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Response to Comment Letter L6:

L6-1 DOE agrees with the commenter’s conclusion.  DOE has established a number of criteria on
which a technology selection would be made.  The criteria include those requested by the
commenter (but in different words):  “easiest technology to implement” (technology
implementability); “at the earliest time” (schedule); “with the least cost” (cost).  However,
DOE does not consider the cost estimates at this time to be reliable enough to be a significant
discriminating factor for decision making.

L6-2 The purpose of the SEIS is to describe the environmental impacts of the alternatives for salt
processing.  Political considerations are beyond the scope of the SEIS.

L6-3 Section 2.4 has been modified to address this concern.  The discussion in Section 7.1
describes DOE’s process for making waste incidental to reprocessing determinations.  One
criterion is that wastes must have been or will be processed to remove key radionuclides to
the maximum extent that is technically and economically practical.  This criterion must be
applied to any technology that would result in management of waste as low-level waste.
DOE believes it objectively analyzed all alternatives.

L6-4 The Summary, Sections 2.9.2 and 4.2, and Appendix D have been modified to incorporate the
results of the analysis of long-term impacts of the No Action alternative.  For purposes of
analysis, DOE assumes only salt waste remains in the HLW tanks and that it reaches onsite
streams via surface flow rather than through the groundwater.

L6-5 The Summary, Sections 2.9.2 and 4.2, and Appendix D have been modified to incorporate the
results of an analysis of the long-term impacts of the No Action alternative.

L6-6 It is DOE’s intent to continue operations of DWPF under the No Action alternative until
HLW tank space management restrictions dictate otherwise.  Section 2.3.1 identifies reduced
DWPF production as one method for optimizing tank farm operations.  DOE considers
suspension of DWPF operations to be an option of last resort.

L6-7 DOE’s attempts at quantification of potential scenarios under the No Action alternative are
rough approximations of events that could occur.  Section 2.3.2 dealt with five tanks (Tanks 4
through 8) with a gross total capacity of 3.75 million gallons (5 tanks x 750,000 gallons).
Nevertheless, DOE adjusted Section 2.3.4 on RCRA - compliant tanks in response to this
comment.

L6-8 For purposes of analysis, DOE conservatively estimates institutional control for no more than
100 years for projection of environmental impacts to persons exposed to radiological release
from the salt processing facilities and waste disposal sites.

L6-9 DOE has corrected the inconsistencies in the primer tables.

L6-10 DOE has incorporated an explanation of the formation of saltcake.

L6-11 The SEIS discussed ITP for the purpose of introducing the need for an alternative technology.
Therefore, further discussion of the development of the ITP process provides no additional
value to this section of the SEIS.

L6-12 DOE has revised the text to put the paragraph in perspective.
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Response to Comment Letter L6 (continued):

L6-13 These are production goals and safety requirements realized by satisfactory separation of
highly radioactive constituents (cesium, strontium, and actinides) from HLW salt solution
without excessive tetraphenylborate decomposition (benzene generation).

L6-14 Refer to the Cover Sheet, S.4 of the Summary or Section 1.3 of the main document for an
explanation of the rationale for the Supplemental EIS.

L6-15 DOE included the Direct Disposal in Grout alternative in Table S-8.

L6-16 See response to comment L1-5.

L6-17 References are not provided in the Summary.  Refer to Section 1.3 for the reference to the
Supplement Analysis.

L6-18 The Notice of Availability is published by EPA.  The Record of Decision is issued by DOE
no sooner than 30 days after the Notice of Availability appears.

L6-19 Site Selection for the Salt Disposition Facility at Savannah River Site (WSRC-RP-99-00517
Rev. A, pg. 4) cites site specific technical requirements as locations within 2000 ft radius of
the low point pump pit, the Late Wash facility, or the south end of 221-S (DWPF).  Transfer
of product slurries at proper solids concentration farther than 2000 ft is impractical because
either dilution, which reduces salt processing rate, or an additional costly pump pit would be
required.

L6-20 An explanation for the exclusion of Site A has been included in S.6 and Section 2.5.

L6-21 The term “precipitate hydrolysis aqueous” has been removed from Summary.

L6-22 The requirement is found in Industrial Wastewater Permit IWP-217, Z-Area Saltstone
Disposal Facility.  Section 7.2 provides more detail of the saltstone permit requirements.

L6-23 Tables S-2, 2-3, and A-3 have been amended to indicate facility throughput for each
technology specified at 75% attainment.  The throughput of all action alternatives is limited
to 6 million gallons per year due to physical constraints on removing waste from the waste
tanks.  Required capacity throughput for Direct Disposal in Grout facility (6.0 million
gallons/year) is less than for the other technologies because the Direct Disposal in Grout
facility can operate even if DWPF is in an outage for melter replacement. The other
technologies cannot operate if DWPF is in an outage; therefore, they would have to operate at
a higher production rate so that the salt processing schedule could be maintained even in the
event of DWPF down-time.

L6-24 The reference is based on the High-Level Waste System Plan (HLW-2000-00019, Rev. 11,
pg. 2-50) target case that assumes adequate funding is available. This is noted in Table 2-3.

L6-25 A new Direct Disposal process building is needed to provide capability for MST treatment to
remove Sr and actinides from salt solution before immobilization in grout and to provide
enhanced shielding and remote handling for grout processing operations.  This has been
inserted in Sections S.7.5 and Section 2.7.3.
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Response to Comment Letter L6 (continued):

L6-26 DOE plans to have a salt facility on line by 2010.  Projects would be funded through the
federal budget process.

L6-27 The figure has been modified.

L6-28 The largest impacts for select parameters have been bolded so it is easier for the reader to
identify the alternative with the highest impacts.

L6-29 DOE has clarified that this paragraph refers to the short term No Action alternative.  The
reader is referred to the long-term No Action alternative in Section S.9.2.

L6-30 See response to comment L6-28.  Accident impacts in Table S-6 are accident consequences,
not risks.  It is not appropriate to tally consequences to determine a cumulative effect because
the accidents would not occur simultaneously.

L6-31 See response to L6-4.

L6-32 DOE has eliminated the range of values from Table S-7 and from the EIS.  Although the
doses listed are quite conservative, the higher doses were retained.

L6-33 The typographical error has been corrected in Table S-7.  A more detailed explanation is
found in Chapter 4 and Appendix D of the EIS.

L6-34 DOE has made changes to Chapter 1 as described in the responses to comments L6-10,  -12,
and –13.  No change was made in response to comment L6-11.

L6-35 DOE has chosen to leave the tables in Chapter 2.  They have been modified as discussed in
the response to comment L6-30.

L6-36 See response to comment L6-35.

L6-37 DOE has revised the text to indicate that 158 million of 160 million curies is Cs-137.  DOE
does not believe the additional information requested by the commenter would assist the
reader in describing the HLW inventory or differentiating between alternatives.

L6-38 Pu-238 is greatest by radioactivity, Pu-239 by mass.  The commenter’s judgement is correct.
Both are included in radioactivity tables in the Summary and Chapter 1.

L6-39 The commenter is correct and the text has been modified in Section 2.3.3.

DOE has estimated that about 4 years would be required to design, permit under wastewater
treatment regulations, and construct 6 waste water storage tanks.  This activity would be
initiated about 2006.

L6-40 Cost estimates are not provided because constructing new tanks would not meet purpose and
need.

L6-41 The appropriate reference is given in paragraph 1 of Section 2.5.
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Response to Comment Letter L6 (continued):

L6-42 DOE has revised the definition.

L6-43 DOE has included Direct Disposal in Table 2-2.

L6-44 Refer to the response to comment L1-5.

L6-45 DOE has included the following description:  MST processing [to remove strontium and
actinides from salt solution prior to Direct Disposal] would be the same as far as the CST Ion
Exchange and Solvent Extraction technologies.  Equipment required as shown in Figure 2-7
and A-16 would include an alpha soprtion tank and filter unit to separate the MST sorbed
constituents prior to grouting the cesium-containing salt solution for disposal in saltstone.

L6-46 See response to comment L4-3.

L6-47 Refer to response to comment L1-13.

L6-48 Table 2-6 represents short-term impacts for each of the salt processing alternatives.  The short
term impacts of the No Action alternative are described in Section 2.9.1.  In response to
comments L6-4, -5, and -6, DOE has revised the analysis of the long-term impacts of the No
Action alternative.

L6-49 The source of the 0.12 LCF is found in Table 2-6.  Additional LCF means the incremental
cancers attributable to the operation of the salt processing alternative.

L6-50 Accident impacts calculated in Table 2-7 are accident consequences, not risk.  It is not
appropriate to tally consequences to determine a cumulative effect because the accidents
would not occur simultaneously.  Chapter 4 analyses the impacts of these accident scenarios.
Section 2.9.1, Accidents Summary, indicates the highest accident impact to the receptors.

L6-51 The commenter is correct.  DOE has revised Sections 4.2 and 2.9.2 accordingly.

L6-52 Tank space optimization would continue as long as such activities facilitated the continued
operation of DWPF.

L6-53 The section reference has been corrected.

L6-54 “Previously disturbed area” means an area used in the past for industrial activities.

L6-55 The statement in Section 4.1.3.2 refers to DOE’s intent to avoid construction in contaminated
areas because of the potential radiological exposures to construction and operation workers.
Radiological exposure to workers could occur if tanks were to be constructed in
radiologically contaminated areas.

L6-56 Radioactive liquid waste would be returned to the HLW tank farms and treated in waste
evaporators.  No radioactive liquids would be released to the environment.

L6-57 Due to the hypothetical nature of the No Action alternative, DOE is unable to quantify the
increases above baseline.
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Response to Comment Letter L6 (continued):

L6-58 Refer to comment response to L6-50.

L6-59 Refer to comment response to L6-5.

L6-60 Refer to responses to comments L6-4 through L6-7.

L6-61 Refer to response to comment L6-5.

L6-62 Footnote (d) in Table 5-3 has been revised to explain that no radioactive liquids would be
released to the environment because they would be returned to the tank farms and treated in
the HLW evaporators.

L6-63 Table 5-3 accurately portrays the available data.

L6-64 Refer to response to comment L6-62.

L6-65 Other portions of the SEIS have been revised to be consistent with the discussion in
Chapter 7.


