Annotated Outline.
surrounding population. The final alternative
emphasizes foreseeable land use to establish

the initial remediation objectives, and also 4.1 Programmatic Alternatives for
emphasizes the consideration of worker and Environmental Restoration
transportation risks.

The following sections discuss the alternative
The WM alternatives are structured in terms ER strategies to selecting remediation goals to
of six waste types under which alternative be analyzed in the PEIS. The alternative
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strategies represent a range of reasonable previously disposed at each DOE site. The
alternatives that could be implemented to DOE is undertaking a demonstration program
address existing contamination at DOE sites on retrieving TRUW disposed at the Idaho
and facilities. As discussed in Chapter 2, DOE National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) to
ER actions have been undertaken on a site-by- determine the technical feasibility of retrieval
site basis without a system-wide analysis of without undue risk to workers or the
potential environmental consequences. The environment. Based on the results of tiffs
evaluation of the alternative ER strategies in demonstration program, DOE will consider
the PEIS is intended to provide environmental whether to proceed with any retrieval of
input to support the development of ER disposed TRUW. Such futuredecision-making
policies. These policies would incorporate would be subject to an appropriate level of
consideration of land use and all major NEPA review.
elements of human health risks in undertaking
future ER activities. In addition to these Each ERstrategy alternative will beevaluated
alternatives, the PEIS will evaluate No Action, with respect to the risk posed to human health
as required by DOE NEPA regulations. Policy and the environment, implementation costs,
options resulting from the analysis of socioeconomic, and other impacts.
alternative strategies and the effect of various
policy decisions on the future remediation of
sites will be discussed in the PEIS. Any policy 4.1.1 No ACTION ALTERNATIVE
decisions will be subject to site-specific
decisions as part of the CERCLA regulatory Under the ER No Action Alternative, DOE
process, would undertake no further remedial actions at

ER sites. The Department recognizes that this
The analysis of alternative ER strategies will alternative is not reasonable because it would
also help integrate NEPA values into DOE's be contrary to DOE's policy to remediate
ER activities undertaken according to contaminated sites, and would not meet the
CERCLA. This integration is not intended to compliance requirements of CERCLA and
represent a statement of the legal applicability other applicable laws and regulations.
of NEPA to environmental restoration However, the evaluation of no action will
activities conducted under CERCLA or other provide a baseline of potential impacts (that is,
legal authority, the risks to local populations from

contaminants already released at sites without
ER activities will generate several waste types any further remediation). Additionally, No
that could affect the WM planning process for Action may be an acceptable site-specific or
low-level mixed waste (LLMW), hazardous operable unit-specific decision if, after site
waste (HW), low-level waste (LLW), and investigation, characterization, and evaluation,
transuranic waste (TRUW). For this reason, it is determined that no further action is
ER strategies involving removal, treatment, necessary to ensure the long-term protection of
and disposal of contaminants will be closely human health and the environment. Because
integrated with WM alternatives. The PEIS the No Action alternative would involve no
will also discuss the activities for TRUW that remedial actions, no worker or transportation

was disposed before implementation of a 1970 risks would occur.
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)
determination to retrievably store TRUW, and
will identify the quantities of TRUW that were
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4.1.2 ALTERNATIVE1 an emphasis upon reduction of local public
risks, particularly the risk from residual

The current ER Program reflects compliance contamination after completion of remedial
with applicable laws and regulations, action. Implementation of a remedial action
principally CERCLA, the Resource under thecurrent ER Program, may therefore
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and result in a significant increase in the risk to
the Atomic Energy Act (AEA). These laws are workers and population along transportation
implemented by regulating agencies at routes while only achieving a marginal
Federal, State, and local levels at each reduction in risk to the population in proximity
installation. CERCLA procedural to the site or operable unit.
requirements are outlined in the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). As defined in the
NCP, two threshold criteria--protection of 4.1.3 ALTERNATWE2
human health and tile environment, and

attainment of applicable or relevant and Under this alternative, likely future land use
appropriate requirements (ARARs)--are used would be given explicit emphasis early in the
as screens prior to a more detailed evaluation site evaluation process to better reflect the
of an alternative's effectiveness, potential risks which are likely to occur. In
implementation, and cost. Environmental implementing this alternative, an entire
standards become remedial goals when they installation or major segment of an installation
are determined to be ARAR for a site. The would undergo long-range land planning, with
requirement to protect human health cannot be the ggal of informed consensus among
waived, but it can be achieved by cleaning up stakeholders. If the land use for the
a site or by controlling the contaminants in foreseeable future is known and if current
place and restricting public access, action/inaction will not preclude revisiting the

land use evaluation at the end of the

The implementation of the program under "foreseeable future," then only those
CERCLA often generates what are perceived environmental pathways resulting in exposures
to be unrealistic assumptions of future land use of concern would be addressed, and only those
and associated exposure pathways that may ARARs that apply to the pathways would be
drive unnecessary or overly extensive met. For example, if the foreseeable use of a
remediation. For example, an assumption of contaminated site does not require use of the
unrestricted residential land use leads directly groundwater for drinking, then Maximum
to placing an emphasis on the removal and Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or other
treatment of contaminants to levels protective promulgated standards for drinking water
of human health even if naturally occurring would not be considered relevant and
background levels are in excess of human appropriate, and therefore, they would not
health protection requirements and or there is serve as remediation goals. If environmental
little likelihood that the land would be impacts were of concern (for example,
developed for unrestricted residential use. discharges to a stream pose unacceptable
Additionally, even though DOE considers ecological impacts), the relevant and
remediation and waste management worker appropriate environmental standards would be
and remediation waste transportation risks in met. If the site of the release were adjacent to
its development aad evaluation of remedial a parcel that has land uses that require or
plans, the statutory preference and remedial allow the use of groundwater for drinking,
implementation process under CERCLA place subsequent remediation of the contaminated
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site would occur to ensure that at a minimum is completed and any necessary engineering or
drinking water standards were met on the institutional controls are operationally in
adjacent parcel whenever practicable, place, feasible land use would be determined.

Contamination would not be left in a condition

where it could spread, contaminate more soil 4.1.5 ALTERNATIVE4
or water, and be more difficult and expensive
to remediate in the future should land use This alternative represents an emphasis on
change from what was anticipated, both an early evaluation of likely future land

uses for a site and the minimization of worker

Table 4.1-1 summarizes a group of land use and transportation risks (that is, a combination
options that will be considered in the analysis of alternative strategies 2 and 3). Once a
of alternatives. For brevity, the term conceptual remedial design is developed to
"pathway" has been used, recognizing that achieve the expected or desired land use, the
each separate land use has not only different risk reduction to the public would be
pathways but also different frequencies and considered in light of the risk sustained by
durations of exposure and different population remedial and waste management workers, and
numbers and demographics. These factors can from the transportation, storage, treatment,
generally be adjusted in weighing the pathway and disposal of any remedial waste materials.
contributions to exposure and risk. Modifications of the land use objectives or

remedial design would then be made to
mitigate any unacceptable risk to public or

4.1.4 ALTERNATIVE3 workers in implementing the remedy. As
necessary, ARARs would be waived where

Under this alternative, remedial and waste appropriate.
management worker and remedial waste
transportation risks would be equally
emphasized with the risks to a site's 4.2 Programmatic Alternatives for
surrounding population. Further, the Waste Management
Environmental Restoration Program would

strive to minimize situations whereby a The mission of WM is to operate a waste
proposed remedy would result in greater risk management complex to provide safe,
due to its implementation than posed by the environmentally acceptable management of
current state of the contaminants, even if DOE waste materials. WM is responsible for
ARARs must be waived to do so. Once public existing stored DOE waste; waste generated
risk reduction and the risk sustained as a result by ongoing DOE programs, including Defense
of implementing a remedy are estimated, a Progr_.ms, Nuclear Energy Programs, the
comparative review of these data would occur Office of Energy Research, and the
to ensure that the Department is not generating Environmental Restoration Program;
greater risk than posed by the state of commercial waste, as mandated by statute; and
contaminants, and if so, re-evaluate and revise Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program waste
the remedial design as appropriate to reduce transferred to DOE.
the worker and transportation risks. Under this

alternative, land usability is an output rather For WM activities, the PEIS will evaluate
than emphasized early in the site evaluation alternative WM configurations by waste type.
process under alternative 2. Once the remedy
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Table 4.1-1. Bounding Land Use Options

Land Use I Somewhat
Unrestricted I Restricted Totally RestrictedDesignator

I

Exposure Pathways: The following table indicates the exposure pathways normally
associated with specific land uses. The remedial action would have to alleviate
exposures through these pathways for the land use to be acceptable.

.,: _.... ,_,_, ., , , ,',=.... ,,,

Groundwater
Yes No No

used for drinking
_ ,,=,= ,,.. ,.............

Surface water
used for

swimming/ Yes Yes No
bathing/irrigation

,_ ,, ,, ,,

Air inhalation of

vapors or Yes Yes No
resuspended dust

,,,

Air deposition on
the ground and Yes Yes No
passage through
food chain

,,,,, ........

Soil ingestion
incidental to work Yes Yes No

or playing on soil
,,,, ....•

Direct radiation Yes Yes No

Farming Irrigated crops Hazardous waste
without resident management

Unrestricted farming

Examples residential Special restrictedRestricted industrial

Unrestn'cted parks residential, parks,
and playgrounds playgrounds (remote Military test facility

water supply)
• ,, , i,,,= , _ =,,,,, ,, , ,,
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Chapter 4 Proposed Action and Alternatives

The PEIS evaluation of these alternative waste State, and local permitting and approval
management configurations is intended to processes have been completed.
provide input for decisions about potential
consolidation of waste treatment, storage, or
disposal of waste at existing WM facilities and 4.2.1 DOE WASTE TYPES
locating new or expanded DOE waste
management project facilities at DOE sites. The PEIS will consider alternatives for six

waste types: high-level waste (HLW),
The PEIS will assess the environmental transuranic waste (TRUW), low-level waste
consequences of alternative WM (LLW), low-level mixed waste (LLMW),
configurations using representative Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) LLW, and
technologies that have been demonstrated, hazardous waste (HW).
Subsequently, project-level NEPA documents
will be tiered to the PEIS and will further

evaluate implementation of the selected 4.2.2 CONFIGURATIONALTERNATIVES
alternatives. The main impacts to be analyzed
in the EM PEIS are those resulting from DOE is considering a broad range of
locating and operating representative waste alternatives for the configuration of new or
management facilities for each waste type, and expanded waste management facilities and the
from waste transportation associated with each potential consolidation of existing facilities.
particular configuration. The project-level The alternatives for each waste type reflect, as
analyses will consider in more detail the issues appropriate, decentralized, regionalized, and
of capacity (for example, throughput centralized approaches, under which several
capacity), technologies (for example, process options are possible and are derived from the
alternatives), quality (for example, location- goals of providing safe, efficient,
specific performance standards), and location- environmentally acceptable, and effective
specific environmental impacts (for example, waste management within the context of
disturbance to specific habitat types). All applicable regulations. For example,
projects will be managed under the appropriate centralized waste management facilities would
Federal, State, and local permittingprocesses, generally minimize land use impacts but

increase waste transportation. On the other
Decisions about specific waste management hand, decentralized waste management
configurations must be fully supported by the facilities would generally minimize waste
level of analysis performed in the PEIS. The transportation, but require a greater
DOE recognizes that uncertainties in the commitment of land and resources.
analysis for some waste type alternatives could
preclude the selection of a certain DOE site Under each waste type, the PEIS will evaluate
for a particular activity. In such a case, the a no action alternative that includes only
PEIS Record of Decision (ROD) for that waste existing or approved waste management
type may be only at a broad level (for facilities. The evaluation of no action will
example, identifying potential candidate DOE provide an environmental and programmatic
sites in a region at which one or more waste baseline upon which the impacts of further
facilities could be located, based on additional actions under the alternatives can be assessed,
information and analyses). The ROD will not even though no action would not achieve
be implemented until the various Federal, DOE's WM and environmental missions and

would result in noncompliance with RCRA
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and other applicable laws and regulations. In calcined HLW at the Idaho National
addition, the PEIS will evaluate a current Engineering Laboratory, The immobilized
program alternativeappropriateforeachwaste HLW will be placed in special sealed
type that would consist of the existing facilities canisters.
plus those additional waste management
facilities planned under the current WM Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as
program (for example, those found in DOE's amended, the current DOE HLW program is
Five-Year Plan). directed at disposing of treated HLW in a

national geologic repository. Until a national
DOE has a specific near-term objective to geologic repository is ready to accept HLW,
achieve significant reduction of waste storage capacity must be available. The
generation by promoting material substitution, smallest number of HLW canisters containing
process alternatives, and recycling. This vitrified HLW is projected to be produced at
objective is an intrinsic part of all alternatives, the West Valley Demonstration Project

(WVDP) (that is, approximately 300
HLW, TRUW, LLW, LLMW, GTCC LLW, canisters). The HS, SRS, and INEL sites are
and HW management involve different expected to produce more than 2,000 canisters
volumes and hazards and often very different each. A large HLW canister storage facility
technologies. Therefore, different alternatives , may not be necessary for INEL HLW because
discussed in the following sections, will be immobilization of the liquid and calcined
analyzed for each waste type. HLW may not occur until shortly before the

repository becomes available. The HLW
canisters could be stored at the four sites

4.2.2.1 Programma.ic Alternatives for where they were produced and where the
High-Level Waste Management HLW was generated and treated (the

decentralized approach), or the HLW canisters
High-level waste (HLW) was generated from could be consolidated at one or more storage
the chemical processing of irradiated fuel to sites.
recover special nuclear materials. Because
DOE has decided to phase out the chemical The HLW alternatives to be considered in
processing of fuel as soon as possible, HLW preparing the PEIS are presented below.
will no longer be generated in the future from
special nuclear materials recovery. The HLW
usually contains hazardous components subject No Action (Existing or Approved)
to regulation under RCRA. DOE now stores
HLW in large tanks at the four sites where it * Continue storage of HLW at WVDP, SRS,
was chemically processed. The stored waste is HS, and INEL.
in several forms--liquid, sludge, and salt--and • Continue the program to treat (immobilize
does not meet transportation requirement

or solidify) HLW at WVDP, SRS, andwithout further treatment. As a result, DOE is double-shell tank HLW at HS.
developing treatment facilities to immobilize
or solidify HLW into borosilicate glass at the * Provide interim onsite storage of treated
Hanford Site (HS), the Savannah River Site HLW at WVDP and interim onsite storage
(SRS), and the West Valley Demonstration of limited quantities of treated I-ILW at
Project (WVDP). The DOE also plans to SRS and HS (that is, the approved storage
develop treatment facilities for the liquid and capacity for treated HLW at HS and SRS
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is inadequate for the entire quantity of plutonium beating residues. Most of the
treated HLW that would be produced), TRUW is in solid form, although there are
pending disposal in a geologic repository, also some liquid sludges resulting from

chemical processing operations.

Alternative 1 (Current Program and Approximately 60 percent of the stored
TRUW generated before 1989 contains

Decentralization) hazardouscomponents regulated underRCRA.

• Continue no action. A much smaller percentage (that is,
approximately 10 to 30 percent) of the newly

• Develop treatment and processing generated TRUW contains RCRA
technology for HLW at INEL and single- components.
shell tank HLW at HS.

• Provide interim onsite storage at each site Under the current program, retrievably stored
for all treated HLW pending disposal in a TRUW (that is, TRtYW that was not disposed
geologic repository, before implementation of a 1970 Atomic

Energy Commission (AEC) determination to
• Prepare treated HLW for shipment to store TRUW) is to be retrieved, and retrieved

geological repository for disposal, and newly generated TRUW is to be prepaw_
(that is, characterized, segregated, packaged,

Alternative 2 (Regionalization) and, or, certified as meeting specific criteria
for transport and disposal) and then stored for

• Same as Alternative 1, except provide eventual transport to the planned geologic
interim storage facilities for treated HLW repository at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
at two or three sites. (WIPP) in New Mexico. The DOE has entered

a WIPP Test-Phase to reduce uncertainty in
the prediction of long-term repository

Alternative 3 (Centralization) performance and its subsequent acceptability
for the disposal of TRUW.

• Same as Alternative 1, except provide
interim storage facilities for treated HLW Most TRIYW is stored at nine DOE sites (I-IS,
at one site. SRS, Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR), INEL,

Nevada Test Site (NTS), Rocky Flats Plant
(RFP), Mound Plant, and Los Alamos

4.2.2.2 Programmatic Alternatives for National Laboratory (LANL), and Lawrence
Transuranic Waste Management Livermore National Laboratories (LLNL)).

More than 95 percent of the TRUW was

TRtYW is waste contaminated with alpha- generated at five DOE sites (HS, LANL,
emitting transuranium radionuclides with half- ORR, RFP, and SITS). Newly generated and
lives greater than 20 years and concentrations retrieved TRUW may require additional
greater than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste storage facilities, depending on the timing of
at the time of assay. The principal sources of retrieval operations and the schedule for the
TRUW are research and development, special possible WIPP Disposal Phase. Other

locations that generate TRUW, including
nuclear materials recovery, weapons TRUW from decontamination and
manufacturing, decontamination and
decommissioning, and disposition of decommissioning will either have to store

TRUW onsite, or will have to transport
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TRUW to one of the nine DOE sites now No Action (Existing or Approved)
storing TRUW. All DOE sites generating
TRUW are responsible for minimizing the • Continue to characterize and prepare
quantities of TRUW generated, newly generated and stored TRUW where

existing and approved facilities are
The current strategy for managing TRUW is available.

to treat it to meet WIPP Waste Acceptance • Continue storing TRUW in existing
Criteria (WAC) and dispose it at the WIPP
under the RCRA no migration determination storage facilities.
rule. However, treatment of TRUW might be Alternative 1 (Current Program)
required under RCRA Part 268 to remove or
reduce to acceptable levels the hazardous land • Continue no action.
disposal restricted components in TRUW, or • Provide additional facilities at HS, INEL,
under 40 CFR 191 (TRUW Disposal SRS, ORR, NTS, Mound, RFP, LANL,
Standards) before TRUW would be acceptable and LLNL, as required, for retrieving,
for disposal at the WIPP. The need to
undertake the treatment of TRUW to meet storing, preparing, and packaging TRUW

these requirements depends on the additional pending shipment to WIPP.
information to be collected as part of the • Transport TRUW to DOE sites with the
WIPP Test Phase, the completion of a detailed capability of storing, preparing, and
WIPP disposal performance assessment, and packaging TRUW pending shipment to
the establishment of EPA's criteria for WIPP.

certification of compliance. DOE does not
currently plan to proceed with treatment of Alternative 2 (Decentralization)TRUW to meet RCRA Part 268 and 40 CFR

191 until results of the WIPP test phase are
• Same as Alternative 1, except provideavailable and an evaluation of alternatives is additional facilities at all locations where

completed. However, the PEIS will evaluate TRUW is generated to prepare, treat (that
system configuration alternatives for the is, to meet RCRA and 40 CFR 191
treatment of TRUW to provide advanced
planning information if TRUW treatment is requirements for disposing TRUW atWIPP, if required), package, and store
found necessary. The PEIS will also evaluate TRUW pending shipment for disposal.
a longer period of interim storage of TRUW if Similar requirements to treat I.iblW
the WIPP Disposal Phase is either delayed or containing transuranic radionuclides will
WIPP is not operated, be coordinated with the assessment of

TRUW.
The TRUW alternatives to be considered in

preparing the PEIS are presented below. Each
alternative to be evaluated in the PEIS will Alternative 3 fRegionalization)
include both contact handled and remotely
handled TRUW. • Same as Alternative 1, except treat TRUW

(that is, to meet RCRA and 40 CFR 191
requirements for disposing TRUW at
WIPP, if required) at between two and
eight DOE sites, and store treated TRUW
pending shipment for disposal. Similar
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requirements to treat LI.MW containing solids, and solidified sludges, such as
transuranic radionuclides will be evaporator bottoms.
coordinated with the assessment of

TRUW. DOE LLW is generated at more than 30
different sites and is disposed of at six large
sites: HS, INEL, ORR, SRS, NTS, and

Alternative 4 (Centralization) LANL. More than 80 percent of the LLW

• Same as Alternative 1, except treat TRUW generated comes from the six DOE sites that
(that is, to meet RCRA and 40 CFR 191 dispose of LLW. Other DOE sites that
requirements for disposing TRUW at generate LLW transport their LLW to one of
WIPP, ff required) at one DOE site, and these six sites for disposal. Each of the six
store treated TRUW pending shipment for disposal sites uses appropriate site-specific

waste acceptance criteria that affect the type
disposal. Similar requirements to treatment and quantity of LLW that may be accepted
LLMW containing transuranic from other DOE sites and disposed. AI1DOEradionuclides will be coordinated with the

sites generating LLW are responsible for
assessment of TRUW. minimizing the quantities of LLW generated.

Commercial and onsite volume reduction of

LLW will continue to be emphasized to
4.2.2.3 Programmatic Alternatives for minimize land areas that would be affected by
Low-Level Waste Management LLW disposal.

Low-level waste (LLW) includes all Quantities of LLW generated from ongoing
radioactive waste not classified as either and previous ER activities have been shipped
HLW, TRUW, SNF, or most of the byproduct to one of the six DOE sites disposing of LLW
tailings containing uranium or thorium from or have either been stored or retained onsite
processed ore. LLW does not contain through the use of engineering controls
hazardous components regulated underRCRA, commensurate with a site-specific plan. As
When hazardous components are present with DOE undertakes further ER actions, the
LLW, the waste is referred to as low-level number of DOE sites where ER-derived LLW
mixed waste (LLMW), which is discussed in will occur and the quantity requiting
section 4.2.2.4. LLW primarily results from a management will increase.
variety of DOE activities, including the
processing of special nuclear materials and Under the decentralized alternative, DOE will
energy research and development activities, consider establishing storage and possibly
The LLW generated by DOE ranges from disposal facilities for all onsite LLW (that is,
low-activity waste that can be disposed of by newly generated ER and non-ER-derived
shallow engineered land disposal techniques to LLW). Under all other alternatives, excluding
high-activity waste requiting the use of no action, DOE will consider the use of
disposal techniques that provide greater available commercial facilities or other
confinement than is offered by shallow land existing DOE sites for disposing of the ER
disposal. The principal LLW types generated LLW that cannot be retained onsite using
by DOE operations include contaminated engineering controls.
equipment (that is., contaminated components
and maintenance waste), contaminated dry The LLW alternatives to be considered in

preparing the PEIS are presented below. In
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considering these alternatives, DOE will first or to available commercial facilities for
conduct an analysis to determine the extent to disposal.
which it is reasonable to deploy LLW disposal
facilities under the decentralized alternative.

Alternative 3 (Centralization)

No Action (Existing or Approved) • Same as No Action, except treat, package,
and ship newly generated LLW to one

• Continue at LLW generators to store, DOE site for treatment and disposal and
package, treat, and ship newly generated FaR.LLW that cannot be retained onsite
LLW in accordance with currently either to one DOE site or to available
approved arrangements to existing LLW commercial facilities for disposal.
disposal sites at HS, INEL, ORR, SRS,
NTS, and LANL.

• Treat and dispose of newly generated 4.2.2.4 Programmatic Alternatives for
LLW at the six DOE sites. Low-Level Mixed Waste Management

• Treat some DOE LLW at commercial

facilities, followed by disposal at the six Low-level mixed waste (LLMW) is waste that
DOE sites, contains both low-level radioactive and

hazardous components. The low-level
• Store, treat, and use engineering controls radioactive component in LLMW is regulatedto retain ER LLW at each DOE site where

under the AEA, as amended, while the
it is found, and transport ER LLW that hazardous component contained in LIAIW is
cannot be retained onsite either to the six regulated under RCRA. LIaMW generally
DOE sites disposing of newly generated results from the same processes that generates
LLW or to available commercial disposal LLW, with radioactive components in LIAIW
facilities, ranging from low to high activity waste.

Under RCRA, the disposal of certain
Alternative 1 (Decentralization) hazardous components in LLMW is subject to

land disposal restrictions (LDRs) wherein the
• Same as No Action, except provide onsite hazardous components are prohibited from

LLW storage and possibly disposal land disposal unless either prescribed
facilities at those DOE sites without that treatment standards are met or a variance is

capability, granted. The storage of LLMW subject to
LDRs is restricted by EPA regulations. The

Alternative 2 (Regionalization and Current disposal of LLMW, including LLMW treatedto meet LDR standards, must also be in
Program) compliance with RCRA standards.

• Same as No Action, except treat, package, The current program for LI2ClW is directed at
and ship newly generated LLW to two
through six (the Current Program) DOE providing treatment (both DOE andcommercial where available) capacity for
sites for treatment and disposal, and newly generated and stored LI2cIW subject to
transport ER LLW that cannot be retained LDRs, and to dispose of treated LI2dW in
onsite either to two through six DOE sites facilities at DOE sites. These facilities would

be permitted under RCRA. The DOE
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currently has neither adequate treatment The LLMW treatment and disposal
capacity for restricted LLMW nor permitted alternatives that will be considered in
LLMW disposal facilities. The current preparing the PEIS are presented below.
program, although not presently specified, is
being defined pursuant to the Federal Facility No Action (Existing or Approved)
Compliance Act of 1992.

* Continue to store untreated LLMW in

Of approximatelY 50 sites that have inventories existing and approved storage facilities at
or generate LLMW, more than 99.8 percent of currentgenerator/storage locationspending
the current DOE inventory of LI.aMW is availability of treatment capacity.

located at 14 sites (I-IS, INEL, LLNL, RFP, • Utilize existing and approved DOE and
LANL, Portsmouth, Paducah, Fernald, OR.R, commercial treatment facilities to meet
SRS, Middlesex Sampling Plant, ETEC, RCRA LDRs.
Pantex, and NTS).

* Store, treat, and use engineering controls
As DOE undertakes additional ER actions, the to retain ER LLMW onsite. Where it is
quantities of LLMW generated will not reasonable to treat or retain ER
significantly increase. LLMW generated from LI2dW onsite, store untreated LLMW
ER actions may be treated and retained onsite onsite until DOE or commercial treatment
by using engineering controls as determined and disposal capacity is available.
through the CERCLA process, or ER derived
LLMW may be treated and disposed in either Alternative 1 (Decentralization)
DOE onsite or offsite facilities permitted

under RCRA. • Continue no action and establish LLMW

treatment facilities, including the potential
Under the decentralized alternative, DOE will use of mobile treatment technologies,
consider establishing and operating LLMW storage, and possibly disposal facilities for
treatment, storage, and possibly disposal treated LLMW at all sites where LI.2CIWis
facilities for treated LLMW at all DOE sites

to be generated or is currently stored.
where LLMW is to be generated or is
currently stored. • The PEIS will consider both full treatment

to meet LDRs at all sites and practical
Some level of treatment is considered practical levels of treatment at all sites with full
at every site. Regionalization and treatment to meet LDRs at large sites (that
centralization alternatives will consider is, those with greater than 99 percent of
consolidation of selected treatment the waste).

capabilities, while other treatment contiaues at

every site. Alternative 2 (Regionalization)

Under all the alternatives, except no action, • Same as Alternative 1, except consolidate
DOE will consider using available commercial some treatment capabilities and disposalfacilities or one or more of the six candidate facilities at fewer than the 14 DOE sites

LIAvlW disposal sites for disposal of ER (that is, those with greater than 99 percentLI2cIW that cannot be retained onsite.
of the waste).
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Aiternative3(Centralization) utility GTCC LLW. These uncertainties
include the effect of concentration averaging

• Same as Alternative 1, except consolidate and a detailed listing of SNF assembly and
some treatment capabilities and possibly reactor core components that are to be
disposal at one DOE site. considered directly as either SNF or high-level

waste rather than GTCC LLW. Resolution of

these uncertainties could substantially reduce
the volumes of GTCC LLW requiring future

4.2.2.5 Programmatic Alternatives for
DOE storage and disposal.Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Waste

_Aanagement The DOE program for GTCC LLW is

Under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste composed of a three-phase strategy: (1)
continuing to provide interim storage of

Policy Amendments Act of 1985, DOE was limited quantities of GTCC LLW that pose a
assigned responsibility for the disposal of threat to human health and safety; (2)
GTCC LLW from commercial generators, providing a centralized dedicated storage
GTCC LLW must be disposed in an NRC- facility, if needed, for all commercial GTCC
licensed disposal facility, which may be a LLW until an NRC-licensed disposal facility is
geologic repository or an alternative facility available; and (3) providing for the disposal of
specifically approved by the NRC that
provides isolation of the GTCC LLW. GTCC LLW either in conjunction with a high-

level waste repository or in a separate NRC

Currently DOE accepts for interim storage licensed disposal facility. Because the DOE
' has not initiated efforts directed at a separate

limited quantities of GTCC LLW, which are NRC licensed disposal facility for GTCC
primarily small sealed sources of radioactivity LLW, the current program assumes disposal
that have been used by commercial companies of GTCC LLW in the high-level wasteunder a license by NRC or an Agreement

repository. Before undertaking the second-
State. At the request of the NRC and phase of the GTCC LLW strategy, the
Agreement States, DOE stores these wastes on uncertainties associated with the volumes of
an interim basis so that they are removed from

potential nuclear utility waste will have to be
the public domain and a potential hazard to resolved to ascertain centralized GTCC LLW
public health and safety may be avoided.
Examples of sealed sources include the use of storage requirements, potential packaging and

treatment requirements, and fee specifications.
cesium and strontium for medical therapy Because of these uncertainties, it is
research, and americium used in well logging, conceivable that the dedicated storage phase

Future potential sources of commercial GTCC could be merged with the interim storage
LLW include nuclear utility waste and waste phase, depending on the extent and timing of
associated with sealed sources. The largest the need, which, as mentioned, is closely
volume of projected GTCC LLW is associated dependentondecisions about decommissioning
with nuclear utility waste. Of the projected the commercial power reactors.
nuclear utility waste, the largest volume

The PEIS will limit the scope of alternativesconsists of activated metals associated with
for GTCC LLW to consideration of

SNF assemblies and reactor core components, alternatives for the current interim storage of
Some uncertainties exist, however, with limited quantities of GTCC LLW, given the
respect to the potential volumes of nuclear uncertainties associated with projected

4-13



Chapter 4 Proposed Action and Alternatives
II II

quantities of nuclear utility GTCC-LLW and 4.2.2.6 Programmatic Alternatives for
the need to resolve these uncertainties before Hazardous Waste Management
proceeding with the second and third phase of
the DOE GTCC LLW strategy. These Hazardous waste (HW) is waste that is
alternatives are presented below. The PEIS regulated under RCRA and contains hazardous
will also discuss potential treatment and components. HW is generated by a variety of
disposal options for GTCC LLW that would DOE activities including those associated with
be the subject of a future DOE program. Defense, Nuclear Energy, and Energy

Research Programs. Examples of HW include
No Action (Existing or Approved) laboratory solutions, acids and caustics,

degreasing agents, and materials such as rags
• Continue to store the limited quantities of and wipes contaminated with hazardous

commercial GTCC LLW now stored at cleaning compounds.
HS, IN'EL, LANL, ORR, and SRS in
existing and approved storage facilities. The EM strategy for managing HW is based

on eliminating or minimizing hazardous waste

Alternative 1 (Current Program and generation; proper characterization; and
proper treatment and disposal. A near-term

Decentralization) objective is to avoid the need for additional

• Continue no action and either expand storage capacity by correctly characterizing,
treating, and disposing of hazardous waste as

existing or establish new interim storage it is generated. This involves the use offacilities at DOE locations (that is, store
GTCC LLW at additional DOE sites other permitted commercial waste management

than those where GTCC LLW is presently facilities for treatment and disposal of DOE-
stored) as may be required for additional generated hazardous wastes. Between 1984
limited quantities of commercial GTCC and 1991, DOE shipped approximately 13
LLW (for example, GTCC LLW accepted million "kilograms per year of hazardous wasteto offsite commercial waste facilities.

in response to an emergency request by the Currently, a moratorium imposed by DOE
NRC). prohibits shipping some hazardous wastes to

commercial waste management facilities until
Alternative 2 (Regionalization) EM approves procedures for ensuring that the

HW is not radioactive. Current DOE policy
• Same as Alternative 1, except ship and allows only hazardous waste shipments to

store GTCC LLW at a limited number of commercial facilities if "no added"

DOE sites (for example, between two and radioactivity from DOE operations can be
five) until an appropriate disposal facility demonstrated and the surface radioactivity
is available, meets or does not exceed limits established in

DOE Orders. Under this waste type, the PEIS

Alternative 3 (Centralization) will discuss the category of industrial waste
and DOE's efforts to prevent unauthorized

• Same as Alternative 1, except ship and disposal of industrial solid waste contaminated
store GTCC LLW at one DOE site until an with radioactivity.

appropriate disposal facility is available. The DOE uses a mix of DOE and commercial

treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for
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HW as determined by each DOE site Alternative20Regionalization)
generating hazardous waste. Use of
commercial facilities is predominant, and the * Same as Alternative 1, except
current program is dect:ntralized in that each approximately 50 percent of the HW
DOE site implements its own HW program, would be managed by DOE-owned and

operated facilities that would have to be
The HW alternatives to be considered in permitted under RCRA.
preparing the PEIS follow and are directed at
a decision regarding the extent and manner in Alternative 3 (Centralization)
which DOE should continue to predominantly +
rely on commercial TSD facilities for • Manage all hazardous waste in a very
hazardous waste. In considering these limited number of either DOE-owned and
alternatives, a selected number of commercial

operated facil_itiesor commercial facilities.TSD facilities will be considered as

representative of the spectrum of commercial
TSD facilities used by DOE for its hazardous
wastes. Although specific DOE installations 4.3 Alternatives Analysis
will be identified for the location of HW TSD

facilities, the identification of such The PEIS alternatives analysis differs from
installations will be solely for the purpose of that of project-level NEPA documents
analyzing the environmental consequences (Environmental Assessments or EISs). Project-
associated with potential changes to the current level analyses generally provide detailed
DOE reliance on commercial TSD facilities, quantitative environmental information on the

impacts of a site-specific project and its
No Action (Existing or Approved) alternatives. On the other hand, the PEIS

analyses are to provide environmental
• Minimize generation of HW to the extent information on broad policy andprogrammatic

possible, alternatives. Where appropriate, the PEIS will

• Maintain and operate existing, approved be more qualitative in nature. This is
DOE HW storage facilities and limited particularly true for the analyses of the ER
treatment facilities at DOE sites in alternatives where a quantitative analysis of

accordance with applicable permit human health and worker risks for each of the
requirements, alternatives will be performed, but most of the

remaining environmental impact analyses will
• Manifest and package HW for shipment to be descriptive. This is because individual

commercial permitted TSD facilities, future cleanup decisions cannot be predicted.
WM alternative analyses will be more

Alternative 1 (Current Program and quantitative than the ER analyses. This is
Decentralization) bex;ause the principal discerning factors of the

WM alternatives, including transport of

• Continue no action but control the use of wastes, commitment of land, and the

commercial TSD vendors by optimizing suitability of DOEsites for treatment, storage,
the number of vendors used by DOE. and disposal facilities, are more readily

quantified. As appropriate, further site-specific
project-level 1VEPAreviews will be conducted
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before implementing specific WM alternatives 4.3.1 ER ALTERNATIVESEVALUATION
conforming to the PEIS ROD. APPROACH

I

The following risks and impacts will be In general, the approach to evaluate the
evaluated for each of the ER and WM environmental impacts of the ER
alternatives: programmatic alternatives is to create a model

of the environmental contamination problem,_;
• Transportation Risk--This includes across the DOE complex and see how the

collision risk; radioactive and hazardous different strategy alternatives would affect this
material risk to industrial workers and the model. The results of the analysis are
public from routine shipments; potential measured in a variety of categories, including
radioactive and hazardous materials risk risk to various groups (both maximum-
from spillage during transport to workers exposed individuals and total population risk),
and the public, impacts to wildlife and habitat, cost, schedule,

and uncertainty. The model results and
• Treatment Facility Risk--This includes impacts calculated in the analysis will form the

risk of construction, operation, and basis for comparing the alternative policies.
potertial effluent releases. The conceptual approach is shown in figure

• Resource Impact--This includes resource 4.3-1.
impact on land, water, energy, and
construction materials use. The following are the four preliminary tasks

that must be accomplished betore the actual
• RecyclingImpact--Thisincludespotential analysis begins:

use of materials for recycle.

• Environmental Impact--This includes • Identification of Representative
impact of air quality, noise, biological Contamination Situations---There are
resources, socioeconomic, archeological more than 7,000 sites in the DOE complex
resources, surface water, and where the release of contaminants to the
groundwater, environment is known to have occurred,

and there are many structures that must• Near-Term Risk--This includes

industrial, radiological, and hazardous undergo D&D. Each site cannot l_e
individually analyzed because of the time

material risk to workers and the public
during ER and WM Program activities, r e q u i r e d a n d r e m e d i a 1investigations/feasibility studies (RIs/FSs)

• Residual Risk--This includes the risk to have not been completed for most of the
the public for exposure to radioactive and sites. Thus, representative contamination
hazardous material remaining at any situations must be identified that represent
remediation or decontamination and the entire spectrum of actual contamination
decommissioning site. If material is moved situations. In CERCLA terminology, the
to another site, residual risk at the new site contamination situations are generic
will be identified, operable units and they will contain

information typically found in an RI/FS

The following sections discuss the analytical summary.
approaches to be used in evaluating the ER
and WM alternatives.
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• Identification of Available Technologies the programmatic alternatives. Then a
--An inventory of available remedial conceptual design, or "remedial situation,"
technologies will be defined, will be developed for the contamination

situation under a specific programmatic ER* Technology Yanpacts--To facilitate the alternative that will include:
analysis of environmental impacts and
risks, the resource utilization

• A description of how the technology wouldcharacteristics and releases, effluent, and
be appliedsecondary wastes of each of the remedial

technologies will be defined. • Estimates of the types and amounts of
construction activities and transportation

• Risk Assessment Methodology-- required, including mobilization and
Methodologies to assess risk to a variety of demobilization
groups will be identified. The exposed
groups for which the risk assessment • Cost estimates

methodology will need to be developed • A general schedulewill include current and future residents at

the site, remedial workers, and personnel * An estimate of the ultimate result of
involved with transportation of waste, remediation in terms of contaminant

concentrations, distribution and condition

of the land, and any obstx_tctions thereonOnce these tasks have been accomplished, the
impacts of each programmatic ER alternative * A probability of success, indicating the
will be evaluated as shown in figure 4.3-1. limits of technical feasibility
The following sections discuss the major
evaluation and analysis steps.

4.3.1.2 Environmental Analysis

4.3.1.1 Engineering Analysis Based on the "remedial situation," impacts

In this analysis step one or a combination of willbe evaluated, including overall risk, short-
' term (construction-phase) and long-term

technologies that best addresses the
contamination situations will be selected from ecological impacts, impacts to physical

resources, and other significant impacts. To
the available technologies. Principally, the conduct the overall risk assessment, the long-
selection will be determined by the term environmental fate of the residual

programmatic ER alternative under contaminants remaining at the site will be
consideration. In developing the Draft PEIS, projected after the remedy has been applied
the programmatic ER alternatives will be
refined beyond the broad statements in section

The No Action and programmatic alternative
4.1 to provide the engineering team with risk assessments will include the risk to the

clearer guidance. In general, all the following groups and, as appropriate, toalternatives will strive to meet the CERCLA

threshold of being protective of human health maximally exposed individuals within these
and the environment. Beyond this goal, the groups:

engineers will be allowed to apply professional • Current and future residents at the site
engineering judgment (as they do in the real
world) within the policy guidance provided by
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Figure 4.3-1• Environmental Restoration Alternative Analysis Process.
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• Remedial and waste management workers * Long-term impacts on ecology, physical

• Personnel involved directly and population resources, and manmade environment
indirectly in transport of any waste shipped • Cumulative impacts
offsite

• Waste management workers at other sites This comparative information and the prior
that may receive the waste analyses will then be used to identify potential

policies for guiding the future ER Program.
• Current and future resident_ near any

offsite treatment and disposal facility

4.3.1.5 Land Planning Options

4.3.1.3 Composite Effects Analysis In conducting the analysis for the land use-
based alternatives (ER alternatives 2 and 4), it

When all contamination situations have been will be necessary to evaluate potential land
analyzed for a specific programmatic ER uses for remediation of each contamination
alternative, a composite effects analysis will situation. To attempt to develop actual land
be done. The composite effects analysis will plans for DOE installations is neither feasible
consider impacts such as ecology, land nor appropriateforthisPEIS. Thus, bounding
usability, and the socioeconomic effects across land use options (presented in table 4.1-1)
the entire DOE complex. The analysis of have been developed, and each contamination
socioeconomic and land use impacts of the situation will be evaluated as though it would
alternatives will include short- and long-term be remediated to achieve the bounding land
economic viability of neighboring communities uses.
and national significance of various ER land
use strategies.

4.3.1.6 Installation-Wide Composite
Effects

4.3.1.4 Alternatives Comparison
As work progresses on analyzing the

When the environmental and cumulative alternatives, opportunities for automating the
effects analyses are completed for all process will become evident. One area of
alternatives, the results will be summarized, work that may be suited to automation is the
Each alternative will be compared using the development of unit risk factors for
following categories: contaminants in each environmental setting in

the DOE complex and unit risk factors for
• Overall risk to human health worker and transportation risk. Another area

• Relative cost is the development of a computerized decision
tree that captures an engineer's thought

• Probability of success processes while conceptualizing remedial

• Land usability impacts designs. Once the analysis is complete, these
tools can be used to implement the DOE

• Socioeconomic impacts policies that are ultimately selected.

• Short-term impacts on ecology, physical
resources, and manmade environment
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Estimation of Installation-Wide Remediation potential environmental impacts. Figure 4.3-2
hnpacts shows the planned analysis approach. As

indicated in this figure, each of the DOE
The ER analysis activities have led to an facilities affected by the waste type
automated system called "Automated Remedial configuration alternatives is evaluated under
Action Methodology" that allows the the proposed waste loadings for that
individual contamination situations on an alternative. The assessment consists of the

installation to be assessed in a computerized following components:
set of calculations. This methodology
estimates the volume of soil and water that • The identification of the waste sources and
must be remediated, the size of containment characteristics
structures that must be built, the amount of

transportation required and the risk, cost, and * The identification of facility and transport
related impacts (for example, land requirements
disturbance) associated with each • The identification of the transportation and
programmatic alternative. Because the facility impacts.
methodology is computerized, it is feasible to
composite the impacts across an entire • The compilation of impacts according to

the waste type alternatives and total DOE
installation, facility impacts.

Installation-Wide Baseline Risk Analysi_

Each of these major components is briefly
The unit risk factors for public risk caused by discussed in the following sections.
(residual) contamination will be used to
calculate approximate installation-wide total
risk to the public from ER activities. The 4.3.2.1 Waste Sources and Locations
methodology has been compared to detailed
installation-wide risk assessments using Each of the waste types is located at different
installation-specific models wheretheseresults DOE sites and installations. For any given
are availableandgoodcomparisonshavebeen waste type there may be a range of
obtained, characteristics that influence the type of

facilities to be considered. For example,
mixed and hazardous wastes vary with respect

4.3.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT tO components. Each may require different
ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION APPROACH types of treatment technologies. The analysis

of each waste type will be initiated by
The Waste Management alternatives described compiling available information on the
in section 4.2 represent a range of alternatives sources, characteristics, and locations of each
from decentralized to centralized approaches waste type. Projections of future quantities and
for waste management facilities under each characteristics of each waste type will be made
waste type. taking into consideration:

The assessment of the WM alternatives will • Changes in projected generation rates as a
focus on the waste management facilities and result of decisions concerning the nuclear
waste transport requirements of each weapons stockpile and production of
alternative configuration as the sources of special nuclear materials
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• Quantities and characteristics of waste that facilities. Similarly, existing packaging
may result from environmental restoration configurations and certified transport
activities containers will be used for conceptualizing

• Ongoing and future efforts to reduce waste transport requirements. At this step in the
analysis process, each configuration alternative

generation as a result of new technologies, under a waste type is developed and the basissubstitution of hazardous materials with
for subsequent evaluation of impacts is

nonhazardous material_, and continued identified.
waste minimization efforts

For each waste type, a range or upper bound 4.3.2.3 Facility and Transport Impacts
of the quantities of waste by characteristic and
location will be identified. The PEIS will During this analysis, the environmental
discuss all major assumptions associated with consequences of the waste management
projected waste type quantities or facilities andwaste transport will be evaluated.
characteristics. The assessment of environmental

consequences for facilities will focus on
parameters that deal with attaining standards,

4.3.2.2 Facility and Transport criteria, and broad environmental resource
Requirements categories (such as, air, water, and land use

impacts). The following guidelines will be
Under this step of the analysis, the specific used in assessing the detailed TSD facility and
waste management facility and transportation transportation parameters.
requirements for configuration alternatives
will be developed. Identification of waste • The baseline environmental conditions for
management facility requirements will include any affected DOE facility will include
the following: current background conditions plus those

foreseeable actions which could occur

• General overall technology during the construction and operational

• Process flow year(s) of the proposed facility.

• Impacts and risks will be identified for
• Estimated throughput capacity

radiological and non-radiological events/
• Volume and characterization of effluent, releases.

emissions, and secondary waste streams
• The assessment process will identify,

• Construction requirements where appropriate, both on- and offsite

• Output product form impacts and risks under each alternative.
• Impacts and risks will be identified for

• Space and resource requirements facility and transportation operations.

• Estimated cost and schedule • Potential sensitive receptors at affected
DOE facilities will be identified for on-

Existing DOE facilities and summaries of and offsite locations according to current
available technologies and their resource regulatory guidance.
requirements, effluents, and emissions will
provide the basis for conceptualizing the
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s Uncertainties in technology are to be 4.4.1 ENVIRONMENTALRESTORATION
addressed by using best available WASTE MANAGEMENTTECItNOLOGY
information. DEVELOPMENTPROCESS

• Risk assessments will be based on generic DOE has an ongoing process of technologylocations at each DOE site to
development. TD addresses the technology

accommodate the quantitative nature of the needs related to EM missions. Advancing the
risk assessment models, state-of-the-art technology in methods to

investigate and remediate contaminated areas
and to transport, treat, store, and dispose of

4.3.2.4 Composite of Impacts waste offers DOE ways to solve environmental
problems safer, faster, better, and cheaper.

Under this analysis, the impacts of each waste DOE intends to introduce improved
type alternative will be compiled and technologies as soon as they become available.
compared. The impacts that could result from However, to comply with regulatory schedules
compositing the combinations of waste type DOE must also commit to available
alternetives at a DOE site will be compiled technologies to initiate and carry out current
and compared. Comparative criteria will be programs. As new facilities are designed and
similar to those listed in section 4.3.1.4 new remediation projects begin, the

desirability for action must be evaluated
against the possibility that an emerging

4.4 Technology Development technology may soon be available. The
program that DOE uses to develop new

The PEIS will describe the process DOE uses technologies is summarized in figure 4.4-1.
to select technologies for development, The process begins when ER or WM identifies
demonstration, and application. Additionally, a problem requiring a technological solution.
the PEIS will analyze "bounding cases" where DOE's "I'D Program working with the ER and
emerging technologies may offer significant WM Programs further defines the problem in
advantages over existing technologies. A terms of conditions and requirements that may
"bounding case" is a hypothetical technology affect the types of emerging technologies to be
when it is assumed that anticipated levels of considered. Through problem identification,
improvement in performance can be achieved one or more technology development
and made immediately available. The PEIS strategies are defined. Emerging technologies
analysis of these bounding cases will compare that meet the research and development
hypothetical technologies with the available objectives are further evaluated to determine
technologies to identify emerging technologies their status, type of applied research, and the
that may provide safer, cheaper, better, and development that is required to bring them to
faster solution, and the desirability of proven technologies status. The actual
proceeding with available technologies versus research is conducted using various facilities
waiting for emerging technologies. The and resources. The end product is a new
analysis will illustrate whether the technology application for Ell and WM
environmental impacts of TD integrated Programs.
demonstrations for new technologies are equal
to or less than those from the available

technologies considered.
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ER AND WM PROGRAMS TD PROGRAM

Problem Identification Problem Identification

• High Cost • Types of Contaminants
• Too Slow _ • Location

• High Risk • Site Description
• Poor Efficiency • Risk Characterization
• Unpredictable Results I III

I Illlll IlllllI

T
Requirements Definition Technology Development

• Regulatory Standards Strategy
• Regulatory Schedule
• Performance Specification
• Public Acceptance

Sa tisfying Requirements k.i _'-[I Analysis °f Alternative_Techn°l°gical SolutionsBenefits Uncertainties • I IlliIII

• Cheaper • Cost i |
• Faster • Timelines l
• Safer • Acceptability II

Research & Development
Objective

I
Test & Validate Technologies _ I

Develop Emerging Technology
I

-Z
Technology Information

t--Z
To ER and WM Programs

for Application

l_gure 4.4-1. DOE-EM Program for Developing New Technologies.
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4.4.2 PROGRAMMATICENVIRONMENTAL 4.4.3 EFFECTOF TECHNOLOGY

IMPACT STATEMENT ANALYSIS DEVELOPMENT ON THE PROGRAMMATIC

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

In the EM PEIS, DOE will analyze impacts ANALYSIS
based on currently available technologies for
the programmatic ER and WM alternatives. In evaluating the programmatic alternatives
For both the ER and WM programmatic using available technologies, DOE needs to
alternatives, an engineering conceptual design take into consideration emerging technologies.
willbe formulated. It willidentify estimates of The DOE must consider whether a new
labor, cost, transportation, schedule, andother technology could change the conclusions
factors essential for environmental impact drawn from the PEIS analyses that are based
analysis. This will include the pollutant on availabletechnologies.
emissions and resource consumption
associated with constructing, implementing, Emerging technologies will be considered in
and operating the technology, the PEIS in two ways. First, when an available

technology is identified, it will be compared
In the case of WM TSD and ER technologies, with an emerging technology. The results will
many of the currently available technologies be used to determine whether the emerging
have been sufficiently developed and technology will provide improvement in cost,
documented for the conceptual design process, effectiveness, efficiency, environmental
However, some WM TSD and ER consequences and risks if the emerging
technologies have less history and will require technology were available today or becomes
information from existing technology available within 10 years. Secondly, where a
development studies, which are summarized in specific emerging technology is not identified,
databases prepared for EPA, DOE, and but certain types of improvements are
others, expected, an analysis will be performed by

posing the proposition: "How much would an
Upon completing the engineering conceptual individual engineering parameter or risk
design process, the ER and WM alternatives parameter need to improve before a different
will be evaluated with respect to risks. The programmatic alternative for ER or WM
risk to various groups including workers and would be selected?" In this way, it can be
the risk resulting from transportation of waste determined if the programmatic alternative is
will be evaluated. Moreover, residual susceptible to changes in technology.
contamination of remediated or waste disposal
site risks, as well as ecological, physical
resources impacts, and interrelated 4.4.4 IDENTIFYINGNEW TECHNOLOGIES
socioeconomic effects will also be evaluated.

The PEIS analysis process will be useful in
Figure 4.4-2 shows the major inputs and identifying problems areas needing new
outputs of technology in the PEIS analysis technologies. Given an ER policy and WM
process, waste type configuration, the individual
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Technology Information for ERand V,_I

• Principle of Operation
• Method of Installation

• Operation Procedures
• Capital Cost and Scaling Cost
• Unit Cost of Operation (per unit treated)
• Labor and Utility Requirements

• Rate of Operation (units treated/day)
• Effectiveness (ultimate treatment level)

• Efficiency (percent removed per pass)

ER

I Remedial Investigation/ /

Feasibility Study i

_ Conceptual Design
"- L Process

i Waste Quantity,

Characteristics, and Existing i

Facility Infrastructure by I

Remedial/TSD Work Plan
• Transportation Requirements
• Cost

• Construction Labor Requirements
• Schedule

• Utilities and Emissions

• Ultimate Condition (of Site or Waste)

• Probability of Success

Impact and Risk Analysis

Impacts and Risk

l_gure 4.4-2. Process Used to Analyze ER and WM Technology Development.
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engineering and risk parameters can be • Public Education
reviewed to determine elements that most

• Land use and its relationship to cleanup
strongly influence cost, schedule, overall risk,
and probability of success. These will likely be • Relationship of interim actions to
areas for effective development of new permanent actions
technologies. The development of an

• Transportation safety assurance
"Automated Remedial Action Methodology"
as discussed in section 4.3.1.6 would help to • Future wastt_ minimization, volume
identify needed new ER technologies by reduction, and recycling efforts
focusing on those environmental pathways and • Capability and weaknesses of current
contaminants that account for the major risks technologyunder each alternative.

• Transition of facilities to the Office of

Facility Transition and Management

4.5 Other Programmatic Issues • Retraining of workers from nuclear
weapons missions for ER and WM

The PEIS will discuss a number of significant missions
programmatic issues facing the EM Program
that are important to the achievement of waste • EM budgeting process and possibility of
management and cleanup goals and the future shortfalls

implementation of the EM Program. Many of • Relationship of PEIS alternatives and
the issues that will be addressed were raised actions to ongoing and future site-wide,
during the public scoping process and the and project-level NEPA actions
reviews of the Draft and Working Final EM
PEIS hnplementation Plan (IP). During the • Relationship of PEIS determinations to
Public Workshops on the Draft IP, DOE existing agreements and compliance
committed to discuss these types of issues in processes

the PEIS. The discussion of such issues would • Roles and responsibilities of stakeholder_
assist the public in understanding the in the EM programdeterminations to be reached as a result of the

PEIS process. Further, the PEIS discussions • Relationship of current and future
would provide an opportunity for the public, technologies to environmental restoration
interested groups, and agencies to directly and waste management options

provide input on future improvements to • Prioritization of EM program and
conducting the EM Program. technology development activities

Currently identified issues that would be • Equity in siting waste management
addressed include: facilities

• Environmental monitoring and protection More issues will be identified during
of human and worker health and safety preparation of the PEIS and through the

• Need for further environmental standards conduct of the public participation program for

and public involvement in setting such the PEIS. Additional issues that are identified
standards will be addressed in the PEIS.

4-27



Chapter 4 Proposed Action and Alternatives
I I I I II IIIII III

The DOE's waste minimization, reduction,
and pollution prevention programs and
practices will be addressed in a separate
section of the PEIS. Included within this
section of the PEIS will be a quantitative
evaluation of the potential effect of waste
minimization on the need for new waste

treatment facilities and the potential effects of
reducing the volume of wastes on the need for
new waste disposal facilities, as applicable to
each waste type considered in the PEIS. The
section of the PEIS will also discuss the

relationship between ER and WM Technology
Development and waste minimization and
reduction. Minimizing the generation of waste
resulting from remediation and D&D activities
will be emphasized, as well as minimizing
waste from WM facilities.

The discussion of these EM program issues
will be organized into a logical grouping of
chapters and subchapters of the PEIS to
promote public understanding and input. This
organization is identified in the annotated
outline of the Draft PEIS (appendix C).
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his chapter discusses the planned to address in the PEIS, and by providing
reviews and consultations on the information in areas in which EPA has

Environmental Restoration and Waste regulatory authority or technical expertise.
Management (EM) Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS).

5.2 Reviews by Other Agencies

5.1 Cooperating Agencies While preparing the EM PEIS, DOE will
request consultations and conduct reviews with

As part of the scoping process, the Federal and State agencies. Reviews of actions
Department of Energy (DOE) invited other and alternatives will be discussed in the light
Federal agencies to participate as cooperating of existing negotiated agreements and those
agencies in the PEIS preparation. Cooperating likely to be negotiated in the future. Many
agencies have roles and responsibilities in the Federal and State agencies have regulatory and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process environmental responsibilities. The PEIS will
that are defined in National Environmental list and discuss the required permits and
Policy Act (NEPA)regulations, including approvals required for implementing the
participating in the scoping process, alternatives.
developing information and preparing
environmental analyses, and lending staff During preparation of the PEIS, DOE will
support, coordinate with and request consultations with,

as appropriate, the agencies identified in table
At DOE's invitation, the U.S. Department of 5.2-1. The consultations that occur during
Health and Human Services (HHS) agreed to preparation of the PEIS will focus on
be a cooperating agency on the EM PEIS identifying the environmental and compliance
within the scope of the current agreement considerations that would affect the selection
between DOE and the Agency for Toxic and implementation of PEIS alternatives.
Substances and Disease Registry. The Nuclear Subsequently, tiered project-level NEPA
Regulatory Commission (NRC) agreed to documents would discuss in detail those
participate as a cooperating agency in a limited consultation requirements and the status of all
sense and directed its staff to monitor required permits and approvals necessary for
development of the PEIS technical information project implementation.
base and policy implications. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
DOE have agree.xton roles and responsibilities 5.3 Reviews by the Environmental
for technical coordination on issues of mutual Restoration and Waste Management
concern. As described in appendix I of this Advisory Committee
Implementation Plan (IP), EPA will participate
by reviewing the preliminary Draft and Final In January 1992, DOE chartered the
EM PEIS before they are issued to the public, Environmental Restoration and Waste
by helping DOE to define issues and concerns
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Table 5.2-1. Agency Consultations
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Subject Area Legislation Agency
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Endangered species Endangered Species Act of 1973, as U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
amended; State laws State agencies

Migratory birds Migratory Bird Treaty Act U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Bald and golden eagles Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
State agencies

Archaeological, historical, National Historic Preservation Act of State Historic Preservation
and cultural preservation 1966, Archaeological Resources Office, President's Advisory

Protection Act, Antiquities Act, American Council, Tribes
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978,
Native American Grave Protection and
Repatriation Act of 1990

Discharge of pollutants to Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water U.S. Environmental Protection
water Act Agency, State agencies

Work in navigable U.S. Section 404 of Clean Water Act, Rivers Corps of Engineers
waters and Harbors Act

Prime and unique Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 Soil Conservation Service
farmlands

Floodplains Executive Order 11988, Fish and Wildlife Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish
Coordination Act and Wildlife Service, State

agencies

Wetlands Executive Order 11990, Fish and Wildlife Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish
Coordination Act, Section 404 of Clean and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Water Act Environmental Protection

Agency, State agencies

Water body alteration Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
State agencies

River status Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Anadromous U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish Conservation Act, Hanford Reach
Study Act

Air pollution Clean Air Act U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, State and local
agencies

Water use and availability Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, U.S. Environmental Protection
Safe Drinking Water Act, and others Agency, Office of Water

Policy, State agencies

Noise Noise Pollution and Abatement Act of U.S. Environmental Protection
1970, Noise Control Act of 1972 Agency, State agencies

Siting annaplanning State siting acts, county zoning State and county agencies
regulations

Waste management and Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by U.S. Environmental Protection
transportation the Resource Conservation and Recovery Agency, U.S. Department of

Act and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Transportation, State agencies
Amendments of 1984; Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act; Emergency Planning
and Community Right to Know Act;
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
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Management Advisory Committee (EMAC), future public involvement activities during the
and on July 2, 1992, DOE announced the PEIS process. Those activities could include
members of this new committee. The EMAC public meetings on the Draft PEIS and
was established by DOE to provide workshops or other forums for discussing and
independent reviews of the EM PEIS analysis providing recommendations on issues
and other EM projects. EMAC members were important to the PEIS process and the EM
selected from universities; trade associations; Program.
Federal, State, and local government agencies;
Native American organizations and groups;
unions; environmental groups; and other
interested parties. The Committee's charter
(appendix H) provides for its roles of:

* Advising DOE on the process, content,
public participation, scientific, technical,
and other aspects of the analyses for the
EM PEIS and other EM projects

• Assessing the progress of the EM PEIS

• Reviewing documents produced for the
EM PEIS process and other EM projects,
as requested

• Issuing reports and recommendations

• Recommending options to resolve difficult
issues faced by the EM Program

After considering the public comments on the
Draft Plan, DOE prepared a Working Final
EM PEIS IP and provided it to EMAC for
review and comment. Appendix L contains
EMAC's formal recommendations on the

Working Final IP and DOE's responses to the
recommendations. Then, this IP was prepared
following discussion of the suggested
modifications with the EMAC PEIS
Subcommittee.

During preparation of the Draft and Final
PEISs, results of analyses will be provided to
EMAC for review and comment. Working
drafts of the Draft and Final PEISs will also

be provided to EMAC for review, comment,
and recommendations. The EMAC will also

be asked to provide recommendations about
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Iable 6-1 lists the schedule for the major milestones for the Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management (EM) Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) process.

Table 6-1. EM PEIS Schedule

j I ' "" " " I " i iii !l i1,1 i

MILESTONE DATE
...... '' I ,fill ,,,, i i .... m,! ii n u,,ii i . ii,

Published Notice of Intent (NOI) October 22, 1990

Held $coping Meetings December 3, 1990 to
February 19, 1991

Issued the Draft EM PEIS January 1992
Implementation Plan (IP)

Held Public Workshops oh IP First Quarter CY 1992

Issue EM PEIS IP First Quarter CY 1994

Issue Draft PEIS Third Quarter CY 1994

Hold Public Hearing and Comment Fourth Quarter CY 1994
Period on Draft PEIS

Issue Final PEIS First Quarter CY 1995

Publish Record of Decision (ROD) Calendar Year 1995
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he Department of Energy (DOE) Office preparing supporting information and
of the Assistant Secretary for documentation. Argonne National
Environmental Restoration and Waste Laboratories has been requested to provide

Management (EM) has overall responsibility support in evaluating the human health risks of
for the Programmatic Environmental Impact transporting waste and in characterizations for
Statement (PEIS). Departmental offices that environmental restoration (ER) and waste
support this effort are the Deputy Assistant management (WM) technologies. Oak Ridge
Secretaries for Oversight and Self-Assessment National Laboratory has been requested to
(EM-20), Waste Management (EM-30), provide support in evaluating human health
Environmental Restoration (EM-40), (public and worker) risks of environmental
Technology Development (EM-50), and contamination and releases associated with ER
Facility Transition and Management (EM-60). and WM alternatives. Battelle Pacific

Northwest Laboratories has been requested to
Maria Elena Torafio Associates (META), provide support in characterizing ER
Incorporated, has been selected as the lead contamination situations and identifying
contractor by the Department of Energy to available ER technologies. During the
assist in the preparation of the PEIS and to preparation of the PEIS, EM may request the
support all PEIS procedural requirements, support of additional laboratories or other
Also, META has the responsibility to ensure offices in providing supporting documentation.
that information meets quality assurance
requirements for use in the PEIS process. The supporting information and documentation
META, a small disadvantaged business, is prepared by the National Laboratories will be
supported by Louis Berger & Associates independently reviewedandevaluatedby EM,
(LBA), Incorporated, as subcontractor. META and LBA. EM, META, and LBA will
Neither META nor LBA has a direct or be responsible for determining the
indirect interest in the conduct of any appropriateness andadequacyofincorporating
environmental restoration or waste any data, analyses, and or results of work
management work for DOE. performed by the National Laboratories into

the PEIS.

DOE is responsible for the scope and content
of the PEIS and supporting documents and will The DOE Office of the Assistant Secretary for
provide direction and supporting Environment, Safety, and Health (Eli),
documentation to META. "No-organizational- supported by the Office of NEPA Oversight,
conflict-of-interest statements" from META has independent review responsibility for
and LBA are on file at DOE's EM Office of ensuring compliance with National
Project Support, Washington, DC. Copies of Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
these statements are included in appendix B. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

regulations. Other reviews will be provided by
In support of the preparation of the PEIS, EM the Office of the General Counsel, and the
has requested assistance from several national Office of Defense Programs. In addition, each
laboratories. The laboratories will assist in affected DOE field office has been asked to
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provide information for the PEIS and to
review the validity of site data contained in the
PEIS. EM has responsibility for coordination
of these field office reviews.

Upon completing all reviews, the Assistant
Secretary for EM will forward the preliminary
draft and final PEISs to the Assistant Secretary
for Eli for approval. After resolution of any
issues, EH will request authority for approval
from the Secretary. Following approval, EH
will authorize issuance of the documents by
EM. Following completion and filing of the
Final PEIS with the Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA), a Record of Decision (ROD)
will be forwarded to the Secretary for action.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Intznt To Prepare s Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement on
the Oepsrtment of Energy's Proposed
Inteqrated Environmental Restoratlo_
and Waste Management Program. and
To Conduct PublicScoping Meetings

AGENCY:U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE}.

ACTION: Notice of intent (NOI} to
preparea programmaticenvironmental
impact statement (PEIS),

SUMMARY:,The Department of Energy
announces its intent to prepare a PEIS
pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 {NEPA) (42 U.S.C.
4321. et seq.), as amended, and to
conduct a series of public scoping
meetingsnationwide.The PEISwill
assessthepotentialenvironmentai
consequencesofalternativesfor
implementinganintegrated
environmentalrestorationand waste

managementprogram
The purposeofDOE's proposed

integratedenvironmentalrestoration
and wastemanagementprogramisto
providea broad,systematicapproachto
addressingcleanupactivitiesand waste
management practices.The Department
iscommittedtoensuringthatpotential
riskstohuman healthand the
environmentfromthecleanupof
contaminationresultingfrompast
operationsand fromfuturewaste
managementactivitiesareatsafelevels.
DOE isfurthercommittedtofull

compliancewithenvironmental
regulationsand toa goalofcompleting
environmentalrestorationby 2019.

iNVITATION1'0 COMMENT:.To ensure that
the full range of issues related to this
proposal are addressed, comments on
the proposed scopeof thePEIS are
invited from all interested parties.
Written commentsto assistDOE in
identifying significant environmental
issues and defining the appropriate
scope of the PEISshouldbe directedto
Mr.Wisenbakerattheaddress
indicatedbelow.Agencies,
organizations,and thegeneralpublic
alsoareinvitedtopresentoral
comments pertinenttothepreparation
ofthePFASatthepublicscoping
meetingstobeheldnationwide,as
describedbelow.Writtenand oral
comments willbegivenequalweight.
Followingthecompletionof"thepublic

scopingprocess,a PEISimplementation
Planwillbeissuedforpubliccomment.
The ImplementationPlanwillrecordthe
resultsofthescopingprocessand define
the alternatives and issues to be
evaluated in the PEIS. DOE intends to
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completethedraftPEIShaearly1992.Its SUMJ_IIWIm'AW'¢nml_s_MA'no_ NationalLaboratoryand Sand,s
availability writ be announced in the Bockground. In November 1989, the National Laboratory (New Mexico); and
Faders| Re!0ste¢.and p_oWccomments Secretaryof Energy established the DOE Pantex Plant (Texas). The Appendix
again v,nil be solicited. Comments on the Office of Environmental Restoration and contains a listing of DOE [ocauons
draft PEtS will be consideredin Waste Management (EM} for the where current environmental restoration
prepannl_the final PEIS,scheduled for purpose of consolidating the and waste management activities occur
1993. Department'senvironmentalrestoration thatDOE believesarewithinthescope

OAI'E_ The public scopin_,period witl and waste managementactivities, in of this PE/S. Additional sites-may be
continue until February 19,1991.Written January1990,the Secretary determ*ned added in the courseof thedevelopment
comments shouldbepostmarkedby thatDOE willpreparean Environmental ofthePEIS.
February 19.1991 to assure Impact Statement on a newly proposed The Regulatory Framework. Federal
considerauon. Comments received after integrated environmental restoration laws of maior importance to DOE's
Ihat date will be considered to the and waste management program, env-u'onmentalrestoration and waste

Someof the waste management
extent pract=cable.The pub|ic scoping practices that DOE and its predecessor management activities iruciude,among
meetings will begin in December 1990. others, theAtomic Energy Act of 1954
The dates and locanons of themeetings agenciesonce consideredsafe and

prudent under then existing {4ZU,S.C, 2Dll, et seW.),as amended:,the
will be announced in a subsequent lequirements and g_ideiines have Comprehenswe Environmental
Federal _ter notice and in local resulted in the need for remediation Response,Compensation. and Liability
public not=cesin advance of the planned under applicable current Federal and Act of 1980(CERCLA} (4ZU.S.C.9601,et
meetings, state requirements and guidelines, seq.), as amended: and the Resource
&DDRESS_=_ANOFUR'lrI4LWIfl4FORIqlAlrtON: DOE's environmental restoration Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Written commen*s oc the scopeo( the activities include the assessmentand {42 U,S,C. 5901,et sew.),as amended.
PEIS, questions concerningthe program, physical cleanup of contamination at The Atomic Energy Act requires the
and requests for copies of the draft PE]S DOE installations and other properties, management, processtn_j,and utilization
should be directed to'.Mr. W.E. Environmental restoration act_'lties also of radioactive materials in a manner
Wisenbaker. Acting Director, Division of include the decontamination and that protects the public health and the
Program Support.Office of decommissionin8 (D&D) of DOE's environment. CERCLA requires
Envu'onmentai Restoranon(EM--43}, surplus facilities. These facilities and responsesto releasesor threatened
U.S. Department of Enmlry, 10130 prelacies may have contamination from releases of hazardous substances into
IndependenceAvenue SW., radioactive, hazardous, or mixed the environment and establishesa
Wash/agree, DC 20585.(Z02)35.3-2950. (radioactive and hazardous) waste. Ae processto clean up abandcned or

For further informa¢ionon the DOE decisions are made for the handli_ of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites
NEPA processplease contact:Ms. Carol contamination at va_notmsitesand which may endanger public health or
M. Bo_strom, Director,Office of NEPA facilities, new wastes wig be generated the environment. RCRA requires
Oversight (EH-25]. U.S. Department of that will require management, managemer,t of waste currendy being
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue SW,, DOE's waste management operations generated, including the treatment.
Washington. DC 20585,(Z02_},586--4600. include the treatment, storage, storage, transportation, and disposal of

S_II_G MEInING_ Public transportation,and disposalofwastes hazardouswaste,and cleanupof
generatedbyongoingnuclearenergy, hazardouswastereleases frompastand

gcopingmeetingswillbeheldinthe ener3yresearch,and defenseactivities;presentoperationsthatposea threatto
followingcitiesbegmmn8 inDecember by envn'onmentalrestorationactivities;,human healthand theenvironment.It is
1990.The dates and locations of these and by other sources. These wastes DOE's policy to apply NEPA to its waste
meetingswillbepublishedina include:high-levelradioactivewaste managementand cleanupactivities.To
subsequentFederalRe_ter notice.This (HLW'):low-levelradioactivewaste minimizedelayand duplicationofeffort
information will also be announced in (LLW_, transuranic waste (TRU'}: mixed in meeting these responsibilities, DOE is
localpublicnoticesbeforetheplanned waste(MW);greater-than-ClassC waste supplementing,where ne_ary, and
meeting_. (_} waste: and hazardous waste, integrating the procedural

Oakland.C_ifom_a The Affected Installations. DOE's documentation and public participation
Denver,Colorado environmental restoration and waste requirements for CERCLA and RCRA to
Washington.DC management activities occur throughout facilitate compliance with NEPA
Tampa,Florida the U,S, The largest number oi facilities requirements {DOE Order 5400.4,
Atlanta.Georgia thatrequireenvironmentalrestoration
Boise,idaho ComprehensiveEnvironmental
IdahoFails,idaho orthatgenerateorstorethelargest Response,Compensation,and Liability
Chicago.lilino_ volumesof radioactive, hazardous,and
Paducah,Kentucky mixed waste are located at these Act Reqinrement_i.
St.Lores.Missouri installations: Hartford Reservation DOE environmental restoration and
hasVegas.:Jevsda [Washingtonj; Savannah River Site waste management activities are subject
Princeton.New lersey (South CazoRrta);Oak Ridge Reservauon to other applicable Federal and state
Albuquem,_e,NewMexico (Tennessee);Rocky Rats Plant requirements and to enforceable
Newburgh,New York (Colorado); Feed Materials Production agreements,Additionally, certain
CincinnatuOhio Center, Mound Plant and Portsmouth Federal statutes require DOE to
Columbus,Ohio GaseousDiffusion Plant (Ohio); Idaho undertake specific environmental
portland.Oregon National EngineenngLaboratory restoration and waste management
Columbia.SouthCarolina (ldaho): Lawrence Livermora National activities. For example, under Title I ofOak Ridl_e,Tennessee
Amarillo,Texas Laboratory (California): Av_nne the Urarnum Mill Tailings Radiation
Richland.Washington National Laboratory (Illinois); Paducah Control Act, DOE must remediate
Seattle,Washington GaseousDiJ'fusionPlant (Kentucky); inactive uranium milling sitesin
Spokane,Washington Nevada Test Site (Nevada); Los Alamos accordance with Environmental
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Protectt,,n Agency standards (40 CFR generated Creater-than-Class C {GTCC) public, and the environment: (2) to
part 1921established for that purpose, waste be handled as a special case by decontaminate facilities intended for

Wast_,_are categormed in accordance each site. The Department is also reuse: and (31decommissionother
with Federal statutes and regulations responsible for disposal of commercially facilities in accordancewith
and DOI.'.Orders. High-level waste ts generated GTCC waste. DOE has requirements set forth in an approved
defined Jnthe Nuclear Waste Policy Act developed a three-part strategy for environmental compliance plan.
of 19821,12U.S.C. 10101112)).Low-levei. manaemg this waste. The first phase Currently. DAD activities are planned
transur.mc, and radioacuve mixed would provide a storage facility for and executed on a site-by-site basts,
wastes ,,redefined in DOE Order thosegenerators that cannot continue to The PEIS will address thesepractices
58."0.2AIRadioacttve Waste store the waste. The secondphase and any reasonable alternatives
Mana_,.ment). Hazardous wastes are would providea central storage facility amenable to environmental analysis.
those w._tes that are defined as for all commercially generated GTCC Need for an Integrated Enriranmental
hazarct.us by U,S. Enwronmental waste.
Protect).n Agency regulations The final phase would transfer the Restoration and Waste Management
implem_,ntingRCRA [40 CF'RPart 281) stored waste to a high-level waste Program. The fundamental goalof
and by .,pplicable state regulations, repository or provide for the DOE's Office of Environmental

Curr,,t PmctJces [or Waste development of a separate CTCC Restoration and Waste Management is
,',lono_,,,,ment.To date. DOE's waste disposal facility, to ensure that potential risks to human
mana_,.ment operations have focused For hazardouswaste, DOE's near. health and to the environment posedby
on s=te-_,v.sitetreatment, storage, term objective is to treat the waste as it wastes under its jurisdiction are at safe
transp_.vatton,and disposal of waste, is generated, thereby minimizing the levels. To help achieve this goal. DOE
Transu__nlc, low-level, hazardous, and need for storage capacity, DOE disposes proposesto conductan integrated
radioat._ve mixed waste are generated of treated hazardous waste in permitted environmental restoration and waste
at many DOE installations: only a few DOE or commercial facilities, management program.
tnstall..nns generate high-level waste. Mixed wastes are generated at many Historically, DOE environmental

DOE _enerates or stores high-level DOE installations. Mixed waste may restoration and waste management
waste .t four installations: the include high-level waste, transuranic operations have been conducted on a
Savann.h River Site, the Hanford waste, and low-level waste, DOE stores site-by-site basis. This practice has led
Reserv.vion, the Idaho National thesewastes until they can be treated to differing approachesto cleanup and
Engme_nngLaborator3',and the West and disposed of In permitted facilities, waste management among DOE sites.
Valley l)emonstration Project, To date, The Department currently treats a small DOE's recentconsolidation of waste
high-lewl waste has undergone only amountof MW by thermal destruction program responsibilities (environmental
limited treatment. DOE intends to to eliminate somehazardous restoration and waste management)
immobdize the waste in a stable, solid components.In addition, DOE treats provides the opportunity to establish a
form acf:eptable for disposal in a somelow-level MW by solidification, systematic approach to programmatic
8eolog_r.repository. Under current law, The PEIS will address thesepractices requirements and practices.
only o.. potential repository site (at and any reasonable alternatives that are Remediation and D & D activities
Yucca Mountain, Nevada) for this waste amenable to environmental analysis, result in large amounts of waste that
ts currt.ntlVbeing characterized. (SeeScopeof PEIS, below) will require management, in addition to

Most TRU waste has been generated Current Practices for £aviranmentaJ the wastes generated from production.
at DOi_.'_Rocky Flats Plant in Golden, Restoration. DOE will continue to seek, research, and other activities, Because
Colorufso.Transuranicwasteis totheextentpossible,tonegotiatea environmentalrestorationactivitieswztl
currentlystoredatseveralfacilities comprehensiveFederalFacilities
includmatheRocky FlatsPlant.the AgreementwiththeEnvironmental be a significantsourceofwaste,cleanup
Idahor_ationalEngineermgLaboratory. ProtectionAgency (EPA}and the and wastemanagement activitiesare
theH.nfordReservation.theOak Ridge involvedstatetocoveritsremediation closelyrelated.The resolutionofcertain
Reserv;,tton.theNevada TestSite.Los activitiesatan installation.Such key issues,suchasfutureland-usability
Alam,_ NationalLaboratory.and the agreementsestablishtechnical objectives,willdeterminetheamount.
Savammh RiverSite.The Idaho requirementsand schedulesfor type.and timingofenvironmental
Natio..,lEngineenngLaboratoryhasthe characterization,feasibilityassessment restorationwastebeingintroducedinto
largesv management program for this and cleanup at each of the affected the waste managementpart of the
waste. The Department is currently sites,and delineate the roles and system. Land.usability policy relates to
evaiu_=ng the Waste Isolation Pilot responsibilities of each party to the cleanup standards and thedegreeof
Plant i. Carlsbad. New Mexico. as a agreement, to comply with the reliance on institutional controls for
potent_;_ldisposal site for TRU waste, requirements of Section 120of CERCLA. long-term health and environmental

Low tevel waste requires relatively DOE is in the early stagesof site protection.
minim.l treatment. Although in some assessment and characterization at MRAMMAIlIC MMVIMONMMMlr£1. IMPACT
instam_s other methods may be used. many facilities. These initial activities irl'A1rl_llWr:.On January 12.1990.the
DOE c,_rrentlydisposes of the majority are being reviewed in compliancewith Secretary of Energy determined that a
of its i.LW in near-surface facilities. NEPA. DOE has determined that these PEIS should be prepared for DOE's
incluom_ installations at the Savannah early remediation activities are newly proposed Integrated
River !,ile, the Oak Ridge Reservation. normally categorically excluded under environmental restoration and waste
the N,.vada Test Site, the'Hanford its NEPA guidelines (55 FR 3_74, management program. The Secretary
Reservation. Los Alamos National September 7', 1990|. stated that preparation of this PEIS will
Labot=,vory.and the Idaho National Decontamination and ensure that a comprehensive and
Engm,-enngLaboratory. decommissioningactivities have several cumulative environmental analysis of

DOE Order 5820.2A (Radioactive objectives: (1) To maintain facilities waste management proposals and
Waste. Management) requires that the awaiting additional DAD activities in a alternatives will be available to DOE
DOE waste equivalent to commercially manner that protects workers, the decisionmakere and the public.
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The PEIS wi|| assess broad issuance of the Record of Decision and Decontamination and
prognunma"c issues and integrated will not be considered in the PEIS. The decomm,ssiomng activities are not
approachesto DOE's envu'onmental groundwater remediation actiw.'ties subject to the dectsZonmaking
restoration and waste management assoc4ated with UMTRAP are just framework that governs remediation
activities. DOE aims, to the extent this is beginning, however, and therefore are activities. DOE proposes, therefore, to
feasible, for the PEIS to provide the within the scopeof this PEIS. approachall D&D activities in an
primary environmental basis for Proposed action. The proposed action integrated, systematic fashion.
selecting waste management methods is to formulate and implement an Waste Management Analysis: Waste
and technologies and the locations at integrated Environmental Restoration treatment, storage,transportation, and
which they would be impiemented, and Waste Management Program in a disposal alternatives primarily depend
However, DOE does not intend the PEIS safesad environmentally sound on the waste category (such as
to assessimpacts related to alternative manner, and in compliance with radioactive, hazardous, or radioactive
choicesof locations within a site, Such applicable laws, regulations and mixed waste). Alter,natives will reflect
detailed decisions would be based on standards. Alternative approaches are centralized, regional or installation-
site-specific NEPA documents tiered to discussed below, specific strategies. The analysis would

this PEIS. Environmental Restoration Analysis:. provide environmental information for
PRELIMINARYOIESCJBIPTIONOF NEPA requires DOE to analyze deciding which waste management
AtlrERNArlV|SZScope o[PEIS. 13OE reasonable alternatives to its proposed capabilities should be established
solicits public input on all aspectsof the actions. DOE realizes that in me current centrally, regionally, or at each site.
proposedprogramdescrabedin this environmental restoration Transportation of waste and the
notice. DOE plans to structure this PEIS decisionmaking framework for potential associated impacts will also be
in two sections to facilitate public remediation acuvities there are evaluated.
review and comments. One section of statutory and regulatory requirements No Action. This alternative would
the PEIS will focus on key that must be fulfilled. DOE will continue continuepresent practices. DOE would
environmental restoration issues.The to follow established processes in not adopt and integrated environmental
second section wdl anal3'ze reasonably conductingongoing environmental restorationand waste management
foreseeable potential impacts associated restoration activities, program. DOE would continue to
with various waste management operate its environmental restoration
alternatives within the into,grated For example, the framework Congressestablished under CERCLA for remedial activities and its waste operations as
program, actions imposes a strong preference for discrete site-specific actions. Lfsite

As discussed previously, current requirements dictate the need for offsite
environmental restoration and waste permanent remedies that compty w'lth or new facilities, management decisiuns
managemtmt practices for which all applicable and appropriate would be made on a proiect specific

requirements established under basis.
reasonable alternatives that are environmental laws. Consequently,
amenable to environmental analysis can " DOE would maintain existing
be identified are within thescopeof the DOE's overall environmental restoration
PEIS.Under the Nuclear Waste Polic'v efforts have focusedon cleaning up sites facilities for waste management

• adequately for unrestricted future use. operations. New waste management
Act of 1982142 U.S.C. lO1Ol, et seq.). as activities, proiects` and technological
amended. DOE ctu'rendy plans to The framework also requires that
dispose of high-level waste resuttin_j cleanup requirements and remedies be development would be consideredcase-

selected site.specifically. This produces by-case.fromDepartmental acwcities m a
repository to be developed for spent fuel final decisions made both discretely and ID|NTIFIP.dltTIONOF|NVlROIWMIlIFrAI.
from conunermal nuclear utilities. In diversely. " ISSU==S:The following environmentalissueshave been identified for analysis
addition, under section _3(a) of the DOE believes, however, that there are
Department of Energy National Secu.nty important national issues that it should in the PEIS.This list is presented tofacilitate discussion on the scopeof the
and Military Applications of Nuclear anal3,zein carrying out its
Energy Authorization Act of 1980142 responsibilities. These issues include, PEISand is not intended to be aII-
U.S.C. 7272,et seq.), as amended, the but are not limited to, (1} the degreeto inclusive or to predetermine the scope.Therefore. DOE invites commentson
Department plans to demonstrate the which DOE should rely on proven t__'seand additional issuesrelevant to
disposalofdefensetransuranicwasteat technologiesincontrasttomaking thisPEIS,
theWaste IsolationPilotPlantin strongresourcecommitmentsto
Carlsbad, New Mexico. These decisions developing innovative technologies;(Z} (t) The potentialimpacts(bothbeneficial
will not berevisited in the programmatic the manner in which DOE should andadverse}toworkerhealth,publichealth.
EIS. In addition, there m a national manage wastes until adequate treatment andtheenvironmentundervariousalternativesforenvaronmentalrestoration
program,under Congressional direction, and disposal capacity is available: (3) andwastemanagement.
to address the management of whether DOE's installations should (z)Thepotentialimpactsto workers,public
commercial nuclear reactor spent fuel. invariably be cleaned up for unrestricted health,and theenvtronmetatundervano=
The activities associated with that use: and {4} the environmental basis for aitematwesfromroutmetransportationof
program will be considered in separate decidL_ cleanup priorities, wastes and potenuld tran,portsuon
NEPA documentation and not in this DOE seeks to develop and analyze accidents.
PEIS.Commercial LLW is not the programmauc alternatives that bearon (31Thedevelopmentof needed
Department's responsibility and these ,ssues.DOE believesthat technoloqlesand methodsfor envirunmentdl
therefore is,outside the scope of the important information on thecoatsand restorationand wastemanagementand thepotentialimpacts (bothbeneficialand
PEIS. Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial benefits of alternative program adversetfromtheirimplementation.
Action ProlFam (UMTRAP| taihngs management strategies could thereby be (41Anyobstaclesto achievin_full
cleanup and disposal activities are obtained. DOE is especially interested in compliancewith all applicablefederal,state.
within DOE's purview, but are expected receiving public comments on these andlocalenvironmentalstatutes,regtdations.
to be close to completion prior to the issues, andreq.utremetats.
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{5)The socioeconomicimpactsof environmental, safety, and health contact personsto be designated in a
altemauvesfor dispersed,regional,and standardsand requirements: (21 subsequentFederal Rqister notice. Oral
centralizedwastemanagement, facilities dating from the late 194Osto presentationrequestsfor each meeting

(0}The potentialimpactsof8pplyin8 the middle 1960s becomin8 obsolete:(31 shouldbe received by DOE at least twovenousland-usabilitystretchesto the
cleanup of DOE installations and sites, increasing costs to maintain and days before the meeting.

up8rade these facilities: (4) difficulties in The meetings will be chaired by a
RELATIONIINIPTOOTHERACTIONS:Pive- managingwidely dispersed waste presiding officer. They will not be
]"ear P.lan, DOE issueda Five-Year Plan storagefacilities in different conductedasevtdentiary heanngs.
for Environmental Restoration and environmental settings; (5) potential Speakerswill not becross.examined,
Waste Management (DOE/S,.-0070}in changesin the locations, volumes, and althoughthe DOE representatives
August 1989that was subsequently typesof waste to be managed, after present may ask themclarifying
revised, updated, and reissued (DOE/S- considerationof a PEIS on reconfiguring questions,
0078P}in June1990,The Plan {modernizing) thenuclear weapons To ensureeveryone an adequate
summarizes current DOE practices and complex:(6} availability of improved opportunity to speak, five minutes will
identifies short- and long-termgoals, technologies:(7} population growth near be allotted for each speaker. Depending
The activities described are for the near- once-remotefacilities such asareas near on thenumber of persons requestmgto
term (e.g., remediation of seepa8ebasins RockyFlats, Colorado, Fernald, Ohio, speak, thepresiding officer may allow
at theSavannah River Site, and Oak Ridge,Tennessee, and Livennore, more time for speakers representing
radioactive storageupgrades at the California. which has led to local multiple parties or organizations,
Kansas City Plant). Only general demandsfor restricting DOE operations: Personswishing to speak on behalf of
objectives, criteria, and _aidance, in and (8) transition from waste organizationsshouldidentify the
addition to thoseset in applicable accumulation and storage to waste orgamzationin their request. Persons
environmental re_rulationsand statutes, treatmentand disposal, who have not subm/tted a timely request
are specified for implementing PE/S rot the Nuclear Weapons to speak may re_ster at the meetings,
environmental restoration and waste Complex (NWC), In concertwith the and will be called on to speak if time
management activities on a long-term decisionto prepare this PEIS, the permits. Written commentsalso will be
basis. For example, thePlan states that Secretary decided that a separate PEIS acceptedat the meetings,and speakers
the maionty of solid low.level waste on DOE's proposal to modermze areencouragedto provide written
generally will continue to be disposedof (reconfigurel the nuclear weapons versions of their oral comments for the
using shallow land burial, but complexwill also be prepared. The record.
recognizes that this may not be suitable recortfiguration of the nuclear weapons The public scoping meetings will
for all locations. The Plan also states complex would affect DOE's program be_n in December 1990. Detailed
DOE's general intent that facilities and for environmental restoration and waste in/ormation on the meetings will be
sites be returned to a condition stutable mana8ement because it would change provided in a subsequent Federal
for unrestr/cted use,but recognizesthat the locations, volumes, and types of Rsllister not/ce. This information will
in.place remedies may sometimesbe waste to be mana8ed. The also be announcedin local public
preferred, environmental restoration and we,ire noticesbefore the planned meetings.

The Five-Year Plan is not a proposal managementPEIS, therefore, will take DOE will make a transcript of each
within the context of NEPA. Rather, it is into account, to the extent practical, the meeting.Copies will be made available
preliminary to the Environmental mater/ale generated in the preparation for inspection at the DOE Freedom of
Restorationand Waste Management of the NWC PEIS. Separate statements
PEISin which DOE will evaluate are being prepared, however, because InformationReadi_ Room (Room 1E-
integrating its long-term environmental the programs are driven by distinct 190},Forrestal Building, 1000
restoration and waste management rmssions,requirements, and schedules. IndependenceAvenue SW..
activities, The PEIS wail specifically If the PEIS on the NWC is not issued Washin8tort, DC 20585,duringbusiness
addressthe long-term goalsand issues first, DOE will prepare a supplement to hours,Monday throughFriday and in
generally summarized in the Five-Year theEnvironmental Restoration and local DOE reading rooms. Locakons of

local reading roomswill be provided in
Plan. waste management PEIS, if appropriate.

As the Plan states,completion of the I_NII.I¢ 8COPraSMglTmOS ANO the subsequentFederal R_ter notice
PEIS process may result in changes in INvrlrAYIONTOCOMM|m': DOE is re8ardin8 the soaping meetings.
specific programs, which would be committed to providing opportumties for nm.A'r=o Mp,t OOCUI_a'm'ATtON:DOE
reflected in future editions of the Plan. the involvement of interested expects to prepare additional NEPA

Environmental Restoration and individuals and groups in this and other documents for implementing
Waste Management Configuration DOE planning activities, programmatic and facility-specific
Study. The Environmental Restoration DOE will conducta series of public decisions basedupon this PEIS. These
and Waste Management Con/i_tration scopinBmeetings nationwide and invites generally site-specific documents will
Study is a strategic planmng study for all interested people to attend and to analyze future technolo_' and siting
the long-term (the next 25 years). The present oral comments concemm8:(11 alternatives for implementing DOE's
study will support the definition of the scope of the PEIS. (2) the issues that environmetnal restoration and waste
waste system configuration alternatives should be addressed, and (31the management activities. Their analyses
in this PEIS. DOE intends to issue the alternative integrated approaches to be will address such local concerns as
draft configuration study concurrently analyzed in the PEIS. DOE also invites floodplains and wetlands, historic and
with the draft PEIS for public written comments, archaeological sites, land use. and
information and use in reviewing the Oral and written comments will be threatened and endangered species. The
draft PEIS. given equal consideration. Instructions PEIS will examme these issues only to

Many factors influence the for submitting written comments are the degree necessary for selection of an
configuration and updating of DOE's _iven above. People desirin8 to speak at integrated program.
waste management operations, the public scopin8meetin8s should Interim Actions. DOE may need to
Including: (1) Increasingly strict submit their requests to do so to the conduct many diverse and discrete site-
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specific environmental restoration and N=_ Lo¢=_ Name tocat_r_

waste managemant activities while the

P_S is being prepared. Many of these Bayo CaW¢_ ................ LOl ACamol, CA. tJade A_ Prock¢_ ........... T_ NY

activities are required by Federal and Stmtom Lmmr _lof PI_ Nlo. CA. Seaway k.KJustnalPa_ ......... Tot_wt_le. NY

state regulatory agencies under c,em_. Ashland _ Co #l ................ Ton_m,,_ (_V
GenerlMAtomcl ....................Se_ _ CA. BrookllavenNatlomll _- Uptorl. l.Ot_l19lg0u!

environmental compliance agreements E_'_W Tectmok_ Er_. Santa Susans, CA. ton/. Nv'
and some are requited by court decrees. _Jenng _. West Valley Oerno_strauon Wo_ V,_lloy.I_
DOE wzU have to determine case-by- General Eiectnc VaCec_to6 Va/le¢_=, CA, Pro_ct

case whether site-specific actions may Nuc0__. Reactrve Me_l_ mc .................. Astrolabe. OH
RoOw Flats Plant .................... Gok:lett, CO. Battle CoturNxJs _o- _ OH

proceed before the PELSis completed. Gram:l Jurc_on Prolecl GtalxI J_nc1_on,CO. nes.
This will be done in accordance with all ot_ice. Feed Maten=s pro_c_on Famed, OH.

applicable requirements, including the Protect Flulhlon _ ............. GtarKI Vale/, CO. Center.
test for interim actions found in Council pro_,t Rio81am_ Site .......... Rifle, CO. Morea Lalx_ato_ .................... Mm,"m_x_, 01t

on Environmental Quality's NEPA S_mo_ .S_iiy wire Seymour. CT. P,qua _ Power Fac_,.. I_ OH.PinellaS Planl SL Patet'sOurg. FL Portsmou_ Gaseou= D_ff_ Po_l_11outtl,014,
ReguJations (40 _ 1506.1(c}}. Kaum Test FlcdiW ...................._K|u_l, H1. smonPlan/.

Other. DOE has prepared, or is _ _IK_y .................. Amos. IA. Albany Metallurgical Re.. Albany, OR.

currently preparing, NEPA documents ,dana N_ Engmee='m_ Idafm Faith, IO. seam_ Center.

for many of DOEs site-specLfic actions. La_ato_ OnN_'sal Cyc_ .................. _. PA.Argonne NatioNd _ato- idaho FallS. ID. Center foe Ene_0Y anO Enw- Maya_uez. PR.
Examples of some maior relevant waste ry-west ronmental Reseatcl_
management NF_,PAdocuments are listed A_9onm_ LIMxxato- Chicago. IL. Savannah Rive_ S_Io................. Alken. SC.
below: ty--East. Oak RK_je Nattonat _- Oak Ridge. TN.

Nat_onat Gt_ra Armory ............ _o IL tory
1. Final Environmental Impact Statement, Palos Forest ... _go, IL Oak RK_je Gaseous DMu- ask Ridge, TN.

Disposal of Hanford Defense Hi_h-leve|, Farm, Natmoctal Accelerator Batav_, IL. s,on Plant.
Transuranic and Tank Wastes, Hartford Site, Laboratory. Y-12 Plant ................................ Oak RKX_B,IN.

Rich[and, Washington, DOE/EIS-Oll3, UrwarNy o! _ ............ _, It.. Pantes Pttmt ............................ Amanllo. TX.
December 1987. U.S. Department of Ener8Y, Johnston AI_t _ Ato_. HanforO _atK:_ ................. Ri_lh_l. WA.

Washington. DC. Paduc_ G&s41ous O=tlu,_on Pa_ KY 24 Sale_ un0_r Title VKIOU_ Lo¢_tm,'_
2..Final Environmental Impact Statement. Plant. of tt_e U_an_n M_ TaikVentron. Beve_ Beverly, MA. _gs Rad_at_n Castro4 ACt.

Waste Management Activities for ShDgck _ No_ MA` ....
Groundwater Protection. Savannah River WR. Gra_ • Co.................... _ 6_. MD.
Plant, Aiken. South Carolina. DOE/EIS-O120, Geneta_ Motors Adrmn, MI.

December lg8"t. U.S, Department of Energy. Ha.z(HvK)o¢I(LatW Avenue) ....... _ Me.
Washington. DC. Kansas C1_ Plant ...................... Kansas City, Me.

3. Final Supplemental Environmental SL Laura _ Storage Site.. St. Lou_, MO.
Impact Statement, Waste Isolation Pilot Mallinctmodt _ St. _ MO.
Plant, DOE/E]S-.00"Z_I_3, January 1990. U.S. St. Lou_ A_qx_ Storage S_te St _ Me.

Department of Energy. Washin8ton. DC. v_c,n,WProoenm=.WeKIon Sp_'_ Sde Remed_ St. Cttattes, Me.
4, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, al AcSo_ Pro_'t

Decommiuioning of Et_ht ,_lrplus Pi'oduction Tatum Dome ..... Tatum aces, MS,
Reactors at the HoRford Site. Richland, Compor_nt De,_IK_ & Butte, MT
Washington. DOE/F, JS-Ollgd. March 1989. Integration F_/ty

U.S. Department of Energy. Washin3ton, DC. Halloa Nuclei" Power Facdi- I.mo04n, NF_
ty

These documents, the Five.Year Plan co P_'_t & Coml_nv ................. Deel:N_t_, NJ.

(DOE/S--0078P),transcripts from the KellexlP_irpont Jenl_f Cd% NJ.

public scopin8 meetinss (when they Mawvoo¢l _ NJ.MiddlesexLam:ll_ll tdidcl_, N,J.
become available}, and other related U,:_k,ex _ _ant ........' Mk_dluex, NJ.
documents will be available for New Brumm= t.._o_tor_ ...... No.,, _s_-t. NJ.

inspection at DOE Freedom of Pnnceton Pissma PWs_s Pmcem_ N,L

Information Reading Rooms, _am_v.Wayne/Pequarmo_ .........Waw_' Pequ_moc_

Issued in Washmgton, DC. this 15th day of NJ.
October 1990. Inhalation Toxtc_ Re- A_que. NM.

se=rcl_ InntuW.
Peter N. Brush, Sand_ Nabongl LIKxx_o- AU:xKlum¢II_,NM.

.-_ctln_ Assslant Secreta,r'j,; _'] vt'ronme_)L ry--ARX¢lUe_que.

Safety and Health. Rosa AviatlOfl ARxKluefo_Je,NM.
Proiect GNOME Sda................. _ NM.

Appe_lix: Lo¢,aUm= of h, ctivities w_ta mo=_ mot Ptm_ ....... _. N_

Embraced by the PEJ[S Prot_t _Y F_ NM.
Los Alamos f'4a,t_ ;-a_a- Lo_ .adamoe. NM.

to_f.
Acl¢I/i:_t,le(DiOCaflyOfl LOS Atmmos. NM.

Name LaCINgs ChulNKI_I _ Whale Saris
NM.

Amcf_tke lalarKI..................... /_mct_tka _ AK. Central Nevac_ Te_ Area _a¢ Ne'_KNI Te,_
Lawrence Berkeley _- Berkeley, CA. Ares, NV.

tocy. Prolect Sho_ Site FaRon, NV.
Unlver_W o#Califotll_ .........B_, CA. Nevl_laTestSda .....................LOllV(_jas, NV

AtOn_ Inte_T_ltm_ll ........... C&nogs Park. CA. Tonopan Test Ran@e.............. Nell_ A_ Forc_
Lal_oratory to4' Energy-ReLat. Davm,,CA. _ NV.

eO Heattt_ Rese_c_. Colome Colome. NY.
Sandl_ Nettoct_ Laboratoef- _, CA. Ntag_a Falls S_age Sda Lew,sto_, NY

LNe, m<xa. V,cm,W Pvooevt_s.
Lawrence Lwe_more LaOoq_ LN_m_e. CA. N,agara Fds Stmacje Sil_ ......Nia0sta FallS. NY

tory As_hana 041Co. _,2 .................. I To_w_0_. NY
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PEIS, questions concerning the program,
and requests for copiesof the draft PEIS

Announcement of Dates, Locations should be directed to: Mr. William E.
and TimeiJ for Public Sooplng Meetings Wisenbaker, Acting Director. Division of
on the Programmatic Environmental Program Support. Office of
Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Environmental Restoration (EM-43}.
Department of Energy's Proposed U,S. Department of Energy, 1000
Intergrated Environmental Restoration Independence Avenue, SW.,
and Waste Management Program Washington, DC 20585,(301}353-2950.

AGENCY:U.S. Department of Energy For further information on the DOE
(DOE}. NEPA processplease contact: Ms. Carol

M. Borgstrom, Director. Office of NEPA
ACTION:Notice. Oversight (EH-251, U.S. Department of
SUMMARY:DOE announced on October Energy,1000 Independence Avenue.
22, 1990, {55 F'R42633--8}that it intends SW., Washington, DC 20585,(202) 586--
to prepare a PEIS on the Department's 4600.
proposed Integrated Environmental mJemCSCOPINGMEETINGSAND
Restoration and Waste Management INVITATIONTOCOMMENT:.For the
Program pursuant to the National reader's convenience, the following is
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 repeated from the October 22.1990,
(NEPAl (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq,) as Notice referenced above. DOE is
amended, and to conduct a series of committted to providing opportunities
Fublic scoping meetings nationwide, for the involvement of interested
Today's Notice supplements the October individuals and groups in this and other
22, 1990, issuance and provides the DOE planning activities. The public
dates, locations, times and DOE points- scoping process began with the October
of-contact for the scoping meetings to be 22, 1990 Federal Register announcement
held in December 1990. The first two that DOE will prepare a PEIS on its
meetings will be held in Columbia, environmental restoration and waste
South Carolina, and in Richland, management activities; this process will
Washington, on December 3, and continue until February 19, 1991,
December 4, 1990, respectively. The public is invited to present oral or
Subsequent meetings will beheld in the written comments concerning: (1} The
following locations: Atlanta, Georgm; St. scope of the PEIS, (2) the issues that
Louis, Missouri; and Spokane, should be addressed, and (3} the
Washington, on December 6, 1990; alternative integrated approaches to be
Amarillo, Texas, on December 10, 1990: analyzed in the PEIS, Written comments
Oak Ridge, Tennessee; Portland, may be addressed to Mr. William E.
Oregon; and Chicago, Illinois, on Wisenbaker or the contract for the
December 11, 1990:,and Seattle, specific scoping meetings. These
Washington, on December 13, 1990. The comments should be postmarked by
dates and locations of scoping meetings February 19, 1991, to ensure
to be held in january and February 1991 consideration. The Department is also
wiU be published in a subsequent holding scoping meetings to facilitate
Federal Register notice, receipt of public comment on the PEIS.

Background ThesemeetingswillbegininDecember
1990:a totalof23scopingmeetingswill

The PEISwillassessthepotential beheldnationwide.The scheduleforthe

environmentalconsequencesof December scopingmeetingisshown
alternativesforimplementingan below.
integratedenvironmentalrestoration Oraland writtencomments willbe

and wastemanagement program.This givenequalconsideration.Instructions
programisexpectedtoprovidea broad, forsubmittingwrittencomments are
systematic approach to addressing given above. People desiring to speak at
cleanup activities and waste the public scoping meetings should
management practicers. The Department submit their requests to do so to the
is committed to ensuring that potential contact persons designated for that
risks to human health and the meeting, Oral presentation requests for
environment from the cleanup of each meeting should be received by
contamination resulting from past DOE at least two days before the
operations and future waste meeting.
management activities are at safe levels. The meetings will be chaired by a
DOE is further committed to full presiding officer. They will be
compliance with environmental conducted as evidentiary hearings
regulations and to the goal of completing Speakers will not be cross-examined.
environmental restoration by 2019. although the DOE representatives
AOOREIIllll ANDFURTHERINFORMATION: present may ask them clarifying
Written comments on the scope of the questions.
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To mmam _e =n ad_qua_ Energy, Oak Rklge Operation Pubic Reading Room for the Four
opporttmity to _eadt. _ mmutu will Office, Public Reading Room,P,O, Meetings Above:
be allotted for each aq_mdtm.Oepemdm$ Box 2001, Oak Ridge, TN 3"2'¢11 Richland--Department of Enerl_,
on the number of pet,weB _eqmlsting to Hot=."=8:30 am-4:30 pro, Mo_....FH. Rlchland Opermtlons Public Reading
speak, the pre_dmll ofi_ce¢ may sltlow Meetir_" St, Lotus, MO Room, Federal Butldlmg,room 157
more time for _altm_ reprnmatm$ Date: Thursday, December 8, 1990 825 Jadwm Avenue, Rtddand. WA
multiple parties o1"organizations. Timer. gam--g:3(9pm 99325 (50@}37_
Personswishkng to speak on bekaJJof Location: Clayton Plaza, 7"/'30 Houri: 8 am-12 pro,and I pro; 4:30pro,
organizations should identify the Bonhomme Avenue, St, Louis, MO Mon.-Frt,; 9 am,-t pro, Sat.
or_nizmton in theu"request. Pecans 83106 Spokane----CrosbyLibrary, Gonzaga
who have not submitted a timely request Ateeting: Oak Ridge, TN Untversit3',E, 502 Boone,Spokane,
to speak may l'_gietel' at tim meetinp, Date: Wednesday, December 11, 1990 WA 99258, (509}3211..4220Hours: 8
and will be called on to speak if time Time:. 9 am-9:30 pm am-lZ am. Mon.-ThurL
permits. Writtmt comments also will be Location: American Museum of Science Thurday--8 am-9 pm, Fri,: 9 am-9
accepted at the meettnl_, and speake.n and Energy, 300Sarah Tulsne Avenue. pro,:Sat. 11am-12 am, Sun,
are encouragedto provide written Oak Ridge,TN 37830 Purdand--Portland State University
versions of their oral comments fo.¢the Cont_'t for the Two Meetin_ Above: Library, 934 S. W. Harr_on,
record. Oak Ridge--Nelstm Llngle, U,S, Portland. OR 972,07, {503) 464--4617,

DOE wLLimake a transcript of each Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Hours: 8 am-5 pro, Mon.-..Fri:Closed
meeting, Copies will be mad= avai,i,ibLe Ope_tio_ns Office, 200 Saturdays and Sundays
for inspectio_ at the DOE Freedota of Administration Road, Mail Stop Seattle--University of Washington.
Information Reading Room {room (1E,- EW--_, Oak Ridge,TN 37831-8541, Su_alo Libraw, Fld--25
190). Forrest_d B_aikiing, 1000 (015) 57_-0727 Government Publications. Seattle,
Independence AveJa_u=SW,, Public Reading Room for the Two WA 98195, (2Z961543-4864 Hours: 10
Washington. DC 205_. durra8 business Meetings Abeve:. am-5 pro. Mon,--Fd,: Closed
hours, Monday tlaroughFriday am:[in Oak Rtd_e.-U,B. Department of Saturdays and Surtdays-.-8 am-8
LocalDOE reading rooms. Locations o[ Energy, Oak Ridge Operations pro, Mon,-Fd.: 8 am-.6 pro, Fn.: 10
local reading roams fo_the December Office, Public Readtrr8 Room,P,O, am--5pro,Sat,
meetings ate included in this No,ca. Box 2001.Oak Ridge, 'IN 37831, Meeting: Chicago, IL
The Re_d,ix_ Room= for tl_ laJ_.uaJryand Hour¢, 8:30 am--4:30pro, Mon,-Fd. Date: Tuesday, December 11,1990
February meeting will be provided in St, Lotde, MO--St. Lo_dsCounty Time: 9 am - _30 pm
the sul:_que.nt Fedm_ R_li,stm not.me Library, 1640 S. Lindbergh BN-d.,St. Location: Sheraton International Hotel
regradh'_8these scopi.n8meetings. Louis, MO ¢]'131, Hour=. 8:30 am-# at O'Hare, 6810 N. Mannheim Road.

Iss_t in W_mg, toa. DC.,tl,is _d dayof pro,Mon.-FH.: 8.30 am-@pro, Sat. Rosemont, IL 60018
Novem_ 1981>, St. Charles, MO..-St. Charles County Contact for the Meeting Above:
l_al I.. _ Library, K'ZskerRoad Branch. Klsker /kr_rme, R,--Ms, Klmberly Phillips,
AsgjstantSecretetT,Environment.Sofet_end Road, St. Cha'des, MO 03305:Hours: U,S, Department of Energy, Chicago
Health. 8:30 am-@ pro, Mon.-Thm's.: 8:.30 Operations Office. 9800 S. Cass

ScopinlLMeetiJa_Schedule am--6pro, Sat. Avenue, _e, IL 60_9. {708)
Meetiz_8: Rk:hland, WA 972-2(128

MeeUng: Columbia, SC Date: Tuesday, December 4,1990 Public Reading Room:
Dote: Monday, December 3, 1990 Time: 9 am..-9:30pm Argonne, I.b--U.S. Department of
Time: 9 am-._30 pm Locatiom FederalBuildLr_, Auditorium Energy, 9800 S. CussAvenue,
LocaUon."ParkInnImtemationak773St. 825ladwha Avenue,Ricldand.WA Argonne,Ill60439.Hours:8:.30am-5

Andrews Roe(k Co_umb4_.SC 292"10, 99352 pro, Mon.-Frt,
(803) 772:-7275 Meeting: Spokane, WA NteeLiJag:Amarillo, "IX

Meet/n_. Atlanta. C,_ Dat_ Th_lAy, December 6, 1991) Date: Monday, December 10, 1990
Date: Thtmday, December 8. 1990 Time: 9 am-g:30 pm Time: 9 am--.g:,_ pm
Time: 9 am-9,'aOpm Locatior_ Kldp&th Hotel, W. 515 Sp¢sg,ue Location: Amarillo Civic Center, 401 S,
Location: Holiday Inn, Atlanta Avenue. Spokane, WA Buchanan, Amarino, "IX79101Peachtree Comers, 6050 Peachtree

lnduetri=d Blvd., No_ C._ 30071, Meeting; Pot,tlallrL OR Contact: Patrick _.H188ins,Jr,, Division
(4041448-4400 Date: Tuesday, December 11. 1990 Director, Environmental Management

Contact for the Two Meeffn#= Above:, Time: 9 sm-._'.,_ pm Staff, Albuquerque Operations Office,
Mr. Stephen R. Writlhk Diracto_ Location: City Hall Coumal C.,hauabe_ Department of Energy, P,O, Box 5400,
Enviromnm_tal D_vismm, U.S. 1226 SW Fifth Avenue. Pomiand. Albuquerque, NM 87115, (800) 633--
Department of _, Sevsrmah _ 7156 (Z4Hours}
Rive_ Operattmm Office, P.O, Box Meeting: Seattle. WA Public Reading Room: DOE Public
A., Aiker,, SC 29602,1-806..442_ Date: Thursday, December 13,1990 Reading Room, Reference Department,

Public Reading Rooms for the Two Time: 9 am-.,g:30pm Lynn Library and Learning Center.
Meetings Above: Location: Henry M. lackso_ Federal Amarillo College, 2201 South

Aiken--PubtlcReadingRoom--DOE. Buildin_NorthAuditormm 915 Washington,4thF)oor,Amarillo,TX
are88 C.ramteville l.ib_ry, 171. SecondAvenue, Seattle. WA 79109,806-371-5400:,Ho_s: 7:4.5am-
University Parkway, Aike_ SC Contact for the Four Meetinge Above: 10pro, Mon,-Thur,; 7:45am-5 pro.Fri.;
29801 Rtd_land-- Ken Morgan, U.S. Closed Sat.: 2--6prm Sun.

_.ours: 8 a.m-.6i_, Mon.-FrL 1g pro-.6 Department o| Energ,y, 825 ]edwin.
pro, SaL Marl Stop _75, Rtcb_Ln¢i,WA [FR Doc. g0-2_95 Piled 11-2--90:11:56aml

Oak RIdge--U,S, Department of 99Q5_ lS0_1378--7162, sstuN_root _u_.o_-_
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Notice.

|tmlt, M_. DOE announced on October
22.1gOD. (3.5FR 42633_) that it intends
to prepare • PEIS on the Departments
proposedlntem'ated Environmental
Restoration end Waste Mana_ment
Proarampursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1960
(NEPA} {42 U.S.C 4321 et seq.) as
amended, and to conduct a series of
pubfic scopL._ meettnp nationwide. A
second notice was pubUshed on
November 6,1990, which tden_.ed the
dates, locations, times and DOE points-
of-contactfor the ten (10) scopit_
meetinas to be held in December 1990.
Today's Notice supplements the October
22.1990. and November 6. 1990,
issuances and provides the dates, i
lo_ttions` Umes and DOE points-of-
contact for the thirteen (13) scopm8
meetmss to be held in January and
February 1991. This notice also repeats
the informaUonon the first 10 scoptn_
meetings, i.e., the complete listing of
dittes, locations, times and DOE points-
of-contact are available in this one
notice. The first two meetings were hetd
in Columbia, South Carotina. and in
Richland. Washinston. on December 3.
and December 4.1990, respectively.
Subsequent meet_J will be held in the
followin8 locaUons: Atlanta. Georata; St.
LoulJ, MlJsourt_end Spokane,
Washinaton. on December 8,1990:
AmsnUo, Texa_ on December 10, 1990;
Oak Ridge, Tennessee: Portland.
Omlom and Chlcaso, Illinois. on
December 11.1990: and Seattle.
WashinStoo, on December 13.1990:.
Oakland. Ca_orrda and Newb.r_h,
New York. on January 6. 19911Frinceton.
New Jersey. on January 1(1.1991:
C_t_ Ohio. on January 14. 1991:
Albuquerque. new Mexico. and Las
V_as` Nevada. on January 15, 1991:
Columbus. Ohio, on January 16,1_'_:
Idaho Falls, Idaho, and Paducah.

i Kentucky, on January 22.1901: Denver,
Colorado. on January 23,1991; Boise.
Idaho, on January 24,1991: Tampa,
Florida, on January 22.1991: and
W_ DC., on February 7,1991.
liACKeJiom_ The PEIS will assess the

" .... "potential envumnmental conaequertcee
of alternatives for Implemontim_ an

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY tntsaratsd environmental restoration

_vmum_moM of DaWs, tmmtJoM and wute ,,,..-..,-,,,,ut program. This
emJ 11mqmfor Pubk lloag4#_ _ pmerem is expe_ed to provide a broad.

systematic approach to eckimosin8
on the Pt,o_mmmRIo F.mmxummt/ cleanup activities and wastelmNm 8mtemem (PEIS) for me
Oeplflm4m of F..MeTfl P_gmJOd manaasment pree_ee. The Depm'Une.tis committed to ensurinll that potential
ln_ _ _ risks to humanhealth and the
and Wtmo IdemgeamM Pmgrmu environment from the cleanup of
AOmOV:.U.q. Department of Ener83, contamination rendtins from put
(DOE}. operations and future waste
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management activities are at safe levels. The meetings will be chaired by a Room,P.O, Box 2001,Oak Ridge, TN37831
DOE is further committed to full presiding officer, They will not be Hours:5"30a.m.--4,30p,m, Mon.-F'_,
compliance with applicable conducted as evidentiary hearings. Meeting" St. Louis, MO
environmental requirements and to the Speaker will not be cross-examined. Dote: Thursday, DecemOer(5.1990
goal of completing environmental although the DOE representatives Time: 9 a.m.--O:30p.m.
restoration by 2019. present may ask them clarifying Location: Clayton Plaza. 7730Bonhomme
ADDRlUISMIIANDFURTHERINFOItMATION: questions. Avenue, St. Louis, MO 63105
Written commentson the scope of the To ensure everyone an adequate Meeting:Oak Ridge,"IN
PF_.[S,questions concerning the program, opportunity to speak, five minutes will Date: Tuesday,December11.1990
and requests for copiesof the draft PEIS be allotted for each speaker, Depending Time:9 a.m.-9:30p.m.Location: AmericanMuseum of Scienceand
should be directed to: Mr, William F.. on the number of persons requesting to Energy,300SouthTulaneAvenue,Oak
Wisenbaker, Acting Director, Division of speak, the presidin 8 officer may allow Ridge, TN 37630
Program Support, Office of more time for speakers representing
Environmental Restoration (EM.-43), multiple parties or organizations. Contact For The TwoMeetings Above
U.S, Department of Energy,1000 Persons wishing to speak on behalf of Oak Ridge:Nelsoni.ing]e,U.S.Departmentof
Independence Avenue, SW., organ/zations should identify the Energy,OakRidgeOperationsOffice,7.00
Washington, DC 20585, (301) 353--2950, organization in their request. Persons Administration Road.Mail Stop EW-O1,

For further information on theDOE who have not submitted a timely request Oak Ridge,"IN 37631-6541, (615) 576-_727

NEPA process please contact:Ms, Carol to speak may register at the meetings, Public Reading RoomsFor The Two
M, Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA and will be called on to speak if time Meetings Above
Oversight (EH-25}, U.S. Department of permits. Written comments also will be OakRidge:U,S.Depaz'tmentof Enerl_y,Oak
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, accepted at the meetings, and speakers Ridge Operations Office, Public Reading
SW., Wash/ngton, DC 20585, (202) 586- are encouraged to provide written Room.P.O.Box2001,Oak Ridge,TN 37831,
4600, versions of their oral comments for the Hours:8:30a.rn,-4:30p.m.Mon,-Fd,
I_JBLICMC,OMNQIBMMTINGIIAND record. St, Louis, MO: St. Louis County Library, lfa40
mvrra'nou 1'ocoMMam': For the DOE will make a transcript of each S.LindberghBlvd.,St.Louis,MO 63131.
reader's convenience, the following is meeting, Copies will be made available Hours: 8:30a.m.-9 p.m. Mon.--Fri,,e:30 a,m-
repeated from the October 22,1990. for inspection at the DOE Freedom of e p,m.. Sat.
Notice referenced above, DOE is Information Reading Room (Room 1E,- St,KiskerCharles,RoadMO:Branch.St.CharlesKiskerCOUntYRoad,L_brarY,st.
committed to providin8 opportunities for 190), Forrestal Building, 1000 Charles, MO 63305.Hours: 8:30a.m.--9p.m.,
the involvement of interested Independence Avenue SW,, Mon.-Thurs., 8:30a.m.-6p.m., Sat,
individuals and groups in this and other Washington, DC 7.05-85,during business Meeting: R/ch]and.WA
DOE planning activities. The public hours, Monday through Friday and in Dote:Tuesday,December4, 1990
scopin8 process began with the October local DOE reading rooms. Locations of Time:9 a.m..-0:30p.m.
22,1990, Federal Rst_tm' announcement local readin8rooms for the scopin8 Location: FederalBuildingAuditorium, 825
that DOE will prepare a PEIS on its meelings are included in this Notice. ladwtn Avenue, Richland, WA 99352
environmental restoration and waste Issuedin Washington,DC this6th day of Meeting: Spokane,WA
management activities; this process will December1990. Date:Thursday,December6,1990
continue until February 19,1991. Paul L,Zism_, Time: 9 a.m..-@:30p.m.

The public is invited to present oral or AuiamntSecretory, Environment, Safeq/and Location: Ridpath Hotel, W. 515 SpragueAvenue, Spokane. WA
written comments concerning: (1) The Health. Meeting: Portland,OR
scope of the PEIS; (2) the issues that S_p/n8 Meeting Schedule Date: Tuesday, December 11, 1990
should be addressed: and (3) the Time: 9 a,m--@:30p.m.
alternative integrated approaches to be MastiC: Columbia. SC
analyzed in the PE[S. Wdtten comments Dote:Monday,December3,1990 Location: City Hall CouncLlChambers,1220
may be addressed to Mr. William F.,. Time: 9 s.m..-0:30p,m. SW Fifth Avenue, Portland,OregonLock.'on: Park InnInternational 773St Meeting: Seattle, WA
Wisenbaker or the contact for the Andrews Road.Columbia, SC29210, (803} Date: Thursday, December 13,1990
specific scopin8 meetings. These T_...Tz_ Time: 9 a.m.-(k30 p.m.
comments should be postmarked by Meeti_: Atlanta, GA Location: Henry M. Jackson Federal Building,
February 19,1991, to ensure Dote: Thursday, December 6,1990 North Auditorium, 915Second Avenue.
consideration. The Department is Time:9 a.m.-0:30p.m. Seatde,WA
holding scopin8 meettngsto facilitate Location: Holidayinn, Atlanta Peachtree Contact For TheFourMeetings Above
receipt of public commentson the PEIS. Comers.5050PeachtreeIndustrialBlvd.,
These meetings will begin in December Norcroas,GA 30071,(404}448.4400 Rich[and:Ken Morgan,U.S.DepartmentofEnergy, 87.5ladwin, Mail StopA775.
1990;,a total of 23 scoptn8meetings will ContactFor The TwoMeetings Above Rich]and.WA 99352,(506)376-7162

be held nationwide. The schedule for all Mr. StephenR.WHght,Director, Pubfic ReadingRoomsFor The Four
23 scopin8 meetings is shown below. EnvironmentalDivision. U.S.Department Meetinga Above

Oral and written comments will be of Ener_, Savannah River Operations
given equal consideration. Instructions Office. P.O,Box A. Aiken. SC 29802,1--_00-- Rich]and: Department of Energy Richland
for submitti_ written comments are z4z..szes Operations. PubLicReading Room.Federal

Buildin_ Room 157,82.5Jadwtn Avenue,
given above. People desiring to speak at Public Reading RoomsFor The Two Richland.WA 99325,(500}376-.8.583.l-i,_urs:
the public scopin8 meetings should Meetings Above 8 a.m.-12 p.m.. and 1 p.m.-4:30p,m.,Mon.-
submit their requests to do so to the Alken: Public Readin8 Room--DOE, Gre88 Fri..9 a.m.-I p.m.. SeL
contactpersonsdesignatedforthat GranitevlUeLibrary,171University Spokane:CrosbyLibrary,Conzaga
meeting. Oral presentation reqt'lests for Parkway. Alken. SC 29801.Hours: 8 a.m.-6 University, E 502Boone. Spokane, WA
each meeting should be received by p.m.Mon.-FH.,lZ p.m.-ep.m.Sat 99258,(509)328-.422o.Hours:Sa.m.-12a.m,.
DOE at least two days before the Oak Ridge:U.S.DepartmentofEnergy,Oak Mon.-Thurs.,8 a.m.-0p.m.,Fri.,9 a.m,-9
meetin_ RidgeOparstzonOffice, PublicReading p.m.. Sat.,11a.m.-12a.m.,Sun,
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Poland: Po-tland Stats University Library. Mac Boltou. (91e1758-2332. Hours: 1 p.m.-O
034 S,W. Harrison. Portland. OR 97207. p.m.. Mon.. 10 a.m.-6 p.m.. Tues.-Wed.. 10
(5031 404-.4617.Hours: 8 a.m,-6 p.m..Mon.- a.m,-.6 p,m.. ThuJr..Fd..10 a.m,-6 p.m..Sat
Frl. Closed Saturdays and S:'--daye Pelo Alto: Palo Alto PubUc L/bnu'y. 5213

RelttJe: UnJveFsity of WalJ_illlton. Stlz.7.alo News" Road, Palo Alto. CA 04303, contact:
Library, FM-25 Government Publtcati_as. RotleT BoniUa. (455) 329-2430. Hours: 10

Seattle, WA 98105.(2901943.,4e_. Horn1: a.m.--ep.m., Mou.-Fd.. 10 a,m.-6 p.m. Sat., This spacewasfelledwith10 a.m.-6 p.m.. Mon.-Fd. CloNd Saturdays 1 p.m,-6 p.m., Sun.
and.Sundays 8 e.m.-6 p.m.Mon.--Fd., 8 SeBUValley: Semi Valley Public Library, _ incorrect information about
a,m.-6 p.m.. Frl.. 10 e.m,-6 p.m.. Sat. Tapo Canyon Road. Semt Valley, CA 9aoea, Princeton. Ithas been

Mee_8: Chica8o./L Contact:GallDemlrtoe.(ao61S26-5733. blockedout.
Date: Tuesday, December 11,1990 HouTIg 10 |.m.-9 p.m., Mon.-Thure.. 10
Time: 9 a.m.-.e:30 p.m. i.m.-6 p.m., Fri. Sat. 1 p.m.-4 p.m., Sun.
LocoUon: Sheraton intemat_onal Hotel at Livermore:.Llvermom Public Ubrary. 1000

O'Haro. _10 N. Mannheun Road. South Uvermoro Ave.. Uvermot_ CA
Roeemont. ii, (10018 94MO. (45S) 373-.880.Hours: 10 a.m.-Op.m..

Contact For The Meeting Above Moa.,-Thut.. 10 a.m.-6 p.m., Fd,-sat., 5p.m.-4 p,m.. Sun.
Ms. Klmberiy PldlUps. U.S. Deparlment of MeetJaS: Newbursh, NY

EnerKy. Cldcaao OperatiOl_ Office. g000 S. Date." Tuesday. January & lggl
Cass Avenue. Arsorme. IL_43g. (7081972- Time."9 a.m.-0:30 p.m.
2028 Z_'oUon: Holiday lr_ 90 Route 171(,

Public Read/n# Room Newbur_ N'Y 52550. (Across from the ?,feeOns: C_cimaa_l. OH

Argonne, n_.U.S. Department of Ener_, 9800 airport) (f14) s4ee029 Dote:Time:Monday,9a.m..-e:30Januaryp,m.14,1991
S. Case Avenue, AJ3omle, Ill e043g.Houri: Contact For The Meeting Above LocaU'OrUHilton NorJa. 38M Hauck Road,
8:30 a.m.-S p.m., Ms- -Fd. Charles F. Baxter, U.S. Department of Enet3y, Cln¢_uti. OH MQ31 1512}563.-8332

Meeting: Amarillo, TX 28 Federal Plaza. Room 3437, New York. Meeting: Columbus, OH
Date: Monday, December 10.1990 NY 10278, (2121294-1021 Dote: Wednesday, January l& 5991
Time: 9 a.m.-.0:30 p.m. Time: O a.m.-6".30 p.m.
Locauon: Amarillo Civic Center, 401 S. Public ReadJng Rooms For The Meeting LoaotJon.'Hyatt on Capital Sqmu_, 75 State

Buchanan. Amarillo. TX 791O1 Above Street. Columbus. OH 43215. (e54) 7.7J5-1234

Contact For The Meeting Above U.5. Depm'maeat of Ener_, ZaFederal Plaza,Room 3437, New York, N_ 102_ Contact: Contact For The Two Meetings Above
Pel_ck I. H188ins. Jr,,Division Director, Charles F. Baxter, (2"12}284-1021 Hours: 7 Nelmn Llns_. U.S. Department of Eneqw,

Envtronmental Manasement Staff. a.m.-6 p.m.. Mon.-.Fd. O-k Ridp Ol_mttons Office 200
Albuque.,'que OpemttonJ Office. Albmay: New York State Library, Cultural Admbaiat_tiou Road, Mall Stop EW-.Q1,
Depm'unent of Ener_, P,O, Box S400, Educat/on Department. Mad/s4m Avenue, Oak RldSl, TN 37831-8641, (er15}570-0727

Albuquerque. NM 87115,(800)033-71545(24 Empire Stats Plaza, Albany, NY 12230, Public Reodi_f Booms For The Two
Houri) Contact: Geroma YsvtrkowkL (S18) 473- MeeU'ngs Above118&Matantis available it the Circulation

Public Reading Room Deak. Hours: 9 a.m.-,6 p.m., Mon.--Fd. Cbadmmb: Lane Library.800Vine Street.
DOE PubLic Reading Room. Reference Sprbalwdle: Concord Public Library, 23 N. CLucimmtk OH 45202,Houri: 9 e.m.-6 p.m.,

Department. Lynn Library and Learmn8 Buffalo Street. Sprinavdle, NY 54141. (716) Mon.-Thur_ 9 era-6 p.m,. Fri.-Sat.
Center, AmtnUo College, 22,01South 592-7742. Contact: A.,mette Gamete. Ho_m: Columbus:PortsmouthPublic Librm'y, 1220
Wasb/n_ton, 4th Floor. Amanflo. TX 711109. 2 p.m.-O p.m., Mort. 2 p.m.-7 p.m,,Tues.. 10 Galla Street. Purtmouth, OH 4,5_7, Hours 9
806-371_. Hours: 7:4S |.m.-10 9,m.. a.m.-12 noon and 2 p,m.-@ p.m., Thurs., 2 a.m.-6 p.m., Mon.-Fri. O8.m.-6:30 p.m., Sat.
Mon.-Tlaur.. 7:45 a.m._ p.m., FH.. eloNd p.m.--e p.m. Frl., 10 a.m-12 noon.Set. Meetin#: Albuquerque. NM
Sat.. 2-6 p.m., Sun. Meeu'ng: Princeton. NI Dote: Tuesday, January 15,lg91,

Meeting: Oakland, CA Dote: Thursday, J_muL,'y 10.1991 Time: 9 a.m,-_..30 pJ_
Dote: Tuesday, January 8, 1991 Time: 9 e.m.-_.30 p.m. LocoU'ou: Albuq,:erque Convention Center,
Time: 8 a.m.--_:30 p.m. LocaUon: Ramada Inn at Princeton. 4355 401 2rid Sti_t NW., Albuquerque. NM
LocatJon: Hystt Regency Oakland. 1001 Route 1, Princeton, N] 08540(808) 452-2400 87102

Broadway, Oakland. CA 94607.(415)893- Contact For The Meet/n# Above Contact For TheMeeting Above

123,_ Nelson Liable, U.S. Department of Enertw, Patrick I. Hlllllimk Ir. Division Directors,
Contact For The Meeung Above Oak Ridge Operations Office. ZOO F,Javimm,,anUdMmm8ement Office.

Ray Corey. U.S. Department of Enetlw, AdmLn.iatration Road, Mail StopEW.-e'I, Deplxtment of I_nerW, P.O. Box 5400.
lawrence LavermoreSite Office, 7000F... Oak Ridge, "IN 37831-6,541.(815} 57fi-0727 Albuquerque, NM 87115,(800) 633-7158 (24

Avenue i,-574. Livermore, CA 94550.(415) Public Reading Room For The MeetJ'n# Hom_)
423--2t:3_4 Above Public P,e_dinBRooms For The Meeting

Pubfic Reading Rooms For The Two Trenton: Mercer County Library, Above
Afeet_ngs Above lawrencevlile Branch. Lawumcevil]e, N], Albuquerque: U.S. Department of Energy,
Oakland: U.S, Department of EnerT/, Public Hours: 9:30 a.m,-.e p.m., Mo_.-Thun.. ¢:.30 NaUonai Atomic Museum Public Readm_

ReadLn_Room. San Francisco Operetiom, a,m,-6:30 p.m., Fri.. 108.m.-3 p.m, Sat. Room, i_dldl_ 20358on Wyoming Blvd.
Office, 1333Broadway, Oakland. CA 94612, Kixtland Air Force Base,Albuquerque, N,'M
(4151273--4429.Houri: 8:30 a.m...4:30p.m. 87155.Contact: Loratta Hellin_ (505 843-
Mon.-Frt. 43711Hours: Oa.m.-6 p.m.,Mon.-Fd.

Berkeley: Berkeley Public Librm'y. ZOgO Albuquerque: C..ener_dPublications
IOttredge Street. Berkeley, CA 94704.(4151 Depara=ent. Zlmmerman Library,
644-6500. Hours: 50 a.m.-.e p.m.. Mon,- Univermty of New Mexico. Albuquerque.
Thur, 10 8.m.--6 p.m., Frl.-.Sat.,1 p.m.-S NM 87139,Contact: Bulalie W. Brown, (505)
p.m. Sun. 277...5445.Hours 8 aJn.-0 p.m.. Mon..Tl,.un.,

Day/s: Davis Branch, Yolo County Library, 8 a.m..-_ p.m.. Friday, 1 p.m..,-5p.m., Sat.-
315 F,,ast14th St,. Davis, CA 9,5616,Contact: Sun,
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Carl-bad: Carl=_td Public Library, 101 South pJa., Tues-Thura., 10 aJn.-6 p.m. Frt., 1 l_zblic Reodutg Room Foe The Meetir_
HalaBnmm Street, Cad_d_d, NM 88230, p.a_--8 p.m., SOL & Smx. Above

Contact: Mrs. Mary Elms, (508) 885..6776. Moscow: Moscow-Latah County Library, 110 Largo: Largo Public L/brary, 351 East Bay
Hours 8 a.m.-8 pJn., Mon.-Fd. 12 p.m.--5 South |effersm¢ Moscow, Idaho 83843, (208} Drive, Largo, FL 34640,Contact: Joanna
p.m., Saturday. 882-3825. Hours: 10 a.m.-@ p.m., Man` & Bromber_, (813} 587-6715. Hours: 9:.30a.m.-

Ale,mac Mesa Public library, 1742 Thur., 10 a.m..-6 pun, Tues., Wed. and Fri.. 8 p.m.. Mon.-Thur., 9:30 a.m.--5p.m., FH.-
CentrAl Avenue, Los Alsmot, NM 8754,5, 10 _m..-,5 p.m., Sat. Sat.
Contact: Kathy B_xklund, (505168Z-82.53. Idaho Falls: Idaho Falls Public Library, 4,57 Meeting: Washington, DC
}tours: 10 a.m.--@p.m., Moo., 10 a.m.--6 p.m.. Broadway, Idaho Falls, [D 83402. (Z08) 529.- Date: Thursday, February 7, 1991
Fri., 9a.m.-5 p.m., Saturday, 11 a.m.--,5p.m., 1450. Hour= g a.m.-0 p.m., Mon.-Thurs, g Time: 9 a.m..-9:30 p.m.
Sunday a.m.-.6:30 pJn_ Frt.-SaL Location: Holiday Inn Capitol, 550 C St|eeL

Meeting: Los Ve_aa, NV Twin Fall=: Twin Fills Public Library, ¢34 Znd SW, Washington, DC 200"/.4(292) 479-4000
Date: Tuesday, January 15, 1991 Street East, Twin Falls. ID 83,101. (Z08) 733-.
Time." 9 a.m.--@'.30p.m. 2964. Hour= 10 a.m.--6 p.m., Man. &Fri., 10 Contact For The iV|eating Above
Location: U.S. Depeztment of Energy, Nevada a.m.-@p.m., Tues., Wed., & Thurs., 12 p.m.- W.E. Wisenbaker. AcUn8 Director, Division

Operations Office Auditorium, 2.753South 5 p.m.. Sat. of ProBram Support. Environmental
HiBhland Drive, Los Vegas, NV 89109 Pocatello: PocateIlo Library, 812 East Clark, Restoration (EM.-43) U.S. Department of

Contact For The Meebn8 Above Pocatello, ID 83201, (298} 232-12,83.Hour=: Energy, 10130Independence, Avenue, SW.,
10 a.m.-@ p.m., Mon.-Thur¢, 10 aJn.--6 p.m., WashinBton. DC 2.0,58,5,(301) 353-4500

Kanen Randolph. DOE Nevada Operations Fd. & SoL
Ofce, P.O. Box 98,518,Los VeBss, NV Meeting: Paducah, K'Y Public Reading Room For The Meeting
89193,(702} 2115-3521 Date: Tuesday, |antutry 22, lg91 Above

Public Reading Rooma For The Meeting Time: 9 Lm -_.30 p.m. Department of Energy, Freedom of
Location: J.R.'sExecutive Inn, 1 Executive Information Readm8 Room. 1000

Above Boulevard, Paducah, KY 42001 (502) 443- Independence Ave. SW, Room 1El90,
l-as VeBu: Government Documenta 8000 Washington. DC20585, {21_21586-6020.

DepartmeaL Jamu I_ Dickinson Library, Hours: 9 a.m.-4 p.m., Mon.-Fri.
University of Nevada, Los Vel_uk 4805 Contact For The Meetin# Above
South Maryland Parkway, Lu VeBas, NV Nelson L/ngle, U.S. Department of Energy, [FR Doc. 90.-28087 Fried 12-10-90:, 8:4.5am]
89154.Contact: Ken Schott. (702) 739-340@. Oak RidSe Operation= Off;ca 21)0 mLUI_ COOtMl_-aS-41
Hour= 8 =Lrn--6pro_ Admirdstratlon Road, Marl Stop E'W-gl,

Department of P_Jae_jy2753S. Ht_am'[ Drive. Oake RidBe, 'IN 37831-&541, (615) b76-0727
Las Vegas, NV 89109, Contact: Cynthia
Ortiz, (702} 295-1274. Hours: 7:30 a.m.-4:30 Public Reodir_ Room For The Meeting
p.m.. Mon.-.Frl. Above

Beatty: Beatty Commun/ty Library, P.O. Box Paducah: Paducah Public library, 555
129 Betty, NV 8g00_ Contact:. Jay WOlL Washin_on AveeN. Paducah, KY 42._I.
(7021553-2257. Hours: 8:15 a.m.--4:4k5p.m. Hours: 10 sJn...41p.m., Mon.-FrL, 10 a.m.-O

Meeting: Idaho FnllJ, [D p.m., Sat,, 2 p.m.-.6 p.m.,
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 1991 Meetir_. Denver.Colorado Area
Time: 9 Lm.-@:30 p.m. DaM: Wednesday, |FatuaryZ3,1991
Loc_tion: West Bank Inn. 475 River Parkway, Time: 9 a.m. to 9:30 p.m.

Idaho Falls, ID 83402 (Z08) 523-2310 Locobon: We=tznin=ter City Park Recreation
Meetit_" Boise, [D Center, 10456 N. Sheridan Blvd.,
Dote: Thurlday, January 24, 1991 Westminster, CO 80030
Time: ga.m.-4k30 p.m.
Locotiotu Rod I.ion Riverside, 2900 Chmden Contact Fat Ths Meetin@ Above

Blvd., Boise, ID 83"/14, (208) 343--18"/1 Ms. Beth Br_mud. Office of Public Affairs
Attn: ER/WM PRIS, U.S. De_u'tment of

Contact For The Two MeeLings Above Ener_, Rocky Flat= ,Office, P.O. Box 928,
]ackie Clement=, _ Public Altain Office. Golden, C 80402-C92& 1-.800-44_7_110

785 DOE Place,MS I_,5,Idaho Fa]b, [D
Public Reading Rooau, For The Meeting

83515,(Z08} 5Z8-8121 Above

Public Readies Rooau_For The Two Rocky Rat= Environmental Monltorin_
Meeting= Above Council, 15311Cole Blvd., SuRe 150 Golden,
Idaho FalhuDOE-4D PublicReadin8Room, CO 80401(3031 Z3,?,--19_Contact:Howard

INEL Technical Library, 177_ Scien_ Brown, Hours by _opotntment
Center Drive, Idaho Falls. Idaho 83402. Front Range Community Colle_s library, 364,5
(208) 528-1191 or (208) 528-1144, Hours: 8 West ll2th Avenue. Westminster, CO
a.m.-7 p.m., Mon.-Thura., 8 &m.-6 p.m., Fri. 80030, (303} 468-4435. Hours: 12.-8 p.m.,
9 a.m.-1 p.m., Sat., 8 a.m--,5 p.m., Summer, Man. &Tuna., 9 a.m.-3:45 p.m., Wed.-Fri
(Mon.-Fri.) Meeting: Tamga, FL

Pocatello: INEL Pucatello Office, 215 North Dote: Tuesday, January 29,1991
9th Pocatello, Idaho 83Z01.(208) 23,3-4732. Time:. 9 a.m..-@.30p.m,
Hour=:9 a.m.-7 p.m., Man., ga.m.--_p.m., Location: Taml_ Convention Center, 333 S.
Tuea.-FrL Franklin StreeL Tampa, FL 33002 (813) 223-

Twin Falb_:LNEL Twin Falls Office, 1062Blue 8811
LakesBlvd.North,SuRe 106,Twin Falls,

Contact For The Meeu'ng AboveIdaho 83001, (Z08}734-0463. Hours: 8 a.m.-7
p,m.. Man.. 8 a.m.-6 p.m. Tues.-Fri. Patrick |. Hi.ins, It., Division Director,

EnviroamenUd M=ma_ement Staff,
Information Repo_itorie_ Albuquerque OpemUon= Office,
Boise:. Boile Public l.lbllry, 715 South Capitol Department of Rnm3y, P.O. Box 5400,

Bodevm'd. Boise, IdahoS3rO_,(_e} 384- Albuquerque,NM 87115(800)S33.-71_(Z4
4076.Hours:I0a.m.-6p.m..Man.,I0 a.m.--@ Hours)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY DOE has prepared the IP to record the indicted below. Also, agencies,
results of the public comments on the organization.,.and the general public areDraft h11_ _ fo¢ tlw scopeof the PELSand to serve asa plan

invited to take part in any one of five
Elwlcmwnentm Rutocstlofl _ Waste for the preparation of the PEIS. The IP planned regional public workshops. The
Manageme_ Pfogrlmtmatle also states the alternatives and issues to dates, locations, and contact
Environmental Impact tPdstement be evaluated in the PEIS. information for the five workshogs are
Aa|I_W U.S. Department of Energy The L° contains seven chapters, seven listed below and will be announced in

appendices, and an executive summary, local public noticesin advance of the
(DOE). The bulk of the information is presented planned workshops. Following
ACTION:Notice of availability for public in chapters one through four and in completion of the comment period and
comment and announcement of public Appendix C, which are briefly described consideration of the written comments.
workshops, below. Background,bibliographic, DOE will revise the Draft IP as
SuMItum'f: DOE announces the organizational, and administrative appropriate and issue an IP for thePEIS.
availabilityforpublicreviewand informationareincludedintheother AnOn||sa| AND FUMTHMMINFOMMA_
comment oftheDraftImplementation sectionsofthe].P, Writtencomments on the[Pand

Plan(IP}fortheEnvironmental Chapterone.Introduction,provides questionsconcerningtheprogram
Restorationand Waste Management historicaland backgroundinformation, shouldbedirectedto:GlenL.Sjoblom,
{EM) Programmatic Environmental discusses the regulatory framework Special Assistant to the Assistant
Impact Statement (PEIS), DOE also under which DOE operates and explains Secretary, Environmental Restoration
plans to conduct a series of workshops the relationship of the EM PEIS to other and Waste Management (EM-1), U.S.
to discuss the Draft LP.The purpose of DOE activities. Chapter two, Purpose of Department of Energy,1000
the Draft IP is to record the results of the and Need for the Proposed Action. Independence Avenue, SW.,
public scoping processand to serve as a relates the proposedaction to the Washington, DC 20585.
plan for the preparation of the PEIS.The fundamental mission of DOE's EM To request copiesof the LP,call (800)
Draft IP also states the alternatives and program. 862-.8860.
issuesto be evaluated in the PEIS, The third chapter, "the Scoping For further information on the DOE
aACKaROtmO:On October 22. 1990,DOE Processand Results, describes the DOE NEPA process,contact:Carol M.
issued a Notice of Intent (NOI} to scopingprocess and the results of the Borgstrom, Director,Office of NEPA
prepare the EM PEIS, which identified scopingmeetings, This chapter Oversight (EH-?..5},U.S. Department of
the proposed scopeof the PEIS and describes how public oommentswill be Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
initiated the public scopingprocess.The addressed in the preparation of the SW., Washington. DC 20585,(202}586-
proposed action is to formulate and PEIS. 4e00 or (600} 472-2756.
implement an integrated EM program in Chapter four, Proposed Action and
a safe and environmentally sound Alternatives, _ves details on the DaTeS: The comment period on the IP
manner and in compliance with proposed scope of the PF.JS.The overall will continue until April 10. 1992.
applicable requirements. This proposed EM proposed action addresses both Written comments should be
action will be achieved by defining a environmental restoration and waste postmarked by April 10, 1992, to ensure
broad, systematic approach to DOE management.The PEIS will analyze the consideration.
remedialactivitiesand waste currentenvironmentalrestoration pumMc WORKS_0(MI=Fiveregionalpublic

management practices.The PEISwill program(noactionalternative}and workshopson the[Pareplanned.They
analyze the existing EM program (the three alternatives. The PEIS also will will be held at the foUowin8 times and
no.actionalternative)and evaluate assessthe currentwastemanagement places:

alternativesforanintegratedprogram, program(noactionalternative)and Date:Tuesday,March 17',1992.
IntheNOI, DOE requestedcomments alternativesforeachofsixwaste Location:AtlantaPentaHotel.590

concerningthescopeofthePEIS.The classificationsand forDOE spent West PeachtreeStreet,NW., Atlanta,
publiccomment periodwas from nuclearfuel.The alternativeswillbe GA 30308-..3586,(404}881...6000.(800)
October22,1990(thepublicationdateof analyzedinan integratedway since 633-0000.
theNOI} toFebruary19,1.991.Beginning environmentalrestorationactivities Date:Thursday,March 19,1992.
on December 3,1990,DOE held73 generatewaste.The last=sectionof Location:St.TropesHotel.455East

scop|ngmeetingsatvariouslocations chapterfour.AlternativesAnalysis. Harmon Avenue,Las Vegas,NV 891.09,
across the country to ensure adequate describes the approaches to be used in (702}369-.5400,(800) 666,-.5400.
opportunity for participation by the stud],dn8risks and impacts related to Date: Wednesday, March 25.1992.
public and other government agencies, environmental restoration and waste Location:RegencyHotel, 3900F.Jati
During the public commentperiod, over management alternatives and the Street, Denver, CO 80216,(303}458..4}608,
1.200people provided approximately impacts of technology development. (800) 525--8748.
7,000comments, either by participating Appendix C provides a proposed Date: Friday, March 27,1992.
in the meeun_,s or by submitting annotated outline for the PEIS. Location: Airport Ramada L,m,
materials and Letters to DOE. The INVWATIONTOCoMMas. ALL Spokane International Airport, Spokane,
majority of colnments came from interested parti_s are invited to WA 99219,{509) 838...5211.
individuals. However, about ZgO comment on the i_"_,In an effort to Date: Tuesday, March 31,1992.
organizations also participated. A encourage public i.'wolvement, copies of Location: Georgetown University
statistical analysis of scoping comments the [P, with an invitation to comment Convention Center, 3800 Reservoir
shows that most concernswere related and notice of the workshops, will be Road, NW.. Washington, DC 20007, (202}
to the public perception of the DOE sent to all those who participated in the 687--3200, {800) 44&..e476,
culture and to envu'onmental, health, scoping process or who asked to be on These workshops will be diff'rent in
and safety issues, the marlin8 list. Written comments format from the scoping meeti_s in

In the NOI, DOE stated that the [P should be directed to Mr. Glen L. order to facilitate interactive
would be issued for public comment. Sjobiom at the address and by the date communication between participants

A-4-1



Appendix A-4 Federal Register Notices

4194 FmimmiResimsr/ Vii. ,57.No. _ I Tuesday,Febrmu,y 4. 19_. I Notice,
I Illii I I I II II i I I i i I I I I I III --

and senior DOE repremmtativu of tlm lmmsdin Wanlm_m_, 13_ tldmaolbday el
program and to mndlclt indivkhud Jan..lg_,.

viewpoints. The wodadwlm will be PaulL,_.
tnformedin nature end no formed Asniamat._emtarg, BnWmum_,_ofeJ¥ and
transcript will be rmmnled. Anyone /-/_lth.
wisladn8 to ensure that DOK will _ Doc.oz.-za87F_d _ _u aml
consider hi, or her mn_mt, lu tim mum, _ua,m.m4
preparation of the IP zdzouklsubmit tiaras .-
in writing.

EachworksbepontheIPwillo0mist
of day and evanu_ plmutry semimm
four small-8roup brealeomtmmsiel
during the day. These workshops will
focus on DOE EM prowa_-wicie lamina
relating to the PEIS, not eite-alpecific
issues. The plenary seuJton* will consist
of presentatimm on the PEIS proceu and
the IP. Registration is requk_l for the
small-group breakout eeeeions of the
workshops, but not for the plenm'y
sessions, Anyone who wishes to
participate in the breakout amiens at
one of the five workshops sbmlld Gilt]
{_30) 862--8860to zel_itex st least two
weeks before the date of the desired
workshop.

The breakout sessions will focus an
four topics related to the _ the
process.Waste Manallmm,*nt.
Envlronmental Restorutlcm, and
Teehnolc_y Develolummt. The breakout
sessions will be repeated to allow the
participants to cover all four topics.
Re_strsticm will be on s _.
first.served basis. The nember of
breakout attendees will be limited to
appnoximste]y 60 pertains (IS for etch of
the breakout sessions) m promote on
interactive stmoaq_hem.

The tentative aaada far the
workshop, is as foii_m:

Doy Session
8:00...8:15Welcome
8:15-_'30 Pmsentetzon on the _ Procem
8:30-_1S Prnental_ogon theiP
9:15-8:4,5Genmtt QueltioM
9:45...I0 Break
10-1z 13re,kout Se, aiomsWow pamlld

oesmo_:PEIS ProceM, Wuta
ManaSemer,,t,Environmental
Restoration.and Teclulc_
13evelopunmt)

11-12 Repeat Breakout Seustoum
lZ-Z Lunch
1--2 Repeat B_akout Semlone
2-3 RepeatBreakout Sn_ioruJ
3-3'30 Break(facilitatonlmlpuzim|ca.

plenaryseamk_)
3:30-.5 BreakoutSummaryReport(horn

fm_l_tatore)& cmrm_

Eye.in8 Smsiaa
6_?a-8_4_ Wakamm
6:4S--7 P,_mt of PmNmatmu oDtM

l_oqueu
7-_':45 Reput of'PreMutatloason t/natIP
r:,¢_.4kls Repentof Bnmkout8ummmy

Report(fromf, ciJttatm,lamd emmmsts
8:15-.8:_0 Bmtk
8:30._30 Genmul Qumttom amdCumnumm
_30.._0 Smmumy itmmlu
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Ii

thesmk wmahm m.tkm _ oL
_ _ _ T_ p_ ot lbe
D_fLl_Jt_ umr6 tkeremlm_ tbe
publkummSln_m tjul U mrveas L
plan foe dm pmlJmmmu af t_ Iq_Tbe
Draft lP robs eiatnthe _ 8M
issues _ be evtlume6 kt lib,.

Background

Oetol_r 72, Z99& DOE Issued a

PEIS, which, idm_fi_ tJ_ pampmmd
scope _ _ _ anti ix_t/atad the
public, acaqun8pmcass, The proposed
ac_on is to formulate and implement u
intelFated F.Mpro_am tn a safe and
environmentally sound manner and in
compliance with appficable
requirements. This proposed act/on will
be achieved'by deflnin8 a broad.
systemaUc approach to []g_E remedial
activities and waste manasement
practices. The _ w_|f anah/ze the
existing EM p.,'u_'am (the no-action
alternative) and ova}uato ai_rnarives
for an integrated program.

"ih the l_or. DOE requested comments
concernm8 the scope of the PEIS. The
public comment period was from
October _ 1080 fthe publfcetio= date of
the NOI| to February tg. 1991. Besmn/ng
on December 3.10_. DOE held
scopin8 n_ at wtrfous locations
across the country to ensm'e adequate
opportm_tF for particil_tion by the

DBP_MYMMMYOF ENERGY public end o4hev_nt a_¢_in.
Dur/ng the l_b}_c' cmnme_ perkM, over

ImlMzimzmmma IMamIra' tim 1.7.00penile prov_led aplp_xims_4y
[nvl_ Ikm_'llll_ at_ _ 7,000 cmmnen_, e/tk_, by'pert_'ipat_wg
Jda_gwmem PlroM_mmm_ in the _ er by mJbmi_J_
En_Mu_Nm_ Impmt Slmtamm_ materials and letters to [IO]S. The

A_mCW U.$_ Del_r_ent o_ Ener_ majority of comments came from
(DOE). individuals. However. about 280
ACI'K_ Amendment of notice of orsaaizatim_ atao l_rUcipamd. A
availability for public comment and statistical a_seiysi8 d ecopin_ comlwnut
announcement oLpui_licwor_: shmv_that meet conce_s m retatectto the_ _n of theDOE
e_ odpu_kc comment period, c_Ime and to mwimn_k be_|_,
SUMMAnWDOE a_ced on Fekavary and safety impeL.
4. 1992 (57 FR.4193), the availability, for in t_ NOL _E stated, that th_ Id_
public review and comment. _ the Draft would be immed for publ/c _t,
Implementation PLan(L°| for the DOE has Prelpand, tl_ IP to zm:md the
Environmental-Restoration, and Waste rem_laoftheIp_bli___I_ an the
ManaBement (EM) Programmatic scope of tint _ _ 1o am,vo 8s atp_an
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) (or ths ps_mma of the PHI&.The IP
and plans to condect a s_/es o_ f_ve also siam tim a_mma_m-,,,,t _ to

worksho_ to di_uss tllv _sh _ evi_ m I_ P_S.
IP. DOB is now mm_mctng plans m The lP commm xm _ seven
hold a sixth public workshop on the appen_ sad atnen(ece_ve mmmmry.
Ondt lP in theOncimmtL Ohio. araL The _ of the informat_m impmmnted
and encteadin_ the era5of the l_b_¢ in chapters m tJl_u_ fore' mad in
comment period fmi AprB 10. _ to Appemd_ _ wki_ rantb_lefly clmeribed
April Z41.19m.For tht convemenm of below. _ bdk,/ti_m_c.
the Imll_Jr.,DOE is adu, mlmbitid_in8tll_. ors_ a_ _I_
lnfomJdmm kmes d_ February _ _ i_ ate _ in tko oth_r
conce_ ___ __ s___.

that noldm are tko dam sad Jocmiem o/ historical and background informs tioo.
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discusses the regulatory framework Addresses and Further Information wishing to ensure that DOE will

under which DOE operates and explains Written comments on the IP and consider his or her comments in the
the relationship of theEM PEIS to other questions concerning the program preparation of the IP should submit them
DOE activities, Chapter two. Purpose of should be directed to: G!p.n L. Sjoblom. in writing.
and Need for the Proposed Action, Special Assistant to the Assistant Each workshop on the IPwill consist
relates the proposed action to the Secretary. Environmental Restoration of day and evening plenary sessions and
fundamentalmissionofDOE's EM and Waste Management {EM-I),U.S. foursmall-groupbreakoutsessions
program. DepartmentofEnergy.1000 duringtheday.Theseworkshopswill
The thirdchapter.The Scoping [ndependenceAvenue,SW.. focusonDOE EM program-wideissues

Process and Results. descmbes the DOE Washington, DC 20585. relating to the PEIS. not site-specific
issues. The plenary sessions will consist

scopln8 process and the results of the To request copies of the [P. call {800} of presentations of the PIES process andscopingmeetings.Thischapter 862_.
describeshow publiccomments willbe Forfurtherinformationon theDOE theIP.Registrationisrequiredforthe

addressedinthepreparationofthe NEPA process,contact:Care[M. small-groupbreakoutsessionsofthe
PEIS. lqorgstrom,Director,OfficeofNEPA workshops,butnotfortheplenary
Chapterfour.ProposedActionand Oversight(EH-25}.U.S.Departmentof sessions.Anyone who wishestoparticipateinthebreakoutsessionsat

Alternatives.givesdetailson the Energy,1000IndependenceAvenue,
proposedscopeofthePEIS.The overall SW.. Washington.DC 2058,5.[202}586- one ofthesixworkshopsshouldcall
F_.Mproposedactionaddressesboth 4600or(8(}0}472-2756. (800}862-..,8860toregisteratleasttwo
env|ronmentaIrestorationand waste weeks beforethedateofthedesired

management.The PEIS wdl analyzethe Dates workshop.The breakoutsessionswillfocuson
currentenvironmentalrestoration The comment periodon the[Pwill fourtopicsrelatedtothePF,IS:The PEIS
program(noactionaiternatlve)and continueuntilAprilZ4.1992.Written process.Waste Management.
threealternatlves.The PEtSalsowdl comments shouldbe postmarkedby EnvironmentalRestoration.and

assessthecurrentwastemanagement Apri[24.1992.toensureconsideration. TechnologyDevelopment.The breakout
program(noactionalternatlveiand seisionswlilberepeatedtoallowthe
alternativesforeachofsixwaste PubLicWorkshops participantstocoverallfourtopics.classificationsand forDOE spent
nuclearfuel.The alternativeswillbe SixregionalpublicWorkshopson the Registrationwillbe ona first-come,

analyzedinan integratedway since IPareplanned.They willbe heldatthe first-servedbasis.The number of
environmentalrestorationactivities followingtimesand places: breakoutattendeeswillbe limitedto

generatewaste.The lastsectionof Dote:Tuesday,March 17.1992. approximately60persons(15foreach of
chapterfour.AlternativesAnalysis. Location:AtlantaPentaHotel.590West thebreakoutsessions)topromotean
describestheapproachestobeused in PeachtreeStreet.NW.. Atlanta.GA interactiveatmosphere.
studyingrisksand impactsrelatedto 30308-3586,(404)881-6000.(800)633.- The tentativeagendaforthe
environmentalrestorationand waste 0000. workshopsisasfollows:

management alternativesand the Dote:Thursday,March 19.1992, Day Session
impactsoftechnologydevelopment. Location:St.TropezHotel.455East
AppendixC providesa proposed Harmon Avenue.LagVegas.NV 8:00..,8:15---Welcome.

a,,u'totatedoutlineforthePEIS. 89109.[702}359-,54(_,[800}666-5400. 8:15-,8:30.--Presentationon thePEIS

Date:Wednesday. March 2,5.1992. Process.
InvitationtoComment Location:RegencyHotel.3900Elati 8:30-.@:1,_.-..Presentationon theLP.
Allinterestedpartiesareinvitedto Street,Denver.CO 90210.[303}455.- 9:15-.-9:45--GeneralQuestions.

comment on theIP.Inan effortto 0808.(800}525--.6748. 9:45.--10..-Break.
10.-11--BreakoutSessions(FourParallel

encouragepublicinvolvement,copiesof Date:Friday,March 27.1992. sessions:PEtSProcess.Waste

theIP.withan invitationtocomment Locat/on:AirportRamada Inn,Spokane Management.Environmental
and noticeoftheworkshops,were sent InternationalAirport.Spokane,WA Restoration.and Technology
'.oailthosewho participatedinthe 99219.(509)838-5211. Development).
scopingprocessorwho askedtobeon Dote:Tuesday.March 31,1992. 11-12--RepeatBreakoutSessions.
themailinglist.Writtencomments Locotlon:GeorgetownUniversity It-l--Lunch.shouldbedirectedtoMr.GlenL.

Sjoblomattheaddressand by thedate ConventionCenter,3800Reservoir 1-2--RepeatBreakoutSessions,
indicatedbelow.Also,agencies. Road.NW, Washington.DC 20007, 2-3-.-RepeatBreakoutSessions,

organizations,and thegeneralpublicare (202}687-3Z00.(800}446-0476. :Y-.3:30.-,Break(facilitatorsorganizefor
invitedtotakepartinany one ofsix Date:Thursday.April2.1992- finalplenarysession).
plannedregionalpublicworkshops.The Location:The CincinnatiTerraceHilton, 3:30-5.--BreakoutSummary Report(from
dates,locanons,and contact 15W. 6thStreet.CincinnatiOH 45202, facilitators)a comments.
informauon[orthesixworkshops. 513,.,381,.4000.
includingtheone added by thisnotice, Theseworkshopswillbedifferentin EveningSessions
arelistedbelowand arebeing formatfrom thescopm8 meetingsin 6:30.-6:45--Welcome.
announced in local public notices in order to facilitate interactive 6:4_..7-..Repeat of Presentation on the
advanceoftheplannedworkshops, communicationbetweenparticipants PEISProcess.
Followingcompletionofthecomment and seniorDOE representativesofthe 7-7:45.-.RepeatofPresentationonthe
periodand considerationofthewritten EM programand tosolicitindividual IP.
comments, DOE will revme the Draft IP viewpoints, The workshops will be 7:4_..8:15---Repeat of Breakout Summary
as appropriate an, ssue an IP for the informal in nature and no formal Report (from facilitators} and
PEIS. transcript will be recorded. Anyone comments.
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Federal R_lieter / VoL 57, No. 54 / Thursday, March 19, 199_.l Nolaeu 96411

8:lS-8:3G.-Break.

8:30-9:30---General Questions and
Comments.

9:30-10--Summaw Remarks.

IIsuKl in WnhinRton. DC.. this 13th day of
March.1992

Paul L,,Zlemer.

Assistant Secretary Environment, Sa[ety and
Health

[FR Doc. 92-..6442Filed 3--18-92:8:45 aml
coot IMMI6,0t.4d
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Contractor Disclosure Statements Appendix B

QUALIFICATION CRITERION NO. 1

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR
PREPARATION OF PEIS FOR DOE

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR
1021), require contractors who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that
they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. The term "financial
interest or other interest in the outcome of the project" for the purposes of this disclosure is
defined in the March 23, 1981 guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," 46 FR 18026-18038 at Question 17a and b.

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit
such as a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect
benefits the contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the
firm's other clients)." 46 FR 18026-18038 at 18031.

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby
certify as follows: (check either (a) or (b) to assure consideration of your proposal).

(a) ,/ Qand any proposed subcontractor have no financiai interest in the
outcome of the project.

Co) ._.._ Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have the following financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of
such interest prior to award of this contract.

Financialor OtherInterests:

1.
2.
3.

Certified by:

Signature

C.W. Craven
Name

Vice PresidentandChief _Operat_gOffic¢ir
Title

March30,199_
Date

MEI'A DISCLOSURESTATEMF.NT
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NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR
PREPARATION OF PEIS FOR DOE

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021), require
contractors who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or
other interest in the outcome of the project. The term "financial interest or other interest in the
outcome of the project" for purposes of this disclosure is defined in the March 23, 1981, guidance
"Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations", 46
FR 18026-18038 at Question 17a. and b.

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a
promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the contractor
is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm's other clients)". 46 FR
18026-18038 at 18031.

In accordance with these requirements, the subcontractor hereby certify as follows: check either (a)
or (b) to ensure consideration of your proposal).

_(a)Louis Berger &. Associat_es,.Inc...... has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the DOE

Environmental Restoration and Waste Management PEIS Project.
NAME

D(b) has the following financial or other interest in the outcome of

NAME the DOE Environmental Restoration and Waste Management PEIS
Project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior
to award of this contract.

Financial or other Interests

1.
2.
3.

Certified by:

Sigcfa"ture

Larry D. Walker
tqame

Vice President
Title

August 10, 1993
Date

Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. Disclosure Statement
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APPENDIXC
Draft Annotated Outline for the

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

The following Draft PEIS Annotated Outline together with the commitments in chapter 3 and
the discussion of the proposed action and alternatives in chapter 4 is intended to assist in guiding
the preparation of the Draft PEIS. All commitments to address issues will be identified in a PEIS
commitment tracking system.

Inside Cover

The inside cover of the main volume of the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIS) will contain a brief statement of the Department of Energy's (DOE) environmental
restoration and waste management mission.

I

Cover Sheet

The cover sheet will list the title of the PEIS; the responsible agency; an abstract of the PEIS;
the name of a DOE contact from the Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (EM)
organization who would respond to questions regarding the PEIS; the name, address, and phone
number of a DOE contact from the Office of NEPA Oversight for written comments and
questions about DOE's National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process; a summary of the
public comment process; and a statement inviting comments. This same information will also
be included in the Summary and in the first volume of the PEIS.

Summary

* The summary will be a separately bound, stand-alone section of the PEIS.

• The summary will present the major themes of the PEIS in clear, non-technical language
with amplifying illustrations and graphics.

• The summary will compare the risks, environmental impacts, and costs of the alternatives.

• The summary will present DOE's vision for environmental restoration and waste
management into the future.

• The summary will include issues from PEIS chapters of particular interest to the public, as
determined from scoping and workshop comments, such as:

- Land use

- Regulatory standards and cleanup levels
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- PEIS relationship to site-specific regulatory and NEPA processes

- Technology development and timing for technology application

- Public and s 'takeholder involvement

- Public and worker health and safety

- Environmental and health monitoring

- V,-aste minimization

- Necessary regulatory improvements

Table of Contents

All volumes of the PEIS will have a Table of Contents.

List of Figures

All volumes of the PEIS will have a List of Figures.

List of Tables

All volumes of the PEIS will have a List of Tables.

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

This section will list an acronyms and abbreviations that are used in the PEIS. This includes
acronyms and abbreviations from common English language usage, discipline-specific acronyms,
and DOE-specific acronyms and abbreviations.

Users Guide

This section will describe, in nontechnical language, how the PEIS is organized. It will elaborate
on what information is required in an environmental impact statement in accordance with the
CEQ regulations.
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CHAPTER1
Purpose and Need for DOE Action

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.13.

1.1 The Purpose and Need for Action

In this section, the existing DOE EM mission will be summarized, followed by a description of
the past policy of decentralized execution. Current Environmental Restoration (Eli) Programs
will be described as directed toward regulatory compliance at each installation. The Waste
Management (WM) facilities will be described as responsive to individual installation needs but
not operating as an integrated system. This section will establish the underlying need to achieve
greater integration in the EM Program through:

• An integrated system of waste management facilities at selected DOE locations

• Appropriate policy guidance to ensure that remediation solutions consider human health risks
and land use consistently throughout DOE.

The purposes to be achieved by the underlying need for action will also be described.

1.2 The Proposed Actions

This section will briefly summarize the proposed actions:

• Through analysis in the PEIS, to develop an integrated system of WM facilities

• To develop the information and policy guidance to address the needs cited in section 1.1.
More details will be included in chapter 2.

1.3 Background

EM Program management actions which lead to the PEIS will be summarized.

1.4 Scope

Issues considered to be within the scope of the PEIS and those not analyzed in depth will be
summarized. A supporting rationale for scope decisions will be presented.
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1.5 Relationship of PEIS to Site-Specific NEPA and Regulatory Processes

This section will describe how future site-specific and project-level NEPA documents will be
developed from the PEIS and how existing regulatory processes and agreements will also be
considered in the implementation of any PEIS alternatives. A list will be included of the
existing, anticipated, or ongoing site NEPA and regulatory processes and how the PEIS relates
to them.

CItAPTER2
Proposed Action and Alternatives

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.14. It will present the environmental impacts of the
alternatives in comparative form based on information provided in chapter 3.0, "Affected
Environment," and on analysis from chapter 4.0, "Environmental Consequences of
Environmental Restoration Alternatives" and chapter 5.0, "Environmental Consequences of
Waste Management Alternatives." Background information necessary to define the issues and
clarify the comparative merits of the alternatives will also be included in this chapter.

2.1 DOE Complex--Mission and Layout

2.1.I DOE MISSION, ORGANIZATION, ANDFAC[LrrIES

2.1.2 LOCATIONSOF WASTE

2.1.3 DOE 5-YEAR PLAN FOR F.2_: MANAGEMENT AND FUNDING

2.1.4 SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL

2.1.5 THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPLEX (N'WC) RECONFIGURATION

2.2 Regulatory Setting

An overview of the regulatory framework in which DOE must function will be presented,
including its relation to remedial strategies and standards and requirements for siting WM
facilities.
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2.2.1 OTHERFEDERALENVIRONMENTALSTATUTES

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA);
Resource Cunservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); Atomic Energy Act (AEA); Clean Air Act;
Clean Water Act; Safe Drinking Water Act; and others will be discussed. Federal programs and
plans, including the National Contingency Plan, will also be included.

2.2.2 STATE STATUTES AND TRIBAL AGREEMENTS

2.2.3 DOE POLICIESANDORDERS

2.2.4 SUMMARYOF REGULATORYSTANDARDS

2.3 Comparison of ER Alternatives

This section will present the comparison of ER alternatives. The No Action and alternative ER
strategies will be defined. Each alternative description will be as detailed as possible (without
being site-specific), and comprehensive and logically consistent with the other alternatives. Each
strategy will represent a distinct programmatic alternative. The alternatives are meant to provide
guidance for making policy decisions, not for making site specific determinations.

Environmental impacts, including assessed risk, benefit, and cost by alternative strategy will be
limited to a concise descriptive summary in comparative form. A more detailed presentation of
the analysis of impacts will be given in chapter 4.0. The framework for and results of comparing
the alternatives will be presented in sufficient detail to permit reasoned choices for ER Program
guidance.

2.3.1 DESCRH_ON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The description of the alternatives will include a summary of the technologies employed, with
greater detail about the technologies contained in chapter 7.0.

2.3.1.1 No Action Alternative
2.3.1.2 Alternative 1
2.3.1.3 Alternative 2
2.3.1.4 Alternative 3
2.3.1.5 Alternative 4
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2.3.2 COMPAmSONOr ALTERNATIVESTRATEGIES

2.3.2.1 Risks to Human Health

2.3.2.2 Impacts to the Ecology
2.3.2.3 Impacts to Air Quality and Noise
2.3.2.4 Impacts to Water Resources
2.3.2.5 Impacts to Social, Economic, Cultural Elements, and the Built Environment
2.3.2.6 Land Use
2.3.2.7 Costs

2.4 Comparison of WM Alternatives

This section will compare the reasonable configurations of an integrated system of WM facilities.
The waste types will be described. The categories will be based on regulatory and technical
considerations. A brief summary of the locations where waste are stored and where new waste
will be generated, and of waste amounts by waste type, will be provided.

The description of the alternatives will include existing treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD)
facilities, many of which would continue to be employed under the decentralized alternative,
alternative consolidation configurations, and transportation network requirements to consolidate
and integrate the system of WM facilities.

Tables and other descriptive material will provide, in concise comparative form, the assessed
environmental risks, impacts, and costs for each configuration of WM facilities. Under the
category of Hazardous Waste (HW), the PEIS will discuss the category of industrial waste and
DOE's efforts to prevent unauthorized disposal of industrial solid wastes contaminated with
radioactivity as industrial solid wastes. More detailed information on impacts and costs will be
contained in chapter 5.0.

2.4.1 HIGH LEVEL WASTE (HLW)

2.4.1.1 Characterization of Waste--Classification, Locations, and Sources
2.4.1.2 Description of Programmatic Alternatives for ItLW
2.4.1.3 Comparison of Installation and Transportation Impacts, Risks, and Costs by

Resource and Alternative

2.4.2 TRANSURAMCWASTE (TRUW)

2.4.2.1 Characterization of Wast a--Classification, Locations, and Sources
2.4.2.2 Description of Programmatic Alternatives for TRUW
2.4.2.3 Comparison of Installation and Transportation Impacts, Risks, and Costs by

Resource and Alternative
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2.4.3 LOW-LEVEL WASTE (LLW)

2.4.3.1 Characterization of Waste--Classification, Locations, and Sources

2.4.3.2 Description of Programmatic Alternatives for LLW

2.4.3.3 Comparison of Installation and Transportation Impacts, Risks, and Costs by
Resource and Alternative

2.4.4 LOW-LEVELMIXED WASTE (LLMW)

2.4.4.1 Characterization of Waste--Classification, Locations, and Sources
2.4.4.2 Description of Programmatic Alternatives for LLMW
2.4.4.3 Comparison of Installation and Transportation Impacts, Risks, and Costs by

Resource and Alternative

2.4.5 GREATER-THAN-CLASSC (GTCC) LLW

2.4.5.1 Characterization of Waste--Classification, Locations, and Sources
2.4.5.2 Description of Programmatic Alternatives for GTCC LLW
2.4.5.3 Comparison of Installation and Transportation Impacts, Risks and Costs by

Resource and Alternative

2.4.6 HAZARDOUSWASTE (HW)

2.4.6.1 Characterization of Waste--Classification, Locations, and Sources
2.4.6.2 Description of Programmatic Alternatives for HW
2.4.6.3 Comparison of Installation and Transportation Impacts, RISks and Costs by

Resource and Alternative

2.5 Waste Minimization

The potential effects of Waste Minimization on the need for new waste treatment and disposal
facilities will be summarized.

2.6 Cumulative Effects of Integrated ER and WM Programs

The cumulative effects of the EM integration measures developed in the PEIS analyses will be
summarized.

C-7



Appendix C Draft Annotated Outline

2.6.1 FRAMEWORKFORCOMPARISON

Methods for achieving overall equity will be addressed. The framework used for comparison of
composite risks/impacts and costs, considering ER and WM waste types and both site and
transportation effects, will also be presented.

2.6.2 COMPOSITEANDCUMULATIVEIMPACTS,IMPACTS, RISKS, ANDCOSTS

The focus of this section will be the cumulative effects of the alternatives when added to other

past, current, or reasonably foreseeable actions, including those being considered for nuclear
weapons complex reconfiguration and SNF. Of particular concern will be the combined impacts
to any one location from all EM activities. This section will also highlight key results of the
analysis (for example, significant impacts and their cause, costs, and relationships among
decision criteria).

2,.6.3 REGIONALEQUITY ISSUES

This section will discuss the opportunities for equitable regional and national arrangements for
waste management, including the issues and factors involved in developing such arrangements.

2.7 Identification of Preferable Alternatives

2.8 Technology Development Strategies

Determination of programmatic alternatives for ER and WM activities is affected by and in turn
affects technology choices. This section will discuss the interrelationship of technology
development and the ER and WM programmatic alternatives, showing the improvements in
waste management and environmental restoration that could result from technology development.
Also discussed will be the conditions under which it may be appropriate to consider interim
actions rather than permanent solutions pending the availability of emerging technologies.

2.9 Policies for an Integrated ER and WM Program

This section will present DOE's vision of environmental restoration and waste management.
Quantitative and qualitative comparisons of the risks, potential land uses impacts, and costs of
the alternatives will generate policy considerations. This section will outline the policy options
that emerge as a result of the alternatives evaluation.
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CItAlrFER3
Affected Environment

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.15. It will describe the environments of the areas
affected by the alternatives.

3.1 Description of Resources and Methodology

This section describes the components of the human environment to be evaluated, the geographic
regions of influence considered, and the methods and sources of data to be used in describing
the affected environment.

3.1.1 LANO USE: THE NATURALAND]VIANMADEENVmONMENT

A general description of the DOE installations will be provided that includes a discussion of the
activities occurring on an installation and in the geographic region of the installation. Activities
to be described will include potable water treatment and distribution, wastewater, solid waste
facilities, and energy systems.

Physical characteristics of the installations and their surrounding areas will also be described.
Characteristics to be described will include residential, commercial/industrial, recreational, open
space, vacant, and agricultural lands. Projected changes without EM action will be addressed.

The region of influence includes the installation and adjacent areas. Data will be assembled from
various sources, including installation and county land use plans, county comprehensive plans,
county zoning maps, existing county profiles, aerial photographs, the United States Census of
Population and Housing, and interaction with installation, local, and State land use agencies.

3.1.2 GEOLOGYANDSOILS

Geologic elements are described in the overall context of the regional setting and include
geologic structures, topography, mineral deposits, seismicity, subsidence, and presence of faults
and fractures. Soil elements include type, permeability, porosity, and erodability.

The region of influence is the installation and the surrounding geologic region. Data will be
compiled from the U.S. Geological Survey maps, DOE site reports, and U.S. Department of
Agriculture soil surveys.
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3.1.3 AIR QUALITY

Elements include local meteorology, background poliutant levels, adjacent sources of air
pollutant emissions, receptors, and local air quality requirements.

The region of influence is the local airshed. Meteorologic data will be compiled from the
National Weather Service and site observations. Current contamination and background levels
will be determined from the Air Monitoring Network. Receptor population will be derived from
Bureau of Census statistics and Bureau of Economic Analysis projections. Additional sources
of emissions will be obtained from DOE installations. Local air quality requirements will be
obtained from state sources.

3.1.4 WATER RESOURCES AND SYSTEMS

Elements include surface water bodie;, groundwater, and availability for human use. Water
quality parameters include conventional characteristics and priority pollutants. Aquifers and other
drinking water sources will be identified.

Region of influence includes installation water bodies and groundwater, and adjacent water
bodies and groundwater where contamination has been documented. A regional context as well
as a local context will be provided. Data will be compiled from site reports, state agency
databases, U.S. Geological Survey maps and resource reports.

3.1.5 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Elements will include Federal and State threatened and endangered species, wetlands and other
sensitive habitats, recreational fish and wildlife, agriculture and forestry, parks and other public
lands, and measures of biodiversity. The region of influence includes the installation and the
immediate adjacent ecological resources. Data will be compiled from environmental monitoring
reports, natural resource site plans and documents, and installation personnel. Pertinent
documents from state planning agencies and federal agencies (such as the Fish and Wildlife
Service, Bureau of Land Management, Geological Survey, and Soil Conservation Service) will
also be consulted.

3.1.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

Elements include production earnings and income for both the current environment and
projections out to the year 2040; current employment and unemployment; housing stock;
community services; and demographic and social characteristics, with population projections to
2040.
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The region of influence includes the area adjacent to the installations and any counties with
significant numbers of the workforce for the installations being an,_lyzed. Descriptive information
for this section will be drawn from secondary sources, including the U.S. Bureau of the Census
1990 population statistics, the Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Economic information
System, and State and regional population and economic projections. Social and cultural data
will be developed from regional sources.

3.1.7 CULTURALRESOURCES

Elements include paleontological resources--sites that contain fossil evidence of previous
geological periods; prehistoric resources--sites such as campsites, hearths, shelters, foundations,
and evidence of rudimentary tools that date from the pre-history of the region; and historical
resources--sites identified as being listed or having the potential for being listed in National and
State Registers of Historic Places. Additional information on Native American settlements in the
region will also be included.

The region of influence is the installation. Sources of data will be developed primarily from
secont ._y materials including the National Register of Historic Places, state registers, and local
archeological and historic surveys at each installation.

3.1.8 LOCAL OVERLANDTRANSPORTATIONNETWORK

The relevant components of a region's transportation network for the PEIS are the road system
and rail system. Airports and navigable waterways will not be assessed.

USGS maps will be utilized to list and map interstate highways, U.S. highways and State
highways located in and around an installation. USGS maps will also be employed in the
identification of rail corridors.

3.2 The Environment at Affected DOE Installations

A summary will be provided by installation, using the resource headings of section 3.1, of the
existing environmental conditions at the DOE installations and surrounding regions of influence
chosen for analysis in the PEIS. Projections of demographic, economic, and other data will also
be made as appropriate.

3.2.1 REGIONAL INSTALLATIONS

This section describes the environmental conditions that will be impacted at each of the
installations chosen for analysis as regional candidates. The resource areas of section 3.1 will
be provided, by installation, in sufficient detail to establish a baseline for the impact assessments
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and comparison of regional alternatives. These baseline conditions will also support the ER
impact assessment for impacts that are best measured at the installation level.

3.2.20Ttmn INSTALLATIONS

This section provides environmental conditions for those additional DOE locations chosen for
analysis in the PEIS, which are not candidates for regionalization of WM activities. These
locations include representative installations chosen for analysis in the decentralized WM
alternatives. The level of data included is consistent with the impact assessment approach
selected, which uses representative locations rather than engaging in an exhaustive analysis to
examine the decentralized alternative. The data is summarized to focus across a number of

locations on those elements most important to decision-makers.

3.3 The Transportation Corridors Environment

General characteristics of the regional and national transportation corridors which could be
influenced by transport of radioactive, hazardous, and mixed wastes will be summarized. These
features will be those assumed in transportation models used for PEIS analysis and those which
were developed for use in special analyses for determining transportation impacts. Local
transportation features in the vicinity of the installations chosen for analysis will be presented
by installation, in section 3.2.

CI-IAFrER4
Environmental Consequences of ER Alternatives

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.16. It will provide the scientific and analytic basis for
the ER comparisons in section 2.3.2.

4.1 Overview of Impact Analysis Methodology for Programmatic ER
Alternatives

The methodology used to analyze the ER alternatives will be discussed in this section. The
methodology consists of creating a model of the DOE environmental contamination problem and
evaluating the risks to humans, ecological impacts, air and water impacts, socioeconomic
impacts, land usability, and cost under each ER alternative. The model is composed of a group
of "contamination situations" that are selected to qualitatively represent the types of sites found
in the DOE complex. Using each of the various Eli alternatives as policy guidance, alternative
engineering solutions are devised for each contamination situation.
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From these conceptual remedial designs, cost, worker labor, waste generation for off-site
management, waste transportation requirements, area of soil disturbance, area committed to
institutional control, and residual levels of contamination are calculated. Worker labor hours are
used to calculate worker risk. Transportation mileage requirements are used to calculate
transportation risk.

These factors are used with the listing of known contamination problems at each DOE
installation to scale the results up to represent individual DOE installations. Socioeconomic and
ecological impacts will be evaluated following scale-up. Information from the contamination
scenarios will be mapped to a set of existing DOE situations. The resulting installation
descriptions will be used to describe the impacts of an action in actual settings.

The baseline (No Action) risk to local populations is calculated using an exposure and risk
analysis model based on the inventory of contaminants c:.rrently present at each installation.
Based on the predicted post-remedial inventory of contaminants and control measures applied
to reduce risk under each respective alternative, the post-remedial risk is calculated in the same
way the pre-remedial (baseline) risk is calculated. Risk to current local populations due to the
combined emissions expected from remedial activities is also calculated for each alternative at
each installation. The computations of the analysis are rendered into a computer code, which will
be documented with details of the methodology and results in the appendices.

4.2 Human Health

This section summarizes the methodology and provides risks for the alternatives. Several
different methodologies are used to calculate the various categories of human risk for the
respective populations. For remedial workers, risks due to physical, chemical and radiological
hazards are calculated. Physical hazard risks are estimated from labor category, labor hours
worked and statistical experience with at.cAdents (an actuarial approach). Chemical and
radiological risks are calculated from estimated exposures and known dose-response factors.

Transportation risks are calculated from mileage needed to transport waste and construction
materials for the conceptual designs. Physical risks from collisions are based on accident
statistics. Risk from chemical exposure is assumed to be eliminated by containment and
radiological risks are calculated from estimated dose and dose-response factors. The possible
effects of an accident accompanied by release of contaminants are calculated.

Risk to current and future generations of residents in the vicinity of an installation are calculated
using models that calculate dispersion of contaminants from the release point and the resulting
levels of exposure and relate these exposures to risk using dose-response factors.

The results of the various risk analyses will be presented both in general discussions and in
tables. The data will be arrayed such that, for each of the model contamination situations
studied, worker and transportation risk can be compared for each ER alternative. More
importantly, other tables will be organized to show combined risk for various exposed groups
by hazard type for each installation, for each ER alternative, and the baseline (No Action).
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4.2.1 IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

4.2.2 IMPACTS TO HUMAN HEALTH

4.2.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.2.2.2 Alternative 1
4.2.2.3 Alternative 2
4.2.2.4 Alternative 3
4.2.2.5 Alternative 4

4.3 Ecology

This section will summarize the methodology and provide estimated ecological impacts for the
alternatives. The ecological impacts associated with remedial alternatives will include those
associated with exposure to residual contamination at contaminated sites, habitat damage due to
remedial construction and treatment activities, and transportation accidents. For each emitted
contaminant, information will be provided on hazards including acute toxicity, chronic toxicity,
and potential bioaccumulation. Appropriate endpoints will be selected and defined (for example,
reduction in recreational opportunities or wildlife abundance and adverse impacts on threatened
or endangered species). Risks will be categorized to facilitate comparisons of impacts across
installations and alternatives. To the extent possible, environmental transport models will be used

to quantify contaminant exposures.

4.3.1 IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOEY

4.3.2 IMPACTSTO ECOLOGY

4.3.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.3.2.2 Alternative 1
4.3.2.3 Alternative 2
4.3.2.4 Alternative 3
4.3.2.5 Alternative 4

4.4 Air Quality

This section will summarize the methodology and provide estimated air quality impacts for the
alternatives. The impacts to air quality associated with remedial alternatives will include fugitive
emissions from remedial construction and emissions from treatment activities.
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4.4.1 IMPACTANALYSlSMETHODOLOGY

4.4.2 IMPAt=ISTO Am QUALITY

4.4.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.4.2.2 Alternative 1
4.4.2.3 Alternative 2
4.4.2.4 Alternative 3
4.4.2.5 Alternative 4

4.5 Water Resources

This section will summarize the methodology and provide estimated water resource impacts for
the alternatives. The human health risks associated with remedial alternatives will include those

posed by residual contamination in ground and surface waters at contaminated sites. Remedial
action construction and waste treatment water usage will also be included.

4.5.1 IMPACT ANALYSIS _/IETHODOLOGY

4.5.2 IMPACTSTO WATER RESOURCES

4.5.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.5.2.2 Alternative 1
4.5.2.3 Alternative 2
4.5.2.4 Alternative 3
4.5.2.5 Alternative 4

4.6 Socioeconomic Impacts

This section will summarize the methodology and provide estimated socioeconomic _,_npactsfor
the alternatives. Following establishment of the baseline conditions, an investigation will be
conducted to identify thepotential temporary andlong term impacts of the EM Program. Impacts
will be considered under the resource areas that follow:

* National: Economic; Equity; and Social Policy

• Regional: Population Size, Density and Growth, Employment, Income; Production Earnings;
Community Fiscal Impacts; Housing; and Social Environment

• Transport: Public Services and Affected Social Conditions
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: 4.6.1 IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

4.6.2 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

4.6.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.6.2.2 Alternative 1
4.6.2.3 Alternative 2
4.6.2.4 Alternative 3
4.6.2.5 Alternative 4

4.7 Cultural Resources

This section will summarize the methodology andpresent impacts to cultural resources for each
of the alternatives.

4.7.1 IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

4.7.2 IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES
!

4.7.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.7.2.2 Alternative 1
4.7.2.3 Alternative 2
4.7.2.4 Alternative 3
4.7.2.5 Alternative 4

4.8 Land Use

Land use is an input to ER alternatives 2 and 4, and land use is an output of ER alternative 3.
The relationship between land use and exposure pathways will be discussed, including
clarification of frequency and duration of exposures and demographics of exposed populations.
Pathway-specific contributions to public unit risk factors will be discussed and examples
presented.

Although it is not the purpose of the PEIS to def'me land use categories, example land uses for
key combinations of exposure pathways will be discussed.
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4.8.: DESCRIPTIONOF ALTERNATIVELAND USES

How land-use selection determines essential remediation levels will be discussed for the ER
alternatives 2 and 4.

4.8.2 IMPACTSANDBENEFrrSTO LAND FOR PROGRAMMATICALTERNATIVES

4.8.2.1 No Action Alternative
4.8.2.2 Alternative 1
4.8.2.3 Alternative 2
4.8.2.4 Alternative 3
4.8.2.5 Alternative 4

4.9 Irretrievable or Irreversible Commitment of Resources

Implementation of remedial strategies will result in the commitment of land and other resources
(such as energy requirements and conservation potential) and in some cases, an irreversible
sustaining of risk. The remedial alternatives will be compared with respect to commitment and
flexibility maintained for future actions.

4.10 Land Use Plans, Policies, and Controls

This section will discuss how programmatic alternatives might conflict with the objectives of
Federal, regional, State, local, and tribal land use plans, policies, and controls for an area.

4.11 Emerging Technologies: Effects on Risks and Other Consequences

The analysis described in the preceding sections is based on the use of available technologies.
The effect of new technologies on the relative cost, risk, and benefits of the various ER
alternatives is a subject of considerable interest. However, because emerging technologies are
not known or evaluated, it is problematic to directly predict how they might affect the relative
desirability of the ER alternatives. This problem has been addressed in two ways. First the
questions will be posed: " Given the results that have been described above, what parameters
(risk, cost, benefits) are most sensitive to the technology used and how much would each of
these parameters need to change to make a significant difference in the relative order of the
alternatives?" Then the question will be asked: "What improvements, if any, can be expected
in technologies in this area in the foreseeable future?" If no reasonable technologies can be
presented that would alter the relative order of the alternatives, then it is clear that t_e
alternatives are insensitive to foreseeable technology developments. Note that the analysis can
aid in guiding future technology development efforts because it will identify those areas where
technology development will have the most benefit (as opposed to where progress can be made
with least effort).
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4.12 Relationship Between the Local Short-Term Use of Man's
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term
Productivity

Both long-term and short-term effects will be addressed here.

C_ 5
Environmental Consequences of
Waste Management Alternatives

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.16. It will provide the scientific and analytic basis for
the WM comparisons in section 2.4.

5.1 Impact Analysis Methodology for Programmatic WM Alternatives

This section will summarize the methodology used to estimate the impacts from TSD facilities
and from transportation for the programmatic WM alternatives. The risks and other impacts will
be determined and displayed by alternative consolidation strategies according to the following
hierarchy: (1) waste type, (2) resource area, and (3) alternative and locations.

5.1.1 HUMANI-IEALTHRISK METHODOLOGY

This section discusses the methodology for assessing risks to human health. The description, in
this section and the appendices, of procedures and models employed in the PEIS, will include
results of model peer review, comparisons with other models, and model workshops.
Un,;ertainties associated with the methodologies will also be discussed.

The risk methodologies and models are employed to assess human health and worker risks both
on and off the installation. Sources of risk in WM will include both construction and operation
of waste management facilities that treat, store, and or dispose of waste. A baseline risk estimate
will first be computed for existing and currently planned WM activities. Population, individual,
and worker caa'cinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks and hazards, as well as physical hazards
associated with construction, operation, and maintenance activities will be determined for current
and future exposures. The transportation of waste to implement consolidation may also result
in human health risks. Radiological, chemical, and physical risks will be identified for truck and
rail waste transport.
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5.1.2 ECOLOGICALIMPACTSMETHODOLOGY

Impacts to the ecology from the construction and operation of WM facilities will be assessed for
their significance.

5.1.3 Ant QUALrrYIMPACTS1V[ETHODOLOGY

Impacts to air quality and noise will be assessed. Activities and facilities will be required to meet
air quality standards, as promulgated in the Clean Air Act and state regulations. Verification of
compliance and/or assessment of impacts will be based on inspection of technology designs and
the use of dispersion models.

5.1.4WATER RESOURCES IMPACTS METHODOLOGY

Impacts to surface and ground water and water usage will be assessed. Activities and facilities
will be required to meet water quality standards, such as those promulgated in the Clean Water
Act and Safe Drinking Water Act. Verification of compliance and assessment of impacts will
be based on estimates of technology effluents and water consumption, the receiving facilities or
water bodies at installations, and the use of transport models for waste disposal activities.

5.1.5 SOCIOECONOMICIMPACTSMETHODOLOGY

After establishing baseline conditions, an investigation will be conducted to identify the potential
temporary and long term impacts of the EM Program. Potential impacts to cultural and historic
resources will also be assessed. Impacts will be considered under the resource areas below:

, National: Economic; Equity; and Social Policy

• Regional: Community Fiscal Impacts; Population Size, Density and Growth, Employment,
Income and Production Earnings; Housing; and Social Environment

• Transport: Public Services and Affected Social Conditions

5.1.6 LAND USE

Significant impacts to current land use will be analyzed.

5.2 High-Level Waste (I-_W)

The impacts of the following alternatives will be assessed and arrayed under the resource
headings below. Trends, commonalities, and differences among alternative configurations will
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be described. The analytic rationale for selecting some configurations for detailed analysis and
eliminating others will also be presented.

* The "No Action" Alternative

• Alternative 1: Current Program and Decentralization

• Alternative 2: Regionalization

• Alternative 3: Centralization

5.2.1 INTRODUCTION

The volumesand number of HLW canistersrequiringstorage,thestoragefacilities,and
transportationrequirementswillbe describedinsufficientdetailtoallowanalysisand choice
betweenthealternativeconfigurations.

5.2.2 HUMAN HEALTH RISKS

5.2.3 IMPACTS TO THE ECOLOGY

5.2.4 Am QUALITY

5.2.5 WATER RESOURCES

5.2.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

5.2.7 LAND USE

5.2.8 COSTS, COMPOSrl_ EFFECTS,ANDMITIGATION

5.3 Transuranic Waste (TRUW)

The impacts of the following alternatives will be assessed and arrayed under the resource
headings bellow. Trends, commonalities, and differences among alternative configurations will
be described. The analytic rationale for selecting some configurations for detailed analysis and
eliminating others will also be presented.
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• The "No Action" Alternative

• Alternative 1' Current Program

• Alternative 2" Decentralization

• Alternative 3" Regionalization

• Alternative 4: Centralization

5.3.1 INTRODUCTION

The volumes of TRUW that would be treated and stored, the treatment and storage facilities,
and transportation requirements will be described in sufficient detail to allow analysis and choice
between the alternative configurations.

5.3.2 HUMANHEALTHRISKS

5.3.3 IMPACTS TO THE ECOLOGY

5.3.4 AIR QUALITY
L

5.3.5 WATERRESOURCES

5.3.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

5.3.7 LAND USE

5.3.8 COSTS, COMPOSITEEFFECTS,ANDMITIGATION

5.4 Low-Level Waste (LLW)

The impacts of the following alternatives will be assessed and arrayed under the resource
headings below. Trends, commonalities, and differences among alternative configurations will
be described. The analytic rationale for selecting some configurations for detailed analysis and
eliminating others will also be presented.
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• The "No Action" Alternative

• Alternative 1' Decentralization

• Alternative 2: R_gionalization and Current Program

• Alternative 3: Centralization

5.4.1 INTRODUCTION

The volumes and types of LLW requiring disposal, disposal facilities, and transportation
requirements will be described in sufficient detail to allow analysis and choice between the
alternative configurations.

5.4.2 HUMANHEALTHRISKS

5.4.3 IMPACTSTOTHE ECOLOGY

5.4.4 AIR QUALrrY

5.4.5 %_,\TERRESOURCES

5.4.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

5.4.7 LANDUSE

5.4.8 COSTS, COMPOSITEEFFECTS,ANDMITIGATION

5.5 Lo,_ Level Mixed Waste (LLMW)

The impacts of the following alternatives will be assessed and arrayed under the resource
headings below. Trends, commonalities, and differences among alternative configurations will
be described. The analytic rationale for selecting some configurations for detailed analysis and
eliminating others will also be presented.

• The "No Action" Alternative

• Alternative 1" Decentralization
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• Alternative 2: Regionalization

• Alternative 3: Centralization

5.5.1 I_rRODUC'nON

The volumes and types of LLMW requiring treatment and disposal, the treatment and disposal
facilities, and transportation requirements will be described in sufficient detail to allow analysis
and choice between the alternative configurations.

5.5.2 HUMANI-IEALTnRISKS

5.5.3 IMPACTS TO TIlE ECOLOGY

5.5.4 Am QUALITY

5.5.5 WATER RESOURCES

5.5.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

5.5.7 LAND USE

5.5.8 COSTS, COMPOSITE EFFECTS, AND MITIGATION

5.6 Greater-Than-Class C Waste (GTCC) LLW

The impacts of the following alternatives will be assessed and arrayed under the resource
headings below. Trends, commonalities, and differences among alternative configurations will
be described. The analytic rationale for selecting some configurations for detailed analysis and
eliminating others will also be presented.

• The, "No Action" Alternative

• Alternative 1: Current Program and Decentralization

• Alternative 2: Regionalization

• Alternative 3: Centralization
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5.6.1 INTRODUCTION

The volumes and types of GTCC LLW requiring storage, the storage facilities, and
transportation requirements will be described in sufficient detail to allow analysis and choice
between the alternative configurations.

5.6.2 HUMANHEALTHRISKS

5.6.3 IMPACTS TO THE ECOLOGY

5.6.4 AIR QuALifY

5.6.5 WATER RESOURCES

5.6.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

5.6.7 LAND USE

5.6.8 COSTS, COMPOSrrE EFFECTS, ANDMITIGATION

5.7 Hazardous Waste (HW)

The impacts of the following alternatives will be assessed and arrayed under the resource
headings below. Trends, commonalities, and differences among alternative configurations will
be described. The analytic rationale for selecting some configurations for detailed analysis and
eliminating others will also be presented.

• The "No Action" Alternative

• Alternative 1: Current Program and Decentralization

• Alternative 2: Regionalization

• Alternative 3: Centralization
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5.7.1INTRODUCTION

The volumes and types of HW requiringTSD, TSD facilities, and transportationrequirements
will be described in sufficient detail to allow analysis and choice between the alternative
configurations.

5.7.2 HUMANI-_ALTHRISKS

5.7.3 IMPACTSTOTHEECOLOGY

5.7.4AIRQUALrrY

5.7.5 WATER_OURCF.,S

5.7.6 SOCIOECONOMICS

5.7.7 LANDUSE

5.7.8 COSTS,COMPOSITEEFFECTS,ANDMrNGATION

5.8 Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Designatingsites for waste operationswill involvea long-termcommitmentto certain landuses.
In some cases, decisions that are madecould result in restricted land usability. Implementation
of WM strategies also results in the commitmentof landand other resources (such as energy
requirements and conservationpotential) and in some cases, an irreversiblesustainingof risk.
This section will discuss those effects.

5.9 Land Use Plans, Policies, and Controls

This section wilt provide the details of how programmatic alternatives might conflict with the
objectives of Federal, State, regional, local, and tribal land use plans, policies, and controls.
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5.10 Emerging Technologies: Effects on Risks and Other Consequences

Risks and other impacts will be determinedfor emerging technologies, employing sensitivity
analysisof results from the impactassessmentof currentor near-termtechnologies used in the
alternativesanalyses.

5.11 Relationship Between the Local Short-Term Use of Man's Environment
and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

Both long-term and short-term effects will be addressed.

CHAPTER 6

Cumulative Impacts

This section will discuss cumulative impacts of the ER and WM alternatives for affected
installations and regions, considering past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions. The
discussion of cumulative impacts will be presented at two levels. At the first level, individual
DOE installations will be analyzed to determine and present in the PEIS the range of potential
cumulative impacts (that is, the upper and lower bound of cumulative impacts) that could occur
at an installation and in its surrounding region as a result of ER and WM actions and the
environmental consequences of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. In this first
level of cumulative impacts, the impacts of new facilities that havebeen approved and authorized
for construction at DOE installations and major projects that are to be constructed in the region
of DOE installations will be considered. At the second level, the cumulative effects of ER and
WM actions will then be combined with the range of impacts for DOE installations that could
result from forthcoming DOE determinations on reconfiguration of the Nuclear Weapons
Complex and spent nuclear fuel being considered in the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement. In
performing the cumulative impact analysis, existing data on the environmental consequences of
past, present and reasonably foreseeable impacts will be utilized, including data contained in
individual installation monitoring reports, and then combined with the results of the impact
analyses performed for ER and WM actions. Impact assessment information on reconfiguration
of the Nuclear Weapons Complex and spent nuclear fuel will be obtained from the DOE offices
responsible for preparing the impact statements for these efforts.

6.1 Cumulative ER & WM Impacts

6.2 Cumulative Impacts with Other Actions Being Considered
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6.2.1 NUCLEARCOMPLEX RECONFIGURATION

6.2.2 SPENTNUCLEARFUEL

6.2.3 CUMULATIVEER ANDWlVI, RECONFIGURATION, AND SNF IMPACTS

!

CHAPTER7
Technology Development

7.1 Program Elements for Technology Development

Solution of programmatic alternatives for ER and WM activities will involve assumptions and
choices regarding available and emerging technologies. In this section technology development
activities, TD priorities, integrated decision-making, and technology transfer will be discussed.

7.1.1 DESCRn'TXONOF TD A_

This section will include a discussion of the TD mission, scope, approach, and interface with
other organizations. The Integrated Demonstrations (1Ds) and technology activities will be
included in this section.

7.1.2 RELATIONSHIPOF PEIS TO THE DEVELOPMENTOF NEW TECHNOLOGIES

Technology development is incorporated into the ER and WM alternatives. This section will
highlight how technology development is treated in the PEIS and will provide amplification of
the NEPA documentation policies regarding technology development, including IDs.

7.1.3 TD INTEGP,ATED DECISION-MAKINGANDPRIORITYSE'ITING

The "I'D decision-making process will be outlined, including the philosophy for determining and
incorporating field needs, prioritization and allocation of resources, establishing criteria for
decisions, the peer review process for reviewing and accepting technologies, and the overall
system for obtaining input from outside sources. The relationships between technology
development, cost, near-term human risk and long-term risk reduction will be explored.
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7.1.4 PUBLICINVOLVEMENTANDTECHNOLOGYTRANSFER

This section will explore a range of mechanisms, including public outreach through grants,
regioiial groups, and meetings; community workshops; contracting opportunities for commerci_
sector involvement; agreements with academia, other agencies, and foreign entities; and the basic
approach to technology transfer and information sharing.

7.2 Remedial Technologies

For each programmatic alternative, the description of the policy alternative will be given to an
engineering team. Consistent with the given policy and for representative contamination
situations, the team will develop a remedial approach and estimate the standard engineering
parameters of effectiveness and ultimate condition of the site, cost, availability, schedule,
probability of achieving design objectives, resource consumption, and any additional discharges
to the environment. The sensitivity of the projected ER impacts to the use of emerging
technologies versus representative available technologies will be evaluated.

7.2.1 DESCRIPTION OF AVAILABLE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

This section will summarize the representative remedial technologies considered and selected for
solution of representative contamination situations in the ER alternatives.

7.2.2 REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES IN DEVELOPMENT

Technologies in development may change remediation approaches in the future. Promising
technologies and IDs will be included in this section.

7.3 Technologies for Waste Management

Standard engineering criteria of effectiveness, cost, availability, emission characteristics, and
regulatory acceptance will be used to evaluate technologies for each WM alternative. The
sensitivity of the projected WM impacts to the use of emerging technologies versus those
available (near-term) will be evaluated.

7.3.1 DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING WASTE MANAGEMENT TECHNOLOGIES

This section will summarize the technologies in place, funded, or most probable as candidates
to treat, store, or dispose of waste.
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7.3.2 WASTEMANAGEMENTTECHNOLOGIES IN DEVELOPMENT

Technologies in development may change treatment approaches in the future. Promising
technologies and development approaches will be discussed.

7.4 Transportation Technologies

Special design considerations influence transport of radioactive and mixed wastes. This section
will discuss those design considerations and the technologies in use or being developed to
transport radioactive and mixed wastes.

CnArTW 8
Public and Worker Safety

This chapter will describe safety policies and programs. Many of these policies are implicit in
the assumptions underlying the assessments in earlier chapters.

8.1 Nuclear and Safety Guidelines

8.2 Training and Quality Control

8.3 Environmental Monitoring

8.4 Transportation Safety

8.5 Accident Response

CHAglT,R 9
Other Programmatic Issues

Policies and programs that address other ElVlprogrammatic issues, including progra,ns to
mitigate impacts will be discussed.
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9.1 Waste Minimization

This section will address DOE's waste minimization, reduction, and pollution prevention
programs and practices. Included will be a quantitative evaluation of the potential effect of waste
minimization on the need for new waste treatment facilities and the potential effect of reducing
the volume of wastes on the need for new waste disposal facilities, as applicable to each waste
type considered in the PEIS. This section will also discuss the relationship between ER and WM
Technology Development and waste minimization and reduction.

9.2 Health Studies

9.3 Job Retraining Programs to Mitigate Socioeconomic Impacts

9.4 Outreach, Public Education, and Public Involvement

9.5 EM Relationship of PEIS Determinations to Existing Agreements and
Compliance Process

9.6 EM Budgeting Process and Prioritization

CItAFrER 10

List of Preparers

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.17.

CHAFFER 11

List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Provided PEIS

This chapter is required by 40 CFR 1502.19.
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Appendices

Appendices provide supporting detail for the PEIS (40 CFR 1502.18.). Subjects being considered
for discussion in appendices include:

• Federal Register Notices

• Scoping and Workshop Process/Comments

• Existing NEPA Documentation and Regulatory Agreements

• Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Standards

• The DOE EM Mission and Current Program

• Affected Environment

• Waste Loads: ER and WM

• ER Human Health Risk Methodology and Risks

• WM Facility Human Health Risk Methodology and Risks

• Ecological Methodology and Impacts

• Transportation Risk Methodology and Risks

• Air Quality Methodology and Impacts

• Water Quality Methodology and Impacts

• Socioeconomic Methodology and Impacts

• Regional Equity

• Determinants of Land Use

• Technology Costs

• Technology Development Program

• Remedial, Waste Management, and Transportation Technologies

• Waste Minimization

• Safety and Accident Prevention

• JtJb Retraining

• Stakeholder Roles

• Environmental Monitoring Requirements and Programs

• Health Studies
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Key Word Index

Glossary of Terms
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APPENDIXD
List of Relevant Documents

Environmental Impact Statements:

DOE/EIS-0013, 1980, Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic and Tank
Wastes Environmental Impact Statement, Richland, WA.

DOE/EIS-0015, 1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Storage of U.S. Spent
Nuclear Power Reactor Fuel, (vols. 1, 2, 5), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0023, 1979, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Savannah River Plant
Long-Term Management of Defense High-Level Radioactive Wastes, Aiken, SC.

DOE/EIS-0026, 1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0026-FS, 1990, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0038, 1979, Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for U.S. Spent
Fuel Policy (Fuel Use Act), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0040,41,1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Storage of US Spent
Nuclear Power Reactor Fuel, (vols. 3, 4), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0046, 1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Management of
Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste (3 vols.), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0062, 1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Management
Operations, Savannah River Plant, Double Shell Tanks for Defense High-Level Radioactive
Waste :;torage, Aiken, SC.

DOE/EIS-0063, 1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Management
Operations, Hanford, Double Shell Tanks for Defense High-Level Radioactive Waste Storage,
Hanford, WA.

DOE/EIS-0064, 1980, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Rocky Flats Plant Site (3
vols.), Golden, CO.

DOE/EIS-0080, 1982, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Decommissioning of the
Shippingport Atomic Power Station, Shippin_,-fport,PA, Washington, DC.
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DOE/EIS-0081, 1982, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Long-Term Management
of Liquid High-Level Radioactive Waste Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service
Center, West Valley, NY, Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0082, 1982, Defense Waste Processing Facility Environmental Impact Statement,
Savannah River Plant, Aiken, SC, Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0084, 1982, Final Environmental Impact Statement for an Incineration Facility for
Radioactively Contaminated PCBs and other Wastes, Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant,
Oak Ridge, TN.

DOE/EIS-0089D, 1982, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Operation of PUREX and
Uranium Oxide Plant Facilities, Hanford Site, Richland, WA.

DOE/EIS-0089, 1983, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Operation of PUREX and
Uranium Oxide Plant Facilities, Hanford Site, Richland, WA.

DOE/EIS-0096, 1984, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Actions at the
Former Vitro Rare Metals Plant Site, Canonsburg, Pennsylvania, Washington County, PA.

DOE/EIS-0098, 1983, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Pantex Plant Nuclear
Weapons Operation, Amarillo, TX.

DOE/EIS-0099, 1984, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Actions at the
Former Vitro Chemical Company Site, South Salt Lake, Salt Lake City, UT.

DOE/EIS-0108, 1984, Final Environmental Impact Statement for L-Reactor Operation
Savannah River Plant, Aiken, SC.

DOE/EIS-0109, 1986, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Long-term Management
of the Existing Radioactive Wastes and Residues at the Niagara Falls Storage Site, NY,
Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0110, 1984, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Central Waste Disposal
Facility for Low-Level Radioactive Waste, Oak Ridge Reservation, Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0111, 1985, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Actions at the
Former Vanadium Corporation Of America, Uranium Mill Site, Durango, CO (2 vol.),
Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0113, 1987, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Management and Disposal
of Hanford Defense High Level, TRU and Tank Wastes, Hanford Site, (5 vols.), Richland,
WA.

DOE/EIS-0115, 1986, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Process Facility
Modifications Project, Hanfcrd Site, Richland, WA.
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DOE/EIS-0117, 1987, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Remedial Action at the Weldon
Spring Site, St. Louis, MO, Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0119, 1989, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Decommissioning the Eight
Surplus Production Reactors, Hanford Site, Richland, WA.

DOE/EIS-0120, 1987, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Management
Activities for Groundwater Protection at Savannah River Plant, Aiken, SC.

DOE/EIS-0121, 1987, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Alternative Cooling Water
Systems at the Savannah River Plant, Aiken, SC.

DOE/EIS-0126, 1986, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Actions at the
Former Climax Uranium Company, Uranium Mill Site, Grand Junction, CO, Washington,
DC.

DOE/EIS-0132, 1990, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Actions at the
Former Union Corporation, Uranium Mill Sites, Rifle, CO, Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0133, 1988, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Decontamination and Waste
Treatment Facility for the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, CA.

DOE/EIS-0136, 1988, Environmental Impact Statement for the Special Isotope Separation
Project (SIS), Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID.

DOE/EIS-0138, 1988, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Superconducting Super
Collider (SSC), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0138S, 1991, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the
Superconducting Super Collider (SSC), Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0144, 1991, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Siting, Construction, and
Operation of New Production Reactor Capacity, Washington, DC.

DOE/EIS-0147, 1990, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation
of K-, L- and P-Reactors, Savannah River Site, Aiken, SC.

Environmental Assessments:

DOE/EA-0078, 1987, Former Airport Storage of the Atomic Energy Commission, St. Louis
County, MO.

DOE/EA-0082, 1979, Argonne National Laboratory, Decontamination and Decommissioning
of Plutonium Fabrication Facility, Bldg. 350, Argonne, IL.
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DOE/EA-0092, 1979, Decommissioning and Decontamination Program, Battelle Plutonium
Facility, Battelle Memorial Institute, Columbus Division, Madison County, OH.

DOE/EA-0106, 1979, Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant Site, Oak Ridge, TN.

DOE/EA-0111, 1980, Maintenance and Storage Facility, Hartford Site, Richland, WA.

DOE/EA-0116, 1980, Fuels and Materials Examination Facility, Hanford Site, Richland,
WA.

DOE/EA-0120, 1980, F Area Decommissioning Program, Hanford Site, Richland, WA.

DOE/EA-0128, 1980, Properties Adjacent to and Nearby the Formerly Utilized MED/AEC
Sites Remedial Action Program, Middlesex Sampling Plant, NJ.

DOE/EA-0133, 1980, Decontaminating and Decommissioning the Westinghouse Advanced
Reactors Division Plutonium Fuel Laboratories, Cheswick, PA.

DOE/EA-0135, 1980, Continued Operation of Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, TN.

DOE/EA-0151, 1982, National Plan for Siting High-Level Radioactive Waste Repositories.

DOE/EA-0152, 1981, Decontamination and Decommissioning of the New Brunswick
Laboratory, New Jersey.

DOE/EA-0155, 1982, Final Environmental Impact Assessment of the Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plant Site, Paducah, KY.

DOE/EA-0170, 1982, Naval Reactor Fuel Materials Facility.

DOE/EA-0173, 1982, The Decontamination and Decommissioning of the Argonne National
Laboratory CP-5 Research Reactor, Argonne, IL.

DOE/EA-0179, 1982, Waste Form Selection for Savannah River Plant High-Level Waste,
Environmental Assessment, Aiken, SC.

DOE/EA-0181, 1982, Environmental Assessment Related to the Operation of Argonne
National Laboratory, Argonne, IL.

DOE/EA-0182, 1982, Y-12 Plant Site, Oak Ridge, TN.

DOE/EA-0183, 1982, Preliminary Cleanup Activities of the Vicinity Properties
Contaminated by Tailings from the Vitro Rare Metals Plant, Canonsburg, PA.

I

DOE/EA-0184, 1982, Remedial Action Acid/Middle Pueblo Canyon, Los Alamos, NM.
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DOE/EA-0197, 1982, Formerly Utilized MED/AEC Sites Remedial Action Program, Bayo
Canyon, NM.

DOE/EA-0209, 1983, Pinellas Plant Site, St. Petersburg, FL.

DOE/EA-0217, 1983, Selection of the Waste Form for Immobilizing High-level Radioactive
Wastes as Part of the West Valley Demonstration Project, West Valley, NY.

DOE/EA-0257, 1987, Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility, Newport News, VA.

DOE/EA-0258, 1987, Breeder Reprocessing Engineering Test (BRET) Facility, Hanford Site,
Richland, WA.

,

DOE/EA-0259, 1985, Decommissioning of the Strontium Semiworks Facility, Building
201-C, Hanford Site, Richland, WA.

DOE/EA-0260, 1985, Proposed Low-Level Waste Processing and Shipment System Feed
Materials Production Center, Fernald, OH.

DOE/EA-0273, 1986, Nuclear Materials Storage Facility TA-55, Los Alamos, NlVl.

DOE/EA-0279, 1986, Proposed Revision to the Uranium Enrichment Services Criteria (NE).

DOE/EA-0295, 1986, Disposal of Project Low-Level Waste, West Valley Demonstration
Project, West Valley, NY.

DOE/EA-0303, 1986, Krypton FluorideLaser System, Los Alamos National Laboratory, NM.

DOE/EA-0304, 1986, Ground Test Accelerators (GTA) 1 and 2, LOs Alamos National
Laboratory, NM.

DOE/EA-0306, 1987, Fuel Processing Restoration at the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory, ID.

DOE/EA-0312, 1986, Grouting and Near-Surface Disposal of Low-Level Radioactive
Phosphate/Sulfate Wastes from N Reactor Operation, Hanford Facilities Waste, Richland,
WA.

DOE/EA-0319, 1986, Fuels Production Facility, Savannah River Plant, SC.

DOE/EA-0321, 1986, Shipment of Taiwanese Research Spent Nuclear Fuel.

DOE/EA-0333, 1988, Decontamination and Decommissioning Facility, Feed Materials
Production Center, Fernald, OH.
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DOE/EA-0362, 1988, Y-12 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Closure Initiation
Projects, Oak Ridge, TN.

DOE/EA-0363, 1988, Shipment of Taiwanese Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel (Phase
II), EP.

DOE/EA-0364, 1989, Nuclear Directed Energy Research Facility, Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory, Livermore, CA.

DOE/EA-0377, 1990, Hot Fuel Examination Facility/South Chicago Modification (EBR-II).

DOE/EA-0389, 1990, Proposed 7-GeV Advanced Photon Source.

DOE/EA-0402, 1990, RI/FS Study - Environmental Assessment for U.S. DOE Grand
Junction, Colorado, Projects Office Facility (Defense Programs).

DOE/EA-0412, 1989, Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the Proposed Management
of Contaminated Water in the Weldon Spring Quarry.

DOE/EA-0413, 1990, 881 Hillside/High Priority Sites Interim Remedial Action, Rocky Flats
Plant, Golden, CO.

DOE/EA-0422, 1990, Relocation of the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility at Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory, Livermore, CA.

DOE/EA-0428, 1990, Radioactive Mixed Waste Management Facility (RMWMF).

DOE/EA-0429, 1990, Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory (ERJRL).

DOE/EA-0430, 1988, TRU Management Pyro-Processing Separation.

DOE/EA-0432, 1990, Supercompactor and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shredder.

DOE/EA-0433, 1990, Battelle Columbus Laboratories Decommissioning Project.

DOE/EA-0437, 1990, Process Equipment Waste and Process Waste Liquid Collection
Systems ("Buried Waste Lines") at Idaho National Engineering Laboratory/Idaho Chemical
Processing Plant.

DOE/EA-0438, 1990, The Disposal of Rocky Flats Plant Pondcrete at the Nevada Test Site,
Area 5, Radioactive Waste Management Site.

DOE/EA-0443, 1990, Environmental A _sessment on Proposed Extension of U.S. Policy on
Receipt of Spent Research Reactor Fuel.
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DOE/EA-0454, 1990, Transportation, Receipt and Storage of Fort St. Vrain Spent Fuel at
the Irradiated Fuel Storage Facility at Idaho National Engineering Laboratory/Idaho Chemical
Processing Plant.

DOE/EA-0461, 1990, Mixed Waste Disposal Operations at the Nevada Test Site.

DOE/EA-0463, 1991, Proposed Management of Contaminatexl Bulk Wastes at the Weldon
Spring Quarry and Management of Impound Surface Water at the Weldon Spring Chemical
Plant.

DOE/EA-0466, 1991, Radioactive and Mixed Waste Management Facility, Sandia,
Albuquerque, NM.

DOE/EA-0470, 1990, Lawrence Livermore National Lab Site 300 Bldg. 834 Complex,
Livermore, CA.

DOE/EA-0474, 1991, Interim Groundwater Treatment Facility/Land Purchase at the Eastern
General Services Area of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Site 300, Livermore,
CA.

DOE/EA-0479, 1990, Level Sensor Replacement/Sampling Tank, 241-SY-101, Hanford Site,
Richland, WA.

DOE/EA-0495, 1991, Preparation for Crust Sampling of Tank 241-SY-101, Hanford Site,
Richland, WA.

DOE/EA-0496, 1991, Surface Water Interim Measures/Interim Remedial Action
Plan/Environmental Assessment & Decision Document.

ERDA- 1536, 1977, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Management Operations
at Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID.

ERDA- 1537, 1977, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Management Operations
at Savannah River Plant, Aiken, SC.

ERDA-1551, 1977, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Nevada Test Site, Las Vegas,
NV.

ERDA-1553, 1977, Environmental Impact Statement for Management of Intermediate Level
Radioactive Waste at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, TN.

ERDA- 1555, 1977, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion
Plant Site, Piketon, OH.

WASH-1510, 1972, Environmental Statement, Fast Flux Test Facility, Richland, WA, United
States Atomic Energy Commission, Washington, DC.
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NUREG-0586, NRC, i985, Final Environmental Impact Statement on Decommissioning of
Nuclear Facilities, Washington, DC.

NUREG-0170, NRC, 1977, Final Environmental Impact Statement on the Transportation of
Radioactive Material by Air and Other Modes, Washington, DC.

NUREG-0511, 1979, Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Uranium Milling,
Washington, DC.

NUREG-0586, 1985, Final Environmental Impact Statement on Decommissioning of Nuclear
F_, dities, Washington, DC.

NUREG-0945, 1982, Final Environmental Impact Statement on CFR Part 61 "Licensing
Requirements for Land Disposal of Radioactive Waste," Washington, DC.

EPA/520/4-82-013-1, EPA, 1982, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Action
Standards of Inactive Uranium Processing Sites (40 CFR Part 192), Washington, DC.

U.S. Department of Navy, 1984, Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of
Decommissioned, Defueled Naval Submarine Reactor Plants, Washington, DC. (DOE was
a cooperating agency.)

Others:

DOE/EH-0077, 1988, Energy Technologies and the Environment: Environmental
Information Handbook, Argonne, IL.

DOE/S-00097P, Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Five-Year Plan, Fiscal
Years 1994-1998, Washington, DC.

UMTRA-DOE/AL-150327.000, DOE, 1985, Programmatic Environmental Report of
Remedial Action at UMTRA Project Vicinity Properties, Albuquerque, NM.

DOE, 1982, Environmental Evaluation of Alternatives for Long-Term Management of
Defense High-Level Radioactive Wastes at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, IDO-10105,
Idaho Falls, ID.

UMTRA-DOE/AL-150327.000, 1985, Programmatic Environmental Report of Remedial
Action at UMTRA Project Vicinity Properties, Albuquerque, NM.

ORNL/EIA-154/V6, 1985, Nuclear Facility Decommissioning and Site Remedial Actions, A
Selected Bibliography, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, _,l.

D-8



List of Relevant Documents Appendix D
i I

SAND85-2715, J.W. Cashwell, K.S. Neuhausor,P.C. Reardon,and G.W. McNair, 1986,
TransportationImpactsof the CommercialRadioactiveWasteManagementProgram, Trc-
0663, SandiaNational Laboratories, Albuquerque,NM.
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APPENDIXE
EM Organization and Functions

The Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (EM) organization
includes the Office of Environmental Restoration (ER), the Office of Waste Management (WM),
the Office of Technology Development (TD), the Office of Facility Transition and Management,
and other Offices. The EM Program organization is shown in figure E-1.

E.I Environmental Restoration Activities

Both site remediation and decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) activities are included
in the Environmental Restoration Program. Site remediation activities are the major focus of the
ER Program.

Remedial action tasks encompass discovery of site contamination, preliminary assessment and site
investigation (PA/SI), site characterization, analysis of cleanup alternatives and selection of
remedy; remedial design; cleanup and site closure; and site compliance monitoring. The D&D
tasks encompass surveillance and maintenance; assessment and characterization; environmental
review; engineering; D&D operations; and closeout. Five hundred contaminated DOE facilities
now require D&D. The number of such facilities will be affected by the Complex 21
reconfiguration.

Remedial action activities are accomplished through negotiated cleanup agreements among DOE,
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and some States. The remedial action process for
all activities includes similar protocols to implement the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) Corrective Action Program requirements. In addition, some provisions of the Atomic
Energy Act (AEA) apply to D&D activities. A negotiated cleanup agreement can be either a
Federal Facility Agreement or a Consent Order, or both a Federal Facility Agreement and
Consent Order. These agreements are tailored to the conditions specific to each site or facility;
that is, the properties of the contaminants of concern; and the nature, magnitude, extent, and
duration of the contamination in the environment. Each negotiated cleanup agreement is a separate
action with an independent schedule contingent upon the completion of defined phases according
to specified milestones. For each site these independent agreements establish requirements and
schedules for characterization and feasibility assessment and delineate the roles and
responsibilities of each party to the agreement. These restoration actions are in the early stages
of planning and implementation and will be continued to achieve regulatory compliance. The
types, extent, and volumes of contaminants cannot be fully known until the investigation phase
is completed at each site. In the interim, DOE has taken action to remove waste or contaminants
for those areas identified as the highest risk in accordance with the agreements. These interim
actions are structured in such a way as to not preclude the selection of permanent remediation at
those sites.
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Figure E-1. Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Organizaa'on.
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E.2 Waste Management Activities

DOE's activities produce waste that require collection, storage, characterization, destruction or
stabilization, containment, transportation, and disposal. Waste Management (WM) accepts waste
produced by DOE's processing, manufacturing, restoration, and research activities. The waste
is managed using appropriate treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) technologies.

The WM Program manages high-level waste (HI.,W), spent nuclear fllel (SNF), transuranic waste
(TRUW), low-level waste (LLW), low-level mixed waste (LLMW), and hazardous waste (HW).
DOE Order 5820.2A (Radioactive Waste Management) requires that DOE waste equivalent to
commercially generated Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) LLW be handled as a special case at each
site. DOE assumes that untreat_ HLW and TRUW contain hazardous components and manage
these waste streams as mixed waste.

Treatment facilities in South Carolina, New York, and Washington are at various stages of design,
construction, and startup for treating high-level waste. WM plans to begin processing high-level
waste into a glass waste form in South Carolina in the early 1990s. The processed high-level
waste is planned to be disposed of in a geologic repository when it is available.

For defense-generated TRUW, the WM Program has packaging and storage facilities at a number
of sites, including Savannah River Site (SRS), Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, Oak Ridge
Reservation, Hanford Site, Nevada Test Site, and I_x)sAlamos National Laboratory. If compliance
with applicable regulations can be demonstrated, disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
('_rlpP) is planned for TRUW.

All the sites mentioned in the previous paragraph have disposal facilities for low-level waste.
Until proper treatment or disposal facilities are available, low-level mixed waste is stored at a
number of DOE locations. Goals for low-level mixed waste include treatment and disposal as low-
level waste.

DOE is also responsible for disposal of GTCC LLW from both Federal and commercial sources.
GTCC low-level waste has a higher level of radioactivity than other types of LLW. Disposing of
this waste requires a specific assessment of the waste suitability for a disposal facility.
Commercial GTCC low-level waste must be disposed of in a Nuclear Regulatory Commission-
(NRC-) licensed facility.

Hazardous waste is generated in a variety of forms from diverse DOE operations. The most
common form of hazardous waste is liquid, but significant quantities of solids and sludge are also
generated. DOE sites normally send hazardous waste to commercial vendors for treatment and
disposal.

Among the many factors that increase the complexity and urgency of planning for effective TSD
needs are the requirement to treat the hazardous component of mixed waste under RCRA's Land
Disposal Restrictions (LDRs); the uncertainty surrounding the nature and waste volumes generated
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by ER activities; the impact of new regulatory requirements, both external and internal to DOE;
and the need to define treatment requirements and develop acceptable treatment facilities.

WM has many specific near-term program objectives, including significantly reducing waste
generation by using substitute materials, process alteration, improved production hardware, and
recycling. These near-term objectives will continue to be taken to ensure that public health and
safety are preserved and regulatory compliance is attained.

E.3 Technology Development Activities

Technology Development (TD) activities support DOE's 30-year compliance andcleanup goal and
are planned to reduce the overall EM Program cost. TD seeks to resolve major technical and
infrastructure issues, rapidly advance toward treatment of various wastes, and utilize technology
to appropriately restore some sites. For such goals, new technological solutions must be
developed. The TD activities have established several broad program areas, including Research,
Development, Demonstration, Testing and Evaluation, Technology Integration, Education,
Analytical Laboratory Management, and Transportation. The Research, Development,
Demonstration, Testing and Evaluation program area is organized into Integrated Demonstrations
(IDs) and Integrated Programs, which focus on activities that lead toward fully workable, cost-
effective technologies. IDs that support ER are designed as full-scale pilot environmental
remediation activities in which technical solutions can be tested. IDs also consider other factors

that affect full-scale restoration, such as planning, regulatory permitting, and public acceptance.
Similarly, IDs that support waste operations span a complete set of issues. IDs will be conducted
in the areas of groundwater and solid waste cleanup, waste retrieval and waste processing, and
waste minimization and waste avoidance. Integrated Programs address specific sets of ER and
WM needs and provide a continuing mechanism to focus research and development activities to
develop new technologies. This process involves evaluating relative merits and suitability of
technologies for various applicable IDs and advancing results rapidly to the demonstration,
testing, and evaluation phase.

Waste minimization programs are promoted at all DOE sites to assist waste generators with
planning and implementation. Source reduction and recycling are the focuses of waste
minimization. The need for new technologies exists, regardless of which alternatives are
ultimately chosen for the ER and WM Programs. However, specific priorities for Technology
Development activities will depend on which alternatives are chosen. In addition, TD is
committed to providing the proper infrastructure, facilities, and funding to support the new
technologies.

DOE is firmly committed to recycling materials to the fullest extent possible. TD recognizes that
recycling materials from D&D could reduce the burden on the DOE waste management system.
TD continues to explore the potential for recycling of materials from D&D within the nuclear
industry, as well as the potential for recycling in the commercial materials trades.
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In developing innovative technologies for ER and WM, Technology Development will seek ideas
from sources in the private sector, universities, and other government agencies in addition to
rc,l)ing on its traditional sources, the DOE National Laboratories. Technology Integration
activities were established to help facilitate the involvement of outside agencies and DOE
stakeholders (for example, environmental interest groups, Indian tribes) with TD's Research,
Development, Demonstration, Testing and Evaluation activities. Technology Integration activities
provide candidate technologies to Research, Development, Demonstration, Testing and Evaluation
managers for review and consideration and are responsible for transferring technology throughout
the DOE complex and to interested outside parties.

Technology Development is charged with creating an Environmental Education Program to ensure
a sufficient supply of professional and technical people to execute EM missions. The
Environmental Education Program primary activities are to retain and retrain the current
workforce, to attract and train the future workforce (particularly minorities, females, and other
traditionally under-represented groups), and to create a knowledgeable public. Programs involving
traditional educational institutions include a substantial precollege outreach program, scholarship,
fellowship programs, and academic partnerships with a consortium of universities.

Technology Development is responsible for ensuring that all EM operations have the sampling
and analysis services required to provide the environmental data critical to the mission of EM.
The Analytical Services Program is responsible for developing and implementing an EM sampling
and analysis Quality Assurance Program. The Analytical Services Program is divided into three
subprograms: Resource Planning, Quality Assurance, and Analytical Support. Resource Planning
deals with acquisition strategies, standard analytical support contract packages, sample
management offices, estimates of sampling and analysis needs and capacity, and data information
systems. Quality Assurance focuses on quality assurance and performance evaluation, audits, and
data quality objectives. Analytical Support is concerned with developing, compiling, and verifying
field and laboratory analytical methods.

TD is also responsible for new developments and continuing improvements in transportation and
packaging systems to provide the basis for efficient, safe transportation that meets current and
future DOE needs; and for developing a comprehensive DOE emergency response program,
including coordination with outside agencies, Natural Resources Trustees, and preparation of
Natural Resources Damage Assessments tinder CERCLA requirements. The Transportation
Technology Development Program is responsible for developing innovative technology to solve
DOE transportation and packaging problems. The future structure of the Transportation
Technology Development Program will depend on the recommended alternatives for ER and WM.

E.4 Facility Transition and Management

The DOE has numerous facilities at sites across the country that support active operating
programs. When these programs complete or terminate their missions, the associated facilities are
identified as surplus and are shut down. Because many of these facilities are contaminated with
hazardous or radioactive materials from previous operations, special controls and monitoring
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requirements are necessary during and after facility shutdowns to ensure public health and safety
and to protect the environment.

One of EM's primary goals is to ensure that the risks to human health and safety and to the
environment posed by inactive and surplus facilities are either eliminated or reduced to acceptable
levels. Toward this end, EM is responsible for ensuring that facilities are deactivated, are
properly maintained, and are eventually decontaminated or decommissioned, or released for other
uses. DOE offices can transfer surplus facilities to EM for final disposition using a formalized
protocol.

In the past, problems have been associated with facility transfers; moreover, a large number of
similar facilities are expected to come to EM for final disposition in the future. Accordingly, DOE
established the Office of Facility Transition and Management within EM to develop and
institutionalize a Departmental process for the timely and effective transfer of surplus facilities
and to implement that process in transitioning surplus facilities to EM for final disposition.

In developing a systems approach for surplus facility transition, the newly established Office of
Facility Transition and Management focuses on the following objective: (1) establishing a list of
candidate DOE facilities expected to be assigned to EM in the future; (2) assessing the condition
of the candidate facilities to determine the priority and extent of required transition actions; (3)
developing an accepted transfer protocol; (4) developing formalized plans for transitioning
affected facilities/sites to EM; and (5) developing site-specific mission plans for all DOE sites
supporting EM missions.
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AEA Atomic Energy Act
ARARs Applicableor Relevantand AppropriateRequirements
ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substancesand Disease Registry

BRC below regulatoryconcern

CAA Clean Air Act

CERCLA Comprehensive EnvironmentalResponse, Compensation, and
Liability Act

CEQ Council on EnvironmentalQuality
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CWA Clean Water Act
CY CalendarYear

D&D decontaminationand decommissioning
DOE U.S. Departmentof Energy
DOT U.S. Departmentof Transportation
DP Defense Programs

EA Environmental Assessment
EH DOE Office of Environment, Safety, and Health
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EM Office of Environmental Restorationand Waste Management
EMAC Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Advisory Committee
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ER Environmental Restoration
ERMC Environmental Restoration Management Contractor

FACA Federal Advisory Committee Act
FEMP Fernald Environmental Restoration Management Project
FFCA Federal Facility Compliance Act
FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
FONSI Finding of No SignificantImpact
FR Federal Register
FT Facility Transition
FUSRAP Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program
FY Fiscal Year

GTCC Greater-Than-Class-C
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HHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
HLW high-level waste
HS Hanford Site
HW hazardous waste

IDs Integrated Demonstrations
INEL Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
IP Implementation Plan
LANL Los Alamos National Laboratory
LBA Louis Berger & Associates, Incorporated
LDRs Land Disposal Restrictions
LLMW low-level mixed waste

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
LLW low-level waste

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

NCP National Contingency Plan
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NMWC National Mixed Waste Compliance
NOI Notice of Intent
NPR New Production Reactor

NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
NTS Nevada Test Site

NWC Nuclear Weapons Complex
NWPA Nuclear Waste Policy Act

ORR Oak Ridge Reservation
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Act

PA/SI preliminary assessment and site investigation
PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RFP Rocky Flats Plant
RI/FS remedial investigation/feasibility study
ROD Record of Decision

SARA Superfund Amendment Reauthorization Act
SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act
SNF spent nuclear fuel
SNL-L Sandia National Laboratory - Livermore
SRS Savannah River Site

STGWG State and Tribal Government Working Group
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TD Technology Development
TRUW transuranic waste
TSCA Toxic Substance Control Act

TSD treatment, storage, and disposal

UMTRAP Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action Program

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WM Waste Management
WVDP West Valley Demonstration Project

F-3



Appendix G

Regional Workshop Graphics



i

Regional Workshop Graphics Appendix G

G-1



_-D

_a!ttdwD dott_aoltt lrruo!_a_t O _puaddv



Regional Workshop Graphics Appendix G

.,-..._..'

.: . ...

. , . ..

i

G-3



Appendix G Regional Workshop Graphics

G-4



Appendix H

EMAC Charter and Membership



F_MAC Charter and Membership Appendix ii

DEPARTMENT OF ENEKGY

CHARTER

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION
AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

ADVISORY CoMMnTI_

1. Committ_'s Omcial Desitmauon:

Environmental Restoration and Waste Managmamat Ad_hsmyCommittcm (_C)

! Cgmmittee's Obieeti-_, Seo_ of Activities, and Dutim:

The tgAAC will prt_de the Assistant Secretary for Eavimmneatnl Restorttmn mad Wire
Mmagement (EM) with informatiom advice, and rt=)mmtmdatiom _ncetmmJ tho _nmm
and p_ of the Pmt_mmnatic Eaviromental Impact Statement (PEIS) aria other EM
projects. The EMAC will advise the Assistant Secretary on both the substance and tim
process of the PEIS from the pe_pective of affected groups and State and local Govern-
ments as well as advice on any other EM projects which the Assitumt Seettm_. r_lmmm
and assigns to the Committee for review and advice. The £MAC will be aavis_ of tim
progress or, the PEIS at regular intervals to 0e determined by the Asisumt $=tetmT.

The _\£AC will have the following duties:

a. advise DOE on the process, content, public participation, and scientific, tedmicti
anti other aspects of the anatvses for the PF_.ISand other ElM projetm:

b. regularly assess the progres of the PEIS:

c. review documents produced for the PEIS pmez_ as requested, and similarly,
the documents prepared tot-other _ projects assigned to the EMAC

d. issue reports and reeommendatiom: and

e. recommend options to re_otve diMcult issues faced in the EM program, ineduding
clean-up criteria and risk ass_ment, land use., priority setting and strategies for
determining the future national configuration of waste management and disl:)_al
facilities.

3. _me Period Necessary for the Committee to CarryOut Its Put, me:

Since the task of the committee is to advise EM on a succession of projects and issues
including the PEIS, the time period required to carry out its purpose is conunuing in
nature.

4. Of Hcial tO Whom this Committee Resorts:

This committee will report to the Assistant Secretary for EM.

5. -kgen_' Responsible for Prov_din_Necessary Support for the Committe.e:

Deuartment of Ener_
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6. A Deseril_i0r!of Duti¢= for which the Commil;teeis Resoonsible:

The duties o_ the committee are solely advisoryand am fullystate=t in paragraph 2 above,.

7. Estimated Annual Ooeratina in Dollars and Per_un-Yearr:

DOE will provide resources su_cient to conduct its business as wetl as travel and subsis.
tenet (per ciieml expensm for the memben; In f'_cal year (FY) 92, esdmat_ costs are $1
million in bY' 92 dollm and thn= person-yearn Estimated costs and person.ye,ars am the
same for following yean_

8. _timated Number and Frenuenev of Committee M_tinas:_

Thecommitteewillmeet app_mly fourtimesperyear,onc_aquarter,orasdeter.
mined by,the Assistant S_retaty.

9. Colnmitt_'s Termination Date ¢i[less tharl 2 years from the dal_¢of establ_hmenl or

Not Ap.otieabie.

10. Subcommittee:

To facilitate the functioning of the committee, subcommkt_= may be format. The
obj_tivc of the suk_ommittees would be to make re_mmendatio_ to the F,MAC on
matters confining plans and programs tlaat are related to the _mibilitics o£ the overaU
comnuttee, T/ie subcommittees shall be compmext o[ membea= o[ the EblAC as deter-
mined by the chairman o£ the committee,.

11. _:

a. Initial appointments sbadlbe mad= by the Auhumt _t_y for Ezxvimnmcntal
Restoration and Wum Management for 2 years to achieve continuity in mnmi_:t_aip
and to make use of the a_.uirea knowledge and _en_ with the dc,'_opin I
PEISandotherpmj_ts.Membersmay be reappomtexlforadditionaltermsofI or
. veal's,

b. Approximate number of members: 15

12. Chair:.

The Chair shall be appointed by the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management and shall serve for a period of 2 years, and may be reappointed for
additional terms.

This Charter for the Advisory C_mmittee named above is hereby approved on:

d_N1 5 1_92
Date:

i -

Howard H. gaiken
Advisory, Committee Management Officer

Date Filed: dAN 2 ; 1_ii ii i i
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NEWS
NEWS MEDIA CONTACT: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Margaret Fernandez, 202/586-5806 January 23, 1992

ENERGY SECRETARY CREATES NEW ADVISORY PANEL
TO ENHANCE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In order to strengthen and enhance the Department of Energy's

(DOE) commitment on the role of public participation in ensuring
that risks to human health and the environment from the cleanup of

contamination resulting from past operations, and from future waste

management activities, are at safe levels, Secretary of Energy
James D. Watkins has established the Environmental Restoration and

Waste Management Advisory Committee (EMAC).

As stated in the committee's charter, "The EMAC will provide

the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management (EM) with information, advice and recommendations
concerning the content and public involvement process of the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and other EM
projects.

"The EMAC will advise the Assistant Secretary on both the

substance and the process of the PEIS from the perspective of

affected groups and state and local governments, as well as advice
on any other EM projects which the Assistant Secretary requests and
assigns to the committee for review and advice. The EMAC will be
advised of the progress on the PEIS at regular intervals to be

determined by the Assistant Secretary."

In addition to regularly assessing the progress of the PEIS

and reviewing documents related to it, the committee has also been
tasked to recommend options to resolve difficult issues faced in

the EM program, including clean-up criteria and risk assessment,
land use, priority setting, and strategies for determining the
future national configuration of waste inanagement and disposal
facilities.

The committee will meet approximately four times per year,

once a quarter, or as determined by the Assistant Secretary. The
initial appointment of members shall be made by the Assistant
Secretary (EM) for a period of two years to achieve continuity in
membership and to make use of the acquired knowledge and experience
with the developing PEIS and other projects. Members may be
reappointed for additional terms of one or two years. The
committee will consist of approximately 15 members.

(MORE)
R-92-012
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The Department of Energy has requested nominations for
committee membership in letters to governors, State and Tribal
Government Working Group (STGWG) members, environmental interest
groups, universities, and numerous other individuals and
organizations associated with, or affected by, the DOE's waste
cleanup programs throughout the country. The department will
select individuals willing to devote their personal time and talent

to working within a committee structure so as to develop consensus
recommendations for consideration by the department.

As soon as selection has been completed, members appointed to
the committee will be announced by the department.

-DOE-
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CURRENT
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Effective December 14, 1993

Mr'. Alvin Aim

Science Applications International Corporation
McLean, VA

Dr. Lynn Anspaugh
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Livermore, CA

Mr. Kenneth Ayers
Willis Carroon Health Care Concepts
Nashville, TN

Mr. Richard Bangart
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Rockville, MD

Mr. Dennis Bechtel

Clark County of Department of Comprehensive Planning Nuclear Waste Division
Las Vegas, NV

Mr. Jeff Breckel

Washington Department of Ecology
Olympia, WA i

Mr. Gerald Christean
Laborers International Union of North American

Stafford, VA

Mr. Tim Connor

Energy Research Foundation
Spokane, WA

Mr. Douglas Costle
Woodstock, VT

Ms. Vicky Dastillung
Fernald Residents for Environment, Safety and Health
Hamilton, OH

.ll i i
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Mr. Fred Donath
Institute for Environmental Education

U.S. Geological Society
San Clemente, CA

Ms. Shira Flax
Centers for Disease Control

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Atlanta, GA

Dr. William Freudenburg
University of Wisconsin-Madison
Madison, WI

Mr. Russell Jim
Yakima Indian Nation

Toppenish, WA

Mr. Ken Korkia

Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
Denver, CO

Mr. Ron Kucera

Missouri Department of Natural Resources
Jefferson City, MO

Mr. Jim Lapping
Building and Construction Trades
ALF-CIO

Washington, DC

Mr. Tom McCall, Jr.
Environmental Law Institute

Washington, DC

Dr. Glenn Paulson

Illinois Institute of Technology
Chicago, IL

Mr. Ron Ross
Western Governors' Association

Denver, CO

n.-6



F_.MAC Charter and Membership Appendix Hi i

Mr. Ben Smith
Governor's PlanningOffice
State of Tennessee
Nashville, TN

Dr. Jay Sorenson
Sierra Club
Alburquerque,NM

Mr. Tom Winston
Ohio EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
Dayton, OH
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OVvM:I Qf
TNg & II_elml_Tee_we_

I

AcCi._ OeFu=y $_Carr
On_ed S_Ces DeparC=rn_ of EnezRy
WashinT_n, DC 20s85

_sa= Linda:

T_e purpose of t_is 2etter !st¢ escabllsh a f:amevo:_ for
_m_n_¢al coopera¢ion bet'veen the O.S. Depar_an: of Energy
(DOE) 0 as Lead agenGy_ _nd r_le EDvironm_al Px_t4otiOn AqencF
(EPA), as a ¢oopera¢_r_ Aqency, concezTt_r_r TJ_ davelopaan_ of the
ProcjraamaCZ¢ Environmental Cmpacc state.me (_¢ZS) on r.be
El-,v_:_cm&ncal Resl:ora_i0n and was_P. Mano_lll_n_ PTocJEam (Ell).
When ¢ounter-si_ned by 00£, r_s followin_ paragraphs _¢21 provide
TJle basis for an undersCmndin_ of _a ==los and reepons_b_£t_o_
_atween t_a ¢_o aqancies ¢oncern_n_ ce_hn_=_Z c_dtnac=on on
_S_UoS o_ Eu_.ualconcern. Funds and tea=ureas wall hoe be
t_ansfarred between We ¢_o agencies for aauivi_u resultin_

_"_tg_03, aS Lead Agency.,h=s re=p_nsibii_y _r complian=s
w_tiq C.Se requiramenCs for c/ira National Znvironaen_al PoI$_ A_¢
(NEPA) _nd prmgaraulon of _a draft: and fina/ PEIS, T_S lector
per_ainm _o inZor_auion exchanges on Cecrmical _ssues and will
noC ab_o;aCe, alto=, or in any way :c_ify ex_s_-_ng o: fu_u=a
environ=en_al ===pl_ance or =lean_i: _qreeamenas, other enfoEcea_le
a_reeaancs, any per:i_tA-'._ or o_er .-egulato:y requ_Ee:en¢, ow
any enf=rceaen: actions, nor wxL1 _t al_r E_A's ;esp=nsibt!;._s
uztder _PA and Sec_.ion309 of _-_aClean A_r _ (CAA) Co pz'_7.tde
sc_ptnq cmmenLs an_ coneuc_ an o_ficial revaev o_ tim dn_t and
final I_$. FUrcbaraore0 Lt w_11 in no way affect state actions
oz" pol_:_es vi_ re=pet: Co spe¢_£tc DOE s_Ces,

T_e DOE agrees=

- Co p_£de EPA v_r.h PEIS baseline s_ud_es pez_a_nin_ _o
areas f:r vn£_ _OE would 1*ko £PA _ecnn_cal rev18w and
:mmenCs includLnq: risX assesamen¢, r*sk aanaqoaextE,
and _:anspor: and fate modeling
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- to se_ up sepa=a_e, specifi=, tec_nioa_ assisUan=e
sessions _et'wBan DOE add EPA s_ff to discusz risk
_;&_33_a_t, rise _mnaqP._n_ (8 SG_S_ of _2_
_a_msnl: may L_lude land usability cGr_side_atiorm),
and _.=Mmpoz'c and fate n_eli_q. If DOE requests EPA's
t_-_/ca/ support for a generic app=oac2: tO land
usahiliCy poI£o7, EPA will p_ovide _o=ments;

- _O p_ovide ¢:q_ies of the preli=ins_ dra_'t and final
PEIS to allow E2A si= weeY,q 2¢r review and ¢mman_ in
adva:_g of dr_ft and final publi:aticm;

- to _sult with EPA rega:di_g the ra_qe of altarnaElvms
_naidertd and asso=iated mi_iqative =aasuz1s nQ be
in=l'._ in t_tlm PEIS:

- tO ind1=a_e on the dra._t and final PEIS C_er pa_es
_-_t EP?, is a C==perating Agen=y, an_ wi1_ inolu_e, in
_:_18 int1_:t_r7 sectl_ns, a s_te_e.'_. _hat b=isfly
de$_r.=bes EPA's roi_ as a Cooperauinq Ager_:y, and EPA's
NEPA and SL_:-.ion30g CAA authorities,

T_e EP& a_r_ees:

- to asslst-DOE in de_inin_ issues and _:ncerns to _e
add_ued in _t_s _EIS-

- "-= provide information in those a_en_ where _he A_ency
h&S requlato_ auuhority and/o_ _e=hnic81 exper_lse,
including NEPA implementation, .-isk assessmen=, .-isk
aanaqe:en_, _ansport and fa_e =c_elln_, and ZPA's
_oli_iee on cleanups:

- "_o review and u_::ent, in a _inely _anner, on _._o_-e
secu=o_.s of _h= preli_ina_/ draf_ aria ZL_al .vEIS
do_4men= where EPA has speoifi= tecnnical expertise
and/or re_ula_=_7 au_oritT.

Tl=e A_eney points of con_ac_ are:

Di=e,_== _i:ec_or
Office of ?ederal A_iviti_s Office of _E_A Ove_slqht
E_vironaen_al PT.o_ec--_ion Agen=y Depa._czent of Etl_.rg, y
401 M S_reet, sw i000 Indep_-_de_e Avenue, SW

Telephone; (202_ 250-_053 TeleD_one: (202) 586-4600
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Thls letter =hall _e e_ec_ive upon signature by botl: Z_A
.ua,,,; _,a. ;_. c.aa be rood=fled _y nutuaJ, aqreenant DnJ.y. Any
medtfteat_on will be _n vrlt£r_j. Z_ v111 be ter=_nated either
vhe. the NZPA procees is cogp2ated on the I:X_E P£ZS (atter _e
P£X$ Re¢=_:l of Dec_sAan), or vnan written notice _s fzven J=Y
eithe]: Afency.

After $_;neg_r¢, please provide a c_py of the siqned lette_r
to the li:PA po£nt of _nta¢l=. EP& Office of Federal Act£vLt_ee
w_ll keep a copy of the let_elr and vLll d_str_J=nte it inte_rne_ly
to rue paz_£cipat_nq off:Lees.

$:ince_el y , ,

v_ F" Aqency

Depu_ S_cretary /
_epartmenz of Energy
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE OFFICES OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS (DP) AND

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT (EM)
CONCERNING THE COORDINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PEIS AND
THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPLEX RECONFIGURATION PEIS

On January 12, 1990, the Secretary of Energy announced that
the Department of Energy (DOE) would prepare two Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statements (PEISs), one on the
Department's Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
Program (EM PEIS) and the other on the Nuclear Weapons
Complex Reconfiguration Program (DP PEIS).

EM and DP have established a strategy to assure coordination
between these two PEISs. This coordination strategy will
ensure that each PEIS contains the appropriate analyses to
support independent Records of Decision (ROD) and that both
PEISs are based upon consistent assumptions supporting these
analytical efforts. This memorandum outlines the
coordination strateqy and sets forth an dgreement between EM
and DP to provide mutual analytical and data exchange support
to assist in preparing the two PEISs. This agreement may be
amended as circumstances require during the development of
each PEIS. Accordingly, this memorandum is to be considered
a "living document."

The DP PEIS will focus Secretarial decisions on which sites

should have a future nuclear weapons complex mission and what
that mission should be. The future weapons complex is called
Complex 21. Departmental waste management activities, which
will be analyzed in detail in the EM PEIS, will be addressed
in the DP PEIS to the extent necessary to assess the waste
management impacts of various programmatic options for
Complex 21 in order to support decisions to be made in the
ROD.

The DP PEIS will be based upon compliance of Complex 21
facilities with all applicable Federal, state and local
environmental requirements and with DOE's pollution
prevention and waste minimization policy. No waste would be
generated by these facilities until all necessary
environmental permits have been obtained and operations can
be conducted in compliance with all applicable environmental
requirements.

The EM PEIS will develop alternative strategies and policies
for conducting a DOE-wide EM program for all DOE facilities,
including weapons complex facilities. Following completion
of the EM PEIS, EM will prepare site-specific National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents addressing
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remediation and final disposition of facilities at existing

DOE sites, as well as the treatment, storage and disposal of

existing wastes or residues, and the future generation of
wastes at all DOE facilities.

DP-40 will perform a bounding analysis in the DP PEIS of the

potential environmental consequences of reasonable waste

management alternatives in order to support decisions

concerning the functional elements which will comprise

Complex 21 and locations for Complex 21 facilities. It is

expected that both DP and EM will contribute to the analyses

required for this effort. For purposes of this analysis, DP

will develop waste generation projections for each

alternative. These projections will include the following

categories of waste: I) hazardous waste; 2) low level wast_

3) transuranic (TRU) waste; 4) spent nuclear fuel; 5) low

level mixed waste; and 6) solid, non-hazardous waste.

The following summary outlines the general approach to be

taken in the DP PEIS to analyze waste management options for

each of these six waste categories. This summary also

identifies the specific assistance EM will provide in the

preparation of the DP PEIS and indicates linkages to the EM
PEIS, which will have a more comprehensive analysis of waste

management alternatives.

HAZARDOUS WASTE - Hazardous waste generated at Complex 21

facilities would be accumulated, packaged, shipped and, in

some instances, stored in accordance with all applicable

regulatory requirements. If hazardous waste is to be stored
on-site for longer than 90 days, provisions for storage in a

RCRA-permitted facility will be made. In most situations, it
is anticipated that hazardous waste would be shipped off-site

for treatment and/or disposal at a commercial facility. If

EM treatment facilities already exist at potential Complex 21

facilities for the specific hazardous waste streams

generated, on-site treatment will be evaluated.

LOW LEVEL WASTE - Where practicable and allowable, the

preferred alternative for low level waste would be on-site
disposal. The shipment of low level waste to alternative

sites will also be considered, where appropriate. For each

of the alternative sites, EM will provide DP with the data

necessary to determine the size, requirements and impacts
associated with on-site disposal, a list of alternative

disposal facilities, transportation costs and impact
assessment algorithms for the transport of this waste,

capacity requirements at alternative disposal facilities and

costs and impacts for disposal at the alternative disposal
facilities.
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TRU WASTE - TRU waste is assumed to contain RCRA hazardous

constituents and therefore can be accumulated for no more

than 90 days or stored at a RCRA perynitted storage facility

until a suitable repository is available for its disposal.

The proposed Complex 21 tritium supply and other nuclear

facilities would have the capability to treat, if necessary,

and to package TRU waste in compliance with the Waste

Isolation Pilot Plant Waste Acceptance Criteria and the

ability to load this waste into a TRUPACT for shipment to a

suitable storage facility and/or repository. EM will provide
DP with the location of all such facilities capable of

storing TRU waste and the information necessary to develop

the size, costs and impacts of the construction of additional

capacity at these facilities sufficient to accon_modate

storage of the TRU waste expected to be generated. In the

event that Complex 21TRU waste is generated at a facility

which does not have TRU waste storage capacity, the DP PEIS

will address suitable storage provisions for such TRU waste.

SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL - For purposes of the DP PEIS, the only

spent nuclear fuel to be addressed will be that generated

from a potential New Production Reactor (NPR) for tritium

supply. The management of this spent nuclear fuel would

entail storage at the generation site, in a combination of

ponds and dry storage bins as appropriate for the type of

fuel, and then packaging and transport to a suitable

repository, once such a repository is able to accept waste.

The discussion of each tritium supply alternative addressed
in the DP PEIS will estimate the volume of spent nuclear fuel

which would be generated. It will include a qualitative

analysis of waste management considerations sufficient to

present the cumulative impacts associated with operating a
new tritium supply source together with the other Complex 21

nuclear facilities. DOE spent nuclear fuel generated by

sources other than a NPR will be addressed by the EM PEIS.

MIXED WASTE - Mixed waste (radioactive waste which also

contains RCRA hazardous constituents) would be packaged for

transport at the generating site and transported to a

treatment facility where it would be treated according to

prescribed regulatory standards and _reatment methods. For
some mixed wastes, such treatment facilities are not yet in

existence and are currently the topic of a joint Department

of Defense, Environmental Protection Agency and DOE inter-

agency working group. The specific alternatives for the
treatment of these wastes will be addressed by the EM PEIS.

The current Land Disposal Restrictions of Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) prohibit the storage of

such wastes except for accumulation to facilitate treatment.

However, these wastes would not be generated by Complex 21

facilities until at least the year 2005. It is reasonable to

J
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expect that current regulatory uncertainties will be resolved
and waste management alternatives _ill be available to the
Deparsment by that time. Accordingly, the DP PEIS will
demonstrate that each facility generating mixed waste would
have sufficient storage to accumulate viable treatment
volumes. This mixed waste would be treated at facilities yet
to be constructed, pending decisions resulting from the EM
PEIS as well as other NEPA reviews yet to be conducted. DP
will provide EM with projected volumes and waste stream
characterizations for mixed wastes which would be generated
by Complex 21 to enable the determination of waste management
alternatives.

NON-HAZARDOUS SOLID WASTE - All existing weapons complex
facilities currently generate, transport and dispose of non-
hazardous solid waste. The volume of non-hazardous solid

waste to be generated by Complex 21 facilities will be
estimated and existing management practices will be reviewed
in light of these expected volumes.

HIGH LEVEL WASTE - The future weapons complex would not
generate any high level waste. The EM PEIS will address the
management of all of the Department's high level waste
including high level waste already generated by DP facilities
and currently being stored.

As indicated previously, this agreement is dynamic and may
require updating to reflect changes in programmatic direction
which may occur in either the EM or DP programs.

-(.,J

_len Sjoblom, Special Assistant Howard R. Canter
to the Assistant Secretary for Deputy Assistant Secretary
Environmental Restoration and for Weapons CompLex
Waste Management Reconfiguration
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PUBLICPARTICIPATIONPOLICY
FOR

EN¥1RONMEHTALRESTORATIONANDWASTEMANAGEMENT
LI.S. OEPARTMENTOF ENERGY

EM Publ!_-_.rtici_ati!)nPolicy

the -_.,vlronmentalRestorationand Waste ManagQmenl(EM)program is committedto
._ulfillingthe OQpar%mentof Energy's(OOE) policyto conductits programsin an
open, responsive,and accountablemanner. It is EM'spolicythat the publicwill
have ".heopportunityto participatein the EM decisionmai(ingprocessfor program
p|annlng, design, and ir,oiementation. It is EM's policy to support an
aggressive,substantive,EM-widepublicpartici=ationprograminwhichthe public
is providedwith accurate,complete,and timely informationand early,meaningful
participationo_portunities.EMwill fulfillthe letterand the s_iritof legal,
regulatory,negotiate(l,an_ policyrequirgmentSre]atingt.opublicparticii_ation.
As the leaa agency for _ts environmental r_-stora_.ionand waste management
activities,DOE retainsdecisionmakingresponsibilityand accountability.

This public participation_olicyoutlines the approachfor the con(_uctof EM's
publicparticipationprogram,both at the Hea_(luar_ers(HQ)and the field levels.

EM aub]ic par'..jcipatio_nGoal _nq Ob.iectiY-.S

EM'soverallgoal isto createan open and accessibledecisionma_ingprocessthat
results in (lecisions that are technically and economically feasible,
environmentallysouna, health and safety conscious,addresspublic values and
concerns, ana can be implemented. Providing for public participationin the
decisionmakingprocess is one Key means to achievethis goal.

. EM's public participationobjectivesinclude:

• Solicitingthe public'shelp in identifyingEM-re]a_edproblemsand issues
and environmental,economic,social, and culturalvalues thai re}ate to
those problems and issues.

• $olicil.i,,,_the public's involvement in identify'inga full range of
alternativeapproachesfor addressing those problemsand issues.

• Increasingpublic understandingof the complexenvironmentin which DOE
operates, the legal, regulatory, political, technical, fun(ling,and
resource constraints it -'aces,ariathe need to balance a variety of
interestsand considerations.

• Facilita_,ingthe clarificationof issues and alternativeapproachesand
the resoluLionof conflict,working towardthe developmentof broad-based
consensus,both on EM'sobjectivesand on how to achievethoseobjectives.
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• Coordinating, integrating, and communicating information about EMpubltc
participation activities such that the puDllc is not confronted with
multiple,overlapping,disconnecteaparticipationopportunities.

• Providing a range of EM public participationopportunitiestailored to
meet the needs and interestsof various segments of the public.

• Providingthe publicwith timely feedbackon how and why their input was
or was not incorporatedintodQcisionmaking.

• Fulfillingthe letterand the spiritof legal, regulatory,negotiated,and
policy requirementsrelatingto EM public participation.

Defin)tions

For purposesof this policy,the wore "public"means any affectedor interestld
party, including, but not limitedto: representativesof State, Tribal, and
localgovernmentsand agencies,Congress,other Federalagencies,reviewbodies,
community groups, environmentaland other interest groups, business, labor,
academia,professionaland technicalorganizations,educationalorganizations,
DOE employeesand contractors,anamembers of the generalpublic. Membersof the
media are addressedseparately.

Public participationis definedas the process Dy which the views and concerns
of the publicare identifiedand incorporatedintoDOE's decisionmaking.Public
participation includes: identifyingpublic concerns and issues; providing
informationand opportunitiesfor the public to assist DOE in identifyingEM-
related issues and problems an_ in formulating and evaluating decision
alternatives;listeningto the public;incorporatingpublic concernsand input
intodecisionmaking;and providingfeedbackon how decisionsdo or do not reflect
input recaivea. DOE retainsdecisionmakingresponsibilityand accountability.

Public informationsupportspublicparticipationthroughthe provisionof clear,
objective,and timelyinformationto enablethe publicto effectivelyparticipate
in the EM program. Informationproducts, such as fact sheets, brochures,
newsletters,and exhibits, should identify the means by which the public can
commenton and participateinEM planning,design,and implementationactivities.

The N_ed ?or__Pub_l¢Participation

An effectivepublic participationprogram is essentialto the successof the EM
program. An active public participationprogramwill:

• Enable the public to participatein publicpolicy decisionsaboutmatters
that affect them.

• Help DOE make better decisions that incorporate legal, technical,
economic, environmental,and social factors, and that address public
values and concerns.
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• Provide a means for OOE to build consensusamong the various interests
involvedin addressingmajor issues and proDlems.

e Assist DOE in building credibility with the public by demonstrating
openness,responsiveness,and accountability.

• Encompass activities necessary to comply with applicaO!e laws,
regulations,negotiatedagreements,and DOE policy, includingmeetingthe
reauirementsof the NationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct (NEPA),the Resource
Conservationand RecoveryAct (RCRA),and the ComprehensiveEnvironmental
Response,Liabilityand CompensationAct (CERCLA).

DOE needs broad-based support anO participationto implementthe EM program.
DOE's activitiesdirectlyaffectpublichealthand safetyand the environment..
forwhich DOE must exercisestewardshipand be responsiveto the publicinterest.
Citizenshave the right to influencedecisionsabout matters that affect them,
anO publicpartlci_ationrightshave been codified in many of the environmental
laws with which DOE ac=ivitiesmust comply.

_hile DOE must plan and implementthe EM program,and serves as the leadagency
in making decisions related to its environmental restoration and waste
management,itdoes sowithin a complexweb of interdependentorganizationsthat
have roles in authorizing, overseeing, regulating, funding, reviewing,and
participatingin EM activities. These organizationsinclude the U.S. Congress,
the Federaljudiciary, the President,the EnvironmentalProtectionAgency and
State regulatory agencies, the Office of Management and Budget. the General
AccountingOffice, and the EM Advisory Committee, among others. In addition,
there are numerousparties affectedby, or interestedin, EM activities,such as
State. InoianTribal,and localgovernmentsand communitygroups. Beyondthis,
DOE is not the sole repositoryof the knowleoge,skills, resources,and wisdom
that will be neededto accomplish[M'scleanupmission. DOE does not and cannot
act unilaterally in planning and implementingthe EM program. Through an
effectivepublic participationprogram,DOE can provide opportunitiesfor the
public to nave meaningful input intodecisionmaKing.

EM Public ParticiDation__Rolesand Responsibilities

EH Office of Policy and ProgramInrormatlon(EM-4)" establishesEM-widepublic
participationpolicy and guidance,includingguidance for the developmentof EM
HQ and field public participationplans; communicatesEM public participation
policy and guidance to EM HQ and field personnelon a timely basis;serves as
central coordinationpoint for publicparticipationactivitiesamongEM program
offices, with other DOE offices (i.e., the Offices of Congressional,
Intergovernmental,and PublicLiaison;PublicAffairs;and Environment.Safety,
& Health), and between EM HQ and the field: supports,participatesin, and, in
some cases, conducts HQ public participation activities; facilitates
communicationand exchange among EM public participationliaisons: provides
public participation assistance to the Field, including helping to provide
adequate resources and staff training opportunities:and reviews EM public
participationprograms.
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Deputy Assistant Secretaries: ensure t_at EM's public participation
objectives are achieved at the HQ level; oversee the development of plans,
provision of adequate resources, anOeffective conduct of HQpublic participation
activities, in coordination with EM.4; ensure coordination with EM field
personnelon program-relatedsite public participationactlvities;and ensure
that EM HQ program managers and staff sUDPOrt and participate in public
participationactivities.

£M Assistan_ Field Managers and Managers of EM-deaicated installations: ensure
that EM's public participationobjectives are achieved at the field level;
oversee the developmentof plans,provisionof adequateresources,anO effective
conduct of site public participationactivities,in coordinationwith EM-4 and
with EM HQ program offices; ensure coordinationwith site Public Affairs and
other DOE programs; ensure coordinationwith EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
regional offices anO with State regulators regarding public participation
reouirements;designatesite public participationliaisons;ano ensure that EM
field managers and staff support ano participatein site public participation
activities.

£M HQ and field public participation staff: plan and conduct 6M public
participationactivitiesfollowingEM policyand guidanceand in accordancewith
legal, regulatory,negotiated,and DOE policy requirements;coordinatewith EM
programmanagersand staff and with otherDOE personnel,as requireo;developthe
knowledge ana skills necessary for these tasks; assist in identifyingpublic
participationresource and trainingneeds; and maintain liaisonwith EM-4.

[M HQ and field projectand technicalpersonnel: participatein and supportE)l
public participation activities; acoulre sufficient training to do so
effectively.

Roles of Other_DOEgZfices in EM Public Participation

Congressional,Intergovernmental,and Public Liaison (CP): conductsfunctions
in accordancewith DOE Order 1220.IA,includingservingas EM's pointof contact
with the Congress and with State and local _i,ctedofficials; providespolicy
guidance,advice,and assistanceto EM concerningDOE's relationshipswith State.
local, territorial,and IndianTribalgovernments,business/inoustry,consumer,
an_ relateapublic interestgroups:coordinateswith EM on scheoulingof meetings
and preparationof responsesto the above-mentionedparties;and providesadvice
and assistanceto EM regardingoutreachand coordinationwith these parties.

Public Affairs (PAl Headquarters: coordinates news media coverage of EM
activities;developscommunicationstrategiestoensurewidespreaddissemination
of informationregardingEM puDlicparticipation(andother) activities;serves
as liaisonwith Field Office public affairsofficers,as required;coordinates
on public meetings planning; and provides support for EM field public
participationactivities.
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FieldOfficePublicAffairsOfficers: providemanagementoversightfor the Field
Office Managerof all externalcommunicationsactivitiescarried out by Field
Office staff and contractor organizations, including public participation
activities;coorainatewith EM public participationstaff to operateas a team
in planning and executing significant external interactions;handle media
coverage of Field Office activities.

Environment,Safety,andHealth (EH): servesas leadDOE officefor coordination
with EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (EPA)Headquarterson DDE-wideenvironmental
compliance issues; provides environmental compliance guidance on public
participationrequirementsof environmentallaws and regulations(i.e.,NEPA,
CERCLA, RCPJ_);and reviewsand approvesNEPA documentation,sucn as noticesof
intent.

Landlord Program SecretarialOffices (PSO): include Defense Programs (DP),
Nuclear Energy (NE), Energy Research (ER), etc., which are resnonsiblefor
overall site managementat DOE sites other than Hanford and Fernaid;coordinate
with EM site managers and personnel,as necessary,in their conauctof EM site
publicparticipationactivities;provideforparticipationof sitePublicAffairs
personnel,as necessary,in EM activities.

RolEs of Outside Orqani_atio_s_n EM Public P_rtic_ati_on

Regulatory Agencies: The EPA determines regulatory requirementsunder most
environmenta)laws, includingpublic participationrequirements. EPA regional
offices and State regulatoryagenciesenforce these requirements;in addition,
compliance may be subject to judicial review. There may also be public
participationrequirementsin negotiatedagreementsbetweenDOE, EPA, and State
regulators,such as Federa!FacilityAgreements,or betweenDOE and States,such
as Agreements-in-Principle.Specificpublicparticipationroles of DOE,EPA,and
State regulators may be detailed in such agreements and in site public
participation plans. Generally, DOE is responsible for developing and
implementingpublicparticipationprograms,while EPA and State regulatorsw_|l
review,and, in some cases,must approverequireddocumentation,suchas CERCLA
co_m_unityrelationsplans.

Advisory Groups: EM has establishedseveralnational-leveladvisorygroups,
including the State and Tribal Government Working Group (STGWG), the
Stakeholders'Forum,and the EM AdvisoryCommittee(EMAC). There are also local
advisory groups at several sites. These groups provide a means for DOE: to
solicitand obtain the views of representativesof some affectedand interested
parties on issues,concerns,and suggested alternativeapproachesfor various
aspectsof the EM program, includingflve-yearplanningand the EM programmatic
environmental impact statement development process; to respond to views
expressed:and to encouragea dialogue among the variousparties.
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_oIi_y Imolem,1_rl_;ation

The Office of Policy and ProgramInformation(EM-4)will issuegeneralguidance
Forthe implementat,ion of EM public participationpolicy, includingguidelines
for the development of EMHQ and site public participation plans.

Restoration and Waste Management
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Department of Energy
Wa_ington,DC 20585

Dccembzr21, 1992

TI_ Honorablel.zo P. Dully
AssistantSe.actas7 for Eavironmenud

Ratoration mid Waste b(malzmmt
_-014 FORS

1000b_mum_ ^_um $.W.
Wuhia_oL D.C. 203U

Dear_ $cactaWDtd_.

Pursuant to both the Charter of thc _ Commkt_ and y_ur request, atmchzd to this letter are • set of
rccom_ to you rqptrdiq tlz Iml_awttation Pin lot th= Pmsrsmmalic £nvironmcntalImpactStal_mtl
(PHIS) and,morz pne.:slly, for tl_ PEIS processitself.

r-,-_,.-,._,i-.o,- we_ prepszmtia drdt formbytheCommimz'sPEISSubanzm_ whichu yeamy know
is currcndy chairedby BcnsSmith (Stsra of Te.mscnu) and Rms l_ms (Wu_rn Gom'am's' _). The
mmbership of the Subcommia_ is divine sad iududm iadividualswtw knowthe concernsof most, if zo( _ of th=
rek,nm stakzhokla'zroupsfor tl_ PHS. Iz addkionto rc_wiaS _ dot.uma_ t/wSub_aJtum mmfor s full
daywhththe D_zl_aWs PHIS tern in _ Nmemt:r. I had tlz o_ to do the ssms a _ _ne.ksearlier.
F'mslly,other full Committee mcmbe.n tot on the Subcommia_ also conm'butcd to ths dr_ vzrdaa of thz
recommadatiom.

The Subcommittee'sdraft was przszute.dto th= full Cou_mittezat its rcccnt mcetinl l_ld near the HartfordfaiL'y,
debated,rcviszd,and adoptcdunmumoudy.

On behalf of the Commiue.a,I rcqu_z t_ the Dzpmme.azr=spoad in _ to _:c _..,._,4.,_,..,. u soon as
_uible, and In_de.rablybefore February_ The_ Coauu_=cme,aiq is slated for the week of MmcbUth i= the
_ianit7 of the oak Ridzc lt_

As you know,th_ PHIS-_ will_ ks workfor ti_ _ future. If you haw_que_iom _ the
recomme.adatim__ feel frN to _ Mr.Sm_ (6Lq.741-_'_),Mr. P.om(_3-_2_-9Ym) or mz (3_.a0.Sl4S).

W',,_b_z _ wisba,

GleanPaulsou, Clu_mm
_.swirom_nt,dResmratioaand
w_ 1'__
Commim¢

Enclose=: as m_re.d
c= Cwlo

Coamzim=eMembes's
Olcn L. Sjobiom.Dcsipated Fcda,al Officid
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RECOMMENDATIONSTO THE U.S. DEPARTMENTOF ENERGY,
ASSISTANT SECRETARYFOR ENVIRONMENTALRESTORATION

AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Pursuantto the Charter for the EnvironmentalRestoration
and Waste Management Advisory Committee (EMAC)

Dated: December 9, 1992

1. The IP Shouldbe More RQsoonsiyetQ pub,; Inout Gainedfrom Scooino

EMACmembersareconcernedthat the ProgrammaticEnvironmentalImpactStatement

(PEIS), Implementation Plan tIP) is unresponsiveto a number of widely expressed

issueswhich surfaced duringthe PEISscopingprocess. For the most part, lha scoping

processitself received good marks from EMAC. However, the IP reveals a striking

patternin its dispositionsof public comments. That pattern is to justify the adequacy

of current DOE programs rather than to show how the PEIS will be organizedto

analyze and discuss the possibilitiesfor needed reforms in the EM program. IP

responsesare often too generalized to capture the extent and diversity of public

comments which were raised, or are too perfunctory to be informative. Two good

examplesof this pattern of unresponsivenessmay be found in the IP portionswhich

deal with oublic involvemen_ and with environmental monitorina. The final IP

responsesfor these issueslack any assurancethat neededreforms in the EM program

will be considered.

Concernsabout DOE'spresentprogrammatic commitmentto environmentalmonitoring

are widespread across the nation, yet the IP promisesonly to considerthis issue for

the environmentalrestoration (ER) side of the EM program. DOE Tiger Team audits

have revealed serious deficiencies in environmental monitoring conducted in

conjunctionwith production andwaste managementoperations. It is apparentthat a

new programmaticcommitment is needed to assure the publicthat they, the naturai

environment,and the economicviability of communitieswill be protected througha

vigorous and credible program of environmental monitoring. The IP misses the

opportunityto demonstrate a new commitment orto indicatehow endwhere the PEIS

will address this issue. It is specifically recommended by the EMAC that a new
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commitment to environmentalmonitoringbereflected ina PEISChapter 6-"Measures

to Minimize Harm to the Environment."

The IP similarly missesan opportunity to demonstrate that the PEIS will provide a

programmaticcommitmentto publicinvolvement. The PEISacopingprocessproduced

manygoodideasfor new publicinvolvementinitiatives. An organizationalcommitment

is needed, and the IP could demonstrate that the EM program is serious about

improvementsthat are responsiveto concernsof the pt_blic. UnlessDOEis explicitly

committed to changein thisarea, it hindersthe development of a moredynamic civic

process which can address regulatory requirements, public concerns, and fiscal

restraintsin a creative and cost-effective way.

Given the depth of this problem, the EMAC recommends that the PEIS reflect a

commitment by the Secretary of Energy to establish an Office of the Ombudsman

chargedwith investigating publicgrievances on issues of access to information end

agencyresponsivenessto publiccomment. The Ombudsmanandhis assistantswould

be advocates for the public'sright to know. Grievanceswould be investigated and

publicfindings issuedina timely manner. In addition,the Ombudsmanwould regularly

submit to the Secretary recommendationsfor improvingpolicyor better implementing

existing policyin this area.

The EMAC further recommendsthat IP responsesto publiccomments should be re-

examinedand the IP redrafted to demonstrate a seriousorganizationalcommitment to

programmatic improvements in areas of widespread publicconcern. Envirt_nmental

monitoringandpublicinvolvementare examplesof suchissueareas,but others should

be re-examinedas well.

2. PEISShould Promote Decision-Makinoon CleanupStandardsand LandUse

The ultimate potential beneficial,useof the land as envisionedby a localcommunity

will be the driving force for manydecisions. The IP shouldindicatethat the PEIS will

provide a detailed framework to consider land use in future cleanup and waste

management decisions. The PEISshouldspecifythe decisionprocessandthe level of
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autonomy in decision-making which the local community and individual site managers

will be allowed to exercise.

Establishment of cleanup levels is an integral component of site-specific decision-

making. Current regulatory practice has established an interactive decision-making

process where DOE, in conjunction with EPA and state regulators, sets cleanup levels

which are reflected in a site-specific Record of Decision.

The EMAC recommends that the PEIS show how community development objectives,

appropriate future land use of federal reservations, and public input will all be

integrated into decision-making.

Finally, the PEIS should address the disposition of previously remediated sites in the

event that future cleanup levels are more stringent than current cleanup standards.

3. The Pr0qrpmmal;iq Envir0nmenl;al !.mpaql;Statement Shogid NOt be Used 1;oMak_ _ite

Soecifi¢ pe¢i#iqns

EMAC members feel that the PEIS is a document to provide strategic solutions and to

remove structural roadblocks. It is not appropriate to use the PE]S for choosing the

specific sites for consolidated waste management facilities. PEIS site characterization

and impact characterization would not (and should not) occur at a level of detail

sufficient to justify siting of facilities, EMAC members feel that it is inappropriate to

use the PEIS to make major siting decisions to avoid the rigor of impact disclosure and

open discussion of impacts necessary to evaluate such sensitive issues. Siting impacts

are highly localized and are dependent upon the technology used, the scale of the

project, arid the site-specific conditions present. The discussion of impacts at such a

fine level of detail should be avoided in the PEIS. DOE would forego an opportunity

to make needed programmatic improvements by using the PEIS for siting decisions as

now planned.

The EMAC recommends that DOE re-examine the PEIS approach and, for WM,

emphasize programmatic alternatives that might be used to resolve issues of
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interregionaland interstate equity attendant with possibleinterstate waste flows and

with the eventual siting of WM facilitieswhich couldserve regionalfunctions.

The PEISshouldclearly articulatethe processand criteriathat could beused to make

subsequentsiting decisions. The PEIS, therefore, needsto: 1) reflect DOE's overall

commitment to a tiered process of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

documentation; and 2} establish criteria for triggeringand preparing supplemental

NEPAdocuments tiered to the PEIS.

4. BetterD_finit;ionQf Al_Qrnativesis Needed

DOE's formulation of alternatives is not resDonsiveto the public scoping process.

Input from public involvementin the scopingprocesshas not been reflected in the set

of alternativesincludedin the WM portionof the IP. No evidence has been presented

that the IP emphasis on consolidationof WM functionsand facilities bearsany relation

to preferencesfor waste managementexpressedby public comment.

The EMAC members have a common concern that the no-action alternatives are

improperlydefined. The WM no-actionalternativeincludesconsolidationof treatment,

storage,and disposalfacilities not now present in the WM program. This is especially

evidentinthe descriptionsof the no-actionalternativesfor low-level radioactivewaste

andlow-level mixed waste. These differencesbetween the no-actionalternatives, as

definedinthe IP, andtrue no-actionWM alternativeswould bemagnifiedgreatlywhen

the ERprogram beginsto generatesignificantamounts of waste. EMAC membersare

also concerned that the ER no-action alternative is defined in a way that does not

providea baseline analysis of remediation options.

The extre_P. "bounding" alternatives for ER (i.e., Alternative 1: Reliance on

Engineeringand Institutional Controls; and Alternative 2: Relianceon Removal and

Treatment)would only beappropriateintheir pureform for some very small DOEsites.

The choice between these two alternatives would be highly dependent upon site-

specific conditions and site-specific land use and risk expectations. For most large,

complexDOE sites, the appropriate ERalternativewill always be some hybrid form of
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Alternative 3, "a combination strategy" in which there will always be a mix of

institutionalcontrol and complete removal. The PEISneedsto reflect this reality and

avoidsetting up an artificialchoice between "Institutionalcontrol" and "removaland

treatment."

The EMAC recommendsthat the PEIS focus on e programmatic processto foster

consensuson the appropriate ERStrategy for implementation on eachDOEsite, The

present Sugerfundapproach couldbe used as the baselineprogrammatic alternative.

The IP "analytical approach to evaluate ER alternatives" might be modified to

constitute a more apl_ropriateER _ro0rammatic alternative by includinginterested

"publics" at sites in the "cumulative effects analysis team." Localrepresentatives

shouldalso be allowed to interact with the "remedial engineeringanalysisteam" and

the "environmentalanalysisteam."

The EMAC finds that there shouldbe a re-examinationof the definition of no-action

alternatives. New ERand WM no-action alternatives shouldbe defined to provide e

true baselineanalysisagainstwhich other programmaticalternativescan bemeasured.

A baselineriskassessmentshouldbeperformed. The no-action alternativeshouldnot

go beyond existing compliance agreements and should not include planned facilities

unlessspecifically included in a compliance agreement, DOE shouldalso provide an

environmentalanalysisof analternative whichaddressesthe managementof allwaste

on-site (nointer-site shipments). Becausethe EMAC hasconcerns regardingthe DOE-

proposedno-actionalternatives,we recommendthat DOE further explorethis question

and seek recommendationsfrom the President's Councilon EnvironmentalQuality.

The EMAC also recommends that Waste Minimization should become a WM

programmaticalternative, ThePEISshoulddisclosethe potential for reducingthe need

for waste treatment and disposal facilities which is created by implementation of e

fully integrated waste minimizationprogram.

5. More Comorehen_iiveCover0oeof Waste Management Issuesis Needed

The EMAC is not satisfiedwith the scope of the WM programwhich will beaddressed
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in the PEIS. Some waste streams or waste types are omitted without sufficient

justification. For example, it is not clear that either pre-1970 transuranicwaste or

remote-handled transuranic waste will be addressed in the PEIS. Programmatic

treatment of these two waste types is laggingfar behindthe treatment of post-1970

transuranic waste, that part of the waste stream clearly intended for disposal in the

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

The PEISavoidsdiscussionof industrialsolidwaste producedthroughoutthe complex.

Contrary to the IP responseon this issue, the publicconcerns for this type of waste

are important. The publicinterest in below regulatory concern (BRC)standardshas

beendemonstrated. DOEroutinelymakes "BRC determinations" on largevolumes of

industrialsolid waste destinedfor disl_osalin landfillson DOE reservations. The WM

programshouldavoid creationof a "second generation" of ERneeds.

The IP selectively addresses the storaae of Greater-Than-ClassC (GTCC) waste

without any promise of dealingwith the difficult programmatic issueof final disposal

of GTCC waste.

The EMAC recommendsthat DOEre-examineits selectivecoverage of waste streams

and waste issues with new attention to comprehensive coverage and to final

dispositionof waste streams rather than interimtreatment or storage steps. The PEIS

shouldclearly state how DOE intends to address all classes of transuranic waste,

Greater-Than-ClassC waste disposal,and managementof industrialsolidwaste.

6. PEISShould Fully AddressWorker Health and $0fQTvand PublicHealth ancL_afety

The ultimate goal of the PEISis to protect the health andsafety of the citizens of the

United States. The IP and the PEIS shouldstress both protection for"the residents

adjacentto the sitesandthe safety of the workers at the site. Eachalternativeshould

be carefully examined for its impacts on the local population and the workers

performingthe day to day operations.

TheEMAC recommendsthat the PEISshoulddetailthe processandstandardsthat will
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be employed to ensurethat workersand residentswill be protected duringeach phase

of a project. Monitoringrequirementsneed to bespecified in the PEISto complywith

health andsafety standards.

7. The Risk.Assessmer_Processfor the PEIS Shouldbe Modified

The EMAC has seriousconcernsabout DOE's plans for calculating baseline

riskand the risk for the variousalternatives for the PEIS. It is our

understandingthat these concernsare sharedwith the EPA, public-interest

groups, and other stakeholders. The EMAC's concernsare not only with the

detailsof the planned modelingapproaches, but with the overall process.

Current plans of the DOEare to use the MEPAS model with the work being

done by ORNL. The MEPAS model has been used in the past as part of the

EnvironmentalSurvey and as part of the DOE EnvironmentalRestoration

priority-settingprocess:many of the resultshave been widely perceivedas

lackingin credibility.

Of more importance, however, is our concern about the process. It appears

that DOE plans are simplyto have one contractor calculate riskswithout

adequate consultationwith DOE sitesor stakeholders(federal and state

regulators,site scientistsand managers, public interest groups including

worker interests, and the public at large).

The EMAC strongly recommendsthat the following process be used:

A. For each site to beassessed,seek the involvement of stakeholders

to solicitviewpointson the problemsof concern that needto be

assessedand the appropriate input data for any calculations.

B. The involvement shouldextend to the selection of the method of

calculationto be used. Emphasisshouldbe placed on usingthe

simplest model possible,consistentwith obtainingvalidresults. It
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is important to remember that the goal of most concern is to be

able to communicatethe riskcalculations to the publicin s way that

is transparent (understandablewithout referencingobtuse

publications). It is well recognizedthat all needed input data may

not be available,andthat the calculationswill contain considerable

uncertainty. Forthis reason, it is essential that the uncertaintyin

risk calculationsbe recognizedexplicitly. This means that a

deterministic (singlevalue) calculation, which often has many built

in conservative assumptions,shouldnot be done; rather, best effort

should be madeto calculatethe most likely risk values with

appropriate expressionsof uncertaintyfor every important step in

the processand for the final results. Such uncertaintiesshouldbe

represented explicitly, and one of the more important usesof these

data may be to directfuture efficient data gathering sothat

uncertainties may be reduced.

C. For each site andeach problemcalculate the riskto the public and

to workers now and into the future for the following conditions:

i. Baseline. This assumes that no remedial actions will

take place.

ii. Remedialaction alternatives. The risk to the publicand

to workers is calculated for each remedialaction alternative to

be consideredin the PEIS. it is important to includethe risk

posed by the cleanup actions themselves, as this may be

substantialin terms of occupational exposure and in riskto the

public from transportation (includingthe risk of traffic

accidents}.
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D. When draft results are available, share the results with

stakeholders. The primary goat of this process shouldnot be

just to "communicate," but to perform quality-assuranceand

validity checks on the calculatedresults,

The goal of the process outlined above is to ensurethat stakeholdersare given

an opportunityto participate in the t_rocessof riskassessmentat the earliest

phaseand as the process develops. It is the view of EMAC that this is the

mostuseful way to builda consensusamongthe stakeholders,and to avoid

the inevitableproblems that result from dumpingonly the final resultson 8

surprisedl_ublic.
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__ Department of Energy

Wasnmgton, DC 20585

March 3, 1993

Dr. GlennPaulson,Chairman
EnvironmentalRestorationand WasteManagement
AdvisoryCommittee

411 WestHelroseStreet
ApartmentlOC
Chicago,Illinois60657

DearDr. Paulson:

Thisis inresponseto yourletterdatedDecember21, IggZ,submitting
therecommendationsof the EnvironmentalRestorationandWaste
HanagementAdvisoryCommitteeon the ImplementationPlan (IP)for the
EnvironmentalRestorationandWasteManagementProgrammatic
EnvironmentalImpactStatement(PEIS).

I wantto thankyou and the Committeefortheseexcellent
recommendations.The Departmentof Energyhas reviewedextensively
the plansand PEISalternativesas a resultof thesethoughtprovoking
recommendationsand is modifyingthe IP to incorporatemany beneficial
changes.One of our reasonsfor submittingthedraftforCommittee
reviewwas to obtainideason how the IP couldbe mademoreresponsive
to publicandstakeholdercomments- beforethe reportis finalized
andprovidedto them. As a resultof Committeerecommendationsin
thisarea,the ImplementationPlanis beingsignificantlyimproved.

The recommendationsconcerningalternativeswere alsouseful,andwe
haveconsultedwiththe Councilon EnvironmentalQualityas suggested.
We are addinga "decentralized"alternativeforeachwastecategory,
and also,a "no action"alternativefor bothEnvironmentalRestoration
andWasteHanagementthatwilldefinea currentbaselinesituation.
Wehave clarified the coverageof waste subtypes as suggested,
includingcontactand remotehandledtransuranlcwaste,buried
transuranicwaste,high-actlvitylow-levelwaste,and greater-than-
class-Clow-levelwaste.

We believeit isessentialto analyzethe environmentalimpactsof a
spectrumof alternativesfor sitingof wastemanagementfacilitiesin
the PEIS,as thisis an importantprogrammaticaspectof waste
managementplanning.For examplethe analysisof environmental
impactsof suchalternativesshouldserveas usefulinputto the
developmentof sitespecificplansfor treatMntof mixedwasteunder
the FederalFacilitiesComplianceAct. We appreciatethe Committee's
concernsinthisareaandare optimisticthatfurtherdialoguemay
rosultInan improvedunderstandingand possibilitiesfor achieving
interrelatedDOE and Stateneeds. Withthewiderrmngeof
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alternatives as suggestedby the Committee, and the clear commitment
thatdecisionson sitingspecificwastefacilityprojectswill not be
madeuntilcompletionof additionalsitespecificNational
EnvironmentalPolicyAct (NEPA)reviewsdirectlyincorporatinginput
fromthe relevantstakeholders,we believethatthe PEIScan provide
usefulinformationto Statesand the publicon environmentalimpacts
of alternativesitingconfigurations.Thisapproachis consistent
withsomeearlierPEIS'sand satisfiesCouncilon Environmental
QualityrequirementsandobjectivesforprogrammaticNEPAreview.

We stilldo not planto analyzealternativeconfigurationsfor
disposalof industrialsolidwaste in the PEISsincelocaldisposal
wouldseemto be theonlyreasonablealternativefor suchwastes. We
will includediscussionofways of assuringthatradioactivewastes
are not mixedwiththiswastecategoryas this is importantto the
nationalprogram.Workerhealthand safetymattersare beingincluded
fullyin the riskanalysisof alternatives,as suggested.As
requested,the PEISwillprovidethe frameworkfor relatingcleanup
proposalsto landuse.

The Committeeconcernsaboutthe riskassessmentprocessare DOE
concernsas well. We planto utilizeseveralmeansto helpassurethe
validityof thiswork. For example,we willbe publishingcomparisons
of methodologiesin peer-reviewedjournalsand involvingthe operable
unitmanagersat eachsiteto get the bestdatafor riskanalysis.We
are planninga publicnationalriskassessmentworkshopon the PEIS
methodologiesto promotebetterunderstandingand feedbackfor
improvements.

I wouldalsoliketo reportto the CommitteethatDOE had receiveda
recommendationfromEPAduringthe PEISSubcommitteemeetingNovember
24, iggz,thatwe considera policy-by-policyorientedapproachto
presentingthe PEISanalysis.Ithas beenDOE'sintentto coverthe
issuesidentifiedin theproposedEPA approacheventhoughsomeof
theseissuesare not amenableto traditionalenvironmentalimpact
analysis.We met recentlywith EPA staffto explorethisapproach,
andwe planto continueworkingwithEPA to determinethe bestway to
proceed. Recognizingthatthereare manyissuesof concern,bothto
interestedagenciesandthe public,DOE is proposingto includein the
PEISa separatechapteror chaptersto identifyand analyzesuch
issues. We believethatcoveringsuchissuesin the PEISwouldserve
the extremelybeneficialpurposeof providinginformationand
demonstratingDOE'scommitmenttowardsprogrammaticimprovementin
majorareasof concern.We have incorporatedthe commitmentfor
preparationof suchchapter(s)intothe revisedImplementationPlan.

Moredetailsof our responsesto the EHACrecommendationsare included
in the attachmentin a sectionby sectlon,recommendationby
recommendation,format. I plan to discussthemat the PEIS
SubcommitteeMeetlnginconjunctionwiththe upcomingmeetingof the
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Committee. As requested. ,e also have asked Curtis Travis of the Oak
Rtdge National Laboratory to provide current tnfon, ation on the
ungoing risk assessment efforts to the PEIS subcommittee when it meets
in Oak Ridge.

Sincerely,

SJoblom
Special Assistant to

the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Restoration

and Waste Management
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RESPONSE TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (EMAC)

RECOMMENDATIONS

Concerning the Implementation Plan for the Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) and the PEIS Process

1. The !1' Should be More Resvonsive to Public Input Gained from Sfopin_

Recommendation:

"EMAC members are concerned that the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIS), ImplementationPlan (IP) is unresponsive to a number of widely expressed issues which
surfaced during the PEIS scoping process. For the most part, the scoping process itself
received good marks from EMAC. However, the IP reveals a striking pattern in its
dispositions of public comments. That pattern is to justify the adequacy of current DOE
programs rather than to show how the PEIS will be organized to analyze and discuss the
possibilities for needed reforms in the EM program. IP responses are often too generalized
to capntre the extent and diversity of public comments which were raised, or are too
perfunctory to be informative. Two good examples of this pattern of unresponsiveness may be
found in the IP portions which deal with public involvement and with environmental
monitoring. Thefinal responsesfor these issues lack any assurance that needed reforms in
the EM program will be considered."

"TheEMACfurther recommends that IP responses to public commentsshould be re-examined
and the IP redrafted to demonstrate a serious organizational commitment to programmatic
improvements in areas of widespread public concern. Environmental monitoring and public
involvement are examples of such issue areas, but others should be re-examined as well."

Response:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Environmental Restoration and Waste

Management(EM) agrees that there are many issues of concern to the publi_ as well as EM,

where programmatic improvements are appropriate. EM believes that improvements are not

only appropriate, but necessary, if the DOE waste management and cleanup goals are to be

achieved. Some of these programmatic improvements can be analyzed for environmental
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impacts and some are neither amenable nor appropriate for such an analysis. In the Draft

Implementation Plan (IP), the DOE responded to those scoping issues that were amenable to

environmental impact analysis and were appropriate to consider in a National Environmental

Policy Act (NEPA) document. The DOE prepared and issued a number of Fact Sheets to

discuss EM program issues of concern and that were not within the scope of the EM

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (P_S).

During the Public Workshops on the Draft IP, the senior DOE official recognized that

discussion in the PEIS on additional EM program issues would be desirable to help the reader

understand how EM intended to achieve improvements in areas of concern. At the

Workshops, the DOE committed to discuss in the PEIS those program issues that were raised.

The DOE believes it desirable to go beyond the traditional NEPA methodology because of the

unprecedented scope of the EM Program. The Working Final IP identified many of these

program issues of concern.

As a result of the EMAC's recommendations, the DOE will revise the 11' to provide for

further discussion of EM program issues of concern in the PEIS. Examples of IP

modifications that provide further discussion of and commitments to PEIS discussion of these

issues will include:

• A discussion of the PEIS relationship to the activities undertaken in
accordance with the requirements of the Federal Facility Compliance Act
of 1992;

• Expanding the DOE response to land use comments and identifying the
specific land use options that will be considered in the PEIS;

• Expanding the DOE response to comments on funding for ER activities to
include information on public assistance grants;

• Incorporating additional information on the coordination of the EM PEIS
and DOE Office of Defense Programs Nuclear Weapons Complex
Reconfiguration PEIS;

• Identifying specific future public participation mechanism to keep the
public informed on the PEIS process;

• Commitment to describe the relationship between the PEIS and
subsequently tiered NEPA documents;
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• Commitment to correct monitoring program deficiencies as a result of
internal reviews and Tiger Team audits and to discuss monitoring
programs in the PEIS;

• Commitment to describe in the PEIS a mechanism for site-specific
decision-making on cleanup and how the PEIS will affect DOE sites
involved in these efforts;

• Commitment to discuss in the PEIS the role of the regulators, the public,
and stakeholders in the EM technology development program;

• Commitment to public and peer review of risk asseument methodologies;
and

• Reaffirmation of DOE's policy to protect public health and safety and to
operate all facilities in compliance with standards and regulations.

Chapter 4 of the final IP will list additional EM program issues, and will describe the current

planning on how these issues can be discussed in the PEIS. The Draft Outline of the PEIS

that is in an appendix of the IP will also identify where these additional issues will be

discussed. As the PEIS is developed, this discussion will evolve. This is particularly

important since improvement in many of these areas are ongoing while the PEIS is being

developed. An approach to covering these issues was suggested during the PEIS Subcommittee

Meeting on November 24, 1992, and we have met with the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency staff to exchange views on how these issues can be covered so as to best inform the

public reviewers of the PEIS and promote orderly improvements in important programmatic

areas.

We believe the recommendations provided by the EMAC and our responses have improved

the responsiveness of the IP. Specific EMAC recommendations and our response are provided

in the following sections.

Recommendation:

"Concerns about DOE's present programmatic commitment m environmental monitonng are
widespread across the nation, yet the IP promises only to consider this issue for the
environmental restorations (F.R) side of the EM program. DOE Tiger Team audits have
revealed serious deficiencies in environmental monitoring conducted in conjuncaon with
production and waste management operations. It is apparent that a new progranmmac
commitment is needed to assure the public that they, the natural environment, and the
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economic viability of conmmnities will be protected through a vigorous and credible program
of envirownental monitoring. The IP misses the oppornmity to demonstrate a new commitment
or to indicate how and where the PEI$ will address this Issue. It is specifically recommended
by the FAIAC that a new commitment to environmental monitoring be reflected in a PEI$
Ompter 6--'Measures to Mlni_ Harm to the Environment."

Response"

The IP will be modified to commit that the draft PEIS will discuss the environmental

monitoring programs being conducted at major DOE sites and the current status of actions

being undertaken to address deficiencies as a result of DOE Tiger Team audits.

Environmental monitoring is recognized as an important element of all environmenlal

restoration and waste management alternatives. The PEIS will reflect the DOE commitment

to this important area in Chapter 6 of the PEIS or other chapters as appropriate.

Recommendation:

"The IP similarly misses an opportunity to demonstrate that the PEI$ will provide a
programmatic commitment to public involvement. The PEI$ scoping process produced many
good ideas for new public involvement initiatives. An organizational commitment i$ needed,
and the IP could demonstrate that the EM program is serious about improvements that are
responsive to concerns of the public. Unless DOE is explicitly committed to change in this
areas, it hinders the development of a more dynamic civic process which can address
regulatory requirements, public concerns, and.fiscal restraints in a creative and cost-effective
WCIy._

R_on_:

The IP will be modified to incorporate EM's serious commitment to public involvement, by

including EM's Public Participation Policy directly in the IP and by identifying future public

involvement mechanisms to be used in the EM Program, and during the remainder of the PEIS

process. This issue will be covered in a prominent way in the PEIS.
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Recommendation:

"Giventhe depth of this problem, the EMAC recommends that the PEIS reflect a commitment
by the Secretaryof Energy to establish an Office of the Ombudsman charged with investigating
public grievances on issues of access to information and agency responsiveness to public
comment. The Ombudsman and his assistants would be advocates for the public's right to
know. Grievances would be investigatedand public findings issued in a timely manner. In
addition, the Ombudsman would regularly submit to the Secretary recommendationsfor
improvingpolicy or better implementing existing policy in this area."

Response:

With respect to the EMAC's recommendationregarding the establishmentof a DOE Office

of the Ombudsperson, EM has previously considered establishing an Ombudsperson as part of

the deliberations at the Federal Facilities Environmental Restoration (FFER) Dialogue

Committee. The FFER Dialogue Committee Report shows that there was a Committee

consensus recommendation that regulated agencies should designate central points of contact

to serve as visible and accessibleadvocatesof the public's right to know. It also reported that

Federal agencies may choose to implement this recommendation in different ways to account

for differences in the magnitude of clean-up problems and different structures of the

organizations. The EM implementation technique as detailed on page 17 of the report

basically consists of EM Field Office points of contact, coupled with an EM Headquarters

point of contact to ensure that DOE fulfills all reasonable information requests. DOE also

indicated its plans to establish Site-Specific Advisory Boards.

Several members of the Committee supported an idea that larger Federal agenciesestablish an

independentOmbudsporson to serve as the point of contact, but there was not a consensus on

this method. EM is committed to further view the question of an Ombudsperson should the

EM key points of contact and Site-Specific Advisory Boards prove ineffective.
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2. PEIS Should Promote Dee_t_lon-Makinfon Cleanuo Standards and Land Use

Recommendation:

"The ultimate potential beneficial use of the land as envisioned by a local community will be
the driving force for many decisions. The IP should indicate that the PEIS will provide, a
detailed framework to consider land use in future cleanup and waste management decisions.
The PEIS should specify the decision process and the level of autonomy in decision-malting
which the local community and individual site managers will be allowed to exercise."

Response:

One of the key goals of the PEIS is to provide,a technical basis for the establishment of a

DOE policy on integrating land use decisions into the cleanup decision-makingprocess. Such

a policy would be directed at acknowledging the importanceof land use considerations and the

identificationof criteriato be considered, rather than the establishmentof a policy that would

identify a predeterminedfuture land use for each site or facility to be remediated. The IP will

be modified to provide for a more extensive discussion of DOE's considerationof land use

and institutional controls in the PEIS, consistentwith the Committee recommendation. The

PEIS wiU discuss current decision-making roles and public participationprocesses under

existing regulations, such as CERCLA, and will discuss decision-makingroles and public

participation mechanisms that could be implemented _ part of the policy. _ would

appreciatemore detailed recommendationsfrom the Committee in this areaand looks forward

to incorporatingthem into an evolving land use policy.

Recommendation:

"Establishment of cleanup levels is an integral component of stte-spec_c deciston-maktn&.
Currentregulatorypractice has established an interactive decision-makingprocess whereDOE,
in conjunction with EPA and state regulators, sets cleanup levels which are reflected in a site
specific Record of Decision.
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The EMAC recommends that the PEIS show how community development objectives,
appropriatefuture land use of federal reservations, and public input will all be integrated into
decision-making."

Response:

EM is sensitive to the EMAC's concerns in identifying commitments and future proee_e_

which bear upon DOE's credibility and the public's confidence in the future conduct of the

EM program. As an example of EM's commitment to integrating future land use decision-

making and local community involvement, DOE established the Hartford Future Site Uses

Working Group, charged with developing a range of future use options for the Hartford Site

and assessing the implications of future uses as part of the Hanford cleanup. The Committee

heard extensively about this Hanford process at the December 8, 1992, meeting and both EM

and EMAC are considering this valuable expexiencein relation to other sites. Such working

groups could provide an extremely useful mechanism for integrating local community land use

objectiveswith DOE landlord responsibilities directly into site-specific cleanup actions under

CERCLA. The Hanford Site Environmental Restoration EIS will integrate this input into site

d_'ision-making processes. Also, the PEIS building upon the Hartford Future Site Working

Group process and such other groups that may be established in the future, will discuss

processes whereby community objectives, future land use, and public input can be integrated

into decision-making throughout the EM Program.

Recommendation:

"Finally,the PEIS should address the disposition of previously remediated sites in the event
that future cleanup levels are more stringent than current standards."

Response:

The PEIS will describe the current legal and regulatoryframeworkfor remediation and will

also discussresponsibilityfor furtherremediationas partof this framework. The currentlegal

and regulatory frameworkprovides for taking actions beyond regulatoryrequirements.
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3. The Prom-aromatic Environmental lmnaet Statement Should Not be Used to M ak_
Site Specific Decisions

Recommendation:

"EMAC members feel that the PEIS is a document to provide strategic solutions and to remove
structural roadblocks. It is not appropriate to use the PEIS for choosing the specific sites for
consolidated waste management facilities. P£1S site characterization and impact
characterization would not (and should noO occur at a level of detail sufficient to justify siting
of facilities. EMAC members feel that it is inappropriate to use the PEIS to make major siting
decisions to avoid the rigor of impact disclosure and open discussion of impacts necessary to
evaluate such sensitive issues. Siting impacts are highly localized and are dependent upon the
technology used, the scale of the project, and the site-specific conditions present. The
discussion of impacts at such a fine level of detail should be avoided in the PEIS. DOE would
forego an opportunity to make needed progranmu2tic improvements by using the PEIS for siting
decisions as now planned.

The EMAC recommends that DOE re-examine the PEIS approach and, for Wilt, emphasize
programmatic alternatives that might be used to resolve issues of interregional and interstate
equity attendant with possible interstate waste flows and with the eventual siting of WM
facilities which could serve regional functions."

Response:

EM agrees that the PEIS should provide strategic solutions and remove structural roadblocks.

EM also agrees that site specific issues should not be covered in the PEIS. An adequate

NEPA review of strategic solutions would need to include consideration of potential

environmental impacts to different geographic areas, and in the case of waste management

(WM) facilities needs to include the consideration of the extent to which wastes at a given site

should be managed on a local, regional, or central scale. EM believes this need includes

consideration of likely impacts that would occur at the various sites where waste is located and

along likely transportation corridors, and analyzing real locations. An analysis of hypothetical

sites that seems implicit in the recommendation could be readily challenged as insufficient.
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Siting issues are a major part of arriving at strategic solutions, and, therefore, are an

appropriateconsiderationin the EM PEIS. A prior programmatic EIS which addressed siting

is the U.S. Army PEIS for the disposition of chemical weapons. In this case, subsequently

tiered project-level NEPA reviews are being used to further evaluate the site specific

environmentalissues. Anotherexamplewhere siting of facilities was analyzed in a PEI_ was

the U.S. Air Force PEIS for a Small IntercontinentalBallistic Missile Program.

DOE acknowledges that in preparation of the PEIS, uncertainties may exist that would

precludea determinationof specificDOE sites and that the PEISWM determinationsmay only

be made at a broad level (e.g., identificationof potential candidateDOE sites in a region at

which one or more waste faciliti'_s could be located). This acknowledgement will be

specifically incorporated into the IP. Persistent uncertainties (e.g., such as detailed

characterizationsof specific waste streamsand quantifies of waste that may be generated by

environmentalrestorationactivities) in the PEISand in project-levelanalysesneed not preclude

completion of a NEPA review or delay expeditious compliance. DOE has always intended

to rigorouslyevaluate and fully disclose potential impacts of alternative WM configurations

in the PEIS, including the identificationof uncertaintieswhich might affect potential PEIS

determinations.

DOE fully recognizes State sensitivities with respect to potentially reaching specific preferred

WM facility siting determinations, and the major regulatory role that State's will play in

implementing any new or modified WM facilities. The IP will be reviewed to ensure it

clearly indicates that implementing new WM facilities is dependent on acquiring the

appropriateState and Federal permits and approvals, includingproject-specificNEPA reviews,

where necessary. EM actively seeks the participation of the States and the public in the

decision-making process.

DOE has considereda three-tieredNEPA strategy in which the EM PEIS wouldonly consider

policy issues, a subsequentprogrammaticNEPA document would address siting of new WM

facilities, and project-levelNEPA documentation would addressproject implementation. Since

EM's goal has been--andremains--to bringthe complexinto full compliancewith all applicable
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environmental, health, and safety requirements as ex_t_editiQuslyas possible, however, a three-.

tiered approach was rejected in favor of a two-tiered NEPA approach. EM believes this is

essential to DOE conformance with the schedules of the Federal Facility Compliance Act.

Recommendation:

"The PEIS should clearly articulate the process and criteria that could be used to make
subsequent siting decisions. The PEIS, therefore, needs to: 1) reflect DOE's overall
commitment to a tiered process of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation,.
and 2) establish criteria for triggering and preparing supplemental NEPA documents tiered to
the PEIS."

Response:

The PEIS will clearly articulate the relationship of the PEIS to subsequently tiered project-level

NEPA documents for analyzing site specific impacts. According to Council on Environmental

Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1598.28), tiering refers to covering general mattent in a

broad EIS and providing subsequent narrow analyses that concentrate solely on more specific

issues and reference the general discussions as appropriate. CEQ cites tiering from a

programmatic HIS to site-specific analyses as an example. This is the approach DOE plans

to follow in preparing NEPA documents that are tiered to the PEIS.

4. Better Definition of Alternatives is Needfd

Recommendation:

"DOE's formulation of alternatives is not responsive to the public scoping process. Input from
public involvement in the scoping process has not been reflected in the set of altenmaves
included in the WM portion of the IP. No evidence has been presented that the IP emphasis
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on consolidation of Wld functions and facilities bears any relation to preferences for waste
management expressed by public comment."

Response:

The DOE agrees with most of the EMAC recommendationsregardingthe formulationof the

alternativesand proposes to make modificationsto the alternativesin response to the specific

concerns identifiedbelow.

Recommendation:

"TheEMAC members have a common concern that the no-action alternatives are improperly
defined. The WM no-action alternative includes consolidation of treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities not now present in the WM program. This is especially evident in the
descriptions of the no-action alternativesfor low-level radioactive waste and low-level mixed
waste. These differences between the no-action alternatives, as defined in the IP, and true no-
action WlVlalternatives would be magn_ed greatly when the ER program begins to generate
waste. EMAC members are also concerned that the F.R no-action alternative is defined in a
way that does not provide a baseline analysis of remediation options."

"The EMAC finds that there should be a re-examination of the definition of no-action
alternanves. New ER and WM no-action alternatives should be defined to provide a true
baseline analysis against which other programmatic alternatives can be measured. A baseline
risk assessment should be performed. The no-action alternative should not go beyond existing
compliance agreements and should not include planned facilities unless spec_cal!v included
in a compliance agreement."

Response:

DOE agrees with the EMAC recommendationto redefine the no-action alternatives. Based

on these recommendations,DOE will revise the IP to decouple ongoing activities, which are

legitimatelypan of the "no-action"alternative,from plannedactivities that are more accurately

representedby the "currentprogram"alternative. For both ER andWM activities, this should

eliminate confusion with respect to what constitutes a true environmental and programmatic

baseline.
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Specifically, the IMPwill be medified to indicat_ that the PF..ISwill analyze an ER no action

alternative that will evaluate conditions prior to undertaking further remediation. Such an

analysis would be similarto the baseline risk assessment conductedunder the Comprehensive

EnvironmentalResponse, Compensation, and Liability Act.

RegardingWM activities,the no action alternativefor each of the WM waste types and spent

nuclearfuel will consideronly existing and approvedwaste managementfacilities. Approved

facilities, in the context of no action, will be defined as those for which NEPA review has

been completed, appropriatepermits received, and a decision made to proceed with the

activity. These facilitiescould, butnot necessarily, be within the scopeof existing compliance

agreementsbecauseexisting agreementsdo not cover all waste types and facilities considered

in the PEIS. Furthermore,DOE does not believe it is appropriateto use existing compliance

agreementsas a basis for no action, becauseexisting complianceagreementsrequireactions

for which appropriateNEPA review has not always been completedand that may not yet be

permitted. We feel that facilities planned under such agreementsfall more appropriately

within the currentprogramalternative.

Finally, we beLievethatthe narrowdefinition of the no-actionalternativeas presentedabove

addresses the EMAC concern regarding premature assumptionsrelated to consolidation of

treatment,storage,anddisposal facilities in the WM program.

Recommendation:

•The extreme 'bounding' alternativesfor ER (i.e., Alternative 1: reliance on Engineering and
Institutional Controls; and Alternative 2: Reliance on Removal and Treatment) would only be
appropriate in their pure form for some very small DOE sites. The choice between these two
alternatives would be highly dependent upon site-specific conditions and site-specific land use
and risk expectations. For most large, complex DOE sites, the appropriate ER alternative will
always be some hybrid form of Alternative 3, 'a combination strategy' in which there will
always be a mix of institutional control and complete removal. The PEI$ needs to reflect this
reality and avoid setting up an artificial choice between 'institutional control' and 'removal
and treatment. '
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The EMAC recommends that the PEI$ focus on a programmatic process to foster consensus
on the appropriate ER strategy for implementation on each DOE site. The present Superfund
approach could be used as the baseline programmatic alternative. The IP 'analytical approach
to evaluate ER alternative' might be modified to constitute a more appropriate ER
prograqlmatic alternative by including interested 'publics' at sites in the 'cumulative effects
analysis team.' Local representatives should also be allowed to interact with the 'remedial
engineering analysis team' and the 'environmental analysis team."

Response:

DOE does not take issue with EMAC's observation that the most appropriate ER alternative

for application broadly throughout DOE could be some hybrid form of a combination strategy.

However, DOE believes that consideration of the proposed alternatives are reasonable for

purposes of analysis to establish the strengths and weaknesses of approaches to cleanup at the

ends of the spectrum. This approach is consistent with Council on Environmental Quality

guidance to cover the full s_r_ztrumof alternatives. ["Memorandum: Questions and Answers

About the NEPA Regulations", 46 FR 18026 (March 23, 1981) (emphasis in original)]. DOE

believes that the most appropriate process for determining an ER Strategy at each site is

through the integrated CERCLA/NEPA process, which maximizes the participation of locally

interested individuals and agencies, and tailors the application of policy to site specific

conditions.

Recommendation:

"DOE should also provide an environmental analysis of an alternative which addresses the
management of all waste onsite (no-intersite shipments)."

Response:

The DOE agrees that the PEIS should analyze an alternative that maximizes the management

of all waste on-site, where reasonable. The IP will be modified accordingly.

Recommendation:
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"Because the EMAC has concerns regarding the DOE-proposed no-action alternatives, we
recommend that DOE further explore thls question and seek recommendations from the
President's Council on Environmental Quality."

Response:

Representativesof DOE and the U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency met with CEQDeputy

General Counsel on January 27, 1993, to discuss siring, no action, and identification of

preferredalternatives. Minutes of the meeting have been preparedand are available to all

EMAC members. As a result of the meeting, DOE is confidentthat the approachwith respect

to the no action alternative, whichwas recommendedby EMAC and adoptedby DOE, fully

meets the intent and requirementsof NEPA.

Recommendation:

"The EMAC also recommends that Waste Minimization should become a WlVlprogrammatic
alternative. The PEIS should disclose the potential for reducing the needfor waste treatment
and disposal facilities which is created by implementation of a filly integrated waste
minimizationprogram."

Response:

EM agrees that waste minimizationis an important consideration that would reduce the need

for waste treatment and disposal facilities. DOE has established waste minimizationpolicies.

The PEIS will considerwaste minimizationmethods in the analysis of each alternativerathex

than as a separatealternative.

5. More Comprehensive Coverage of Waste Manafement Issues is Needed
.e

Recommendation:
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"TheEMAC is not satisfied with the scope of the WM program which will be addressed in the
PEIS. Some waste streams or waste types are omitted without sufficient justification. For
example, it is not clear that either pre-1970 transuranic waste or remote-handled transuranic
waste will be addressed in the PEIS. Programmatic treatment of these two waste types is
laggo_gfar behind the treatment of post-1970 transuranic waste, that part of the waste stream
clearly intendedfor disposal in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant."

Response:

The DOE has re-examined each of the waste types to be considered in the PEIS. The IP will

be revised to specifically state that both contact-handledand remotely-handled transuranic waste

are within tb_.scope of the PEIS. Additionally, the IP will be modified to clarify that the

PEIS, as part of the environmental restoration analysis, will discuss the proposed pre-1970

transuranie demonstration program at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (i.e., Pit 9

at the Radioactive Waste Management Complex). This pre-1970 transuranic waste

demonstrationprogram is being proposedby the DOE to ascertain the technical feasibilityof

retrievingpre-1970 transuraniewaste. NEPAdocumentationfor this programis currentlyin

preparation,separatelyfrom the PEIS. Decisionsrelative to retrievalof pre-1970 transuranie

disposalwould be made upon completionof a demonstrationprogramanda separateNEPA

review, but cannot be made during the PEIS because the results of the demonstrationprogram

will not be available until about 1996.

Recommendation:

"The PEIS avoids discussion of industrial solid waste produced throughout the complex.
Contrary to the IP respons," on this issue, the public concerns for this type of waste are
important. The public interest in below regulatory concern (BRC) standards has been
demonstrated. DOE routinely makes 'BRCdeterminations on large volumes of industrial solid
waste destined for disposal in landfills on DOE reservations. The WM program should avoid
creation of a 'second generation' of _ needs."

Response:
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/dthough prior practices with respect to industrial solid waste disposal were not adequate and

resulted in the disposition of wastes that were contaminated with very low-levels of

radioactivity, such practices have been recently halted and new procedures are being

developed. The PEIS will discuss the category of industrial waste and DOE's efforts to

prevent unauthorized disposal of industrial solid wastes contaminated with radioactivity as

industrial solid wastes.

While a below-regulatory concern (BRC) regulation for low-level waste could be advantageous

to the Department in disposing of wastes containing insignificant levels of radioactivity, the

DOE is not authorized to promulgate either a BRC regulation or a BRC standard. That

authorization lies with other Federal agencies. The Department shares the EMAC's concerns

and will do all that is possible under the present regulatory framework to prevent "...a second

generation of ER needs."

Recommendation:

"The IP selectively addresses the storage of Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) waste without any
promise of dealing with the diyyicult programmatic issue of final disposal of GTCC waste."

Response:

With respect to Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) LLW, the majority of GTCC LLW is

associated with commercial utility waste, and is. primarily comprised of D&D and some

operational wastes. Large uncertainties exist with respect to the volumes of these potential

sources of GTCC LLW. These uncertainties include the effect of concentx,tion averaging and

a detailed listing of SNF assembly and reactor core components that are to be considered

directly as either SNF or high-level waste rather than GTCC LLW. Additionally, although

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has taken the position in a rule-making that commercial

GTCC LLW should be disposed of in the national geologic repository in the absence of an

alternative disposal method, disposal of GTCC LLW other than with SNF may not be

presently authorized by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. Moreover, there is
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currentlyno compellingreasonfor GTCC LLW genenttorsto ship their waste for storage at

a DOE site since they would be required to pay storage fees to DOE. Given these

uncertainties,DOE believes that the timing for proposingan action and reachinga decision

on GTCC LLWdisposal is not appropriate. When the uncertaintiessurroundingdisposition

of GTCC are reduced, the Deparunent inm,ds to undem_ a detailed NEPA review of

potentialmethods for GTCC dispositionand to fully informand seek the participationof the

public and interestedagencies. The IP will be modified to reflect these considerationsand

direction.

Recommendation:

"The EMAC recommends that DOE re-examine its selective coverage of waste streams and
waste issues with new attention to comprehensive coverage and to final disposition of waste
streams rather than interim treatment or storage steps. The PEI$ should clearly state how
DOE intends to addressall classes of transuranic waste, Greater-Than-ClassC waste disposal,
and management of industrial solid waste."

Response:

As indicatedby the priorresponses, DOE has re-examinedits coverage of waste streamsand

has modified the IP to clarify the coverage of waste streamsin the PEIS.

e

Recommendation:

"The ultimate goal of the PEI5 ts to protect the health and safety of the citizens of the United
States. The IP and the PEI$ should stress both protectionfor the residents adjacent ", the
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sites and the safety of the workers at the site. Each alternative should be carefully examined
for its impacts on the local population and the workers performing the day to day opemaons.

1"heEMAC recommends that the PEI$ should detaU the process and standards that will be
employed to ensure that workers and residents will be protected during each phase of a
project. Monitoring requirements need to be specified in the PEI$ to comply with health and
safety standards."

Response:

DOE agrees with the EMAC's comment. The PEIS will stress both the protection of

residents adjacent to the sites and the safety of workers. The PEIS will also analyze the

potential public and worker healtl_ _nd safety impacts in specific relation to protective criteria

and standards. Additionally, the PEIS will identify and discuss the process and monitoring

requirements essential to ensuring protection of public and worker health and safety.

7. 'l'ne Risk-Assessment Process for the PEIS Should be Modified

Recommendation:

"The EMAC has serious concerns about DOE's plans for calculating baseline risk and the risk
for the various alternatives for the PEIS. It is our understanding that these concerns are
shared with the EPA, public-interest groups, and other stakeholders. The EMAC's concerns
are not only with the details of the planned modeling approaches, but with the overall process.

Current plans of the DOE are to use the MEPAS model with the work being done by ORNL.
The MEPAS model has been used in the past as pan of the Environmental Survey and as part
of the DOE Environmental Restoration priority-setting process; many of the results have been
widely perceived as lacking in credibility."

Response:

DOE recognizes the concern that members of the EMAC have identified regarding the intended

use of the MEPAS model and its association with the Environmental Survey. HM also

understands the difficulty in establishing DOE credibility with the public given such a probable
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association, though the intent of the PEIS is significantly different from the prioritization

attempted through the Environmental Survey which received the majority of criticism.

Nevertheless, DOE believes that the MEPAS model is currentlythe most acceptablemodelat

the curn_t time to accomplish the non-transportationrisk analysis for the PEIS.

In recognitionof the potential public credibility issue, DOE has taken stepsto ensure that

articleson theMEPAS model will be published in peerreviewed journals. Further,DOE will

arrangefor a nationalworkshopon the models to be used as partof the PEIS analysis. Issues

raised throughthe peer review journal and workshopprocess will be identified and used to

modify the MEPAS model as appropriateand to providedocumentationwithinthe PEISof the

MEPAS model review process. If a significantflaw in MEPAsor better models are identified

in the review process, DOE will revisit the intended use of the MEPAS model.

Recommendation:

"Of more importance, however, is our concern about the process. It appears that DOE plans
are to simply have one contractor calculate risks without adequate consultation with DOE sites
or stakeholders OCederaland state regulators, site scientist and managers, public interest
groups including worker interest, and the public at large).

The EMAC strongly recommends that the following process be used:

A. For each site to be assessed, seek the involvement of stakeholders to solicit
vi6nvpoints on the problems of concern that need to be assessed and the
appropriate input data for any calculations.

B. The involvement should extend to the selection of the method of calculation to
be usexl. Emphasis should be placed on using the simplest model possible,
consistent with obtaining valid results. It is important to remember that the
goal of most concern is to be able to communicate the risk calculations to the
public in a way that is transparent (understandable without referencing obtuse
publications). It is well recognized that all needed input data may not be
available, and that calculations will contain considerable uncertainty. For this
reason, it is essential that the uncertainty in risk calculations be recognized
explicitly. This means that a deterministic (single value) calculation, which
often has many built in conservative assumptions, should not be done; rather,
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best effort should be made to calculate the most likely risk _ with
appropriate expressions of uncertaintyfor every _nant step in the pro_u
and for the final resu_. Such unce_ should be rep__ _o
and one of the more important _ss of the._ data may be to direct J_gre
eOiclentdatagatheringsothatuncertaintiesmay bereduced.

Response:

The DOE regretsthat in briefings with the EMAC, the DOE did not make clear enough the

extentto which the entirePEIS Teamis actively workingwith each of the sites to ensure that

the most current information needed to perform the PEIS risk analysis is being used.

Individualsite problems,both in the ER andWM arena,ate beingactively solicited from each

of the sites to ensure sensitivityto each of the sites conditionsand issues. Prior to

of the draftPEIS, EM, DOE sites, and otheroffices in DOE with substantivee_ce in

risk analysis will be responsiblefor reviewingand commentingon the PEIS and the PEIS's

risk analysis methodologyand results. In short, the risk analysis effort is a substantialteam

effort with extensive peer review.

EMagrees with the EMAC's recommendationsregardinguncertaintiesandthe pre_mtationof

deterministicvalues in the PEIS. Uncertaintiesof risk cak:ulationwill be dealt with explicitly

in the PEIS.

EM recognizes that another thrustof the EMAC's commentson the overall rift: analysh

processis the active involvementof the publicand interestgroupsoutside of the internalDOE

review process. Toward this end, DOE will considerspecific suggestions from the EMAC

regardingappropriateforums, such as PEIS risk ana)ysisworkshops as part of the public

hearingson the draftPEIS, to providea greateropportunityfor public participationin the risk

assessmentprocess.

Recommendation:
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"C. Foreachsiteandeachproblemcalculatetherisktothepublicandtoworkers
now andintothefutureforthefollowingconditions:

i. Baw3ine. This assumes that no remedial actions will take place.

it. _ aegon altemagves. Therisk to the public and to worth is
cakulatedforeachremedialactionalternativetobe considered in the
PEI$. Itisbnportanttoinchuletheriskposedbythecleanupactions
themselves,asthismay besubnamialintermsofoccupaaonal
andinrisktothepublicfromtransponm'ion(includingtheriskoftraffic
academs).

D. When drallresultsareavailable,sharetheresultswithstakeholders.The
prmmrygoalofthlsprocessshouldnotbejustto'communicate,'buttoperform
quality-assuranceandvaliditychecksonthecalculatedresults."

RIIIpOIWeZ

The PEIS will, as recommeztdedby the EMC, calculatecurrentandfuturerisks to thepublic

andto workersnow and in the futurefor the baselineandremedialactionalternatives. DOE

intendsto share the draftresults of these risk analyses with stakeholders.
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