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

1.0 Purpose and Need for Agency Action

TheDepartmentofEnergy’s(DOE) WestValley DemonstrationProject(WVDP) prepareda
final wastemanagementenvironmentalimpactstatement(WVDP WM ElS) thatexaminedthe
potentialenvironmentalimpactsassociatedwith theproposedshipmentofradioactivewastes
thatwereeitherin storageor wouldbegeneratedover a 10-yearperiod (DOE 2003).Sincethe
EIS was issued,newinformationhasbecomeavailableregardingthevolumeandtypeof low-
level radioactivewaste(LLW), andDOE nowproposesto useadditionaldisposallocationsfor
LLW wastefor whichthetransportationimpactswerenotanalyzedin theWVDP WM EIS.
DOE haspreparedthis SupplementAnalysis(SA) to determinewhetherthenewinformation
shouldbe consideredasubstantialchangeto theproposalor significantnewcircumstancesor
informationrelevantto environmentalconcerns(Title 10 CodeofFederalRegulations{CFRJ
1021.314)suchthata supplementto theWVDP WM EIS would be needed.

2.0 ProposedActions

DOE proposesto ship equipmentand componentsfrom theVitrification Facility, suchasthe
glassmelter,ConcentratorFeedMakeupTank(CFMT), andMakeupFeedHold Tank(MFHT),
asLLW to oneoftheDOE LLW disposalsitesanalyzedin theWVDP WM EIS that canaccept
ClassC LLW (theHanfordSite’ or NevadaTestSite [NTS}), or to oneof two commercial
disposalsites(at Barnwell,SouthCarolina,or atAndrews,Texas).AlthoughLLW from the
Vitrification Facilitywasincludedwithin theLLW inventoryanalyzedin the WVDP WM ElS,
thespecific impactsoftransportingtheglassmelter,CFMT, MFHT, andotherwastefrom the
Vitrification Plant (for example,jumpers,pipes, tanks,anddebris)werenot individually
identified.In addition,the impactsoftransportingthesecomponentsto commercialdisposalsites
in SouthCarolinaor Texaswerenot analyzedin theElS.

In addition,DOE anticipatesthat asWVDP operationsproceed,thevolume ofClassA, B, andC
LLW to beshippedoffsite for disposalmayincreaseabovethat whichwasanalyzedin the
WVDP WM EIS. Someoftheadditionalwastewould bemixed low-levelwaste(MLLW) that
would bepackagedandshippedin thesametypeofcontainersand in thesamemannerasLLW.
Theadditional wastevolumewould resultfrom additionaldecontaminationand
decommissioningactivitiesat facilities suchastheProcessBuilding to be undertakenatthe
WVDP site.

TheSA describesthepotentialhumanhealth(workerandpublic) impactsandtransportation
impactsassociatedwith theshipmentof theglassmelter,CFMT,and MFHT. TheSA also
examinesthepotentialimpactsof shippingan additionalvolumeof LLW (includingMLLW)
andcomparesthosewith the impactsdescribedin theWVDP WM ElS.Further,themethodsand

In accordancewith the settlementagreementbetweenDOEandthe Stateof WashingtonofJanuary6, 2006,regardingthecase

Washingtonv. Bodman,DOE will notship LLW andmixedLLW from WVDPto Hanforduntil DOEhassatisfiedthe
requirementsof the settlementagreement.
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resultsof analysisfor determiningthepotentialenvironmentalimpactsofLLW transportationon
public highwaysandrail systemsarecontainedin atechnicalreportthataccompaniesthis SA
(DOE 2005).

3.0 Waste Type Definitions

Thefollowing definitionsarerelevantto this SA:

• LLW is defmedasradioactivematerialthat(a) is nothigh-levelwaste(HLW), spent
nuclearfuel, transuranic(TRU) waste,orby productmaterialasdefinedin theAtomic
EnergyAct; and(b) theNuclearRegulatoryCommission(NRC) classifiesasLLW.

o ClassA LL W is wastethat is usuallysegregatedfrom otherwasteclassesat the
disposalsite. Thephysicalform andcharacteristicsofClassA LLW mustmeet
theminimumrequirementssetforth in 10 CFR61.56(a).If ClassA wastealso
meetsthestability requirementsset forth in 61.56(b),it is notnecessaryto
segregatethewaste.

o ClassB LL W refersto wastethatmustmeetmorerigorousrequirementson waste
form to ensurestability afterdisposal.Thephysicalform andcharacteristicsof
ClassB wastemustmeetboththeminimumandstabilityrequirementsset forth in
10 CFR61.56.

o ClassCLL Wrefersto wastethatnotonly mustmeetmorerigorousrequirements
on wasteform to ensurestabilitybut alsorequiresadditionalmeasuresatthe
disposalfacility to protectagainstinadvertentintrusion.Thephysicalform and
characteristicsofClassC wastemustmeetboththeminimumandstability
requirementsset forth in 10 CFR61.56.

• MLLW containshazardouscomponentsregulatedundertheResourceConservationand
RecoveryAct andradioactivecomponentsregulatedundertheAtomic EnergyAct.

• TRU waste is currentlydefmedby NRC andDOE aswastecontainingmorethan
100 nanocuriesofalpha-emittingisotopes,with half-livesgreaterthan20 years,pergram
ofwaste.However,theWestValley DemonstrationProjectAct defmedTRU wasteas
“material contaminatedwith radioactiveelementsthathaveanatomicnumbergreater
than92, includingneptunium,plutonium,americium,andcurium,andthatarein
concentrationsgreaterthan10 nanocuriespergram,or in suchotherconcentrationsasthe
[NRC] mayprescribeto protectthepublichealthandsafety.”

• HLW is definedin theWestValleyDemonstrationProjectAct asthehigh-levelwaste
that wasproducedby thereprocessingofspentnuclearfuel attheCenter.Theterm
includesbothliquid wastesthatareproduceddirectlyin reprocessingdry solid material
derivedfrom suchliquid wasteandsuchothermaterialastheNRC designatesashigh
level radioactivewastefor purposesofprotectinghealthandsafety.



WVDP WasteManagementU/S— SupplementAnalysis

• WasteIncidental to Reprocessingrefersto aprocessfor identifying wastesthat might
be consideredHLW dueto theirorigin, butmaybemanagedasLLW orTRU wasteif the
requirementspertainingto wasteincidentalto reprocessingaremet.

• Theglassmelter, CFMT, and MFHT werelocatedin theVitrification Plantatthe
WVDP site.Duringthe vitrification process,liquid HLW was retrievedfrom
undergroundwastetanks,pumpedto theVitrification Facility, andconcentratedin the
CFMT whereglass-formingchemicalswereadded.Thecondensedmixturewaspumped
from theCFMT to the MFHT andthento theglassmelter. In theglassmelter,thewaste
wassuperheatedandpouredinto stainlesssteelcanistersto cool.

4.0 Existing NEPA Analysis

TheWVDP WM EIS analyzedthepotentialenvironmentalimpactsassociatedwith three
alternativesforthecontinuedonsitewastemanagementandshipmentofLLW, TRU waste,and
HLW to offsite disposal.With respectto LLW, undertheNoActionAlternative,Continuationof
OngoingWasteManagementActivities,wastemanagementwould includecontinuedstorageof
existingClassB andClassC LLW. Limited amountsof ClassA LLW would be shippedto
offsite disposalandtheremainderwould be storedonsite.Underthisalternative,DOE would
continueto ship ClassA LLW to Hanford,NTS, or Envirocare— thecommercialdisposalsite 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
samelocationsasundertheNo Action Alternative(thatis, ClassA LLW andMLLW to
Hanford,NTS, orEnvirocareandClassB andC LLW to HanfordorNTS).2Thewastevolumes
evaluatedin theEIS includethosewastesthatareeithercurrentlyin storageor thatwould be
generatedoverthenext 10 yearsfrom ongoingoperationsanddecontaminationactivities.3DOE
identifiedAlternativeA asthepreferredalternative.

5.0 NewInformation

Vitr~/IcationFacility Components.AlthoughLLW from theVitrification Facility wasincluded
within theLLW inventoryanalyzedin the WVDP WM EIS, the impactsoftransportingtheglass

2 ThemanagementofTRU wasteandHLW variesbetweenAlternativesA andB in the WVDP WM ElS. Thenewinformation

DOE consideredin this SAinvolvesonly LLW andMLLW. As statedabove,thewastevolumesandpotentialdisposallocations
analyzedfor LLW andMLLW werethe samefor AlternativesA andB. TheHanfordSiteSolid(RadioactiveandHazardous)
WasteProgramEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DOE 2004)assumed,for purposesofanalysis,thatthat 11,297cubicmeters
(398,954cubic feet)ofLLW and26 cubicmeters(918cubic feet)of MLLW would comefrom WVDP. TheRecordof Decision
issuedfor theHanfordElS (69Fed. Reg.39449(2004))setnear-termandlong-termlimits on howmuchLLW andMLLW could
besentto Hanfordcollectivelyfrom all sites, butdid notsetanylimits on howmuchLLW or MLLW couldbesentfrom
individual sites.

As statedin the WVDP WM EIS,thewastevolumesanalyzedin thatdocumentwerebasedon currentwastevolumeandfuture
projections.Thesevolumeswerethenescalatedby about10 percentto accountfor uncertaintiesis futurewasteprojections,
packagingefficiency, andthe choiceofshippingcontainer.For purposesof analysisin this SA, thewastevolumesanalyzedin
the WVDP WM EIS wereagainescalatedto accountfor additional LLW that is or couldbegeneratedasaresultofadditional
decontaminationanddecommissioningactivities.

3
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melter,CFMT,MFHT, andotherwastefrom theVitrification Plant(for example,jumpers,pipes,
tanks,and debris)werenot specifically identified.In addition,DOEhasdeterminedthatthis
LLW from theVitrification Facility couldbe transportedto commercialdisposalsitesin South
CarolinaorTexasfor disposal;transportationto thesedestinationswasnot analyzedin the
WVDP WM EIS.

IncreasedLLW Volume.DOE believesthatthevolumeofLLW generatedasaresultofongoing
WVDP operationscouldbehigherthanthat analyzedin theWVDP WM ElS.Theincreased
volumewould occurasa resultof additionaldecontaminationactivitiesattheProcessBuilding
thatwerenotcontemplatedatthetime theWVDP WM EIS wasprepared.For thatreason,DOE
anticipatesthatthevolumeofClassA, B, andC LLW (includingMLLW) thatwill needto be
shippedoffsite for disposalwill increaseby approximately22 percentabovethat whichwas
analyzedin theWVDP WM EIS.

Revisionsto TransportationRouting.Sincethefinal WVDP WM EIS waspublished,DOE has
developednewtruckroutingto avoidtheLas Vegasmetropolitanarea.This routing is slightly
differentthanthatusedforthetransportationanalysisin theWVDP WM EIS. In addition, the
rail networkroutinghaschangedsincetheWVDP WM EIS wasissued.

Figure 1 showsthepotentialdisposalsitesfor theglassmelter,CFMT, MFHT, andotherwaste
from theVitrification Plant,andtheincreasedvolumeofLLW.

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 GlassMelter, CFMT, MIFHT,
and IncreasedVolumesof LLW
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6.0 Is a Supplemental EISNeeded?

Thediscussionbelowprovidesinformationregardingthespecificimpactsoftransportingthe
glassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT to commercialdisposalsitesatBarnwell, SouthCarolina,and
Andrews,Texas.Theanalysisshowssuchimpactswould be quite small.

This SA alsoanalyzesthepotential impactsof transportinganincreasedvolumeofLLW to
Hanford,NTS, andEnvirocare,andcomparesthoseimpactsto theimpactsdescribedin the
WVDP WM EIS. Potentialhumanhealthimpactsarealsodescribed.Thepotentialimpactsof
loadingandtransportingaslightly largervolumeof LLW thanwasanalyzedin theWVDP WM
ElS would alsobeverysmall.

6.1 Glass Melter, CFMT, and MFHT

Duringthe 6-yearoperationof theglassmelterattheWVDP, liquid HLW wasretrievedfrom
undergroundwastetanks,pumpedto theVitrification Facility, andconcentratedin theCFMT
whereglass-formingchemicalswereadded.Thecondensedmixturewaspumpedfrom the
CFMT to theMFHT andthento theglassmelter.In the glassmelter,thewastewassuperheated
andpouredinto stainlesssteelcanistersto cool.4

In September2002theglassmelterwasshutdown,andin-cell dismantlementactivitiesbeganin
October2003.Dismantlementactivitiesinvolved theremovalofhighly contaminatedequipment,
suchastheslurry feedpreparationequipment(CFMT, MFHT, slurry samplers,andfeedpump),
thecanisterprocessingequipment(glassmelter,turntable,weld station,anddecontamination
station),andtheoff-gasprocessingequipment(high-efficiencymist eliminators,preheaters,and
high-efficiencyparticulateair filters). Thesecomponentsareall classifiedasClassC LLW
(WMG 2004a[glassmelter] andWMG 2004b [CFMT andMFHT]). Throughprocess
knowledgeandcalculations,DOE hasdeterminedthatthesewastesdo not containhazardous
wastesandthusarenot mixedwasteto whichtherequirementsof theResourceConservation
andRecoveryAct wouldapply(WVNSCO2004a[glassmelter] andW\TNSCO 2004b [CFMT
andMFHT]).

In 2004,theglassmelter,CFMT,and MFHT wereremovedfrom theVitrification Facilityand
packagedin speciallydesigned,shieldedcontainers.TheCFMT andMFHT containerswerethen
filled with groutto provideadditionalshieldingandto preventinternalmovementofthe
components;theglassmelterwill be groutedprior to shipment.Theloadedpackagescontaining
themelter,CFMT, andMFHT weighbetween100and 175 tonseach.Theyarecurrently staged
onsite(behindthesecurityfence,neartherailroadandadjacentto theNRC-LicensedDisposal
Area) awaitingshipmentfrom WVDP. Becauseoftheirsize, thesecomponentswill be
transportedprimarily by rail,with transportationby heavy-haultruck from thenearestrail head
to thedisposalsite.

~ Duringthevitrification process,275canisterswere filled with theradioactiveglass.Thesecanistersarecurrentlyin storageat
theWVDP, pendingtransferto anoffsitestoragelocationor disposalin ageologicrepository.Theenvironmentalimpactsof the
management,including onsiteandoffsitestorageandtransportation,ofthese275high-levelradioactivewastecanisterswere
describedin theWVDP WM ElS.

5
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Althoughtheglassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT wereusedin thereprocessingofHLW, DOE
believesthat thesecomponentsare“wasteincidentalto reprocessing”thatcanbe managedas
LLW. DOE classifiesradioactivewastein accordancewith DOE Order435.1,Radioactive
WasteManagement.In DOE’s Order,“wasteincidentalto reprocessing”refersto aprocessfor
identifying wastesthat might be consideredHLW dueto theirorigin, butmay bemanagedas
LLW or TRU wasteif therequirementspertainingto wasteincidentalto reprocessingaremet.
Forthe glassmelter,CFMT,andMFHT, DOE hasestablishedthat thesecriteriacanbemet
throughanalysisandplansto shipthesecomponentsoffsite for disposalasLLW.5 Any other
wasteanalyzedin theWVDP WM EIS thatwould be determinedto be non-HLWusing this
sameprocesswould be shippedto theappropriatedisposallocationasanalyzedin theWVDP
WMEIS.

ImpactsofContinuedOnsiteStorage.Theglassmelter,CFMT,andMFHT arecurrently in
storageattheWVDP site.As notedabove,thesecomponentsarepackagedin speciallydesigned,
shieldedcontainers,andtheCFMT andMFHT aregroutedin concrete.Theglassmelterwill be
‘groutedprior to shipment.Theshippingpackagewasdesignedwith openings(currentlysealed)
to allow placementof groutwithoutopeningthepackagesono repackagingwill be required.For
thisreason,DOE doesnotexpectthat anyatmosphericradioactiveemissionscouldemanate
from this waste.Similarly, it is unlikely thatcontinuedonsitestoragecouldresult in any
waterbornereleasesduring thetimethewasteis in storagependingshipmentto disposal.Thus,
no public humanhealtheffectsin theUnitedStateor in Canadaareanticipatedasaresultofthe
continuedstorageoftheglassmelter,CFMT,or MFHT.

ImpactsofLoadingtheGlassMelter, CFMT, andMFI-JT. Radiationdosesfor workers
performingperiodicsurveysandotheractivities in wastestorageareaswereincludedin the
uninvolvedworkerradiationdosesreportedin theWVDP WM ElS. Theradiationdoseto
workerswhomight beneartheglassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT duringperiodic surveysand
otheractivitieswould beasmall fractionof theseradiationdoses(seeTable 1).

Table1 showsthepotentialradiationdosesto involved andnoninvolvedworkersunder
AlternativeA (all wastetypes),andthepotentialradiationdosesto workersinvolvedwith the
loadingofthe glassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT on arail car inpreparationfor shippingto a
disposalsite.For loadingtheglassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT, thetotalcollectiveradiationdose
is estimatedto beabout0.066person-remandthetotal individual doseis estimatedto be
11 millirem (mrem).Thisradiationdoseis well belowthelimit in 10 CFRPart 835 of5 rem
(5,000mrem)peryearandtheWVDP administrativecontrollevel of 500 mremper year,and
would resultin lessthan 1 (5.5 x 10.6)latentcancerfatality,or achanceofabout1 in 180,000.
Theradiationdosefrom theglassmelter,CFMT,andMFHT would be avery small percentage
ofthetotal doseto involved andnoninvolvedworkersthatwasdescribedin theWVDP WM EIS
(DOE 2003,Table4-7).

At this point,DOE intendsto preparedraftwasteincidentalto reprocessing(WIR) determinationsin accordancewith DOE
Order435.1 for thecomponentsofthe Vitrification Facility includedin this SA, asthosecomponentshavebeenin direct
proximity to HLW in thevitrification processandrequireaWlRdeterminationto beclassifiedasLLW or anotherwastetype.
DOE intendsto issuethedraftWIR determinationfor publicationin theFederalRegisterfor a45-daycommentperiod. In the
sametimeframe,DOE will forward thedraft WIR determinationto theNuclearRegulatoryCommissionfor their reviewin
accordancewith their responsibilitiesundertheWestValley DemonstrationProjectAct. At suchtime astheir reviewis
completed,DOEmayissue afinal WIR determination.

6
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Tables2 and3 showtheradiologicalconsequencesofaccidentsusing50-percentand95-percent
atmosphericconditions.Theaccidentsevaluatedinvolved droppingthemelter,the CFMT, orthe
MFHT while loading themonto arail car in preparationfor shippingto a disposalsite.

7
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Table 1. Radiation Dosesfor Involved and NoninvolvedWorkers
Under Alternative A Jncludin~the GlassMelter, CFMT, and MIFHT

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 loadingmelter, 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 2.0 x 10~ 2.0 106

MFHT Loading
MFHT

N/A 4.0 4.0 2.0 x 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’~

AlternativeA dataarefromWVDP WM EIS (DOE 2003, Table4-7).
a. Involvedworkerswould bethoseindividualsthatactivelyparticipatein AlternativeA.
b. Noninvolvedworkerswouldbethoseindividualsthatwouldbeonsitebut wouldnot activelyparticipatein AlternativeA.

8
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Table 2. Radiological Consequencesof Accidents Using50-PercentAtmospheric Conditions

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. Collectivedoseto the1.5 million peopleliving within 80 kilometers(50 miles)of theWVDP site.
b. RHWF = Remote-HandledWasteFacility. Irom WVDP WM EIS(DOE 2003,Table4-9).
c. CFMT= ConcentratorFeedMakeupTank.
d. MFHT = MakeupFeedHold Tank.

Table3. Radiological Conse4luencesof AccidentsUsing 95-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. Collectivedoseto the 1.5 million peopleliving within 80 kilometers(50 miles)of the WVDP site.
b. RHWF = Remote-HandledWasteFacility. From WVDP WM ETS (DOE 2003,Table4-10).
c. CFMT = ConcentratorFeedMakeupTank.
d. MFHT = MakeupFeedHold Tank.

Thefrequencyoftheseaccidentswasestimatedto be in therangeof 10~to 106. For 50-percent
atmosphericconditions,thedropaccidentinvolving the melteryieldedthelargestconsequences.
Fora workerlocatedonsite,this accidentcouldresultin a radiationdoseof 1.3 x 1 0~rem.This
accidentcouldresultin a radiationdoseof4.5 x 10~remto themaximallyexposedindividual
living neartheWVDP site. Forthepopulationliving within 80 kilometers(50 miles) ofthesite,
this accidentcouldresultin a radiationdoseof 0.014person-rem;this is equivalentto a
probabilityofa latentcancerfatality of 8.4 10.6. Using95-percentatmo~phericconditions,this
accidentcouldresultin aprobabilityof a latentcancerfatality of 1.3 x 10 for thepopulation
living within 80 kilometers(50miles) oftheWVDP site. Tables2 and3 alsopresentthe
consequencesfor theaccidentevaluatedfor AlternativeA in theEIS thatwould havethehighest
consequences,afire in theRemote-HandledWasteFacility. Theconsequencesof theaccidents
involving themelter,theCFMT, ortheMFHT would bemuchlessthantheconsequencesof the
fire in theRemote-HandledWasteFacility.

Transportationofthe GlassMelter, CFMT, andMFHT. Theglassmelter,CFMT,andMFHT
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(WasteControlSpecialists,L.L.C. [WCS]).6Theimpactsof transportingthese
componentsto BarnwellorAndrewswerenotanalyzedin theWVDP WM ElS, andtherefore
areanalyzedin this SA.

Table4 showsthe impactsassociatedwith thetransportationoftheglassmelter,CFMT, and
MFHT. Transportationof thewasteto thecommercialChem-NuclearandWCS disposalsitesare
included.TheWVDP WM ElS statesthatlessthan 1 rail fatality (0.60— 0.68)would be
expectedasaresultoftransportationofall wastetypesunderAlternativeA (DOE2003,
Table4-12). Thecontributionoftheglassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT 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:4.9 x 10.6 to 6.3 x 10~
Acronyms: LCFs = latentcancerfatalities;CH-TRU = contact-handledtransuranicwaste;RH-TRU= remote-handled
transuranicwaste;MLLW = mixedlow-levelwaste;HLW = high-levelradioactivewaste;NTS = NevadaTestSite; WIPP=

WasteIsolationPilot Plant; CFMT= ConcentratorFeedMakeupTank;MFHT = MakeupFeedHold Tank.Therangeoftotal
fatalitiesis basedon theminimumandmaximumtotal fatalitiesfor eachwastetype.

a. In accordancewith thesettlementagreementbetweenDOEandtheStateofWashingtonof January6. 2006,regardingthe
caseWashingtonv. Bodman,DOE will not ship LLW andmixedLLW from WVDPto Hanforduntil DOE hassatisfiedthe
requirementsof thesettlementagreement.

Offsite Impacts.Theglassmelter,CFMT,andMFHT would be shippedto eitherHanford,NTS,
Chem-Nuclear,or WCS. ImpactsofdisposalofLLW wereaddressedin theWVDP WM EIS
(Section4.4.4).If all threeofthesecomponentswere sentto one ofthesesites,theprobability
that aworkeror themaximallyexposedindividual memberofthepublic would incur a latent
cancerfatality would be a verysmall percentageofthatdescribedin theWVDP WM EIS for all
LLW dis?osal(rangingfrom 3.2 x 102 to 3.6 x 10.2 for aworkerandbetween5.1 x i05 and
2.1 x 10’ ~for themaximallyexposedindividual memberofthepublic).

~Theglass melter,CFMT, andMFHT would alsoneedto meetthedisposalfacility’s WasteAcceptanceCriteriaandthe

requirementsof DOE Order435.1priorto shipment.However,no additionalwastehandlingor packagingwould berequired.

Table 4. Rail Transportation Impacts of Shipping the GlassMelter, CFMT, and MFHT

10



WVDPWasteManagementUlS— SupplementAnalysis

AdditionalDisposalSites.Thepotential impactsof thedisposaloftheglassmelter,CFMT,and
MFHT at eitherof thesecommercialfacilities is notanalyzed,andis assumedto be in
accordancewith a state-issuedfacility licenseaswell asthesite’s disposalpractices.Chem-
NuclearSystems,L.L.C., a wholly-ownedsubsidiaryof Duratek,Inc., operatesacommercial
LLW disposalfacility locatedon 235 acresin BarnwellCounty, SouthCarolina,approximately
5 miles northwestofBarnwell,SouthCarolina.Chem-Nuclearis authorizedby theStateof
SouthCarolinato acceptClassA, B, andC LLW. At theChem-NuclearSystemssite,LLW
containersareplacedin concretevaultslocatedin engineeredearthentrenches(disposalcells)
excavatedup to 30 feetbelowgrade.Eachtrenchincludesadrainagecollectionsystemsloping
towardaFrenchdrainthatleadsto a sump. Standpipesallow monitoringof rainwatershouldit
enterthetrench.A sandlayercoversthebottomof thetrench.Techniciansat thedisposalsite
placethewastecontainersin concretevaults.Whenavault is full, its concretelid is put in place;
additionalvaultsmaybeplacedon top until thevaultsarestackedup to threehigh. Vaults
providelong-termstructuralstability for thecompletedtrench.Backfill aroundandoverthe
filled concretevaultsconsistsof sandand soil. Finally, anengineeredcapconsistingof multiple
layersof sand,clay,high-densitypolyethylene,andtopsoilcoversthetrencharea.Shallow
rootedgrassesplantedon top ofthecapcontrolerosion.This capservesasabarrierto help
isolatethetrenchfrom rainwaterinfiltration.

WCS is a Texas-basedfirm that operatesahazardousandradioactivewastemanagementfacility
in AndrewsCounty,Texas.At thatfacility, WCS manages(treats,stores,andrepackages)
ClassC radioactivewastesandhasappliedfor a licenseto operateaLLW disposalcell at that
location.Theexistingwastemanagementfacility is approximately10 kilometers(6 miles) east
ofEunice,NewMexico,and48 kilometers(30 miles) westofAndrews,Texas,at theborder
with LeaCounty,New Mexico(WCS 2005).Most of theWCSpropertyis in AndrewsCounty,
thoughapproximately518 hectares(1,280acres,or2 squaremiles) ofpropertyis in LeaCounty.
Overall,thefacility propertyoccupies6,216hectares(15,360acres,or 24 squaremiles).

At WCS, theVitrification Facility equipmentandcomponentswastewould be disposedof in a
separateFederalWasteFacility thatwould be constructed.Surfacedrainagecontrolswould
directwaterawayfrom disposalunits. Wastedisposaldepthwould be approximately10 meters
(35 feet); containerizedwastewould be placedaminimumof5 meters(16.4feet)below final
grade.Initially, federalwastedisposalcapacitycannotexceed3 million cubicyards(2.3million
cubicmeters);lifetime federalwastedisposalcannotexceed6 million cubic yards(4.6million
cubicmeters).ContainerizedClassA, B, and C wastewould beplacedwithin areinforced
concretecontainment.Disposalunitswithin thefacility would be incrementallyexcavatedand
utilized aswastewasreceivedandwould becappedwith afinal coversystemasaprogressive
closureduringoperations.Thecoverdesignwould minimize theinfiltration of wasterinto the
wastecell.

6.2 Increased LLW Volumes

As shownin Table 5, DOE analyzed19,200cubicmeters(685,515cubic feet)ofLLW and
221 cubicmeters(7,889cubicfeet)of MLLW in theWVDP WM EIS (DOE 2003).This waste
volume would require1,966truck or 608 rail shipmentsfor LLW and14 truckor 7 rail
shipmentsfor MLLW.

11
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Table 5. Waste Vo!umes, Containers,and Shipments for Alternative A (Preferred~
Totals

Volume Alternative A
WasteType 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 convertcubic feetto cubicmeters,multiply by 0.028.
b. Includes50071-gallondrumsof sodium-bearingwaste.

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

TransportationImpacts.Table6 showsthevolume,numberofcontainers,andshipmentsfor the
increasedvolumesofLLW overthevolumes,numberofcontainers,and shipmentsanalyzedin
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 showsthepotentialimpactsofshippingall wastetypesunderAlternativeA (Table7 is
derivedfrom Table4-12in theWVDP WM EIS [DOE 2003]).Table8 showsthepotential
increasesin transportationimpactsasaresultofthe increasein LLW volumes.The
transportationimpactsfor the increasedLLW volumeswerederivedusingupdatedtruck andrail
routing,asdescribedin Section5.0. Table8 showsthepotentialtransportationimpactsfrom
LLW andMLLW alone,andthecumulativeimpactsofthetransportationofall wastetypesfrom
theWVDP siteto disposallocations.

Someofthe ClassC LLW analyzedin theWVDP WM EIS is wastethat is containedin 71-gallongrouteddrumsandstoredin
theRadwasteTreatmentSystemDrum Cell (5,415 cubicmeters[193,405cubicfeet]). Thiswastewasproducedby theCement
Solidification System,andno additionalwasteof this type will begeneratedatWVDP. Further,theWVDP WM EIS assumed
that50071-gallondrumsweresodium-bearingClassC LLW (DOE 2003, AppendixD, SectionD.4). No additionalsodium-
bearingwastewill begeneratedat WVDP. For this reason,theClassC LLW in 71-gallondrumswill not increase.

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

WasteType

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 convertcubic feetto cubicmeters,multiply by 0.028.

For AlternativeA analyzedin theWVDP WM EIS, thetotal truck fatalities rangedfrom 0.79to
0.82andthetotal rail fatalitiesrangedfrom 0.60 to 0.68. If thevolumeofLLW is escalatedby
approximately22 percent,thetotal truck fatalitieswould rangefrom 1.0 - 1.1 andthetotal rail
fatalitieswould rangefrom 0.75 to 0.89.Thepotentialenvironmentalimpactsofthe
transportationof anincreasedvolumeofLLW would be small, andnot substantiallyhigherthan
thatanticipatedfor thevolumeofwasteanalyzedin theWVDP WM EIS.

Table9 comparesthepotentialtruckandrail fatalitiesunderAlternativeA with thosefrom
increasesin LLW volumes.

HumanHealth Impacts.As describedin theWVDP WM EIS (Section4.4.1),workerscouldbe
exposedto small quantitiesofradioactivematerialasaresultof loadingof LLW for
transportation.Table 10 showstheestimatedradiationdosesfor involved andnoninvolved
workersasa resultof loadingapproximately22 percentmoreLLW thanwasanalyzedin the
WVDP WM EIS. Dosesto workerswould be very small andno latentcancerfatalities(0.039for
involved workersand0.075for noninvolvedworkers)would be expectedto occurasaresultof
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: Derivedfrom WVDP WM EIS Table4-12.

Acronyms: LCFs= latentcancerfatalities; CH-TRU= contact-handledtransuranicwaste;RU-TRU= remote-handled
transuranicwaste;MLLW = mixedlow-levelwaste;HLW = high-level radioactivewaste;NTS= NevadaTestSite; WIPP=

WasteIsolationPilot Plant.Therangeof total fatalitiesis basedon theminimum andmaximumtotal fatalitiesfor eachwaste
type.

a. In accordancewith thesettlementagreementbetweenDOEandtheStateof Washingtonof January6, 2006,regardingthe
caseWashingtonv. Bodman,DOE will not ship LLW andmixedLLW fromWVDP to Hanforduntil DOE hassatisfiedthe
requirementsofthe settlementagreement.
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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 = latentcancerfatalities;CH-TRU= contact-handledtransuranicwaste;RH-TRU= remote-handledtransuranic
waste;MLLW = mixedlow-levelwaste;HLW = high-levelradioactivewaste;NTS= NevadaTestSite; WIPP= WasteIsolation
Pilot Plant.Therangeof total fatalitiesis basedon the minimumandmaximumtotal fatalitiesfor eachwastetype.

a. In accordancewith thesettlementagreementbetweenDOE andthe Stateof Washingtonof January6, 2006,regardingthe case
Washingtonv. Bodman,DOEwill not ship LLW andmixedLLW from WVDP to Hanforduntil DOE hassatisfiedthe
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 NoninvolvedWorkers
Under Alternative A, with IncreasedLLW Volumes

Worker
Population Activity

Time
Period
(years)

Collective Dose Latent CancerFatalities
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.

Involvedworkerswould bethoseindividualsthatactivelyparticipatein AlternativeA. Theseworkersincludethosehandling
LLW, MLLW, TRU, andHLW.
Noninvolvedworkerswould bethoseindividualsthatwould beonsitebut wouldnot activelyparticipatein AlternativeA.

As statedin theWVDP WM EIS (Section4.4.1),radiationdosesto thepublic would be similar
to theradiationdosesfor ongoingoperationsatthe W\TDP. As shownin Table6, the largest
increasein LLW to be shippedoffsite for disposalwould be for MLLW, which would
approximatelytriple in volume.Evenif radiationdosesto thepublic weretripled asaresultof
the increasein theMLLW volume(ahighly conservativeassumptionbecausethevolumeof
ClassA, ClassB, andClassC LLW, TRU waste,andHLW wouldnot triple), theprobabilityof
a latentcancerfatality to themaximallyexposedindividual or thepopulationaroundthe WVDP
sitewould still be very small (tripled, theprobabilityofa latentcancerfatality from all pathways
would be 1.1 x 10.6for themaximallyexposedindividualor 4.5 x 1 0’~for thepopulationaround
theWVDP site [WVDP WM EIS, Table4-8]). Doseestimatesfor the affectedCanadian
populationwerenot includedbut would alsobe very smallbecauseofthedistanceof this
populationfrom theWVDP siteand theprevailingsouthwesterlywind direction.
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7.0 Conclusion

Thepotentialimpactsof loadingandtransportingtheglassmelter,CFMT, andMFHT to oneof
threepossibledisposalsitesareavery small fractionof thetotal impactsoftransportingwaste
underAlternativeA asdescribedin theWVDP WM EIS. Therewould be negligibleimpactsto
involved andnoninvolvedworkersandto thegeneralpublic, including theCanadianpopulation.

Thepotential impactsof loadingandtransportingan approximately22-percentincreasein the
volumeof LLW analyzedin theWVDP WM EIS would also be very small.Therewould be
negligible impactsto involvedand noninvolvedworkersandto thegeneralpublic, including the
Canadianpopulation.

8.0 Determination

Basedon theanalysesdiscussedin this SA, DOEhasdeterminedthattheproposedactions
describedin Section2.0 arenota substantialchangeto theproposalanalyzedin theWVDP WM
EIS that is relevantto environmentalconcerns.Further,thereareno significantnew
circumstancesor informationrelevantto environmentalconcernsandbearingon theproposed
actionsor theirimpacts.Therefore,asupplementto theWVDP WM 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
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