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West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental
Impact Statement — Supplement Analysis

1.0 Purpose and Need for Agency Action

The DepartmentofEnergy’s(DOE) West ValleyDemonstrationProject (WVDP) prepared a
final waste managementenvironmentalimpact statement(WVDP WM ElS) that examined the
potential environmentalimpactsassociatedwith theproposedshipmentofradioactive wastes
that were either in storageor wouldbe generatedover a 10-yearperiod (DOE 2003).Sincethe
EIS was issued,newinformation has becomeavailableregardingthe volume and typeof low-
level radioactive waste (LLW), and DOE now proposesto useadditionaldisposallocationsfor
LLW wastefor which the transportation impactswerenot analyzedin the WVDPWM EIS.
DOE haspreparedthis SupplementAnalysis(SA) to determine whether thenewinformation
shouldbe consideredasubstantialchangeto the proposal or significantnewcircumstances or
informationrelevantto environmentalconcerns (Title10 CodeofFederal Regulations{CFRJ
1021.314)suchthat asupplementto theWVDP WM EIS would be needed.

2.0 ProposedActions

DOE proposes toship equipmentand componentsfrom theVitrification Facility, such as the
glassmelter, ConcentratorFeedMakeupTank (CFMT), andMakeupFeed Hold Tank(MFHT),
as LLW to oneofthe DOE LLW disposalsitesanalyzedin theWVDP WM EIS that can accept
ClassC LLW (the HanfordSite’ or NevadaTestSite [NTS}), or to oneof two commercial
disposalsites(at Barnwell,SouthCarolina,or atAndrews,Texas).Although LLW from the
Vitrification Facilitywas included within the LLW inventory analyzedin the WVDP WM ElS,
thespecific impactsoftransportingtheglassmelter, CFMT,MFHT, and other wastefrom the
Vitrification Plant (for example,jumpers,pipes, tanks,anddebris)werenot individually
identified. In addition, theimpactsoftransporting these components to commercial disposalsites
in SouthCarolina or Texas were not analyzed in the ElS.

In addition,DOE anticipatesthat asWVDP operations proceed, thevolume ofClassA, B, andC
LLW to be shipped offsite for disposal may increase abovethat which was analyzedin the
WVDP WM EIS. Someoftheadditionalwastewould be mixedlow-levelwaste (MLLW) that
would be packaged andshippedin the same typeofcontainersand in the samemannerasLLW.
Theadditional wastevolume wouldresultfrom additionaldecontamination and
decommissioning activities atfacilities suchas the ProcessBuilding to be undertakenat the
WVDP site.

TheSA describes thepotentialhuman health (worker and public)impactsand transportation
impactsassociatedwith theshipmentof theglassmelter, CFMT,and MFHT. TheSA also
examines the potential impactsof shipping anadditionalvolumeof LLW (including MLLW)
and compares those with theimpactsdescribed in the WVDP WM ElS. Further, the methodsand

In accordance with thesettlementagreement between DOE and theStateof WashingtonofJanuary 6,2006,regardingthecase

Washingtonv. Bodman,DOE will notship LLW and mixed LLWfrom WVDP to Hanford until DOE has satisfiedthe
requirementsof the settlementagreement.
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resultsof analysis fordeterminingthe potential environmental impactsofLLW transportationon
public highways and railsystemsare contained in a technicalreportthataccompaniesthis SA
(DOE 2005).

3.0 Waste Type Definitions

The followingdefinitionsarerelevantto this SA:

• LLW is defmed as radioactive material that(a) is not high-level waste (HLW),spent
nuclear fuel,transuranic(TRU) waste,orby productmaterial asdefinedin theAtomic
Energy Act; and (b) theNuclearRegulatory Commission (NRC) classifies asLLW.

o ClassA LLWis waste thatis usually segregated from other wasteclassesat the
disposalsite. The physical formandcharacteristicsofClassA LLW must meet
the minimum requirements set forth in10 CFR61.56(a).If ClassA wastealso
meets the stability requirementsset forth in 61.56(b),it is not necessaryto
segregatethewaste.

o ClassB LLW refersto waste that must meet more rigorous requirements onwaste
form to ensurestability afterdisposal.The physical form and characteristicsof
ClassB waste must meet both the minimum and stability requirementsset forth in
10 CFR61.56.

o Class C LLWrefers to waste that not only must meet morerigorousrequirements
on wasteform to ensurestabilitybut alsorequires additional measures at the
disposal facilityto protectagainstinadvertent intrusion. The physical formand
characteristicsofClassC waste must meet both theminimumand stability
requirementsset forth in 10 CFR61.56.

• MLLW contains hazardouscomponentsregulated under the Resource Conservationand
Recovery Act and radioactivecomponentsregulated under theAtomic EnergyAct.

• TRU waste is currently defmedby NRC and DOE as waste containing more than
100 nanocuriesofalpha-emittingisotopes,with half-lives greaterthan20 years,per gram
ofwaste.However, the West Valley DemonstrationProjectAct defmedTRU waste as
“material contaminated with radioactive elements that have an atomicnumbergreater
than92, includingneptunium, plutonium,americium,and curium, and that arein
concentrations greaterthan10 nanocuriesper gram,or in such other concentrations as the
[NRC] may prescribeto protect the public health and safety.”

• HLW is defined in the WestValleyDemonstrationProjectAct asthehigh-levelwaste
that was producedby the reprocessingofspent nuclear fuel at the Center. The term
includes bothliquid wastes that are produceddirectlyin reprocessingdry solid material
derivedfrom suchliquid waste andsuchother material as theNRC designates ashigh
level radioactivewastefor purposesofprotectinghealthandsafety.
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• WasteIncidental to Reprocessingrefersto aprocessfor identifying wastesthat might
be considered HLW due totheirorigin, but may be managed as LLWorTRU wasteif the
requirementspertainingto wasteincidentalto reprocessing aremet.

• Theglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHT werelocatedin the Vitrification Plant at the
WVDP site.Duringthe vitrification process,liquid HLW was retrieved from
underground waste tanks,pumpedto the Vitrification Facility, andconcentratedin the
CFMT where glass-formingchemicalswereadded.The condensed mixture was pumped
from the CFMT to the MFHT and thento theglassmelter. In theglassmelter, the waste
wassuperheatedand poured into stainless steel canisters tocool.

4.0 Existing NEPA Analysis

The WVDPWM EIS analyzed the potentialenvironmentalimpacts associated with three
alternativesforthe continued onsite waste management andshipmentofLLW, TRU waste,and
HLW to offsite disposal.With respectto LLW, under theNoActionAlternative,Continuationof
OngoingWasteManagement Activities,waste managementwould includecontinuedstorageof
existingClassB andClassC LLW. Limited amountsof ClassA LLW would be shippedto
offsite disposaland theremainderwould be storedonsite.Underthis alternative, DOEwould
continue toship ClassA LLW to Hanford, NTS, or Envirocare— the commercialdisposalsite in
Clive, Utah.

UnderAlternativeA (OffsiteShipmentofHL W, LL W, MixedLL~YandTRU Wastesto Disposal)
andAlternativeB (Offsite ShipmentofLLWandMixedLLWto Disposal,andSh~pmentofHL W
and TRUWasteto Interim Storage),DOE would ship ClassA, B, andC LLW andMLLW to the
samelocationsas under the No ActionAlternative(thatis, ClassA LLW and MLLW to
Hanford, NTS,orEnvirocare andClassB andC LLW to Hanford orNTS).2Thewastevolumes
evaluated in theEIS include those wastes that are eithercurrentlyin storage or thatwould be
generated over the next10 years fromongoingoperationsanddecontaminationactivities.3DOE
identifiedAlternative A as thepreferredalternative.

5.0 NewInformation

Vitr~/IcationFacility Components.AlthoughLLW from the Vitrification Facility wasincluded
within the LLW inventoryanalyzed in theWVDP WM EIS, the impactsoftransportingtheglass

2 ThemanagementofTRU waste and HLW varies between Alternatives A andB in the WVDP WM ElS. Thenewinformation

DOE consideredin this SA involves only LLW and MLLW. As stated above,thewaste volumesandpotential disposallocations
analyzed for LLW and MLLW were the same forAlternativesA and B. TheHanfordSiteSolid(RadioactiveandHazardous)
WasteProgramEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DOE 2004)assumed,for purposesofanalysis,thatthat 11,297cubicmeters
(398,954 cubic feet)ofLLW and26 cubic meters (918 cubic feet)of MLLW would comefrom WVDP. The Recordof Decision
issued for the Hanford ElS (69Fed. Reg. 39449 (2004)) set near-term and long-term limitson howmuchLLW andMLLW could
be sent to Hanford collectively fromall sites, but did not set anylimits on how much LLW or MLLW couldbe sent from
individual sites.

As statedin the WVDP WM EIS, thewaste volumes analyzedin that document were basedon current wastevolumeand future
projections.These volumes were thenescalatedby about10 percent to account foruncertaintiesis future wasteprojections,
packagingefficiency, andthe choiceofshipping container. For purposesof analysisin this SA, thewaste volumes analyzedin
the WVDP WM EIS were againescalatedto accountfor additional LLW that is or couldbegeneratedas aresultofadditional
decontamination and decommissioning activities.

3
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melter, CFMT,MFHT, and other waste from the Vitrification Plant (for example,jumpers,pipes,
tanks,and debris)were notspecifically identified.In addition, DOEhasdetermined that this
LLW from the Vitrification Facility couldbe transportedto commercial disposal sites inSouth
CarolinaorTexas for disposal; transportationto these destinations was not analyzedin the
WVDP WM EIS.

IncreasedLLW Volume.DOE believes that thevolumeofLLW generated as a resultofongoing
WVDP operations could be higher than that analyzed in the WVDPWM ElS. The increased
volumewould occur as a resultof additionaldecontaminationactivities at the ProcessBuilding
thatwerenot contemplated at thetime theWVDP WM EIS was prepared. For thatreason,DOE
anticipates that thevolumeofClassA, B, andC LLW (including MLLW) that will needto be
shipped offsite for disposal willincreaseby approximately22 percent above that which was
analyzed in theWVDP WM EIS.

Revisionsto TransportationRouting.Sincethe final WVDPWM EIS was published, DOE has
developednewtruckrouting to avoid theLas Vegas metropolitan area. This routingis slightly
different than thatusedforthe transportation analysisin the WVDP WMEIS. In addition, the
rail network routing has changed since the WVDP WMEIS wasissued.

Figure 1 showsthe potential disposalsitesfor theglassmelter, CFMT,MFHT, and other waste
from the Vitrification Plant, and theincreasedvolumeofLLW.

0
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I Waste Generation Site
Potential Disposal Sites
• Glass Melter, CFMT, and MFHT
A LLW
A Glass Melter, CFMT, MFHT, and LLW
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Figure 1. Potential DisposalSites for the Glass Melter, CFMT, MIFHT,
and Increased Volumesof LLW
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6.0 Is a Supplemental EISNeeded?

Thediscussionbelow provides informationregardingthe specificimpactsoftransportingthe
glassmelter, CFMT, and MFHTto commercial disposalsitesat Barnwell,SouthCarolina,and
Andrews, Texas. The analysisshowssuchimpactswould be quite small.

This SA alsoanalyzes thepotential impactsof transportingan increasedvolumeofLLW to
Hanford, NTS, and Envirocare, and compares those impactsto the impacts describedin the
WVDP WM EIS. Potential human health impacts are also described. The potential impactsof
loadingandtransportingaslightly largervolumeof LLW than was analyzed in theWVDP WM
ElS would alsobe verysmall.

6.1 Glass Melter, CFMT, and MFHT

During the 6-year operationof theglassmelterat the WVDP,liquid HLW was retrievedfrom
underground waste tanks, pumped to the Vitrification Facility, and concentratedin the CFMT
whereglass-formingchemicalswereadded.The condensed mixture waspumpedfrom the
CFMT to the MFHT and thento theglassmelter.In the glassmelter, thewastewassuperheated
and poured into stainless steel canisters tocool.4

In September2002theglassmelterwasshutdown, and in-cell dismantlementactivitiesbegan in
October2003.Dismantlement activitiesinvolved the removalofhighly contaminatedequipment,
such as the slurry feedpreparationequipment (CFMT, MFHT, slurrysamplers,and feed pump),
the canister processing equipment (glass melter, turntable, weldstation,and decontamination
station),and the off-gas processing equipment (high-efficiency misteliminators, preheaters,and
high-efficiency particulate air filters). These components areall classified asClassC LLW
(WMG 2004a [glassmelter] and WMG2004b [CFMT andMFHT]). Throughprocess
knowledge and calculations, DOE hasdeterminedthat these wastesdo not contain hazardous
wastesandthus are not mixed waste to which the requirementsof the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act would apply (WVNSCO 2004a [glassmelter] andW\TNSCO 2004b [CFMT
andMFHT]).

In 2004,theglassmelter, CFMT,and MFHT wereremovedfrom the Vitrification Facility and
packagedin specially designed, shielded containers. The CFMTandMFHT containerswerethen
filled with grout toprovideadditionalshielding andto preventinternalmovementofthe
components;theglassmelterwill be groutedprior to shipment.The loadedpackagescontaining
the melter, CFMT, and MFHT weighbetween100and 175 tons each. They arecurrently staged
onsite (behind the security fence, near the railroad and adjacentto theNRC-LicensedDisposal
Area) awaitingshipmentfrom WVDP. Becauseoftheirsize, these components willbe
transportedprimarily by rail,with transportation by heavy-haul truck from thenearestrail head
to the disposalsite.

~ Duringthevitrification process,275 canisters were filledwith theradioactiveglass.These canisters are currentlyin storageat
theWVDP, pendingtransfer toanoffsitestorage location or disposalin ageologicrepository. The environmental impactsof the
management,including onsite and offsite storage and transportation,ofthese 275 high-level radioactive waste canisters were
describedin the WVDP WM ElS.

5
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Although theglassmelter, CFMT,andMFHT wereusedin the reprocessingofHLW, DOE
believes that these components are “wasteincidentalto reprocessing” that canbe managed as
LLW. DOE classifies radioactive wastein accordancewith DOE Order435.1,Radioactive
WasteManagement.In DOE’s Order,“wasteincidentalto reprocessing” refersto a process for
identifying wastesthat might be considered HLWdueto theirorigin, but may be managed as
LLW or TRU wasteif the requirements pertaining towasteincidentalto reprocessing aremet.
For theglassmelter, CFMT, andMFHT, DOE hasestablishedthat thesecriteriacan be met
through analysisandplansto shipthese components offsite fordisposalasLLW.5 Any other
waste analyzed in the WVDP WMEIS thatwould be determinedto be non-HLWusing this
same process wouldbe shipped to the appropriate disposal location as analyzedin the WVDP
WMEIS.

ImpactsofContinuedOnsiteStorage.Theglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHT arecurrently in
storage at the WVDPsite.As noted above, these components are packaged inspeciallydesigned,
shieldedcontainers,andthe CFMT and MFHT are grouted inconcrete.Theglassmelterwill be
‘groutedprior to shipment.The shipping package was designed withopenings(currently sealed)
to allow placementof groutwithoutopening the package sono repackaging willbe required. For
thisreason,DOE does not expect thatanyatmospheric radioactive emissions could emanate
from this waste.Similarly, it is unlikely that continuedonsitestorage could result inany
waterbornereleasesduring the time the wasteis in storagepending shipmentto disposal.Thus,
no public human health effects in the UnitedStateor in Canada are anticipated as a resultofthe
continuedstorageoftheglassmelter, CFMT, orMFHT.

ImpactsofLoadingthe GlassMelter, CFMT, andMFI-JT. Radiation dosesfor workers
performingperiodic surveysandotheractivities in wastestorageareas were included in the
uninvolvedworkerradiation doses reportedin the WVDPWM ElS. The radiation dose to
workers whomight be near theglassmelter, CFMT, andMFHT during periodic surveysand
other activitieswould be asmall fractionof these radiation doses(seeTable 1).

Table1 showsthepotentialradiationdosesto involved andnoninvolvedworkers under
AlternativeA (all waste types),andthepotentialradiation dosesto workers involved with the
loadingofthe glassmelter,CFMT, and MFHTon a rail car inpreparationfor shipping to a
disposalsite.For loadingtheglassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT, the total collective radiation dose
is estimatedto be about0.066person-remandthetotal individual doseis estimatedto be
11 millirem (mrem).This radiation doseis well below the limit in 10 CFR Part835 of5 rem
(5,000 mrem) per year and the WVDPadministrativecontrollevel of 500 mremper year,and
would result inlessthan 1 (5.5 x 10.6)latent cancer fatality,or a chanceofabout1 in 180,000.
The radiation dose from theglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHTwould be a verysmall percentage
ofthe total dose toinvolved andnoninvolvedworkers that was described in theWVDP WM EIS
(DOE 2003, Table4-7).

At this point, DOEintendsto prepare draft waste incidental to reprocessing(WIR) determinationsin accordancewith DOE
Order435.1 for thecomponentsofthe Vitrification Facility includedin this SA, asthosecomponentshave beenin direct
proximity to HLW in the vitrification process and require aWlRdeterminationto be classified as LLW oranotherwastetype.
DOE intendsto issuethedraft WIR determination for publicationin theFederalRegisterfor a45-daycommentperiod. In the
same timeframe, DOEwill forward thedraft WIR determination totheNuclear Regulatory Commission for their reviewin
accordance with their responsibilities undertheWest Valley Demonstration ProjectAct. At suchtime as their reviewis
completed, DOE mayissue a final WIR determination.

6
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Tables2 and3 show the radiologicalconsequencesofaccidentsusing50-percent and95-percent
atmosphericconditions.The accidentsevaluatedinvolved dropping the melter, theCFMT, orthe
MFHT while loading themonto a rail car inpreparationfor shippingto a disposalsite.

7



WVDP WasteManagementEJS— SupplementAnalysis

Table 1. Radiation Doses for Involved and Noninvolved Workers
Under Alternative A Jncludin~the Glass Melter, CFMT, andMIFHT

Worker
Population Activity

Time
Period
(years)

Collective Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities
Annual

(person-rem/yr)
Total

(person-rem) Annual Total
Involved
workers5

Alternative A
activities

10 6.1 61 3.1 x I0~ 0.031

Melter Loading
melter

N/A
(one
time)

0.018 0.018 9.0)< 10~ 9.0 x

CFMT Loading
CFMT

N/A
(one
time)

0.024 0.024 1.2 x l0~~ 1.2 x io’~

MFHT Loading
MFHT

N/A
(one
time)

0.024 0.024 1.2 x iØ’5 1.2 x io~

Totals for loading melter,CFMT,
MFHT

and 0.066 0.066 3.3 x ~ 3,3 >< iO’5

Noninvolved
workers~’

Ongoing
operationsof
WVDPb

10 15 150 7.5 x i0~ 0.075

All workers-Total 10 21 210 0.011 0.11

Worker
Population Activity

Time
Period
(years)

Individual Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities
Annual

(mrem/yr)
Total

(mrem) Annual Total
Involved
workersa

AlternativeA
activities

10 260 2,600 1.3 x 10~’ 1.3 x l0-~

Melter Loading
melter

N/A 3.0 3.0 1.5 x 10~6 1.5 x 1O~6

CFMT Loading
CFMT

N/A 4.0 4.0 2.0x 10~ 2.0 106

MFHT Loading
MFHT

N/A 4.0 4.0 2.0x l0~6 2.0 x l0~

Totals for loading melter,CFMT,
MFHT

and 11 11 5.5 x 10~ 5.5 x

Noninvolved
workers~’

Ongoing
operationsof
WVDPb

10 59 590 3.0 x i0’~ 3.0 x iø’~

Alternative Adataare from WVDP WM EIS (DOE2003, Table4-7).
a. Involved workers would be thoseindividualsthatactivelyparticipatein Alternative A.
b. Noninvolvedworkers would bethoseindividualsthat would be onsite but would not actively participatein AlternativeA.

8
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Table 2. Radiological Consequencesof Accidents Using50-Percent AtmosphericConditions

Accident
Frequency
(per year)

Worker
Maximally Exposed

Individual Populations

Radiation
Dose (rem)

Latent
Cancer
Fatality

Radiation
Dose
(rem)

Latent
Cancer
Fatality

Radiation
Dose

(person-rem)

Latent
Cancer
Fatality

Alt A — RHWFb fire l0~— 10~6 0.13 6.5 x l0’~ 0.044 2.6 x l0~ 140 0.084

Glassmelterdrop
accident

l0’~—l0~6 1.3 x i0~ 6.5 x l0~ 4~5< 10~6 2.7 x i~’~ 0.014 8.4 x 106

CFMT’ dropaccident l0~— 10.6 1.2 x l0~ 6.0 x 101l 4.1 x l0~ 2.5 x 10h1 1.3 x 10.6 7.8 x l0’~
MFHTd dropaccident 10~~l0’~ 2.0 x l0’ 1.0 x l0”° 6.9 x i~’~4.1 x lOhl 2.1 x 10.6 1.3 x 10”

a. Collective doseto the1.5 million people living within80 kilometers(50 miles)of the WVDP site.
b. RHWF = Remote-Handled Waste Facility.Irom WVDP WM EIS (DOE 2003, Table4-9).
c. CFMT= ConcentratorFeed Makeup Tank.
d. MFHT = Makeup FeedHold Tank.

Table3. Radiological Conse4luencesof Accidents Using95-PercentAtmospheric Conditions

Accident
Frequency
(per year)

,

Worker
Maximally Exposed

Individual Populationa

Radiation
Dose (rem)

Latent
Cancer
Fatality

Radiation
Dose
(rem)

Latent
Cancer
Fatality

Radiation
Dose

(person-rem)

Latent
Cancer
Fatality

Alt A — RHWFb fire l0’~— 10.6 1.3 6.5 x l0’~ 0.47 2.8 x 10.6 2,100 1.3

Glassmelterdrop
accident

10.6_ 10.6 1.3 x iø’~ 6.5x 10.6 4.9>< 10.6 2.9>< 10.8 2.2x 10.6 1.3 x 10.6

CFMT’ dropaccident i0’~—10.6 1.2>< 10.6 6.0 x 10.60 4.4 x 1(1’ 2.6 x 10.10 2.0 x i0’ 1.2 x 10.6
MFHTd dropaccident l0’~—10.6 2.0 x 106 1.0 x l0-~ 7.4>< 10” 4.4X 10’° 3.3 10.6 2.0>< 10.6

a. Collective doseto the 1.5 million peopleliving within 80 kilometers(50 miles)of the WVDP site.
b. RHWF = Remote-Handled Waste Facility.From WVDP WM ETS (DOE 2003, Table 4-10).
c. CFMT = ConcentratorFeed Makeup Tank.
d. MFHT = Makeup FeedHold Tank.

The frequencyofthese accidents was estimated tobe in the rangeof 10~to 106. For 50-percent
atmosphericconditions,the drop accidentinvolving the melteryielded thelargestconsequences.
For aworkerlocated onsite, this accident couldresultin a radiation doseof 1.3 x 1 0~rem. This
accident could result in a radiation doseof4.5 x 10~remto the maximally exposed individual
living near the WVDPsite. For the populationliving within 80 kilometers(50 miles) ofthe site,
this accident couldresultin a radiation doseof 0.014person-rem;this is equivalentto a
probabilityofa latent cancer fatalityof 8.4 10.6. Using 95-percentatmo~phericconditions,this
accident could result in a probabilityof a latent cancer fatalityof 1.3 x 10 for the population
living within 80 kilometers(50miles) ofthe WVDPsite. Tables2 and3 alsopresentthe
consequences for theaccidentevaluated for Alternative A in theEIS thatwould have thehighest
consequences, a fire in the Remote-Handled Waste Facility. Theconsequencesof the accidents
involving the melter, the CFMT,orthe MFHT would be much lessthanthe consequencesof the
fire in the Remote-Handled WasteFacility.

Transportationofthe GlassMelter, CFMT, and MFHT.Theglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHT
would be shippedby rail to DOE sitesin Washington (Hanford)orNevada(NTS) orto
commercialfacilities in Barnwell,SouthCarolina(Chem-NuclearSystems,L.L.C.) orAndrews,

9
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Texas (Waste ControlSpecialists,L.L.C. [WCS]).6The impactsof transportingthese
componentsto BarnwellorAndrews were not analyzedin the WVDPWM ElS, andtherefore
are analyzedin this SA.

Table4 showsthe impacts associated with thetransportationofthe glass melter,CFMT, and
MFHT. Transportationof the wasteto the commercial Chem-Nuclear andWCS disposalsitesare
included.The WVDP WM ElS states thatlessthan 1 rail fatality (0.60— 0.68)would be
expected as a resultoftransportationofall waste types under Alternative A (DOE2003,
Table4-12). Thecontributionoftheglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHT to thoseimpactsis
4~9x104to6.3x

Waste
Type Destination

Incident-Free Radiological
Accident

Risk
(LCFs)

Pollution
Health
Effects

(Fatalities)
Traffic

Fatalities
Total

Fatalities

.

Pubhc Worker

(LCF5)
Glass
Melter

Hanford Site5 5.0 x 10.6 4.1 x 10.6 2.8 x l0~ 3.6 x l0’~ 1.5 x 10~ 1.9 x iø~
NTS 6.8 3< 10.6 5.7 X 10.6 2.6)< 10.6 3.5 x iO.6 1.5 x 10.6 2.0 x l0~
Chem-Nuclear 3.3 x 10.6 3.2 x 10.6 1.3 x I0~ 2.3 x l0’~ 1.3 X 10.6 1.6 10~’
WCS 4.7 x 10.6 3.7 x 10.6 2.1 x 10.6 3.4 3< 10.6 1.7 x 10.6 2.1 x 10.6

CFMT HanfordSite5 6.6 ~ 10.6 5.5 ~ 10.6 5.7 x l0-~ 3.6 x 10.6 1.5 x 10.6 2.0 x 10.6
NTS 9.1 x lö~ 6.9x 10.6 5.2 x 10.6 3.5 x 10.6 1,5 < 10.6 2.0 x 10.6
Chem-Nuclear 4.3 x 1 ~F 4.2 x 10.6 2.6 ~ 10.6 2.3 x 10.6 1.3 x l0~~ 1.6 x 10.6
WCS 6.2 3< 1 O~ 5.0 x 10.6 4.3 x l0’~ 3.4 x 10.6 1.7 x 10.6 2.1 ~ l0~

MFHT HanfordSite5 6.6 x 1 O~ 5.5 3< 10.6 6.2 x 10.6 3.6 x l0~ 1.5 x 10.6 2.0 x 10.6
NTS 9.1 3< 1 ~F 7.2 x 10.6 5.6 x l0-~ 3.5 x 10.6 1.5 x 10.6 2.0 ~ 10.6
Chem-Nuclear 4.3 x l0~ 4.2 x 10.6 2.8 x l0~ 2.3 x l0’~ 1.3 x 10.6 1.6 x 10~
WCS 6.2 x 10.6 5.0x 10.6 4.7 10.6 3.4 x l0’~ 1.7 10.6 2.1 x 10~

Total Rail Fatalities: 4.9x 10.6 to 6.3 x 10~
Acronyms: LCFs = latent cancerfatalities;CH-TRU = contact-handled transuranicwaste; RH-TRU= remote-handled
transuranic waste; MLLW= mixed low-level waste; HLW= high-level radioactive waste;NTS = NevadaTestSite; WIPP=

Waste Isolation PilotPlant; CFMT= ConcentratorFeed Makeup Tank; MFHT= MakeupFeedHold Tank.Therangeoftotal
fatalitiesis basedon the minimum and maximum totalfatalitiesfor each waste type.

a. In accordance withthesettlementagreementbetweenDOEandtheStateofWashingtonof January 6. 2006, regarding the
caseWashingtonv. Bodman,DOE will not ship LLW and mixed LLW from WVDP to Hanford until DOE has satisfied the
requirementsof thesettlementagreement.

Offsite Impacts.Theglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHTwould be shippedto either Hanford, NTS,
Chem-Nuclear,or WCS. ImpactsofdisposalofLLW were addressed in theWVDP WM EIS
(Section4.4.4).If all threeofthesecomponentswere sentto one ofthese sites, the probability
that aworkeror the maximally exposed individual memberofthepublic would incur a latent
cancer fatalitywould be a verysmall percentageofthat described in the WVDP WMEIS for all
LLW dis?osal(ranging from3.2 x 102 to 3.6 x 10.2 for a workerandbetween5.1 x i05 and
2.1 x 10’ ~for the maximally exposed individual memberofthe public).

~Theglass melter, CFMT,and MFHT would alsoneedto meetthedisposal facility’s Waste Acceptance Criteria and the

requirementsof DOE Order435.1priorto shipment.However,no additionalwaste handling orpackagingwould berequired.

Table 4. Rail Transportation Impacts of Shipping the GlassMelter, CFMT, and MFHT
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AdditionalDisposalSites.Thepotential impactsof thedisposalofthe glassmelter,CFMT, and
MFHT at eitherof these commercial facilitiesis notanalyzed,andis assumedto be in
accordance with a state-issued facilitylicenseas well as thesite’s disposal practices.Chem-
NuclearSystems,L.L.C., a wholly-owned subsidiaryof Duratek, Inc., operates a commercial
LLW disposal facility located on235 acres in BarnwellCounty, SouthCarolina,approximately
5 miles northwestofBarnwell,SouthCarolina.Chem-Nuclearis authorizedby theStateof
SouthCarolina to acceptClassA, B, andC LLW. At the Chem-NuclearSystemssite, LLW
containers are placedin concrete vaults located in engineered earthentrenches(disposalcells)
excavatedup to 30 feetbelowgrade.Eachtrenchincludes a drainage collection system sloping
toward a French drain that leads to asump. Standpipes allow monitoringof rainwatershouldit
enterthe trench. A sand layer covers thebottomof the trench.Techniciansat the disposal site
place the waste containersin concretevaults.When a vaultis full, its concrete lidis put inplace;
additional vaults may be placedon top until the vaults are stackedup to threehigh. Vaults
providelong-term structuralstability for the completed trench. Backfill aroundandover the
filled concrete vaultsconsistsof sandand soil. Finally, an engineered cap consistingof multiple
layersof sand, clay, high-density polyethylene, and topsoilcoversthetrencharea.Shallow
rooted grasses plantedon top ofthe cap controlerosion.This cap serves as a barrier to help
isolate thetrenchfrom rainwaterinfiltration.

WCS is a Texas-based firm that operates a hazardous and radioactive waste managementfacility
in AndrewsCounty,Texas. At that facility,WCS manages (treats, stores, and repackages)
ClassC radioactive wastes andhasapplied for alicenseto operate a LLW disposalcell at that
location. Theexistingwaste management facilityis approximately10 kilometers (6miles) east
ofEunice,NewMexico, and48 kilometers (30miles) westofAndrews,Texas, at the border
with LeaCounty,New Mexico(WCS 2005). Mostof theWCSpropertyis in AndrewsCounty,
though approximately518 hectares (1,280acres,or2 square miles)ofpropertyis in LeaCounty.
Overall, the facilitypropertyoccupies6,216hectares (15,360 acres,or 24 squaremiles).

At WCS, the Vitrification Facility equipment and componentswastewould be disposedof in a
separate Federal Waste Facility thatwould be constructed.Surface drainage controlswould
directwaterawayfrom disposalunits. Wastedisposaldepth wouldbe approximately10 meters
(35 feet); containerized wastewould be placed a minimumof5 meters (16.4 feet) below final
grade.Initially, federalwastedisposalcapacity cannotexceed3 million cubic yards (2.3million
cubicmeters);lifetime federalwastedisposalcannot exceed6 million cubic yards (4.6million
cubic meters). ContainerizedClassA, B, and C wastewould be placedwithin a reinforced
concretecontainment. Disposalunits within the facilitywould be incrementally excavated and
utilized as waste was received andwould be capped with a final cover system as a progressive
closure duringoperations.The cover designwould minimize the infiltrationof waster into the
wastecell.

6.2 Increased LLW Volumes

As shown inTable 5, DOE analyzed19,200cubic meters(685,515cubic feet)ofLLW and
221 cubic meters (7,889 cubic feet)of MLLW in theWVDP WM EIS (DOE 2003).This waste
volume would require1,966truck or608 rail shipmentsfor LLW and 14 truckor 7 rail
shipments forMLLW.

11



WVDP WasteManagementUJS— SupplementAnalysis

Table 5. Waste Vo!umes, Containers,and Shipments for Alternative A (Preferred~
Totals

Volume Alternative A
Waste Type J (cubic feet)a Containers Shipments

LLW

ClassA, boxes 351,586 4,341
311 (truck)

156 (rail)

ClassA, drums 83,014 12,058
144 (truck)

72 (rail)

ClassB, high-integritycontainers 38,500 428
428 (truck)

107 (rail)

ClassB, drums 194 29
1 (truck)

1 (rail)

ClassC, high-integritycontainers 12,618 141
141 (truck)

36 (rail)

ClassC, 55-gallondrums 6,198 901
91 (truck)

23 (rail)

ClassC, 71-gallondrumsb 193,405 20,377
850 (truck)

213 (rail)

Total LLW 685,515 38,275
1,966(truck)

608 (rail)

MLLW
14 (truck)

ClassA, drums 7,889 1,146 7 (rail)
a. To convert cubic feet to cubicmeters,multiply by 0.028.
b. Includes 500 71-gallon drumsof sodium-bearingwaste.

Source: WVDPWM EIS (DOE 2003, Table2-3).

TransportationImpacts.Table6 showsthe volume, numberofcontainers, andshipmentsfor the
increasedvolumesofLLW over the volumes,numberofcontainers, and shipments analyzedin
theWVDP WM EIS. ClassA LLW would increaseby approximately18 percent,ClassB LLW
would increaseby approximately62 percent,andClassC LLW would increaseby approximately
3 percent.7MLLW would increaseby approximately275 percent. Overall, LLW(including
MLLW) would increaseby approximately22 percent.

Table7 showsthe potential impactsofshippingall waste types underAlternativeA (Table7 is
derivedfrom Table 4-12 in the WVDPWM EIS [DOE 2003]). Table8 showsthepotential
increasesin transportationimpacts as a resultofthe increase in LLW volumes. The
transportationimpactsfor the increasedLLW volumeswerederivedusing updated truck and rail
routing, as described inSection5.0. Table8 showsthe potentialtransportationimpactsfrom
LLW andMLLW alone, and thecumulativeimpactsofthetransportationofall wastetypesfrom
theWVDP siteto disposallocations.

Someofthe ClassC LLW analyzedin theWVDP WM EIS is waste thatis containedin 71-gallon grouted drumsandstoredin
the Radwaste TreatmentSystemDrum Cell (5,415 cubic meters[193,405cubic feet]). This waste was producedby the Cement
Solidification System,and noadditionalwasteof this type will begeneratedatWVDP. Further,theWVDP WM EIS assumed
that 50071-gallondrums were sodium-bearing ClassC LLW (DOE 2003, Appendix D,SectionD.4). No additionalsodium-
bearingwastewill be generated at WVDP. Forthis reason, the ClassC LLW in 71-gallon drumswill not increase.

12
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Table 6. Total Increased LLW WasteVolumes, Containers,and Shipments

Waste Type

Totals
Volume

(cubic feet)TM Containers Shipments

LLW

ClassA, boxes 421,903 5,209
373 (Truck)

187 (Rail)

ClassA, drums 99,617 14,469
173 (Truck)

87 (Rail)

ClassB, high-integrity containers 77,000 856
856(Truck)

214 (Rail)

ClassB, drums 389 57
1 (Truck)

1 (Rail)

ClassC, high-integritycontainers 18,927 211
211 (Truck)

53 (Rail)

ClassC, 55-gallondrums 9,298 1,351
136(Truck)

34 (Rail)

ClassC, 71-gallondrums 193,405 20,377
850(Truck)

213 (Rail)

Total LLW 820,539 42,530
2,600 (Truck)

789 (Rail)
MLLW

42 (Truck)
ClassA, drums 23,666 3,438 22 (Rail)

a. To convert cubic feet to cubicmeters,multiply by 0.028.

For AlternativeA analyzedin theWVDP WM EIS, the total truckfatalities ranged from0.79to
0.82and the total rail fatalities ranged from0.60 to 0.68. If thevolumeofLLW is escalated by
approximately22 percent, the total truckfatalitieswould range from1.0 - 1.1 and the total rail
fatalitieswould range from0.75 to 0.89.Thepotentialenvironmentalimpactsofthe
transportationof an increasedvolumeofLLW would be small, and notsubstantiallyhigherthan
that anticipated for thevolumeofwasteanalyzedin the WVDP WMEIS.

Table9 compares the potential truckandrail fatalities under Alternative A with those from
increases in LLW volumes.

Human HealthImpacts.As described in the WVDPWM EIS (Section 4.4.1), workers could be
exposedto small quantitiesofradioactivematerialas a resultof loadingof LLW for
transportation.Table 10 showsthe estimated radiationdosesfor involved and noninvolved
workers as a resultof loadingapproximately22 percent more LLW than was analyzedin the
WVDP WM EIS. Doses to workerswould be very small andno latent cancer fatalities (0.039for
involved workers and0.075for noninvolved workers)would be expected to occur as a resultof
thosedoses.

13
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- Table 7. TransportationImpacts Under Alternative A (Analyzed in WVDP WM [IS)

Waste
Type Destination

Incident-Free Radiological
Accident

Risk
(LCFs)

Pollution
Health
Effects

(Fatalities)
Traffic

Fatalities
Total

Fatalities

.Public Worker

(LCF5)
Truck
ClassA
LLW

Envirocare 0.025 0.031 1.4x 10.6 5.7x l0~ 0.030 0.092
HanfordSite5 0.030 0.037 1.5 x 10.6 6.3 < iO.6 0.038 0.11
NTS 0.031 0.036 1.7 .< 10.6 7.6 x l0~ 0.036 0.11

ClassB
LLW

HanfordSite5 1,4 x 10.6 0.028 0.065 5.9 .< ici3 0.035 0.13

NTS 1.6 x l0~ 0.029 0.062 7.1 x l0~ 0.034 0.13

ClassC
LLW

HanfordSite5 0.087 0.20 5.5 x i0~ 0.018 0.11 0.41
NTS 0.089 0.19 6.5 x 10.6 0.022 0.10 0.41

MLLW Envirocare 7,7 x 10.6 9.5 x 10.6 1.0x 10.6 1.8>< 10.6 9.2x l0~ 2.8 x l0~
HanfordSite5 9.2 x l0~ 1.1 )< l0~~ 1.1 x l0~ 1.9 x 10.6 1.2 x l0’~ 3.4 x i0~
NTS 9.5 3< 10.6 1.1 X 10.6 1.3 x l(i~ 2.3 x l0~ 1.1 x iO.6 3.4 x 10.6

SubtotalLLW TruckFatalities:0.63 — 0.66
CH-TRU WIPP 8.3>< 1C1~T 0.010 7.5 x 10.6 2.3x iO.6 T 0.012 0.033
RH-TRU

HLW
WIPP
Repository

6.5 x l0~1 0.013
0.0201 0.044

7.5 x 10.6

9.8 x 10’

2.2 x io~J 0.011
5.8 x iO.6 I 0.024

0.033
0.094

TotalTruck Fatalities:0.79— 0.82
Rail
ClassA
LLW

Envirocare 0.044 0.033 5.3 x 10.6 8.0 x l0~ 0.026 0.11
HanfordSite5 0.045 0.035 5.8 x 10.6 8.2 ~ 10.6 0.034 0.12

NTS 0.046 0.044 5.3 x l0~ 8.1 x l0~ 0.033 0.13
ClassB
LLW

HanfordSite5 0.042 0.033 3,4 3< 10.6 3.9 x 1O~ 0.016 0.095
NTS 0.043 0.045 3.1 x 10.6 3.8x l0~ 0.017 0.11

ClassC
LLW

HanfordSite5 0.13 0.10 1.2 x 10.6 0.012 0.049 0.29
NTS 0.13 0.14 1.1 >< 10.6 0.012 0.053 0.34

MLLW Envirocare 1.3 x i~’~ 1.0 x l0~~ 4.1 x iO.6 2.4 x i0~ 8.1 x l0~ 3.4 x 10.6
HanfordSite5

1.4 x l0~ 1.1 x l0~ 4.5 x 10.6 2.5 x l0~ 1.0 x i0’~ 3.8x iO’3

NTS 1.4x 10.6 1.3 x iO.6 4.1 >< l0~ 2.5 x 10” 1.0x l0~ 4.0 x l0~
SubtotalLLW Rail Fatalities:0.50— 0.58

CH-TRU WIPP 8.3x l0~ 8.1 x 10.6 2.0x 10.6 3.4 x l0~ 0.018 0.038
RH-TRU WIPP 6.6x 10.6 6.4x l0~~ 2.4 x l08 8.0)< 10~” 4.2 x l0~ 0.018
HLW Repository 7.6 x 10.6 0.014 3.0x 10.6 4.2 x 10.6 0.019 0.045

TotalRail Fatalities: 0.60— 0.68
Source: Derived from WVDP WM EIS Table 4-12.

Acronyms: LCFs= latentcancerfatalities; CH-TRU= contact-handled transuranicwaste; RU-TRU= remote-handled
transuranicwaste;MLLW = mixed low-level waste; HLW= high-level radioactive waste; NTS= NevadaTestSite; WIPP=

WasteIsolationPilot Plant. The rangeof total fatalitiesis basedon theminimum and maximumtotal fatalities for each waste
type.

a. In accordancewith the settlement agreement between DOEandtheStateof Washingtonof January 6,2006,regardingthe
caseWashingtonv. Bodman,DOE will not ship LLW andmixed LLW from WVDP to Hanford until DOE has satisfied the
requirementsofthe settlement agreement.
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Table 8. Transportation Impacts Under Alternative A with Increased LLW Volumes

Waste
Type Destination

Incident-Free Radiological
Accident

Risk
(LCFs)

Pollution
Health
Effects

(Fatalities)
Traffic

Fatalities
Total

Fatalities

,

Public Worker

(LCF5)
Truck
ClassA
LLW

Envirocare 3.0 x 1(12 3.7>< 10.2 1.6 x 10~ 6.9 x 10’ 3.6 ~ 10.2 1.1 x 10”
HanfordSite5 3.6 3< 10.2 44 x 10.2 1.7 X 75 >< l(1~ 4.5 x 10.2 1.3 x 1 ~P.”
NTS 3.5 10.2 4.4 10.2 1.6 x 10.6 7.0 x 10” 4.2 x 10.2 1.3 x

ClassB
LLW

HanfordSite5 5.6 x 10.2 1.3 x 10.6 8.3 x 10.6 1.2 x 10.2 7.1 x 10.2 2.7 x 1 (
5

T”

NTS 5.4 3<10.2 1.3 x 10.1 7.8 x 1.1 10.2 6.6 x 10.2 2.6 x

ClassC
LLW

HanfordSite5 1.0 x 10” 2.3 x 10” 5.4 ~ 10.6 2.1 X 10.2 1.3 X 1(1’ 4.8 x 10.1
NTS 9.8 ~<10.2 2.3 x 10.1 5.0 x 10” 2.0 x 10.2 1.2 x 10.1 47 x 10.1

MLLW Envirocare 2.3 x 10” 2.9 x 10” 3.1 X 10” 5.3 10” 2.8 10” 8.5 x 10”
HanfordSite5 2.8 x l0’~ 3.4 x 10” 3.4 x l0’~ 5.8 x 10.6 35 x l0’~ 1.0 x 10.2
NTS 2.7 3< iO’3 3.4 x 10.6 3.2 ~ 10.6 5.4 x 10” 3.2 ~ iO’~ 9.9 x 10”

SubtotalLLW Tmck Fatalities: 0.85 to 0.90
CH-TRU WTPP 8.3 ~ 10” 1.0 10.2 7.5 10” 2.3 x 10” 1.2 x 10.2 3.3 x 10.2

RH-TRU WIPP 6.5 < l0’~ 1.3 x 10.2 75 x 10” 2.2 x 10.6 1.1 x 10.2 3.3 X 10.2
HLW Repository 2.0 ><10” 4,4 x 10.2 9.7>< 10” 5.8 iO’3 2.4 1(12 9.4 x 10.2

Tota1 Truck Fatalities: 1.0 to 1.1

Rail
ClassA
LLW

Envirocare 5.0 x 10.2 3.9 < 10.2 6.3 x 10” 9.6 x 10” 3.1 x 10.2 1.3 >< 10.1
HanfordSite5 5.1 x 10.2 4.2 x 10.2 70 3< 10” 99 x l0’~ 4.0 ~ 10.2 1.4 X 10”
NTS 54 x 10.2 5.8 x 10.2 6.4 10” 9.7 l0’~ 4.0 10.2 1.6 x 10.1

ClassB
LLW

HanfordSite5 7.9 3<102 6.6 x 10.2 3.5 x 10” 77 x l0’~ 3.2 3<102 1.8 X 10.1
NTS 8.4 x 10.2 99>< 10.2 3.2>< 10.6 7.6 l0’~ 3.4 x 10.2 2.2 10”

ClassC
LLW

HanfordSite5 1.4 x 10” 1.2 x 10” 1.2 x 10” 1.4x 10.2 57 x 10.2 33 x 10”

NTS 1.5 x 10” 1.8 x 1(11 1.1 x 10” 1.4x 10.2 6.2 10.2 4.1 x 10.1

MLLW Envirocare 4.0 x iø’~ 3.1 x iO’3 1.3 x 10” 7.7x 10” 2.5 x 10” 1.0 ~< 10.2
HanfordSite5 4.1 X 10” 34 x l0’~ 1.4 ~ l0’~ 7.9 ~ 10” 3.2 x l0’~ 1.2 x 10.2
NTS 4.3 3< 10” 4.6 iO’3 1.3 10” 7.8x 10” 3.2 iø’~ 1.3 x 10.2

CH-TRU WIIPP 8.3 x 10” 8.1 ~< l0’~ 2.0 x 10”
SubtotalLLW
3.4 x l0’~

Rail Fatalities:

1.8 ><10.2

0.65to 0.79

3.8 x 10.2
RH-TRU WIPP 6.6 x iø’~ 6.4 x I0’~ 2.4 x 10.8 8.0 x 10” 4.2 X l0’~ 1.8 x 10.2
HLW Repository 7.7 x 10” 1.4 1(12 3.0 10” 4.2 x iO’3 2.0 x 10.2 4.6 x 10.2

TotalRail Fatalities:0.75 to 0.89
Acronyms: LCFs = latentcancer fatalities; CH-TRU= contact-handledtransuranicwaste; RH-TRU= remote-handled transuranic
waste; MLLW= mixed low-level waste; HLW= high-level radioactive waste; NTS= Nevada TestSite; WIPP= WasteIsolation
Pilot Plant.Therangeof total fatalitiesis basedon the minimum and maximumtotal fatalities for each waste type.

a. In accordancewith thesettlementagreement between DOE and theStateof Washingtonof January6, 2006, regarding the case
Washingtonv. Bodman,DOEwill not ship LLW and mixed LLW fromWVDP to Hanford until DOE has satisfied the
requirementsofthesettlementagreement.
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Table 9. Potential Truck and Rail Fatalities with IncreasedLLW Volumes
Total Truck Fatalities Total Rail Fatalities

AlternativeA 0.79— 0.82 0.60—0.68
AlternativeA, plus approximately22 % increasein LLW 1.0 - 1.1 0.75 - 0.89
volume
Source: Tables7and8.

Table 10. Radiation Dosesfor Involved and Noninvolved Workers
Under Alternative A, with IncreasedLLW Volumes

Worker
Population Activity

Time
Period
(years)

Collective Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities
Annual

(person-rem/yr)
Total

(person-rem) Annual Total
Involved
workers5 AlternativeA

activities (22%
increasein LLW)

10 7.7 77 3.9 3< 10” 0.039

Noninvolved
workers”

Ongoing
operationsof
WVDPb

10 15 150 7.5 x 10” 0.075

All workers Total 10 23 230 0.011 0.11

Worker
Population Activity

Time
Period
(years)

Individual Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities
Annual

(mrem/yr)
Total

(mrem) Annual Total
Involved
workers5

AlternativeA
activities(22%
increasein LLW)

10 320 3200 1.6 x 10” 1.6x l0’~

Noninvolved
workers”

Ongoing
operationsof
WVDP”

10 59 590 3.0 x l0’~ 3.0 x l0’~

a.

b.

Involved workers would bethoseindividualsthat activelyparticipatein Alternative A. These workers include those handling
LLW, MLLW, TRU, and HLW.
Noninvolved workers would bethoseindividualsthat would be onsite but would not activelyparticipatein Alternative A.

As statedin theWVDP WM EIS (Section4.4.1), radiation dosesto the publicwould be similar
to the radiationdosesfor ongoing operations at theW\TDP. As shown in Table6, the largest
increase in LLWto be shipped offsite for disposalwould be for MLLW, which would
approximately triple involume.Evenif radiationdosesto the publicweretripled as a resultof
the increasein the MLLW volume(a highly conservative assumptionbecausethevolumeof
ClassA, ClassB, andClassC LLW, TRU waste,andHLW would not triple), the probabilityof
a latent cancer fatalityto the maximally exposed individual or thepopulationaround the WVDP
sitewould still be very small (tripled, the probabilityofa latent cancer fatality fromall pathways
would be 1.1 x 10.6for the maximally exposed individual or4.5 x 1 0’~for the population around
theWVDP site [WVDP WM EIS, Table 4-8]). Dose estimates for the affectedCanadian
populationwerenot includedbut would alsobe very smallbecauseofthe distanceof this
populationfrom the WVDP siteand the prevailing southwesterly winddirection.
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7.0 Conclusion

Thepotentialimpactsof loadingandtransporting theglassmelter, CFMT, andMFHT to oneof
three possibledisposalsites are avery small fractionof thetotal impactsoftransportingwaste
under Alternative A asdescribedin the WVDP WMEIS. There wouldbe negligibleimpactsto
involved andnoninvolved workers andto thegeneral public,including the Canadianpopulation.

Thepotential impactsof loadingandtransportingan approximately 22-percentincreasein the
volumeof LLW analyzedin the WVDP WMEIS would also be very small.Therewould be
negligible impactsto involvedand noninvolvedworkersandto the generalpublic, including the
Canadian population.

8.0 Determination

Basedon the analysesdiscussedin this SA,DOE hasdeterminedthat theproposedactions
describedin Section2.0 are not asubstantialchangeto the proposal analyzedin theWVDP WM
EIS that is relevant to environmentalconcerns.Further,thereareno significant new
circumstancesor informationrelevantto environmental concerns andbearingon the proposed
actions ortheirimpacts.Therefore, a supplementto the WVDPWM EIS is not neededwithin the
meaningof 40 CFR 1502.9and 10 CFR 1021.314.

Approvedin Cincinnati, OH on this i~—.day of — , 2006.

‘~W~TT

William J. ylor
Acting Manager,0 ~o ield Office

9.0 References

DOE Order435.1,RadioactiveWasteManagement,July 9, 1999.

DOE (U.S.DepartmentofEnergy),2003. WestValleyDemonstrationProjectWaste
ManagementEnvironmentalImpactStatement,final, DOE/EIS-0337F,preparedby U.S.
Departmentof Energy, West Valley AreaOffice, West Valley,NewYork, December2003.

DOE (U.S.Departmentof Energy),2005. WestValleyDemonstration Project Environmental
ImpactStatementSupplementAnalysisTechnicalReport,DOE/EIS-033 7-SA-01, prepared
by U.S. DepartmentofEnergy, West Valley Area Office,WestValley, New York,
December2005.

WCS (WasteControl Specialists),2005.ApplicationFor Licenseto AuthorizeNear-Surface
LandDisposalofLow-LevelRadioactiveWaste,administratively complete on
February18, 2005; accessibleat~p://64.224.191.188/wcs/.

17



WVDP WasteManagementEIS— SupplementAnalysis

WMG (Waste ManagementGroup, Inc.), 2004a. ApprovalRequestNo. 4005-1,WMGReport
4005-RE-024,Revision1, WestValleyNuclearServicesCompanyMelterCharacterization
ResultsdatedMarch2004, Peekskill,New York, March24, 2004.

WMG (Waste ManagementGroup, Inc.), 2004b. ApprovalRequestNo. 4005-8,Final
“Characterizationand Class~flcationofWestValleyCFMHTandMFHT” Calc. No. 4005-
CA-041, Rev2, Peekskill,NewYork, September1, 2004.

WVNSCO (West ValleyNuclearServices Company),2004a. RCRACharacterizationfor the
WestValleyNuclearServices Company(WVNSCO)VitrjfIcation Melter,Memorandumto
L. E. Rowell(Memorandum No. LA:2004:0008), West Valley,NewYork, April 15,2004.

WVNSCO (WestValley NuclearServices Company),2004b. RevisedResource Conservation
andRecoveiyAction (RCRA)TechnicalBasisDocument(TBD)for WVDP000000007,
Memorandum to FileWV-DEPO (Memorandum No.CF:2004:0036),West Valley,New
York, September7, 2004.

18


