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21/12
locations in the United States (COI"It.)
In 1987, ¥-12 was operating at a level that was contributing to the eventual
listing of the Oak Ridge Reservation on the National Priorities List.
It can Aot be présumed that any level of activities which contributed o Y-12's
recognition as one of the nastiest places in the country was an acceptable leve| of
cantamination.

The Mo Action alternatives

DOE presents two No Action alternatives In the vz SW-EIS, both of which are
actually variations of "continuing action.” Justifying this approach, DOE cites its own
Cuidance on NERA which are drawn from the Council on Environmental Quality's
guidance (40 Questions):

Mo Action “can mean continuing with present course of actien with no
changes; can mean discontinuing present course of action by phasing out
operations in the near term.” (DOE, May 19¢3, Recommendations for Prep_.

DOE quickly dismissed the Mo Action alternative (1998) because It would not
allow DOE ta reach its self-imposed goal of completing the Y-12 Site Integrated Modern-
ization program in order ba continue nuclear weapons production into the future. The
rationale for DOE's dismissal of the Mo Action 1908 alternative flows Ths:

& “Oy law, DOE is required to support the Mudear Weapons Stockpile Plan.” (3-
B3)

« DOE recognizes that ¥-12 has unique capabilities and diverse roles supporting a
wariety of national programs... (3-83)

+ Uniti relieved of its mission to support the enduring nuclear weapons stackpile
by the President and Congress, DOE must maintain its DP operations at the Y-1z Plant.
{3-83)

These arguments not withstanding, this dismissal of Mo Action (1998) appears to
be premature in the face of CEG regulations which insist that federal agencies give
serlous consideration to the Mo Action alternative even it under court order or legisla=
tive command Toact (o CFR1021,312(c)), If DOE has no discretion, action is not subject
to NEPA review (40 CFR i508.18; 10 CFR 1031104000}

The intent of the CEQ requlations is not difficult to discern —an agency must not

ohly examine the envirenmental impacts of its proposed action, it mMust also tell the 22/25

public what the impacts will be if it does not undertake the proposed action. In the Y-z
SW-EIS DOE fails to do this in any detailed manner.

DOE'S dismissal of a true No Action, meaning no further production activity/Site
Closure with Emvirenmental Restoration alse begs the question of whether ¥-12 is the
only place DOE can do the things it claims Congress and the President compel it La do.
While the previgus PEIS decisions point DOE 1o Y-12, they <an not compel DOE to
undertake activities here if further, more thorough environmental review In the Site
specific €15 indicate the decision is urmwise, imprudent, or would place workers, the
public or the environment at significant risk, The purpose of the Yoz SW-EIS is o
vadertake that examination.

Full analysis of altermatives

Under the alternatives which include significant new construction (HEL facility
and Special Materlals Complex) enormous physical structures which currently house
those operations would become surplus ta DOE. The condition of these structures which
new compels DOE to consider their replacement {age, levels of contamination, struc-
tural integrity), would dictate their decontamination and decommissioning ["DE&ED7)
when their current missions are moved to new facilities. The Y-12 SW-EIS alludes to this
35 @ possibility, but absent any clear rationale for keeping old, dangerous, contaminated 23/12
buildings around, the path to D&D must be considered the mast lilealy,

The decontamination and decommissioning, and the eventual demalition of
these structures are clearly connected to the actions proposed and the decisions result-
ing fram this EIS—the environmental, economic, and social impacts of those D&D
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Comment No. 19 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
preferred alternatives outlined in the Waste Management PEIS ROD.
As aresult of this ROD, the current disposal options for LLW and
mixed LLW at Y-12 will not change. The text in the Summary,
Section S.4 and Volumel, Section 5.11.1 of the Final SWEIS has been
changed to reflect the recent EM ROD and the available disposal
capabilities at the Nevada Test Site for ORR LLW and mixed LLW.
The Production Waste Storage Facility (Section A.5.1.11) and the
Liquid Organic Solvent Storage Facility (Section A.5.1.13) have
sufficient capacity to handle expected waste streams. The contents of
the facilities are transferred as appropriate to other facilities for
processing, treatment, or disposal asexplainedinthe SWEIS. They are
not long-term permanent storage facilities. These facilities are
permitted facilities which means that they cannot exceed the capacity
set in the permit. The Production Waste Storage Facility is a
RCRA -permitted facility with adesign capacity for storage of 616,968
gal (2,335 m°). The Liquid Organic Solvent Storage Facility isalso a
RCRA -permitted facility with four 6,500 gal (24,600 L) and two 3,000
gal (10,4001 ) stainlesssteel tanksfor storage of ignitable non-reactive
liquids. The Liquid Organic Solvent Storage Facility tanks are used
primarily for interim storage of solvent waste streams prior to
processing.

Comment No. 20 Issue Code: 13
The Scarboro Community Environmental Study referred to by the
commentor did not concludethat significant contaminationwaspresent
in the Scarboro Community nor was it subjected to dispropotionately
high and adverse impacts by Y-12 operations. The Joint Center for
Political and Economic Studies (Center) (see Section D.6.3, Volume
I1) reviewed the reference study along with other recent studies that
pertained to the Scarboro Community. In the Joint Center Summary
Number 3 * Scarboro Community Environmental Study (Summary),”
the Center stated “ The study found that the concentrations of mercury
in Scarboro soils are within the range that has been observed in other
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Comment No. 20 (cont.) Issue Code: 13
areaswith similar soil around theworld. Thissuggeststhat health risks
tivities should be examined in the Y-z SW-EIS. H H . H
acEites should be e e Yo S comsructon phases thee from contact with mercury in Scarboro soils are no different than the
are no economic ben-‘t*fits {in terms oflncrealised emplwmgnt or regional c-:onﬁrr!!c 24/17 ng(s expen encaj by pa)pl e ||V| ng near wl IS Wlth natura| Iy OCCUITi ng
impact) associated with any of the alternatives presented in the -1z SW-EIS. {Itis not "
clear from the data on 5-34 how many peaple are employed at Y-12 —the top of the page merCUry_
5275 5,300 workers, near the bottom the number is given as B.po0; presumably DOE's
EIS writer can come to some agreement with him/herself on the number for the final
ElI5.} 1 “

In addition, all alternatives deemed “reasonable” by DOE would result in the The Center S Sernary a|$ Stated Other Ways a perg)n COUId be
continwed cperati_on of many current faci!lties at ¥-12 {Il, A-1B}. Issu-es_relaied to fire contami nated, SUCh as by eatl ng Contami nated fISh or drl nkl ng
safety, structural integrity, and other environment, safety and health issues related to ) A - .
t:c_ongciiﬁg e ?f these aging structures is not fully explared in the Y-12 SW-EIS, nor is 25/14 contaminated Water’ were not studied. Thislast fact should havelittle
their replagement, .

Thie =12 SW-EIS gives peeks into pieces of these facilities, noting, for instance, effect on the reSJItS becaU$ Scal’bOI’O getS |tS Water from the Oak

hat Buildi 204-2 15 bel odifled for HEU st d that Building g204-2E is . . . .
el o o excapt For 3 structiral pabteen with the weat wall 0 Ridge public water supply, which isupstream from ORR, and the State
deterigration of the third floor from Kath leakage.” {11, A-27). H ¥ H ” H H H
eerraton of thetir floor from Kahene eskage. (1. h‘jhe Y12 SWAEIS, rendering of Tgnnessee has issued a “fish advisory” cautioni ng resi dents_not to
it considerably fess than a “site-wide EIS. The Y-12 SW-EIS fails the pubic and the law eat fish from the East Fork Poplar Creek and to avoid contact with the
when it everlaoks enviranment, safety and health issues at current fagilities whick will A
cantinue to operate under DOE's proposed alternatives. Water.” The Centel” S Sernary continues “ Re%arCherS Cal CUI atEd that
SAFETY : FIRE the maximum dose that could be experienced by Scarboro residents
The potential for fire at the Y-1a Plant Is one of the mast serious accident from exposure to uranium would be 0.36 mrem/year. This maximum
i ible for four reasens: i i At
5Eerlal10f ﬁ:::;r :na'l;rialL; used at ¥-12 are highly flammable and some (HEU) are pyro- dose I'Sonly :USOO Of the Overal I annual radl atl on dO% that the averwe
phoric— HEL dust can spentaneously combust when expased to air; American recelvesin a year (300 mrern)_ Therefore even Scarboro

« fire has the potential to release large quantities of radinactive and hazardous . . . . ! )
materials into the air {and water, in the ffort to extinguish the fire}; residents exposed to contaminantsthrough soil, air, water, and fish are

= il I kers, fir f nd emergency response persocnnel, and the . .
public at 5?;:;:.::::2?!':):‘1 ea-c;-;:u:?tt: ma:eriﬁi reI:asec‘Ijin fires; nOt eXpeCted tO reaCh the maximum a||0wab| e do% The% eSt| mated

+ ¥z h ent histery of | bout fi faty. ”

Fire Ez::di :::31: first publIcl;?;:ant?;:iiato:ﬂ:l':—: ts:eeH'rirghly Enriched Uranium eXpOSJre IeVeIS are therefore nOt expa:tm tO Cause harm to heal th
wulnerability Assessment conducted by DOE in 19pé {Highly Enriched Uranium Werking
Croup Report on the En vironmental, Safety and Health Vulnerabilities Associated with . .
the Department’s Storage of Highly Enriched Uranium, DOE/EH-o5a5, Vol. 2, No. 1, In the Conclusions section of the Summary, the Center states “The
December 1994, . . . .

i describing the current state of fire safety at ¥-12, the Y-12 SW-EIS makes concentration of radioactive materials, mercury, and other metals of

fi h i i resulting f the wul ility A £, Th . . .
e STu-E1% does mat confitm that the corrective actions presented in the plans hove environmental concern in Scarboro soils do not exceed the
tually b lemented. 7 P H H
e ey SWE1S 2150 offers ather assurances: in addressing fire safety in Build- concentrations in soils reported in the background study conducted at
ing 9995 (1l, A-30) the Y-12 SW-EI5 says “chemical reactions resulting from the mixing of 26/15 ORR, upper Anderson County, and lower Roane County. The potential
incompatible chemicals are expected to be small® because sample sizes are limited and o . T R 7
aperations ara performed according to procedures. In light of the criticisms in the rad| ation dO% esti mataj for uranium in &:arboro SOl IS IS avery Small
i igati Wi s ical larsi ¥-12, th . .. . .
e o o follawing the Becember, 1999 chemical explasion of Yoz, These assurances fraction of thelevelsof radiation that an average American experiences

Since 1998, the Defense Muclear Fagilities safety Board has persisted in raising

unresolved fire safety questions at the highest level of DOE's administration. Itis clear in a year1 &"lggesn ng that SCaI’borO reg. dents are not at increasaj ng(
from the Safety Board reports that DOE has not been sufficiently responsive to the Of heal th probl ems due to Urani um.”

Safety Board's congerns. The picture presented to the public is one of an agency that
simply refuses to embrace fire safety at a level appropriate to the risks posed by fire at
the =12 site,

The ¥-12 SW-EIS must come clean about fire safety, informing the public about 26/15 Concerning pesticides found during sampling, the Center’s Summary

r i i # nd fir (! ms, “ . .
e Py 2wt rasahve reflected n ors han simple ssurances on (cont)  stated “The only organic compounds of environmental concern
. detected in Scarboro soils were pesticides. They were found at only
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