September 21, 2007

Mr. James Joyce, Document Manager

Office of Regulatory Compliance (EM-10), U.S. DOE

1000 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20585–0119

Phone: 301–903–2151, Fax: 301–903–4303

gtcceis@anl.gov
Mr. Joyce:

I respectfully submit these scoping comments for the Greater Than Class C Environmental Impact Statement (GTCC EIS), whose purpose is select a method(s) and a site(s) for permanent disposal of these hottest of so-called low-level radioactive wastes. Given that the EIS is to consider multiple disposal methods and multiple DOE and “generic” commercial sites, DOE should broaden the scope of this EIS to a Programmatic EIS, thereby fulfilling DOE's obligations under NEPA Rules and Regulations. 

The ultimate disposal of GTCC radioactive wastes must be protective of human health and the environment for many tens of thousands of years. DOE must consider interim, monitored storage until near-absolute safe methods of disposal are devised. Out-of-sight, out-of-mind burial must not be considered just because no other method is now known. The relatively small volumes but high activity levels of radioactive GTCC wastes make its disposal a good issue in which to explore hardened on-site storage until better disposal methods are found. We urge DOE to do so.

Analyze Hardened On-Site Storage

GTCC radioactive wastes must be safely stored as close to the site of generation as possible. Wastes must be safeguarded in hardened, on-site storage (HOSS) facilities. The impacts of building HOSS facilities must be analyzed in order to ensure that these wastes are not subject to risks posed by wildfire or other natural or man-made disasters. HOSS facilities must not be regarded as a permanent waste solution, and thus should not be constructed deep underground. The waste must be retrievable, and real-time radiation and heat monitoring at the HOSS facility must be implemented for early detection of radiation releases. Funding for independent monitoring of the HOSS facilities at each site must be provided to affected local and state governments. An annual report reviewing the safety condition of each HOSS facility should be prepared with meaningful participation from public stakeholders, regulators, and utility managers at each site. The report must be made publicly available and may include corrective action recommendations.

If HOSS is not analyzed in the draft GTCC EIS, please give detailed reasons why not. 

Please list which proposed disposal methods will or will not work at which sites


This GTCC EIS proposes “Enhanced Near Surface Disposal” and “Intermediate Borehole Disposal” as solutions for GTCC waste disposal. Please analyze and list which proposed disposal methods will or will not work at which sites and why, and what depths of repositories and boreholes are being proposed for each site.

The GTCC EIS as proposed will introduce transportation risks as the wastes are moved to other sites. Please compare the risks of implementing the GTCC proposal to the risks of not implementing the GTCC proposal. Please specify how many shipments would occur by truck, train, or barge.  Specify how many shipping containers would be needed, their cost, whether they already exist or whether new containers would have to be developed.
The total volume of current wastes being addressed in this EIS is estimated to be only about 5,600 cubic meters, but containing approximately 144 million curies of activity. The draft EIS must project volumes and curie-counts of future GTCC wastes for the next 100 years. These amounts could accelerate rapidly because of the so-called nuclear renaissance.

All GTCC considerations must stringently minimize the use of and be totally protective of our precious water resources in New Mexico. Please explain all mitigation measures needed for all proposed sites and any unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.

Please address cumulative impacts on the 50-mile radii surrounding DOE facilities and missions. In New Mexico, this would include Sandia National Laboratories, current operations at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), planned expanded operations at LANL and future activities contemplated under “Complex 2030” (the future nuclear weapons complex that DOE wants). Possible nuclear operations under the “Global Nuclear Energy Partnership” must also be included. Please be specific about potential impacts to water, air and soil, environmental justice, transportation, economics (including tourism), emergency preparedness, and waste generation. 


In addition:

· The life-cycle costs of GTCC must be thoroughly analyzed and estimated.

· The draft EIS must include a timeline for the GTCC proposal. 
· Please use the disposal of GTCC radioactive wastes as the starting point for public discussions of nuclear reactor decommissioning and proposed future reactors. 


· Please post the transcripts of the public scoping meetings on your website. 


· Please make all reference documents available to the public on your website. 
· Please analyze possible GTCC waste treatment alternatives, such as vitrification. 

· Do not bury GTCC wastes at LANL because that conflicts with the New Mexico Environment Department’s cleanup order.
· Do not bring GTCC wastes to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) because that would require a change to federal law. Moreover, the amount of wastes currently projected for disposal at WIPP already exceeds its capacity.
· Yucca Mountain must not be considered as an alternative because its suitability for radioactive waste disposal is not determined. Moreover, the amount of wastes currently projected for disposal at Yucca Mountain already exceeds its planned capacity.
I support safe, monitored storage of radioactive wastes as a matter of national security and environmental protection. However, that should not be interpreted as support for more nuclear weapons, nuclear power, or the generation of more nuclear wastes. In my view, the best way to treat radioactive wastes is to not produce them to begin with.

Sincerely,

Name:

Address:

