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COVER SHEET
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Involved Agency: New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH)

Title:  Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Decommissioning and/or Long-Term
Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and Western New York Nuclear Service

Center (DOE/EIS-0226-D [Revised])

Location: Western New York Nuclear Service Center, 10282 Rock Springs Road, West Valley,
New York 14171-0191 (Erie and Cattaraugus Counties)

For additional information on this Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), contact:

Catherine Bohan, EIS Document Manager
West Valley Demonstration Project

U.S. Department of Energy

Ashford Office Complex

9030 Route 219

West Valley, NY 14171

Telephone: 716-942-4159
Fax: 716-942-4703
E-mail: catherine.m.bohan@wv.doe.gov

For general questions and information about
NYSERDA, contact:

Paul J. Bembia, Program Director

West Valley Site Management Program

New York State Energy Research and Development
Authority

Ashford Office Complex

9030 Route 219

West Valley, NY 14171

Telephone: 716-942-9960 x4900
Fax: 716-942-9961
E-mail: pjb@nyserda.org

For general information on the DOE National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, contact:

Carol M. Borgstrom, Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0103

Telephone: 202-586-4600, or leave a message
at 1-800-472-2756

For general information on the State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQR) process, contact:

David A. Munro, Deputy Counsel

New York State Energy Research and Development

Authority
17 Columbia Circle
Albany, NY 12203

Telephone: 1-866-697-3732
Fax: 518-862-1091
E-mail: dam@nyserda.org

Abstract: The Western New York Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC) is a 1,352-hectare (3,340-acre) site
located 48 kilometers (30 miles) south of Buffalo, New York and owned by NYSERDA. In 1982, DOE
assumed control but not ownership of the 66.4-hectare (164-acre) Project Premises portion of the site in
order to conduct the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP), as required under the 1980 West Valley
Demonstration Project Act. In 1990, DOE and NYSERDA entered into a supplemental agreement to prepare
a joint EIS to address both the completion of WVDP and closure or long-term management of WNYNSC.

A Draft EIS was issued for public comment in 1996:

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for

Completion of the West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term Management of Facilities at



the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, also referred to as the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS,
DOE/EIS-0226D, January 1996. The 1996 Draft EIS did not identify a Preferred Alternative.

Based on decommissioning criteria for the WVDP issued by NRC since the publication of the 1996 Draft
EIS and public comments on the Draft EIS, DOE and NYSERDA prepared this Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration
Project and Western New York Nuclear Service Center (also referred to as the Decommissioning and/or
Long-Term Stewardship EIS), revising the 1996 Draft EIS. This EIS has been prepared in accordance with
NEPA and SEQR to examine the potential environmental impacts of the range of reasonable alternatives
to decommission and/or maintain long-term stewardship at WNYNSC. The alternatives analyzed in this
Draft EIS include the Sitewide Removal Alternative, the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative, the Phased
Decisionmaking Alternative (Preferred Alternative), and the No Action Alternative. The analysis and
information contained in this EIS is intended to assist DOE and NYSERDA with the consideration of
environmental impacts prior to making decommissioning or long-term management decisions.

Phased Decisionmaking Alternative (Preferred Alternative):  Under the Preferred Alternative,
decommissioning would be accomplished in two phases: Phase 1 decisions would include removal of all
Waste Management Area (WMA) 1 facilities, the source area of the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, and
the lagoons in WMA 2. Phase 1 activities would also include additional characterization of site contamination
and studies to provide additional technical information in support of the technical approach to be used to
complete site decommissioning. Phase 2 would support the completion of decommissioning actions or long-
term management. In general, the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative involves near-term decommissioning
and removal actions where there is agency consensus and undertakes characterization work and studies that
could facilitate future decisionmaking for the remaining facilities or areas.

Public Comments: On March 13, 2003, DOE issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register
soliciting public input on development of this Draft EIS. Public comments received during the scoping
period (March 13 through April 28, 2003) and comments received on the 1996 Draft EIS have been
considered in the preparation of this Draft EIS. Comments on this Draft EIS will be accepted for a period
of 6 months following publication of EPA’s Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register, and will
be considered in the preparation of the Final EIS. Any comments received after the comment period closes
will be considered to the extent practicable. The locations and times of public hearings on the Draft EIS will
be identified in the Federal Register and through other media such as local press notices. In addition to the
public hearings, multiple mechanisms for submitting comments on the Draft EIS are available:

Website: westvalleyeis.com

U.S. mail: Catherine Bohan, EIS Document Manager
West Valley Demonstration Project
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2368
Germantown, MD 20874

Toll-free fax: 866-306-9094


http://www.westvalleyeis.com

A Message to Stakeholders

'The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Decommissioning and/or Long-
Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and Western New York Nuclear
Service Center (Draft EIS) is an important step in the path forward for environmental
cleanup at the West Valley Site. It represents years of study and efforts by ofhicials from
the Federal Government and New York State, as well as site employees, elected officials,
community members, and contractors. We want to extend our personal thanks to all
personnel and stakeholders who contributed to this achievement.

As we move ahead with completion of this EIS, and subsequent site closure activities,
it will be equally important that we maintain this collaborative environment and
complete the work at West Valley in a cost-effective manner that is protective of the
public health. As you know, there are many complexities involved in a long-term
project of this type. The Draft EIS analyzes those complexities and presents the
results for public review and comment.

A Summary and Guide for Stakeholders provides an overview of the Draft EIS. We hope
it proves helpful to you in understanding the issues and challenges so that you can fully
participate in the EIS process and provide informed comments on the matters that
concern you. It is also intended to help you quickly find the more detailed technical
information you may want to review in the complete Draft EIS.

The public comment period for this Draft EIS extends for 6 months from the date of
publication in November 2008. During that time, we will hold three public hearings

in New York State: one in Buffalo, one at the Ashford Office Complex near the West
Valley Site, and one on the Irving Reservation of the Seneca Nation of Indians. At these
hearings, written and oral comments on the Draft EIS will be accepted.

We look forward to receiving your comments and to your continued participation as
we complete the Final EIS and issue a Record of Decision.

Catherine Bohan Paul Bembia
EIS Document Manager Program Director
U.S. Department of Energy West Valley Site Management

New York State Energy Research
and Development Authority



Interested citizens attending a public hearing
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1. Introduction

A Summary and Guide for Stakeholders introduces readers to the Revised
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Decommissioning and/or Long-
1erm Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and Western
New York Nuclear Service Center (Draft EIS). It is intended to make
review of the Draft EIS easier for decisionmakers and stakeholders.

For this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), stakeholders are the
people or organizations who have an interest in or may be affected
by activities at the West Valley Site. Stakeholders typically include
members of the general public; representatives of environmental
groups, industry, educational groups, unions, and other
organizations; and representatives of Congress, Federal agencies,
Native American Tribes, State agencies, and local governments.

Readers interested primarily in the major issues and results presented
in the Draft EIS should find their information needs met by this
summary document. Key information is presented on the Proposed
Action, the proposed alternatives for accomplishing the Proposed
Action, the Preferred Alternative, the potential near- and long-

term impacts of alternatives, uncertainties in the analyses, potential
mitigation measures, and public participation opportunities. Readers
who would like more detail on these and other topics are directed to
the pertinent sections of the Draft EIS or its appendices. Technical
terms have been avoided where possible or defined. A glossary and

a list of acronyms and abbreviations have been included in this
Summary to further ensure clarity.

Public participation is highly encouraged. Please see Section 7 of this
Summary, How Can [ Participate?, to learn how you can participate
in this process.

Federal and State Responsibility for the Draft EIS

The objective of an EIS is to foster better decisions by providing
high-quality environmental information to decisionmakers and the
public. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
requires Federal agencies to integrate environmental values into

their decisionmaking processes by considering the environmental
impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable alternatives for
implementing those actions. To meet this requirement, Federal
agencies prepare analyses consistent with the scope and significance of
the potential impacts of the Proposed Action, as required by NEPA.
The Draft EIS analyzes the potentially affected environment, which

Brief History of the West Valley Site

The approximately 81-hectare (200-acre) West
Valley Demonstration Project Premises and
State-licensed Disposal Area (SDA) are part of
the 1,352-hectare (3,340-acre) Western New
York Nuclear Service Center, which is owned
by the New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority (NYSERDA).

Licensed by the Atomic Energy Commission
in 1966, the site was the home of the

only operational commercial nuclear fuel
reprocessing facility in the United States.

Approximately 640 metric tons (705 tons)

of spent nuclear fuel were reprocessed at the
facility between 1966 and 1972, generating
2.5 million liters (660,430 gallons) of high-

level radioactive waste.

The facility was closed for modifications in
1972 and never reopened, leaving tanks of
liquid high-level radioactive waste, a storage
pool containing spent nuclear fuel, and a
contaminated reprocessing building.

In 1980, Congress passed the West Valley
Demonstration Project Act, directing the

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to conduct
a demonstration project for solidification of
the high-level radioactive waste at the site.

High-level radioactive waste vitrification
(solidification in a glass matrix) was completed
in 2002; 275 canisters of glass waste were
produced and are stored at the site pending
offsite disposal.

The West Valley Demonstration Project Act
also directed DOE to:

- Transport the solidified high-level
radioactive waste as soon as feasible to an
appropriate Federal repository for disposal;

- Dispose of low-level radioactive waste and
transuranic waste that is produced in the
process of solidifying high-level radioactive
waste; and

- Decontaminate and decommission the tanks
and other facilities in which solidified high-
level radioactive waste is stored, the facilities
used to solidify the waste, and the materials
and hardware used in connection with the
project.

NYSERDA has continued to manage the SDA
along with other, non-project areas from the
early 1980s to the present.

DOE and NYSERDA are now
implementing some specific cleanup activities

and jointly preparing this EIS.




What Is the Proposed
Action?

The Proposed Action

in this Draft EIS is the
completion of the West Valley
Demonstration Project and
the decommissioning and/

or long-term management or
stewardship of the Western
New York Nuclear Service
Center.

Purpose and Need

What Does DOE Need
To Do?

DOE needs to determine
what, if any, material or
structures for which it is
responsible would remain

on site, and what, if any,
institutional controls,
engineered barriers, or
stewardship provisions would

be needed.

What Does NYSERDA
Need To Do?

NYSERDA needs to
determine what, if any,
material or structures for
which it is responsible would
remain on site and what, if
any, institutional controls,
engineered barriers, or
stewardship provisions would

be needed.

includes the natural physical environment (air, water, noise, soils, geography,
geology, and plant and animal life) and the relationship between humans
and the environment (health, safety, jobs, schools, housing, aesthetics, and
environmental justice).

New York State follows similar requirements for preparing an EIS under
the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR) as part of its
decisionmaking process regarding management of the portion of the
Western New York Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC) for which it is
responsible. SEQR requires all State and local government agencies to
consider environmental impacts equally with social and economic factors in
their decisionmaking processes.

'The Draft Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS was

prepared by DOE and NYSERDA to identify and assess the impacts of

the alternatives proposed to meet DOE’s responsibilities under the West
Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) Act and NYSERDA’s areas of
management responsibility. Three cooperating agencies were involved in
reviewing the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS: the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC). The New York State Department of Health and NYSDEC are
involved agencies under SEQR.

As part of the WVDP Act, NRC was charged with developing
decommissioning criteria. The NRC Policy Statement prescribes the
requirements for decommissioning the WVDP. The decommissioning
criteria define the conditions that would allow the WVDP to be used
with specified restrictions or without restrictions on future use. If those
conditions cannot be met, the NRC Policy Statement also defines the
circumstances under which portions of the site could remain under
long-term management or stewardship.

What Does the Draft EIS Address?

The Draft EIS includes analyses of potential environmental impacts associated
with the range of reasonable alternatives for decommissioning and/or long-

term stewardship of the WNYNSC, as well as a No Action Alternative.

The Draft EIS includes:

* Descriptions of the affected environment, including impacts based
on human health and safety from normal releases and accidents,
waste management, transportation, radiological releases during
decommissioning, land use, visual resources, site infrastructure,
geology, soils and seismology, water resources, noise, air quality,
ecological resources, socioeconomics, and environmental justice



* Results of impact analyses for each of the four alternatives

* Impacts of shipping waste

* Long-term impacts of continued onsite waste storage

* Uncertainties in the analyses due to incomplete or unavailable information

* The explanation and rationale for the DOE and NYSERDA Preferred Alternative

The scope of the Draft EIS is detailed further in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS.

What Makes Up the West Valley Site?

Figure 1 shows the location and boundaries of the WNYNSC (the West Valley Site).
Figures 2 and 3 show the site divided into 12 Waste Management Areas (WMAs);
(see Chapter 2, Section 2.3, of the Draft EIS for a more detailed description of the WMAs).

A WMA refers to a geographic unit on the
site consisting of facilities and surrounding
grounds, including soil, piping, tanks,
stored or buried waste, other underlying
materials, and associated soil or groundwater
contamination within a geographic
boundary. DOE manages WMAs 1

through 10, with the exception of WMA 8.
NYSERDA manages WMAs 8, 11, and 12.

e WMA 1: Main Plant Process
Building and Vitrification Facility
Area

* WMA 2: Low-Level Waste
Treatment Facility Area

e WMA 3: Waste Tank Farm Area

* WMA 4: Construction and
Demolition Debris Landfill
(a disposal system in which waste
is buried between layers of earth)

* WMA 5: Waste Storage Area
* WMA 6: Central Project Premises

* WMA 7: NRC-licensed Disposal
Area (NDA) and Associated Facilities

* WMA 8: State-licensed Disposal
Area (SDA) and Associated Facilities

Figure 1. The Western New York
Nuclear Service Center
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* WMA 9: Radwaste Treatment System
Drum Cell

WMA 10: Support and Services Area

WMA 11: Bulk Storage Warehouse and
Hydrofracture Test Well Area

WMA 12: Balance of Site

Other geographic units of interest include
the Cesium Prong and the North Plateau
Groundwater Plume.
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Why Have DOE and NYSERDA Prepared a Revised West Valley Draft EIS?

The Draft EIS is a revision of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Completion of the
West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-1erm Management of Facilities at the
Western New York Nuclear Service Center (Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS) issued by DOE and
NYSERDA in March 1996.

The Draft EIS was prepared by DOE and NYSERDA in response to public comments, new
information, and new regulatory criteria. It reflects refined assumptions and design features of
the alternatives, employs updated methods of analysis, considers input from a citizen task force,
and utilizes revised methods for long-term performance assessment (see Chapter 1 of the Draft
EIS for a more detailed history).

The steps that led to the Draft EIS include:
* DOE and NYSERDA issued a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register in March 2001

announcing:
— A revised strategy for completing the Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS

— DOE’s intent to prepare a separate West Valley Demonstration Project Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (WVDP Waste Management EIS) to
analyze decontamination of WVDP facilities and related waste management activities

— The agencies’ intent to initiate a joint EIS for decommissioning and/or long-term

stewardship of the WVDP and the WNYNSC (this Draft EIS)

* On November 6, 2001, DOE issued an Advance Notice of Intent to announce its plan

to prepare an EIS for decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the WVDP and
the WNYNSC.!

* On March 13, 2003, DOE and NYSERDA published notices in the Federal Register and
the New York State Environmental Notice Bulletin, respectively, announcing their intent to

jointly prepare the Draft Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS as a revision
of the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS.

" DOE decided that the new WVDP Waste Management EIS would focus exclusively on waste management,
and that the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS would be the continuation of the 1996
Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS. The WVDP Draft Waste Management EIS was issued for public comment in
May 2003, and in final form in January 2004. A Record of Decision regarding the WVDP Waste Management
EIS was issued on June 16, 2005.



What Decisions Will Be Made?

The Draft EIS provides input to DOE and NYSERDA decisionmaking regarding actions to
complete the WVDP and to close or manage the WNYNSC, including decommissioning the
former spent nuclear fuel facility, the high-level radioactive waste storage tanks, the North
Plateau Groundwater Plume, the Cesium Prong, and the NDA.

The Draft EIS also provides analyses to support decisions regarding the decommissioning or
long-term management of the SDA.

The information and analyses in the Draft EIS will help decisionmakers address questions such as:
* How and when would the West Valley Site be decommissioned?
* What would be done with the waste; i.e., where would the waste be disposed?

* If the waste were stored onsite pending disposal, how would it be managed?

The results of the analyses presented in the EIS will be considered by the decisionmakers along
with mission, policy, cost, public input, and other relevant factors. DOE’s decisions regarding
the West Valley Site will be announced in a Record of Decision (ROD) to be issued after the
Final EIS is published.

A ROD is a concise public document published no sooner than 30 days after the publication
of EPA’s Notice of Availability of a Final EIS in the Federal Register to present and explain an
agency’s decision(s) concerning the Proposed Action. It identifies the alternatives considered
in reaching the decision, the decision made, the environmentally preferable alternative(s), the
factors balanced by the agency in making the decision, whether all practicable means to avoid
or minimize environmental harm were adopted, and if not, why.

NYSERDA’s decisions regarding the West Valley Site will be announced in the SEQR Findings
Statement that also will be issued after publication of the Final EIS. The Findings Statement

is a written statement that considers the relevant environmental impacts presented in an EIS;
weighs and balances them with social, economic, and other essential considerations; provides a
rationale for the agency’s decision; and certifies that SEQR requirements have been met.

DOE and NYSERDA Support Phased Decisionmaking as the Preferred Alternative.

Differences of Opinion

NYSERDA and DOE support the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative. The agencies agree

that under the first phase of this alternative, important work would be conducted that the
agencies believe is critical to keep the project moving toward completion. There is disagreement,
however, regarding the level of additional analysis related to long-term performance assessment
required to support the Phase 2 decisions.



DOE View. DOE acknowledges the uncertainty inherent in long-term (i.e., 10,000 to
100,000 years) performance assessment modeling. Chapter 4, Section 4.3.5, of the Draft

EIS contains a comprehensive list of uncertainties that affect the results of the long-term
performance assessment of the site. DOE’s analyses account for these uncertainties using
state-of-the-art models, generally accepted technical approaches, existing credible scientific
methodology, and the best available data in such a way that the predictions of peak radiological
and hazardous chemical risks are expected to be conservative (i.e., the results are more likely to
overstate rather than understate the actual future consequences). Furthermore, DOE believes
the analyses and disclosure of uncertainties in this Draft EIS provide a sufficient quality of
information to adequately support agency decisionmaking for all of the reasonable alternatives.

NYSERDA View. As explained in the Foreword to this Draft EIS, NYSERDA believes that

the Draft EIS technical analyses of soil erosion, groundwater flow, and contaminant transport,
engineered barriers, and uncertainty are not technically defensible for use in long-term decisions
regarding West Valley cleanup. NYSERDA does not agree that the analyses are adequate to
demonstrate that the predictions of peak radiological and chemical risk are conservative, and
NYSERDA believes that a comprehensive analysis of uncertainty is needed.
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2. What Is the EIS Starting Point and What Are
the Alternatives Analyzed?

The EIS Starting Point

While DOE and NYSERDA have been addressing the difficult challenges involved in planning
for closure of the West Valley Site, they have also continued to take action where possible to
remove waste or facilities in order to achieve a site status referred to as the Starting Point for this
EIS by approximately 2011. Activities needed to achieve the Starting Point are:

* A number of minor, generally uncontaminated facilities will be closed,
emptied of equipment, decontaminated as necessary, and demolished down to
concrete foundations, floor slabs, or gravel pads.

* The Main Plant Process Building, with the exception of the area used for
storing vitrified waste canisters and the areas and systems that support
high-level radioactive waste canister storage, will be decontaminated to
a demolition-ready status. The Vitrification Facility in WMA 1 and the
Remote-Handled Waste Facility in WMA 5 will be decontaminated to a
demolition-ready status.

* An upgradient slurry/barrier wall will be installed, and a geomembrane cover
will be placed over the NDA to help mitigate surface water infiltration.

* A tank and vault drying system will be installed at the WMA 3 Waste Tank
Farm to dry the liquid waste contents of Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2.

* A permeable treatment wall and a permeable reactive barrier will be
installed in WMAs 2 and 4, respectively, to mitigate further North Plateau
Groundwater Plume migration. The North Plateau Groundwater Plume and
background soils will be sampled for potential hazardous constituents that may
exist in the plume.

* Waste created by activities to achieve the EIS Starting Point eventually will be
shipped off site for disposal, with the possible exception of potential
non-defense transuranic waste.



Permeable: Permeable Vitrification SDA Cap
Reactive Treatment Facility and
Barrier Wall Demolition-Ready Barrier Wall

Main Plant
Process Building
Demolition-Ready

- F e - . P r il |

Remote-Handled Tankand NDA C;p_
Waste Facility Vault and
Demolition-Ready Drying System Barrier Wall

The West Valley Demonstration Project Site as Envisioned in 2011 (the EIS Starting Point)

Alternatives Analyzed in the Draft EIS
Before any decisions can be made as to the Proposed Action, DOE and NYSERDA must

complete the EIS process, which includes the analysis of impacts on resource areas; comparison
of impacts for each alternative considered, including the Preferred Alternative; and other data
necessary to produce the Final EIS.

Four alternatives are analyzed in this Draft EIS (see 7able 1 on page 14):

Sitewide Removal. Under this alternative, all site facilities as outlined in Chapter 2, Table 2-2,
of the Draft EIS would be removed; all environmental media would be decontaminated; and
all radioactive, hazardous, and mixed waste would be characterized, packaged as necessary, and
eventually shipped off site for disposal. This alternative would generate waste for which there is
currently no offsite disposal location (e.g., potential non-defense transuranic waste, commercial
B/C low-level radioactive waste, Greater-Than-Class C waste). This “orphan” waste would be
stored on site until an appropriate offsite facility is available. Completion of these activities
would allow unrestricted use of the site (i.e., the site could be made available for any public or
private use). The Sitewide Removal Alternative includes temporary onsite storage of vitrified
high-level radioactive waste canisters while waiting for a Federal waste repository to open.

Sitewide Close-In-Place. Under this alternative, most facilities would be closed in place.

Residual radioactivity in facilities with larger inventories of long-lived radionuclides would be
isolated by specially designed closure structures and engineered barriers.
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Under the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative, major facilities and sources of contamination,
such as the Waste Tank Farm and burial grounds, would be managed at their current locations.
This would allow large areas of the site to be released for unrestricted use. The license for
remaining portions of the WNYNSC could be terminated under restricted conditions, or those
portions could remain under long-term NRC license or permit. Facilities that are closed in
place, and any buffer areas around them, would require long-term stewardship.

Phased Decisionmaking (the Preferred Alternative). Under this alternative,
decommissioning would be completed in two phases. This alternative involves near-term
removal actions where there is agency consensus and characterization studies to facilitate
decisionmaking for the remaining facilities or areas.

Phase 1 would include removal of foundations, slabs or pads, the Main Plant Process
Building, the source of the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, and the lagoons in
WMA 2. During Phase 1, all facilities and the lagoons in WMA 2 would be removed,
except for the permeable treatment wall. Phase 1 decisions would also include removal
of a number of facilities in WMAs 5, 6, 9, and 10. No decommissioning or long-term
management activities would be conducted for the Waste Tank Farm and its support
facilities, the Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill, the non-source area of
the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, or the NDA. The SDA would continue under
active management, consistent with its permit and license requirements. Phase 1
activities would also include additional characterization of site contamination and
studies to support further evaluations that would determine the technical approach to
complete decommissioning.

Phase 1 activities would make use of proven technologies and available waste disposal
sites to reduce the potential near-term health and safety risks from residual radioactivity
and hazardous contaminants at the site. Additional studies and evaluations would

be conducted to clarify and possibly reduce technical uncertainties related to the
decision on final decommissioning and long-term management of the site, particularly
uncertainties associated with the long-term performance models, the viability and cost
of technology for exhuming buried waste, and the availability of waste disposal sites.

During Phase 1, which could take up to 30 years, DOE and NYSERDA also would
seek information about improved technologies for in-place containment and for
exhuming the tanks and burial areas that may have become available in the intervening
years. (See Chapter 2, Section 2.4.3.1, of the Draft EIS for more information regarding
evaluations to determine the Phase 2 approach.)

In addition, during Phase 1, DOE and NYSERDA would assess the results of site-
specific studies as they become available, along with other emerging information
such as applicable technology development. In consultation with NYSERDA and the
cooperating and involved agencies on this Draft EIS, DOE would determine whether
the new information warrants a new or supplemental EIS. NYSERDA also would
assess the results of site-specific studies and other information during Phase 1 to
determine the need for additional SEQR documentation.
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Phase 2 would complete decommissioning or long-term management decisionmaking
according to the approach determined most appropriate during the additional Phase 1
evaluations.

No Action. Under the No Action Alternative, no actions toward decommissioning would be
taken. The No Action Alternative would involve the continued management and oversight of
all facilities located on the WINYNSC property as of the Starting Point for this EIS. The No
Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for agency action, but analysis of the
No Action Alternative is required under NEPA and SEQR.

Potential Combination Alternative. NYSERDA and DOE recognize that, after consideration
of public comments, some combination of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS may be
identified as the best way to meet agency goals and protect human health and safety and the
environment. If a specific combination alternative is identified as preferred between the Draft
and Final EISs, DOE would present the combination alternative and its potential impacts in
the Final EIS. If a combination alternative is ultimately selected for implementation, the ROD
and Findings Statement would explain the reasons DOE and NYSERDA made that decision.

Which Alternatives Were Considered But Eliminated from Detailed Analysis?

Indefinite Storage of Decommissioning or Long-term Management Waste in Existing or
New Aboveground Structures. DOE and NYSERDA considered the use of existing structures
or the construction of new aboveground facilities for indefinite storage of decommissioning or
long-term management waste, but determined this to be unreasonable because construction,
maintenance, and replacement of facilities over time would be impractical based on cost,
health, environmental, and programmatic factors. Therefore, indefinite waste storage in new or
existing facilities onsite was not considered a viable waste management alternative for DOE and
NYSERDA’s decommissioning activities.

Walk Away. The 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS analyzed an alternative that involved
discontinuing all West Valley Site operations and essentially “walking away” from the site, its
facilities, and the wastes stored there. The Walk Away Alternative, as defined in the Cleanup and
Closure Draft EIS, was not a reasonable alternative for consideration in this Draft EIS because

it would not meet Federal and State legal requirements and would pose major health and safety
issues to the public.
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The Preferred Alternative identified and analyzed in an EIS is the alternative
that an agency believes would best fulfill its mission and responsibilities after
consideration of environmental, economic, technical, and other factors.

Why Is Phased Decisionmaking the DOE and
NYSERDA Preferred Alternative?

DOE and NYSERDA have identified the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative as their Preferred

Alternative. The rationale for identifying the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative is as follows:

* Phase 1 of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would remove major facilities (such as
the Main Plant Process Building and lagoons), thereby reducing or eliminating potential
human health impacts while introducing minimal potential for generation of new
orphan waste (waste that cannot currently be disposed of in an established or a planned

permanent disposal facility).

e Phase 1 would remove the source area for the North Plateau Groundwater Plume,
thereby reducing the source of radionuclides that are a potentially significant contributor
to human health impacts.

* Phase 1 would allow up to 30 years for collection and analysis of data and information
on major facilities or areas (such as the Waste Tank Farm, NDA, and SDA), with the
goal of reducing technical risks associated with the Sitewide Removal and Sitewide

Close-In-Place Alternatives, because one of these alternatives, or a combination, could be
selected for Phase 2.

Examples of the technical risks that could be reduced include how to address the Cesium
Prong, reaching a determination regarding Waste Incidental to Reprocessing, and further
evaluation of long-term impacts. Waste Incidental to Reprocessing refers to wastes resulting
from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel that are not highly radioactive and do not need to be
disposed of in a geologic repository in order to manage the risk that they pose. The Waste
Incidental to Reprocessing would be managed under DOE regulatory authority in accordance
with applicable laws and regulations.

The anticipated result of Phase 1 information gathering and analysis is to provide additional
information to support decisionmaking for both the removal and in-place closure options

for remaining facilities. It is also anticipated that, during Phase 1, progress would be made in
identifying and developing disposal facilities for orphan wastes, thereby facilitating removal
actions if they are selected as part of Phase 2 decisionmaking. Establishment of improved close-
in-place designs or improved analytical methods for long-term performance assessment would
facilitate close-in-place actions if they are selected as part of Phase 2 decisionmaking.
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Table 1. Summary of Alternatives

Phased Decisionmaking

Phase 1 Activities

Canisters

Sitewide Removal

Storage in new Interim
Storage Facility until they
can be shipped off site.

Sitewide Close-In-Place

Storage in new Interim Storage
Facility until they can be shipped
off site.

(up to 30 years) ?

Storage in new Interim Storage
Facility until they can be
shipped off site.

No Action

No decommissioning
actions.

Process Building

Decontamination,
demolition without
containment and removal
from site.

Decontamination, demolition
without containment. Rubble used
to backfill underground portions
of the Main Plant Process Building
and Vitrification Facility, and to
form the foundation of a cap.

Decontamination, demolition
without containment and
removal from site.

No decommissioning
actions.

High-level Waste
Tanks

Removal, including
associated contaminated
soil and groundwater

in Waste Management
Area 3.

Backfilled with controlled
low-strength material. Strong
grout placed between the tank
tops and in the tank risers.
Underground piping to remain
in place and filled with grout.
Closed in an integrated manner
with the Main Plant Process
Building, Vitrification Facility,
and North Plateau Groundwater
Plume source with a common
circumferential hydraulic barrier
and beneath a common multi-
layer cap.

Remain in place, monitored and
maintained with the Tank and
Vault Drying system operating
as necessary.

No decommissioning
actions.

NRC-licensed
Disposal Area
(NDA)

Removal.

Removal off site of liquid
pretreatment system. Trenches,
and holes emptied of leachate and
grouted. Buried leachate transfer
line to remain in place. Existing
NDA geomembrane cover replaced
with a robust multi-layer cap.

Continued monitoring and
maintenance.

No decommissioning
actions.

State-licensed
Disposal Area
(SDA)

Removal.

Leachate removed from disposal
trenches and replaced with
grout. Waste Storage Facility
removed to grade. Existing SDA
geomembrane cover replaced
with robust multi-layer cap.
Hydraulic barrier installed.

Active management for up to
30 years.

No decommissioning
actions.

North Plateau
Groundwater
Plume

Removal.

Plume source area closed in an
integrated manner with the Main
Plant Process Building, Vitrification
Facility and Waste Tank Farm
within a common circumferential
barrier. Permeable treatment wall
installed before decommissioning
would remain in place. Non-
source area allowed to decay in
place.

Removal of source area.

No decommissioning
actions.

Cesium Prong

Removal.

Restrictions on use until sufficient
decay has taken place.

Managed in place.

No decommissioning
actions.

“Up to 30 years is the period for all Phase | activities. Decommissioning activities will be completed within 8 years.




Lagoon 2. Storage Basin for Low-level
Radioactive Wastewater Prior to Treatment.

Lagoon 8. Storage Basin for Treated Wastewater Awaiting
Discharge to Erdman Brook through the State Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) - Permitted Discharge.
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Slurry Wall Being Constructed in NRC-licensed Disposal Area
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3. How Do the Alternatives Compare?

Each of the four alternatives considered in this Draft EIS has the potential to produce near-
term impacts to one or more resource areas. Alternatives that would leave residual radioactivity
and/or contamination on site also have the potential for local long-term impacts to resource
areas.

Comparisons of the proposed alternatives were based on both near- and long-term impacts.
Five resource areas where meaningful impact differences could occur were used to compare
near-term impacts: land use (land available for reuse), socioeconomics (employment), human
health and safety, waste management, and transportation. For comparative

analyses of long-term impacts, the population dose to downgradient water users

was identified as a meaningful difference among the alternatives. Near-term 7€ﬁ 7s to

the active project
phase under

Near-term Impacts '
each alternative

Near-term impacts for the resource areas identified as having meaningful differences

among the alternatives are presented in Zable 2 on page 24 of this Summary.

during which

The conclusions regarding the near-term impacts of the EIS alternatives are: imple mentation
(most of the
Land Use. The Sitewide Removal Alternative would result in the most land .
. . . construction,

available for release for unrestricted use: the entire 1,352 hectares (3,340 acres)
encompassing the WNYNSC. With the exception of land needed to manage operation, and
orphan waste that may remain on site until a disposition path is available, the decommission ing
entire site would be cleaned up to the point where it could meet the NRC ..

) o o ) . activities) would
standard for license termination without restriction, which would allow it to be
used for other purposes. take pldce.

The Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative (after completion of decommissioning
activities and decay of the Cesium Prong and nonsource areas of the North Plateau
Groundwater Plume) would make 1,100 hectares (2,700 acres) available for
unrestricted use. However, it is likely that some land would need to be retained

as a buffer zone on the western side of the NDA and for maintenance and erosion
control of the South Plateau burial grounds.

Long-term is defined
as the timeframe
that extends beyond
implementation of

Following completion of Phase 1 of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative, an each alternative.

estimated 690 hectares (1,700 acres) of land would be available for unrestricted

use. A determination of the amount of land available for reuse following

implementation of Phase 2 would depend on Phase 2 actions. If the selected action is removal
of remaining contamination, the remaining 662 hectares (1,600 acres) would become available
for reuse, an amount similar to that cited under the Sitewide Removal Alternative. If the
decision is in-place closure of the remaining structures, an additional 430 hectares (1,100 acres)
would be available for reuse, similar to the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative.
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For the No Action Alternative, 690 hectares (1,700 acres) would be available for release for
unrestricted use. This land would not be needed for continued management and oversight.

Socioeconomics (employment during project implementation). Implementation of the
Sitewide Removal Alternative would create the highest level of employment because the
duration of work would be longest. Both the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative and Phase 1
of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would create average annual employment levels
similar to those created by the Sitewide Removal Alternative, but for a shorter duration.

No post-decommissioning employment for monitoring and maintenance activities would
be required for the Sitewide Removal Alternative, assuming there is no need for temporary
orphan waste storage. The other alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, would
require a reduced employment level for an indefinite period of time. If the decision for
Phase 2 of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative is removal of remaining contamination,
the total employment duration for that alternative would be similar to the Sitewide Removal
Alternative, and no post-decommissioning employment would be required for monitoring
and maintenance. If the Phase 2 decision is in-place closure of the remaining structures,
decommissioning employment duration would be similar to that for the Sitewide Close-In-
Place Alternative, and there would be employment following decommissioning during an
indefinite long-term stewardship period.

Based on the expected changes in employment levels for each of the alternatives, there would be
no discernable impact on the economies of the local and regional areas surrounding the West

Valley Site.
Human Health and Safety (radiation doses to the public
ealth Risk ; NS ) )
and site workers during implementation of the alternatives).
Latent cancer fatality (LCF) Decommissioning actions would result in radiological releases to the
is a term used to indicate the atmosphere and to local waters. These releases would result in radiation
estimated number of cancer exposure and the associated risk of latent cancer fatalities (LCFs) to
fatalities that may result from offsite individuals and populations. Decommissioning actions would
exposure to ionizing radiation. also result in occupational exposure to site workers.
Dose conversion factors are used
to convert radiation dose to LCFs. Excluding the No Action Alternative, the collective radiation dose to
the general population within an 80-kilometer (50-mile) radius of the
Collective dose refers to the sum WNYNSC would range from 27 person-rem (for the Sitewide Close-
of the individual doses received In-Place Alternative) to 73 person-rem (for the Sitewide Removal
in a given period of time by Alternative). Less than one additional LCF would be expected in
a specified population from the population as a result of decommissioning actions under any
exposure to a specified source of the alternatives. The peak annual dose to a maximally exposed
of radiation. Collective dose is individual at the site boundary would be highest for Phase 1 of the
expressed in units of person-rem. Phased Decisionmaking Alternative because it has the highest annual

radionuclide release rate.

As shown in 7able 2, the total worker dose for decommissioning actions would range from
130 person-rem for the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative to 1,100 person-rem for the
Sitewide Removal Alternative. This higher dose would be expected to result in up to
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1 additional LCF among the involved worker population. The average worker dose for
decommissioning actions would range from 44 to 66 millirem per year, which is well below the
site administrative control limit of 500 millirem per year. All workers in radiation areas would
be monitored to ensure they stay within the annual limits.

Waste Management. Decommissioning activities and construction and operation of
decommissioning facilities under different alternatives would generate different types of waste.
Wastes that may require management consist of high-level radioactive waste, nonhazardous
waste, hazardous waste, transuranic waste, low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste, and
Greater-Than-Class C waste (see text box on page 26 of this Summary).

The Sitewide Removal Alternative would generate the largest volume of waste from
decommissioning activities, but no waste from long-term stewardship. Wastes that may be
generated consist of nonhazardous waste, hazardous waste, low-level and mixed low-level
radioactive waste (including low specific activity waste), transuranic waste and Greater-Than-
Class C waste.

Phase 1 of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would generate

General Disposal Options for

. . the second largest volume of waste from decommissioning activities.
Low-Level Radioactive Waste 5 &

Wiastes that may be generated are nonhazardous waste, hazardous
waste, low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste (including low

DOE/Commercial Disposal Option-
DOE low-level radioactive waste
would be disposed of at DOE
disposal facilities (e.g. Nevada

Test Site). Commercial low-level
radioactive waste would be disposed
of at commercial disposal facilities.

specific activity waste), and transuranic waste.

If the Phase 2 decision is removal of contamination, the amount

of decommissioning waste generated is expected to be similar to

the amount that would be generated under the Sitewide Removal
Alternative. If in-place closure is selected, the total volume of

waste generated by the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would
include the Phase 1 waste plus about 30 percent of the waste volume

Commercial Disposal Option - generated by the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative.

All low-level radioactive waste
would be disposed of at commercial

. e The Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative would generate the third
disposal facilities.

largest volume of waste from decommissioning activities, as well as

. low-level radioactive waste from long-term stewardship activities.
For both options, all wastes would

be disposed of in accordance with
current waste acceptance criteria and
appropriate permits/licenses.

The No Action Alternative would generate no waste from
decommissioning activities but the largest volume of waste from
annual monitoring and maintenance activities.

Transportation (radiation doses to the public along transportation routes and transportation
workers during transportation). Both radiological and nonradiological impacts could result from
shipment of radioactive materials from the WINYNSC to offsite disposal facilities. Uncertainty
about the locations of facilities for disposal of low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste was
addressed by considering two general disposal options. In the DOE/Commercial Disposal Option,
such waste would be transported to a combination of commercial and DOE disposal facilities; and
in the Commercial Disposal Option, all such waste would be transported to commercial disposal
facilities.
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The impacts would be proportional to the distance traveled. DOE and NYSERDA could decide
to use a combination of rail and truck shipments during implementation of any of the proposed
alternatives. If that were the case, the dose to the general population would be expected to range
from the lowest expected dose of about 2.8 person-rem, which is associated with all rail shipments
under the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative, and the highest expected dose of about 380 person-
rem, which is associated with truck shipments to the DOE/Commercial Disposal Option under
the Sitewide Removal Alternative.

For the Sitewide Removal Alternative, the highest level of radiological health impacts to
transportation workers would occur under the Commercial Disposal Option using all truck
shipments; the greatest impacts to the general population would occur under the DOE/
Commercial Disposal Option, also using all truck shipments. For the Sitewide Close-In-Place
Alternative, the highest level of health impacts to transportation workers and to the general public
would both occur under the DOE/Commercial Disposal Option using all-truck shipments.
For Phase 1 of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative, the highest level of health impacts to
transportation workers would be from the truck Commercial Disposal Option; the highest level
of health impacts to the general public would be from the truck DOE/Commercial Disposal
Option. For Phase 2, if the decision is removal of the remaining wastes, total transportation
risks for this alternative (Phase 1 and Phase 2) would be equal to those evaluated under the
Sitewide Removal Alternative. If the Phase 2 decision is in-place closure, the transportation
risks from the additional activities (Phase 2) would be less than those evaluated under the
Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative, due to removal activities already performed under Phase 1
of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative. However, the total transportation risks for the
Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would be greater than those for the Sitewide Close-In-Place
Alternative. For the No Action Alternative, the highest level of health impacts to transportation
workers and population from all transportation activities would occur under the DOE/

Commercial Disposal Option.

The Sitewide Removal Alternative has the highest nonradiological health risk to the public, with
the risk ranging from 7.2 to 29 traffic accident fatalities for the various shipping options." The
other alternatives would result in less than 1 nonradiological accident fatality, except for the
Phased Decisionmaking Alternative, which would have a risk of 3.4 to 4.0 fatalities for the rail
shipping options for Phase 1. For Phase 2, if the decision is removal of the remaining wastes,
total transportation risks for this alternative (Phase 1 and Phase 2) would be equal to those
evaluated under the Sitewide Removal Alternative. If the Phase 2 decision is in-place closure, the
transportation risks from the additional activities (Phase 2) would be less than those evaluated
under the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative, due to removal activities already performed under
Phase 1 of the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative. However, the total transportation risks for the
Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would be greater than those for the Sitewide Close-In-Place
Alternative. Considering that the transportation activities would occur over a period of time from
about 10 to 60 years and that the average number of annual traffic fatalities in the United States is
about 40,000 per year, the traffic fatality risks under all alternatives would be very small.

! The rail nonradiological accident fatality estimates are based on the conservative assumption of one rail car per
train. The use of trains with higher numbers of waste rail cars would result in lower accident fatality estimates.
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Alternatives

Sitewide Removal

- All site facilities would be removed

- All environmental media would be decontaminated

- All radioactive, hazardous, and mixed waste would
be shipped off site for disposal

Impacts from Decommissioning Actions

* Entire site would be available for release for unrestricted use.

* Requires highest overall level of employment because of long duration.

* Incurs highest radiological population dose to the public, but less than 1 LCF. Average worker dose
would remain below administrative control limits.

* Generates the largest quantity of waste volumes for offsite disposal, about 60 times more than
Sitewide Close-In-Place and 7 times more than Phase 1 of Phased Decisionmaking. Greatest volume
of potential orphan waste.

* Has the highest nonradiological health risk to the public from traffic accidents.

* Highest discounted cost per avoided person-rem.

Sitewide Close-In-Place

- Major facilities would be closed in place

- Residual radioactivity and/or contamination in
facilities with larger inventories of long-lived
radionuclides would be isolated by specially
designed closure structures and engineered
barrier

- Buffer area and long-term stewardship required

* Portions of the site would be available for release for unrestricted use over a period of time.

* Requires high level of employment but over a short duration.

* Incurs lowest radiological population dose to the public of the decommissioning alternatives, and less
than 1 LCF. Average worker dose would remain below administrative control limits.

» Smallest volume of waste including potential orphan waste for offsite disposal.

» Would result in less than 1 nonradiological traffic fatality from traffic accidents.

* Lowest discounted cost per avoided person-rem.

Phased Decisionmaking (the Preferred Alternative)

- Decommissioning would be completed in two phases

- Phase 1 activities: removal of Main Plant Process
Building, Vitrification Facility and 01-14 Building,
source area for the North Plateau Groundwater
Plume, lagoons in the Low-Level Waste Treatment
Facility Area

- SDA would be under active management for up to
30 years

- Phase 1 would conduct additional studies
and evaluations to clarify and possibly reduce
uncertainties related to Phase 2 decisions

- Phase 2 would address Waste Tank Farm,
Construction Demolition and Debris Landfill,
non-source area of the plume, and burial grounds
following approach determined through Phase 1
evaluations

* A portion of the site would be available for release for unrestricted use during Phase 1. Balance
of the site would be available for unrestricted release if Phase 2 is removal of the remaining
facilities/contamination; a smaller portion if Phase 2 is close-in-place for the remaining facilities/
contamination.

* Lower level of employment for Phase 1 actions. Total employment (worker years) would be similar to
Sitewide Removal if Phase 2 is removal of remaining facilities/contamination, similar to Phase 1 plus
Sitewide Close-In-Place if Phase 2 is close-in-place for the remaining facilities/contamination.

* Incurs radiological population dose to the public between the other decommissioning alternatives,
and less than 1 latent cancer fatality. Average worker dose would remain below administrative control
limits.

* Generates more waste for offsite disposal than Sitewide Close-In-Place, but less than Sitewide
Removal for Phase 1 actions. Total waste volumes would be similar to Sitewide Removal if Phase 2 is
removal of remaining facilities/contamination, similar to Phase 1 plus 30 percent of Sitewide Close-
In-Place volume if Phase 2 is close-in-place for the remaining facilities/contamination.

 Would result in less than 1 nonradiological traffic fatality.

* Discounted cost per avoided person-rem would be similar to that for Sitewide Removal if Phase 2 is
removal of remaining facilities/contamination, closer to that for Sitewide Close-In-Place if Phase 2 is
close-in-place for the remaining facilities/contamination.

No Action

- No actions taken toward decommissioning

- Would require continued management and
oversight of all facilities located on the WNYNSC
property

- Does not meet the purpose and need for agency
action

* No decommissioning actions or impacts.




Mitigation Measures for
Decommissioning Actions

* Runoff and sedimentation controls,
spill prevention and control
measures, waste water treatment
systems, scheduling restrictions to
protect water quality.

Dust suppression system,
equipment exhaust, building off-gas
systems to protect air quality.
Environmental enclosures, building
off-gas systems, shield walls,
remote operations, protective
equipment to protect human health
and safety.

Monitoring and Maintenance
Impacts

* No long-term monitoring or
maintenance (stewardship)
requirement or impacts. Negligible
long-term radiological dose to the
offsite public, very small dose to
individuals who would reuse the
site.

Mitigation Measures for

Long-term Monitoring and
Maintenance

* None necessary.

Implementation Schedule

* 64 years to implement
decommissioning actions.

* No monitoring or maintenance after
removal is complete.

Runoff and sedimentation controls,
spill prevention and control
measures, waste water treatment
systems, scheduling restrictions to
protect water quality.

Dust suppression system,
equipment exhaust, building off-gas
systems to protect air quality.
Building off-gas systems, shield
walls, remote operations, and
protective equipment to protect
human health and safety.

Requires a small number of workers
in perpetuity.

Small radiological dose to the public
and workers (less than No Action).
Small waste volumes (less than

No Action).

Results in small to moderate
radiological doses in the long-term
to the public, assuming institutional
controls are in place, moderate dose
to an intruder if institutional controls
fail,

* Engineered barriers (including
erosion control measures),
monitoring and maintenance
activities to protect the environment
and human health and safety.

* 7 years to implement
decommissioning actions.
* Monitoring and maintenance in

perpetuity.

Runoff and sedimentation controls,
spill prevention and control
measures, waste water treatment
systems, scheduling restrictions to
protect water quality.

Dust suppression system,
equipment exhaust, building off-gas
systems to protect air quality.
Building off-gas systems, shield
walls, remote operations, and
protective equipment to protect
human health and safety.

Phase 1 requires a small number
of workers for up to 30 years; if
Phase 2 is close-in-place, fewer
workers would be required; no
workers would be required if
Phase 2 is Sitewide Removal.
Incurs a small radiological

dose to the public and workers
during Phase 1 monitoring and
maintenance.

Long-term human health impacts
are comparable to Sitewide Removal
if Phase 2 is removal of remaining
facilities/contamination. Long-term
human health impacts are slightly
less than Sitewide Close-In-Place

if Phase 2 is close-in-place for the
remaining facilities/contamination.

* Engineered barriers (including
erosion control measures),
monitoring and maintenance
activities to protect the
environment and human health and
safety if Phase 2 involved close-in-
place management of portions of
the site.

* 8 years for Phase 1 removal actions
* Up to 30 years for additional studies
and analyses to support Phase 2

decisionmaking.

* Additional time to implement
Phase 2 decisions.

* Potential for monitoring and
maintenance in perpetuity,
depending on Phase 2 decisions.

Non-impacted portions of the site
would be available for unrestricted
release.

Requires workers in perpetuity.
Incurs annual radiological dose

to the public and workers from
monitoring and maintenance
activities.

Generates waste from monitoring
and maintenance activities in
perpetuity.

Results in small to moderate
radiological doses in the long-term
to the public, potentially lethal dose
to a resident farmer if institutional
controls are lost.

* Existing wastewater treatment
systems to protect water quality.

* Existing, building off-gas systems to
protect air quality.

* Existing building off-gas systems,
shield walls, and protective
equipment to protect human health
and safety.

* Monitoring and maintenance in
perpetuity.
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Waste Types

High-level Waste or High-level Radioactive Waste — The high-level radioactive waste
which was produced by the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel at the Western New York Nuclear
Service Center. Such term includes both liquid wastes which are produced directly in reprocessing,
dry solid material derived from such liquid waste, and such other material as the NRC designates
as high-level radioactive waste for the purposes of protecting the public health and safety (West
Valley Demonstration Project Act, Public Law 96-368, 94 Stat. 1347). Also see the definition of
high-level radioactive waste in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended (Public Law
97-425, 96 Stat. 2201), and promulgated in 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 63.2.

Transuranic Waste — DOE radioactive waste not classified as high-level radioactive waste
and containing more than 100 nanocuries per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes with
half lives greater than 20 years (40 CFR Part 191).

Hazardous Waste - A category of waste regulated under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). To be considered hazardous, a waste must be a solid waste under RCRA
and must exhibit at least one of four characteristics described in 40 CFR 261.20-24; 6 New
York Code of Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 371.1(d)(1), 371.3 (ignitability, corrosivity,
reactivity, or toxicity) or be specifically listed by the EPA in 40 CFR 261.3-33, or by the State

of New York in 6 NYCRR 371.4. Toxicity is determined by the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure method as given in 40 CFR 261.24; 6 NYCRR 371.3(e).

Low-level Radioactive Waste — \Waste that contains radioactivity and is not classified as
high-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel, or the tailings or wastes
produced by the extraction or concentration of uranium or thorium from any ore processed
primarily for its source material (DOE Manual 435.1-1, 10 CFR 20.1003). In accordance with
NRC regulations in 10 CFR 61.55, low-level radioactive waste is further classified into

Class A, Class B, and Class C low-level radioactive waste. Low-level radioactive waste may also
be categorized as low specific activity waste for the purposes of transportation analyses. Low
specific activity wastes have low specific activity, are nonfissile, and meet certain regulatory
exceptions and limits. Low specific activity wastes may be transported in large bulk containers.

Mixed Low-level Radioactive Waste — Low-level radioactive waste that also contains
hazardous waste regulated under RCRA (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 6901 et seq.).

Greater-Than-Class C Waste — L ow-level radioactive waste that exceeds the concentration
limits established for Class C waste in 10 CFR 61.55.

Construction and Demolition Debris — Discarded nonhazardous material including solid,
semisolid, or contained gaseous material resulting from construction, demolition, industrial,
commercial, mining, and agricultural operations and from community activities. The category
does not include source, special nuclear, or byproduct material as defined by the Atomic Energy
Act (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.).
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Long-term Impacts

Long-term impacts would result from any alternative that would leave radioactive materials
on site. For analysis purposes, “long-term” is from the end of the decommissioning action
implementation period out to at least 10,000 years, and perhaps longer if the predicted peak
annual dose occurs later.

1able 3 provides an overview of the potential long-term impacts for comparison among the

alternatives.

Table 3. Comparison of Long-term Impacts

Phased

Decisionmaking

Alternative

No Action

Alternative

LIS A.’eas Sitewide Sitewide
for Comparison
of Long-term Remov?l CIose-In-Iflace
Alternative Alternative
Impacts

Peak Annual Dose Essentially Less than

to Offsite Receptors negligible. 1 millirem per
year if institutional
controls remain in
place.
On the order of
100 millirem per
year if institutional
controls fail for
many hundreds
of years and
unmitigated erosion
oceurs.

Peak Annual Dose Less than Moderate doses

to Onsite Receptors 25 millirem per (a few to hundreds

(assumes loss year for very of millirem per

of institutional conservative year) to individuals

controls)

scenarios, much
less for more
realistic scenarios.

who have gardens
in contaminated
soil or wells in
contaminated
water.

If Phase 2 is
removal for the
remaining Waste
Management
Areas, long-term
impacts would

be comparable to
Sitewide Close-In-
Place Alternative.

If Phase 2 is close-
in place for the
remaining Waste
Management
Areas, long-term
impacts would be
slightly less than
Sitewide Close-In-
Place because the
Main Plant Process
Building and
Low-Level Waste
Treatment Facility
would have been
removed.

Less than

1 millirem per
year if institutional
controls remain in
place.

On the order of
100 millirem per
year if institutional
controls fail for
many hundreds

of years and
unmitigated erosion
oceurs.

Very large doses
(10 to 1,000
rem per year) to
individuals who
have gardens in
contaminated
soil or wells in
contaminated
water.

The Sitewide Removal Alternative would have minimal long-term impacts. The
contamination would be removed such that an individual in direct contact with residual
contamination would receive an annual dose of less than 25 millirem per year, assuming very

conservative land reuse scenarios that include houses, gardens, and wells in the highest areas of
residual contamination. Other site reuse scenarios would result in substantially lower doses, and
the dose to offsite individuals would be many orders of magnitude lower (i.e., negligible).
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The Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative would include additional engineered barriers and
rely on institutional controls to limit offsite and onsite doses. For this alternative, the estimated
dose to offsite individuals, if institutional controls are assumed to remain in place, is less than

1 millirem per year, similar to the dose for the No Action Alternative. The estimated dose to
offsite individuals in the event of failure of institutional controls is less than 1 millirem per

year if only groundwater release mechanisms are involved (less than the No Action Alternative)
and on the order of 100 millirem per year (the same as the No Action Alternative) if there is
extended (many hundreds of years) loss of institutional control such that unmitigated erosion
occurs. If institutional controls are not in place and there are intruders into the industrialized
area, there could be moderate annual doses (10 to 100 millirem) to individuals with gardens
containing contaminated soil from large excavation activities or those who use water from
contaminated wells. The intruder doses would be less than those for the No Action Alternative;
engineered barriers would reduce the likelihood of direct intrusion and slow the migration of
contaminants. The highest doses for the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative are for a resident
farmer with a well in the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, or near the Main Plant Process
Building or the Waste Tank Farm.

The long-term human health impacts for the Phased Decisionmaking Alternative will depend
on the Phase 2 decision. If the Phase 2 decision is removal, the long-term impacts at the site
and in the region would be the same as those projected for the Sitewide Removal Alternative.

If the Phase 2 decision is close-in-place for the remaining WMAs, the long-term impacts would
be slightly less than those for the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative because the Main Plant
Process Building, the source area of the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, and the Low-Level
Waste Treatment Facility lagoons would have been removed.

The No Action Alternative would not remove material or add engineered barriers to isolate
waste. [t would rely on existing barriers and institutional controls to limit offsite and onsite
doses. The estimated dose to offsite individuals, if institutional controls are assumed to remain
in place, would be less than 1 millirem per year. The estimated dose to offsite individuals

in the event of failure of institutional controls is on the order of 10 millirem per year if only
groundwater release mechanisms are involved, and on the order of 100 millirem per year if
there is extended (many hundreds of years) loss of institutional control such that unmitigated
erosion occurs. If institutional controls are lost and there are intruders into the industrialized
area, there could be very large annual doses (10 to 1,000 rem) to individuals who have gardens
with contaminated soil from large excavation activities or use water from contaminated wells.
The high doses could occur near any of the industrial facilities on the project premises and
SDA. The No Action Alternative is the baseline for evaluating and comparing the long-term
impacts under the decommissioning alternatives.

Cost/Benefit Analysis

Insight into the cost-effectiveness of the alternatives is provided by comparing the ratio of the
incremental cost for an alternative (the cost for an alternative less the cost of the No Action
Alternative) and the net 1,000-year population dose reduction (the avoided population dose
due to removal or increased isolation less the worker and public population dose required to
achieve the new end state).
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Based on the information in 7izble 4, the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative would be more
cost effective than the Sitewide Removal Alternative. The incremental cost-effectiveness of the
Phased Decisionmaking Alternative would be between approximately $4,500 and $20,000
discounted cost per avoided person-rem.

Sitewide
Removal
Alternative

Sitewide
Close-In-Place
Alternative

Phased
Decisionmaking

Alternative

Table 4. Cost/Benefit Comparative Assessment?

No Action Alternative
Cost/Benefit
Assessment

The Sitewide Removal
Alternative would be
effective in removing
essentially all of the site
radionuclide inventory
from the accessible
environment. The
discounted cost per
avoided person-rem is
estimated to be about
$20,000.

The Sitewide Close-
In-Place Alternative
would be effective in
keeping most of the site
radionuclide inventory
out of the accessible
environment. The
incremental discounted
cost per avoided
person-rem (incremental
cost-effectiveness) is
estimated to be about
$2,000.

(Phase 1 only)

The cost-effectiveness
of this alternative would
be driven primarily by the
Phase 2 decision. If the
Phase 2 decision is timely
removal of the remaining
Waste Management
Areas, the incremental
cost-effectiveness
($20,000) would be
similar to the Sitewide
Removal Alternative.

If the Phase 2 decision
is timely in-place closure
for the remaining Waste
Management Areas,

the incremental cost-
effectiveness ($4,500)
would approach that of
the Sitewide Close-In-
Place Alternative.

The No Action Alternative
serves as a baseline

for assessing the
cost-effectiveness of

the decommissioning
alternatives.

2 Cost-benefit analysis is not typically included in a DOE EIS but is included in NRC EISs. The cost-benefit analysis presented
in this EIS is intended to increase the utility of the document to the NRC.




Conclusions by Alternative

The following conclusions were derived from the comparative analysis of the proposed
alternatives:

o 'The Sitewide Removal Alternative would result in the most land available for reuse, and would
not require long-term institutional controls (except for the possible temporary management of
orphan waste). However, it would incur the greatest collective radiological dose to the public and
workers from onsite and transportation activities. The Sitewide Removal Alternative would incur
the highest discounted cost per avoided person-rem to total worker and public populations.

* 'The Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative would require the least amount of time to accomplish
and would generate the least amount of waste (other than the No Action Alternative) that would
need to be disposed of elsewhere. However, it would require long-term institutional controls
on site. The reasonably foreseeable long-term peak annual dose to Lake Erie water users would
be very small (indistinguishable from the dose associated with background radiation). The
Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative would incur the lowest discounted cost per avoided person-
rem to total worker and public populations.
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* 'The Phased Decisionmaking Alternative (Phase 1) would not result in more land available
for release than the No Action Alternative, but would have more positive impacts because its
decommissioning activities would remove contaminated facilities and address source terms
for groundwater contamination. If Phase 2 calls for removal, total impacts from the Phased
Decisionmaking Alternative would be similar to those for the Sitewide Removal Alternative.
If Phase 2 is close-in-place, the total waste generation and transportation impacts would be only
slightly more than those for Phase 1, and the total worker exposure would almost double that for
Phase 1. Long-term impacts would be less than those for the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative.
If one considers the time-integrated (cumulative) population dose, the first 1,000 years would
be reduced to about 50 percent of that for the Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative; however, the
reduction over 10,000 years would be much less (less than 10 percent) because of the dose from
the long-lived radionuclides that would remain in the burial grounds. The discounted cost per
avoided person-rem to total worker and offsite public populations for the Phased Decisionmaking
Alternative would be between that for the Sitewide Removal and the Sitewide Close-In Place
Alternatives.

* The No Action Alternative would not involve decommissioning. Waste and contamination
would remain in their current locations, and there would be no change in site operations. This
alternative and its impacts serve as the baseline for evaluating decommissioning alternatives.
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4. What are the Uncertainties In the Analyses?

Implementing any of the proposed alternatives would involve some uncertainty. There are
uncertainties regarding the availability of waste disposal sites for some types of waste expected to
be generated and the availability of technologies needed to implement alternatives (more detail
regarding uncertainties can be found in Chapter 2, Section 2.8, of the Draft EIS). Analytical
uncertainties were accommodated by making conservative assumptions in the environmental
impact analyses in this Draft EIS. Examples of these uncertainties and how they were addressed
are provided below:

Human health. For occupational exposure, information that is incomplete or unavailable
includes (1) more detailed information on the radionuclides in the waste, particularly the
gamma emitters, (2) the design details for the facilities that would be used for waste handling
and processing, and (3) more detailed information on how workers would be utilized in
decommissioning actions. This uncertainty was addressed primarily by the use of conservative
assumptions regarding exposure rates and by taking no credit in the analyses for decay of the
gamma emitters. Active management controls will ensure occupational dose standards are met.

Transportation. Information that is incomplete or unavailable includes (1) more detailed data
on the distribution of radionuclides in packaged waste, particularly gamma emitters;

(2) the radiation dose from the waste packages; (3) the specific transportation route; and

(4) more precise information on how the waste would be shipped (truck, rail, or some
combination). This uncertainty was addressed by using conservative assumptions related to

the waste package inventory and surface dose rate. Uncertainty about the locations of facilities
to dispose of low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste was addressed by considering

two general disposal options. In the DOE/Commercial Disposal Option, such waste would be
transported to a combination of commercial and DOE disposal facilities; and in the Commercial
Disposal Option, all such waste would be transported to commercial disposal facilities.

Waste volumes. The waste management analysis has two areas of uncertainty due to the lack
of complete information, including (1) the volumes and characteristics of waste that would be
generated by each alternative, and (2) the availability of disposal sites for some of the waste,
particularly commercial Class B and C low-level radioactive waste, Greater-Than-Class C
waste, potential non-defense transuranic waste, and any high-level radioactive waste. The
uncertainty related to the volumes and characteristics of the waste is principally related to the
minimal amount of site contamination characterization data available for analysis. The Phased
Decisionmaking Alternative provides flexibility to address some uncertainty in that additional
actions could be analyzed and implemented as part of Phase 2 activities.

Waste disposal options. The lack of availability and regulatory limitations on disposal sites for
commercial Class B and C low-level radioactive waste, Greater-Than-Class C waste, potential
non-defense transuranic waste, and high-level radioactive waste creates uncertainty about how
disposal of these wastes would be accomplished.
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Long-term human health. The major elements of incomplete or unavailable information

that were used in the calculations include (1) characterization of nature and extent of the
contaminants, (2) the performance of engineered barriers and caps, (3) site hydrology and
groundwater chemistry, (4) contaminant release rates, (5) long-term erosion-driven release rates
of contaminants, (6) contaminant chemistry at the point of release into surface waters and the
resulting adsorption and deposition, (7) bioaccumulation in plants and animals, and

(8) knowledge of future human activity. To address the uncertainty associated with this
incomplete or unavailable information, conservative assumptions were used in the analyses.

z o -"'-}tr A { s By I{_x_*._n#'. r : : .. r
e : "'ﬂl’!. l'."‘i? A e ___,'ﬂ', o {t‘-_, oy ﬁs' R e
Franks Creek — A short distance downstream of its confluence with Erdman Brook and just upstream of the WVDP boundary,.

e
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5. Potential Mitigation Measures

Mitigation includes avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action; minimizing an impact
by limiting the action’s magnitude; rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring
the affected environment; reducing or eliminating an impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations; or compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.

DOE and NYSERDA developed a series of potential mitigation measures to address the
anticipated impacts of the proposed alternatives. 7able 5 presents the potential mitigation
measures, resource areas, and proposed alternatives and identifies which resource areas

and alternatives would benefit from selected measures. The first part of the table identifies
potential mitigation measures that could be applied during design, construction, and
demolition activities. The second part identifies potential mitigation measures that could
be applied during decommissioning activities when facilities would be operating. The third
part of Table 5 identifies mitigation measures (e.g., engineered barriers, access and erosion
controls, environmental monitoring) that would reduce potential long-term impacts from
implementation of the EIS alternatives.

Soil Characterization Activities
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6. Where Can | Find Out More?

The Foreword to the Draft EIS presents NYSERDA's view regarding analysis and results
presented in the document.

Chapter 1 of this Draft EIS provides a historical overview of activities at WNYNSC, including
a brief history of the events leading to development of the document. Topics include the
purpose and need for agency action, the scope of the Draft EIS and decisions to be made, the
relationship of this Draft EIS to other NEPA documentation, and the process previously used
to obtain public input for this Draft EIS.

Chapter 2 describes the actions proposed by DOE and NYSERDA for decommissioning
and long-term stewardship of the West Valley Site. It includes descriptions of the range
of reasonable alternatives, the No Action Alternative, and a comparison of the alternatives
considered and subsequently eliminated from detailed evaluation.

Chapter 3 describes the existing conditions at WNYNSC and the surrounding area and the
environmental consequences of the historical activities conducted there on the various resource
areas.

Chapter 4 describes the environmental consequences of the alternatives for decommissioning
and/or long-term stewardship of the DOE- and NYSERDA-controlled facilities and areas at
WNYNSC. Topics include detailed discussions of the potential impacts of the alternatives,
cost-benefit considerations, intentional destructive acts, cumulative impacts, resource
commitments, unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, the relationship between near-
term use of the environment and long-term productivity, and irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources.

Chapter 5 identifies the Federal, State, and local laws, regulations, agency orders, and
requirements that are relevant to this EIS.

Chapter 6 summarizes the potential mitigation measures that DOE and NYSERDA could use
to avoid or reduce the potential environmental impacts that may result from implementation of

the alternatives.

Chapters 7 through 10 contain references, a glossary, index, list of EIS preparers, and a list of
agencies, organizations, and individuals who were sent copies of the Draft EIS.

Appendix A provides a summary of the comments received on the 1996 Cleanup and Closure
Draft EIS.

Appendix B lists the Federal Register Notices and New York State Environmental Notice
Bulletins pertaining to this Draft EIS.
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Appendix C describes the facilities and waste disposal areas associated with the 12 WMAs that are
being considered for decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship. Additional topics include
the implementation and new construction activities proposed under each action alternative.

Appendix D provides an overview of the Performance Assessment Approach.

Appendix E discusses geohydrological modeling, including local three-dimensional
groundwater modeling, analysis of near-field flow for different EIS alternatives, and
independent modeling calibration results.

Appendix F describes the erosion studies conducted as part of the EIS analyses.
Appendix G discusses the long-term performance assessment models used for the EIS analyses.
Appendix H describes the long-term performance assessment results of the EIS analyses.

Appendix I provides a general discussion of radiation and its health effects. It also describes the
methodologies and assumptions used to estimate potential impacts on and risks to individuals
and the general public from exposure to radioactive and hazardous chemical material releases
during normal operations and hypothetical accidents.

Appendix J provides an overview of the approach used to assess the human health risks that
could result from transportation of radioactive materials. Topics include the scope of the
assessment, packaging and determination of potential transportation routes, analytical methods
used for the risk assessment (e.g., computer models), important assessment assumptions, and
specific areas of uncertainty and their effects on comparisons of the alternatives.

Appendix K presents the methodology used to estimate nonradiological air quality
concentrations for each alternative evaluated in the EIS.

Appendix L discusses decommissioning regulatory compliance issues related to the alternatives.
Appendix M is the Floodplain and Wetland Assessment required by 10 CFR 1022. Topics
include the projected impacts of the alternatives on floodplains and wetlands and the mitigation
measures that might be taken to ensure regulatory compliance in this area.

Appendix N is the analysis of Intentional Destructive Acts.

Appendix O provides letters documenting the consultations with Federal and State agencies
and Tribal Governments.

Appendix P provides a Quantitative Risk Assessment for the SDA, authored by NYSERDA,
which evaluates the risk to the public from continued management of the SDA for the next
30 years with its current physical and administrative controls.

Appendix Q provides copies of the concurrence letters on the Draft EIS.

Appendix R provides the Contractor Disclosure Statements.



Finding Answers to Your Questions

For More Information About...

See:

Air Quality

Affected Environment

Alternatives Considered But Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

Alternatives Evaluated in this Draft EIS

Applicable Laws and Regulations

Cesium Prong

Comparison of Impacts

Construction of New Facilities and Structures

Cost of Alternatives

Cultural Resources

Cumulative Impacts of Alternatives

Decisions to be Supported by this Draft EIS

Ecological Resources

EIS Starting Point

Environmental Justice

Chapter 3, Section 3.7.2
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5
Appendix K

Chapter 3

Summary, Section 1
Chapter 2, Section 2.5

Summary, Section 2
Chapter 2, Section 2.4

Chapter 5

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.14
Appendix C, Section C.2.1.4

Summary, Section 3
Chapter 2, Section 2.6

Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.1.2,2.4.2.2,
and 2.4.3.2

Appendix C, Section C.4

Chapter 4, Section 4.2

Chapter 3, Section 3.9
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.7

Chapter 4, Section 4.5

Summary, Section 1
Chapter 1, Section 1.5

Chapter 3, Section 3.8
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1

Chapter 3, Section 3.12
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.13
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For More Information About...

Erosion

Floodplains and Wetlands

Geology and Soils

Groundwater

Human Health Effects

Land Use

Long-term Impacts of Alternatives

Mitigation Measures

Near-term Impacts

North Plateau Groundwater Plume

No Action Alternative

NRC-licensed Disposal Area

Performance Assessment

See:

Chapter 3, Section 3.4
Chapter 4, Section 4.1
Appendix F

Chapter 3, Section 3.8.2
Chapter 4, Sections 4.1.4, and 4.5.8
Appendix M

Chapter 3, Section 3.3
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.3

Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4
Appendix E

Chapter 3, Section 3.11

Chapter 4, Sections 4.1.9, 4.1.10,
and 4.5.13

Appendix I, Sections 1.2 and 1.3

Appendix J

Chapter 3, Section 3.1
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1

Chapter 2, Section 2.6
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.10

Chapter 6

Chapter 2, Section 2.6
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.9

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.13
Appendix C, Section C.2.13
Appendix E, Section E.4.1

Chapter 2, Section 2.4.4

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.7
Appendix C, Section C.2.7

Appendix D
Appendix G
Appendix H



For More Information About...

Phased Decisionmaking Alternative

Preferred Alternative

Proposed Action and Scope of this Draft EIS

Public Participation and Comment Process
Purpose and Need for Agency Action
Seismology

Site Infrastructure

Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative

Sitewide Removal Alternative

Socioeconomics

State-licensed Disposal Area

Surface Water

Transportation

Uncertainties

Visual Resources

See:

Chapter 2, Section 2.4.3
Appendix C, Section 3.3

Chapter 2, Section 2.7

Chapter 1, Section 1.4
Chapter 2, Section 2.2

Chapter 1, Section 1.7
Chapter 1, Section 1.3
Chapter 3, Section 3.5
Chapter 2, Section 2.3
Chapter 3, Section 3.2
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2
Appendix C, Section C.2

Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2
Appendix C, Section C.3.2

Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1
Appendix C, Section C.3.1

Chapter 3, Section 3.10
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.8

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.8
Appendix C, Section C.2.8

Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4
Appendix E, Section E.2.3

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.12
Appendix J

Chapter 2, Section 2.8
Chapter 4, Section 4.3

Chapter 3, Section 3.1
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1
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For More Information About... See:

Waste Management Chapter 3, Section 3.13
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.11

Waste Management Areas Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2
Appendix C

Western New York Nuclear Service Center — Overview Summary, Section 1

Chapter 2, Section 2.3

West Valley Demonstration Project Chapter 1, Section 1.1

Wetlands Chapter 3, Section 3.8.2
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.6
Appendix M
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7. How Can | Participate? ——

to Prepare EIS
DOE and NYSERDA are committed to open, two-way, formal and m,f.?.,";??‘ﬁn"é";f ;qé"bm -
informal communication with the public. Throughout the history
of EIS development at West Valley, Federal and State agencies have ;
involved the public through formal public meetings and other "ullmﬂ Q“:E'E?,‘L'f.’,’r;'bfﬂ'} EIS Opportunities
comment opportunities; website communications; mailings; and Draft E1S, Public Hearing Notice) e
informal meetings including working groups, a community forum, and ‘ “
a citizen task force. That commitment to an ongoing dialogue with an
informed public continues as the Draft EIS undergoes public review PUING Commnt ’

and comment (see Figure 4).

e

DOE and NYSERDA are soliciting comments on the Draft EIS during [ ysice of Availability of Final £15

a 6-month public comment period. During the public comment (et o Complation
period, DOE and NYSERDA will jointly hold public hearings for

interested members of the public to provide oral or written comments ;

on the Draft EIS. An EIS Website (westvalleyeis.com) has been Record of Declsion

{Findings Statameant)

established to further inform the public about the Draft EIS, how to
submit comments, public hearings, and other pertinent information. ——

Figure 4. National Environmental
Policy Act Process

Attend a Hearing

Public hearing dates, times, and locations will be announced in the Federal Register and the State
Environmental Notice Bulletin, in local newspapers, and on the Internet (westvalleyeis.com).
Members of the public who have expressed interest and are on the DOE and NYSERDA
mailing list for the Draft EIS will be notified by U.S. mail regarding the hearing dates, times,
and locations.

Onsite registration and sign-up
to provide oral comments will
begin 1 hour prior to the start
of the public hearing. Subject
matter experts will be available
in the exhibit area during this
time to explain the exhibits and
discuss topics related to the
Draft EIS. Comment forms and
fact sheets will also be available.

The hearings will be facilitated
by an independent moderator

following a DOE-NYSERDA presentation on the Draft EIS. There will be a short question-
and-answer period followed by public comments that will be recorded by a court reporter.

Commentors will be given a limited time to speak, depending on the number of participants.
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If time allows after all registered speakers have been given an opportunity to comment, people
who did not sign up to speak, but who wish to do so, will be called.

Visit a Reading Room

Concord Public Library WVDP Public Reading Room U.S. Department of Energy

18 Chapel Street U.S. Department of Energy FOIA Reading Room

Springville, NY 14141 Ashford Office Complex Room 1E-190, Forrestal Bldg.

716-592-7742 9030 Route 219 1000 Independence Ave. SW
West Valley, NY 14171 Washington, DC 20585
716-942-4555 202-586-3142

Submit Your Comments

In addition to the public meetings, multiple mechanisms for submitting comments on the

Draft EIS are provided:
* Website: westvalleyeis.com

e U.S. mail: Catherine Bohan, EIS Document Manager
West Valley Demonstration Project
U.S. Department of Energy
PO. Box 2368
Germantown, MD 20874

e Toll-free fax: 866-306-9094

* All oral and written comments received at the public meetings and through other
mechanisms during the public comment period will be given equal consideration in
completing the Final EIS.

Watch For the Final EIS
When the Final EIS is published, its availability will be announced in the Federal Register and

the New York State Environmental Notice Bulletin, in local newspapers, and via U.S. mail.

A Summary and Guide for Stakeholders, as well as the full Final EIS, will be sent to those who
request it in compact disc or print formats. It also will be available on the EIS Website and for
review in public reading rooms. Both oral and written comments received during the public
comment period will be considered in preparing the Final EIS, and DOE and NYSERDA
responses will be presented in a Comment Response Document that will be published as part of

the Final EIS.

Based on the Final EIS and other considerations, DOE will announce a decision regarding future
actions at the West Valley Site in a ROD to be published in the Federal Register no sooner than

30 days after EPA’s Notice of Availability of the Final EIS is published. The ROD will describe the
alternatives selected for implementation and explain how environmental impacts will be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated or, if not, why. NYSERDA will publish a Findings Statement with
similar information regarding its decisions in New York State’s Environmental Notice Bulletin.
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8. Helpful Information

Glossary

cask — Heavily shielded container used to store or ship radioactive materials.
cesium — A rare, highly reactive, silver-white element of the alkali metals group.

Cesium Prong — The area of surface soil contaminated by cesium-137 from abnormal releases to the
atmosphere caused by reprocessing plant ventilation system failures.

collective dose — The sum of individual doses received in a given period of time by a specified population
from exposure to a specified source of radiation. Collective dose is expressed in units of person-rem or
person-sievert.

decontamination — Actions taken to reduce or remove chemical or radioactive substances from
environmental media (i.e., soil, water, and air), structures (e.g., buildings), equipment, or personnel.
Radioactive decontamination may be accomplished by washing, chemical action, mechanical cleaning,
or other techniques.

dose (radiological) — The radioactive energy that is absorbed by one gram of material that has been
irradiated.

ecological resources — Resources such as broadly defined fish and wildlife populations and habitats,
as well as their relationships to each other and the environment/ecosystem.

environmental justice — Executive Order 12898 directs Federal agencies to make achieving environmental
justice part of their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse effects of
agency programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations.

exposure — The amount of radiation or pollutant present in a given environment that represents a potential
health threat to living organisms.

floodplain — The portion of a river valley adjacent to the river channel that is built of sediments during the
y adj &
present regimen of the stream and is covered with water when the river overflows its banks at flood stages.

geology — The science that studies the materials, processes, environments, and history of the Earth,
including rocks and their formation and structure.

geomembrane — Any impermeable membrane used with soils, rock, earth, or other geotechnical material
to block the migration of fluids.

groundwater — Water below the ground surface in a zone of saturation. Related definition: Subsurface
water is all water that exists in the voids found in soil, rocks, and sediment below the land surface,
including soil moisture, capillary fringe water, and groundwater. The part of subsurface water in voids
completely saturated with water is called groundwater. Subsurface water above the groundwater table is
called vadose water.
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hydrofracture — A process to increase a well’s yield of water whereby highly pressurized water is pumped
down a hole to crack the bedrock in which a well has been drilled.

infrastructure — The basic facilities, services, and utilities needed for the functioning of an industrial
facility. Transportation and electrical systems are part of the infrastructure.

latent cancer fatality (LCF) — A statistically based estimate of deaths from cancer resulting from, and
occurring some time after, exposure to ionizing radiation or other carcinogens (see radiation).

legacy waste — Waste resulting from past activities.

long-term stewardship — Activities necessary to ensure protection of human health and the environment
following closure of a site. Long-term stewardship includes engineered and institutional controls designed
to contain or to prevent exposure to residual contamination and waste such as monitoring and maintenance
activities, record-keeping activities, inspections, groundwater monitoring and treatment, access control,
posting signs, and periodic performance reviews.

maximally exposed individual (MEI) — A hypothetical individual whose location and habits are
deliberately chosen to result in the highest total radiological or chemical exposure (and thus dose) from a
particular source for all exposure routes (e.g., inhalation, ingestion, direct exposure).

media — Materials capable of absorbing or removing contaminants from other materials. Also, the aspects
of the environment that may become contaminated (air, water, and soil are environmental media).

millirem — One-thousandth of a rem (see rem).

orphan waste — Waste that cannot currently be disposed of in an established or a planned permanent

disposal facility.

permeability — The rate at which liquids pass through materials in a specified direction. In hydrology, the
term is used to describe the capacity of a rock, sediment, or soil for transmitting groundwater. Permeability
depends on the size and shape of the pores between soil particles and how they are interconnected.

person-rem — A unit of collective radiation dose applied to populations or groups of individuals; that is, a
unit for expressing the dose when summed across all persons in a specified population or group.

plutonium — A heavy, highly radioactive, metallic element with the atomic number 94 that does not occur
in nature and must be produced artificially from uranium.

radiation (ionizing) — Radioactivity resulting from the decay of a radioactive element or produced by
radiation-generating equipment.

radioactivity — As a process: 'The spontaneous transformation of unstable atomic nuclei, usually
accompanied by the emission of ionizing radiation. As a property: The property of unstable nuclei in
certain atoms to spontaneously emit ionizing radiation during nuclear transformations.

radwaste — Radioactive waste.

rem — A unit of radiation dose that reflects the ability of different types of radiation to damage human
tissues and the susceptibility of different tissues to the damage.
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risk — The probability of a detrimental effect to life, health, property, and/or the environment from
exposure to a hazard. Risk is often expressed quantitatively as the probability of an adverse event occurring
multiplied by the consequences of that event (i.e., the product of these two factors). However, separate
presentation of probability and consequence is often more informative.

sediment — Soil, sand, and minerals washed from land into water and deposited on the bottom of a water body.
slurry — A watery mixture of materials that will not dissolve.

source term — The amount of a specific pollutant (e.g., chemical, radionuclide) emitted or discharged to a
particular environmental medium (e.g., air, water) from a source or group of sources. It is usually expressed
as a rate (i.e., amount per unit time).

upgradient — Upwards against the direction of flow or slope.

uranium — A radioactive, metallic element with the atomic number 92; one of the heaviest naturally
occurring elements. Uranium has 14 known isotopes. Uranium-235 is commonly used as a fuel for
nuclear fission.

vadose — The zone between the land surface and the water table (saturated zone).

Waste Incidental to Reprocessing — Wastes resulting from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel that are not
highly radioactive and do not need to be disposed of in a geologic repository in order to manage the risk
that they pose.

wetland — An area that is inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in those conditions,
including swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

DOE - U.S. Department of Energy

EIS — Environmental Impact Statement

EPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

LCF - latent cancer fatality

NDA — NRC-licensed Disposal Area

NEPA — National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

NOA - Notice of Availability

NOI - Notice of Intent

NRC - U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NYCRR — New York Code of Rules and Regulations

NYSDEC - New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
NYSERDA — New York State Energy Research and Development Authority
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

ROD - Record of Decision

SDA - State-licensed Disposal Area

SEQR - State Environmental Quality Review Act

U.S.C. — United States Code

WMA — Waste Management Area

WNYNSC - Western New York Nuclear Service Center

WVDP — West Valley Demonstration Project

Conversions
To convert acres to hectares, multiply by 0.4047.

To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.02832.
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Foreword

The View of the New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Decommissioning and/or Long-Term
Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and
Western New York Nuclear Service Center

Introduction

The New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA)
would like to thank you for participating in this very important Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) process. This Draft EIS presents alternatives for the critical
next steps of the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) cleanup, and
assesses the environmental impacts from those alternatives. It is important for
the agencies and the public to be properly informed of potential environmental
impacts associated with these alternatives, and it is just as important for
members of the public to provide their input to the agencies on the alternatives.

Because of the importance of the decisions that will soon be made regarding
the next steps in the cleanup, NYSERDA requested the opportunity to present
our agency’s view on the analyses and results that are included in this Draft EIS.

NYSERDA'’s Role in the West Valley EIS

NYSERDA owns the Western New York Nuclear Service Center on behalf of New
York State, and is a joint lead agency with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
in this EIS process. NYSERDA and DOE are joint lead agencies because both
agencies are planning to make decisions on the future of the West Valley site.
Federal and State regulations require these decisions to be assessed through
an EIS.

In terms of the preparation of the EIS, DOE manages and directs the EIS
contractor (Science Applications International Corporation), and NYSERDA

\Y



provides its input on the EIS content, analyses, and results through consultations
with DOE.

The Preferred Alternative — An Approach to Allow Important Near-
Term Work to Proceed

An interagency working group! was established by DOE in late 2006 to resolve a
number of outstanding technical issues that were identified during agency
reviews of early versions of the Draft EIS. The working group was tasked with
finding ways to come to concurrence on almost 1,700 comments on the EIS,
many of which were related to the long-term analysis of the site. The comments
also included input from an independent Peer Review Group that was
convened by DOE and NYSERDA in early 20062. Although the interagency
working group did not resolve all issues to the satisfaction of all participating
agencies, the group did identify a preferred cleanup alternative that would
allow the near-term removal of several very significant site facilities and areas of
contamination (the Main Plant Process Building, the Low-Level Waste Treatment
System Lagoons, and the source area of the North Plateau groundwater plume).
This alternative also includes deferring, for up to 30 years, decisions for certain
key facilities (e.g., the High-Level Waste [HLW] Tanks® and the NRC-Licensed
Disposal Area) to allow for improvements in the technical basis of the long-term
performance analysis. Under the preferred alternative, the State-Licensed
Disposal Area (SDA) would be managed in place, under regulatory controls, for
up to an additional 30 years.

1 This interagency working group, called the Core Team, is composed of representatives from
DOE, NYSERDA, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and New
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH).

2 This 2006 independent review group, known as the Peer Review Group, documented its
findings in a report presented to NYSERDA and DOE dated April 25, 2006 (PRG, 2006). This report
is available on the internet at
http://www.nyserda.org/publications/westvalleypeerreviewgroup.pdf. Paper copies can be
requested from NYSERDA at END@nyserda.org , or by calling Elaine DeGiglio at (716) 942-9960,
extension 2423.

3 The HLW Tanks are referred to in the EIS as “the Waste Tank Farm.”
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NYSERDA supports the phased decisionmaking alternative because it allows
substantial facilities and contamination to be removed from the site in the near
term. This removal work represents very important progress in the cleanup of the
Western New York Nuclear Service Center and completion of the WVDP. The
alternative also provides the opportunity to improve EIS long-term technical
analyses so the agencies can consider the decision with respect to the
remaining facilities in light of better information. NYSERDA believes that due to
the very large costs associated with removing these facilities and the potential
for significant long-term risk from leaving them in place, the long-term decision
with respect to these facilities must be supported by a thorough and
scientifically defensible long-term analysis. We believe that this scientifically
defensible long-term analysis does not exist today.

Independent Expert Review of the Draft EIS

In the spring of 2008, NYSERDA convened a group of nationally and
internationally recognized scientists to review a Preliminary Draft of the DEIS.
These distinguished scientists, collectively called the Independent Expert Review
Team (IERT), are experts in the disciplines of geology, erosion, groundwater
hydrology, nuclear science and engineering, health physics, risk assessment,
and environmental science and engineering (see the second-to-last section of
this Foreword for a list of the members and their affiliations). The scope of their
review was to assess the technical basis and scientific defensibility of the
analyses presented in the PDEIS. The review was initiated in May 2008, and was
completed in September 20084. The final report was submitted to NYSERDA on
September 23, 2008 (IERT, 2008).

The Independent Expert Review Team identified significant technical issues with
the Preliminary Draft of the DEIS, and the results of the Independent Expert
Review Team'’s review, along with NYSERDA staff’s own review of this Draft EIS,

4 The report from the Independent Expert Review Team is available on the internet at:
http://www.nyserda.org/publications/westvalleyindependentreview.pdf. Paper copies can be
requested at END@nyserda.org, or by calling Elaine DeGiglio at (716) 942-9960, extension 2423.

Vii


http://www.nyserda.org/publications/westvalleyindependentreview.pdf

allowed NYSERDA to develop an overall “view” on the Draft EIS analyses and
results. The NYSERDA “View” is presented below.

NYSERDA'’s View on the Draft EIS Analyses and Results

NYSERDA’s view on the Draft EIS analyses and results is as follows:

1. The Draft EIS Analysis of Soil Erosion Over the Long Term is Not Scientifically
Defensible and Should not be used for Long-term Decisionmaking

The Draft EIS long-term soil erosion analysis, which is intended to show how soil
erosion by streams, creeks, and gullies will impact the site and site facilities
over tens of thousands of years, is not scientifically defensible and should not
be used for long-term decision making.

The Draft EIS presents the results from a computer program (also called a
computer model) that is used to calculate changes to the existing land
surface from soil erosion over tens of thousands of years. The computer
model provides predictions of how the topography of the land would
change, given certain parameter values (e.g., rainfall, soil type, vegetation,
and the slope of the land surface), and timeframes (thousands of years).
These computer-predicted changes in the land surface were then combined
with the conceptual designs for facilities that are proposed to be closed in
place to see how the conceptual designs would be impacted by the
computer-predicted erosion impacts.

We recognize that it is a very difficult technical task to predict the location of
streams, creeks, gullies, slumps and landslides, tens of thousands of years into
the future, and to determine how the deepening and development of these
creeks, gullies, landslides and other features might impact facilities and waste
that remain at the site. We also recognize that DOE has expended
considerable time and resources in attempting to develop a defensible
erosion model that could be used to make these predictions. Unfortunately,
we do not believe that these efforts have been successful at producing a
scientifically defensible prediction of erosion or erosion impacts to facilities
that may be closed in place for thousands of years.

As an example of our concerns with the erosion modeling presented in this
Draft EIS, the computer model result shows that the only places where any
serious erosion would be expected would be in the vicinity of the Low Level
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Waste Treatment Facility Lagoons, the SDA and the NDA. While this result
suggests that most of the facilities and contamination remaining on the North
Plateau would not be disturbed by erosion, real world observations of the
North Plateau suggest otherwise. In contrast to the computer-generated
result, the real North Plateau has very large, deeply incised gullies that are
actively downcutting and widening in the North Plateau’s unconsolidated
sand, gravel, and clay soils. New gullies are forming along the North Plateau
perimeter. In addition to gully growth and formation, significant slump
features are evident on the slopes of Frank’s Creek and Quarry Creek,
showing the instability of the creek banks and the plateau edge. The
modeling results appear to be inconsistent with observations of the real
world, and there is no information presented in the Draft EIS that provides
confidence that the computer modeling results are meaningful and reliable.

The Independent Expert Review Team provided the following observations in
regard to the erosion modeling:

“DOE and its cooperators [contractors] present the simulation results of
various models used to predict current and future erosion at the West
Valley Site, specifically rill and sheet erosion, gully erosion, and landscape
evolution. While efforts have been made to model these various surface-
erosion components, the predictions from these models cannot be
accepted or ratified at this time. This opinion is based on the following
four assessment criteria: First, there remains a serious disconnect between
model parameterization and the hydrologic and geomorphic
characteristics of the site, which has resulted in dubious, highly
guestionable, and physically unjustifiable assumptions in the treatment
and assignment of model variables. Second, no verification or validation
of any models was presented in the context of comparing model output
to actual field data®. Third, many of the model components, especially
with regard to gully erosion and landscape evolution, are unjustifiable and
unsupported by current scientific evidence. Fourth, no rigorous

5 No demonstration has been made that the model output for surface runoff or infiltration, soil
erosion, water flow, sediment transport, or stream channel widths at the West Valley Site, as
predicted by SIBERIA or CHILD, have been verified or validated on the basis of actual field data.
Field data can be obtained through measurements of stream channel cross-sections, collection
of grab samples (to determine sediment loads), watershed characterization, measurements of
stream flow velocities using a gauging weir, etc. Even though computer models can be
physically-based, the models may report erroneous or aberrant results, the nature of which
remains undetected, ignored, or overlooked because of this lack of field data verification.



uncertainty analysis in any model predictions was provided. The
uncertainty bounds in model predictions for the gully erosion and
landscape evolution are expected to be very large (orders of magnitude)
considering the conceptualization, construction, parameterization,
discretization, application, and interpretation of the models employed.

Most importantly, any predictions made using any gully erosion or
landscape evolution model with regard to future releases of radionuclides
due to the surface erosion of the West Valley Site as presented herein are
scientifically indefensible. It was the opinion of the 2006 Peer Review
Group that the science behind landscape evolution models is not mature
enough to justify relying on these models to provide long-term predictions
of erosional processes, and that the associated uncertainty bounds of
these predictions should be quantified. The current Independent Expert
Review Team (IERT), based on the revisions presented, recapitulates this
previous opinion. “

Based on the Independent Expert Review Team review of the erosion
modeling work, and based on NYSERDA staff’'s review of the Draft EIS,
NYSERDA believes that the erosion modeling results presented in the Draft EIS
should not be used for long-term decision making. Accordingly, predictions
of radiation doses to the public and all other site impacts that were
calculated using the erosion computer models presented in this Draft EIS
should not be used to support long-term decisionmaking for the West Valley
site cleanup. Until both lead agencies and the scientific community
conclude that a defensible erosion analysis for the site is achievable and has
been prepared, decisions will need to focus on actions that are not
dependent on having scientifically defensible estimates of erosion impacts
over thousands of years.

. The Draft EIS Analysis of Contaminant Transport by Groundwater Needs

Improvement

The analysis of the potential for transport of contaminants by groundwater, as
presented in Appendix E and Appendix G of the Draft EIS, needs
improvement.

The groundwater transport analyses are presented in the Draft EIS in two
appendices. Appendix E presents a description of three-dimensional
groundwater flow and contaminant transport models that were used to
estimate the flow of groundwater through the soils and bedrock beneath the

site and to assess the release and transport of contaminants by groundwater
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from any facilities and contamination that might be closed in place.
Appendix G describes simpler, one-dimensional groundwater flow and
contaminant transport models that were used in the calculations of impacts
to the public that are presented in other sections in the DEIS.

While the approach to groundwater flow and contaminant transport
described in Appendix E is sound, there are a number of areas where these
three-dimensional models could be improved (a detailed discussion of
suggested improvements to the three-dimensional groundwater models is
presented in the Independent Expert Review Team [2008] report). NYSERDA
recognizes the significant effort that was employed by DOE and its
consultants to develop and run a three-dimensional flow and transport
model for this site, and we note that this work represents a significant
improvement over earlier groundwater modeling efforts that were
conducted as part of preparing the Draft EIS. Itis unclear, however, why the
improved, three-dimensional models described in Appendix E were not
actually used in the radiation dose and impact calculations. Simplified, one-
dimensional flow and transport models (described in Appendix G) were used
instead. In regard to this issue, the Independent Expert Review Team stated
that they could identify no clear rationale for replacing the improved, three-
dimensional models with one-dimensional models for the purpose of
conducting the long-term dose calculations.

As was the case with the erosion modeling, the manner in which the Draft EIS
identifies, analyzes, and presents uncertainty in the groundwater transport
calculations is not adequate. The Draft EIS uses a deterministic approach
(which means that single values are used for model inputs and model
parameters), and asserts that these values are conservatives. NYSERDA
shares the belief of the Independent Expert Review Team that additional
documentation is needed to substantiate the assertion that the deterministic
treatment of groundwater flow and transport is truly conservative. According
to the Independent Expert Review Team, the sensitivity analyses presented
are a very small subset of the potentially important analyses, and do not
provide a comprehensive evaluation of uncertainty in groundwater flow and
transport.

6 “Conservative” means that the values chosen would not likely lead to an underestimate of
impacts.
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Based on the Independent Expert Review Team’s review of the groundwater
modeling work, and on NYSERDA staff’s review of the same information,
NYSERDA opposes using the groundwater modeling results presented in the
Draft EIS for long-term decision making. Accordingly, predictions of radiation
doses to the public and all other site impacts that were calculated using the
groundwater modeling approach presented in the Draft EIS should not be
used to support long-term decisionmaking for the West Valley site cleanup.

. The Draft EIS Assumptions used for the Performance of Engineered Barriers

have not been Substantiated and may be Overly Optimistic

The assumptions used in the Draft EIS analysis to predict the performance of
engineered features such as caps, slurry walls, reducing grout, and other
engineered materials intended to keep contamination physically and
chemically bound in place for tens of thousands of years, have not been
substantiated and may be overly optimistic. Additional analysis and
verification is required for the performance of engineered barriers that are
used in the Draft EIS site closure alternatives.

In the Draft EIS analysis, the physical properties of engineered barriers are
assigned a level of performance that is said to represent a degraded
condition to account for barrier subsidence, cracking, and clogging. The
engineered batrriers are then assumed to perform at that level, without further
reduction in performance, for the duration of the analysis (100,000 years). An
important factor for the physical performance of engineered barriers in the
Draft EIS is the assumption that the barriers used to protect North Plateau
facilities will not be physically disturbed by natural processes, like erosion.
Given the presence of significant erosion features (gullies and slumps) that
are actively changing and impacting the North Plateau today, this
assumption seems implausible, and if this assumption is going to be used in
the Draft EIS, it must be supported by convincing evidence. Our review of
Appendix H shows that this assumption is based solely on the results of the
Draft EIS erosion modeling, and as we stated above, we believe that this
modeling is not scientifically defensible. Consequently, the assumption used
in the Draft EIS that the engineered barriers would be physically stable for
100,000 years on the North Plateau is not adequately supported.

The chemical properties of engineered barriers (which are intended to
chemically bind contaminants and prevent their migration) are also said to
be assigned degraded values, and are then assumed to remain at that level
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for the 100,000 year analysis period without further reduction in performance.
The assumption that chemical properties of man-made engineered batrriers
will remain constant over tens of thousands of years is implausible. Even
though a “natural” material may be stable and retain certain properties in
one geologic and hydrologic setting, that same natural material may not be
stable or retain those same chemical properties indefinitely in another setting,
particularly when combined with other natural and man-made materials,
and over timeframes as long as 100,000 years. If the Draft EIS is going to use
this assumption, the Draft EIS must also provide adequate references to
properly support and defend this assumption.

The Independent Expert Review Team found the information on engineered
barriers to be poorly supported. The team said that the details of the barrier
design were not clearly identified, and they found it difficult to understand
several aspects of how the engineered barriers would be constructed. The
IERT also identified several specific concerns, including the lack of support for
the assumption that North Plateau barriers would not be impacted by
erosion, a lack of support for the parameter values used for chemical
retention of contaminants and for the permeability of shallow soils under
slurry walls, and a lack of a consideration of the performance history of
erosion control structures in southwestern New York.

The sensitivity analysis information presented in Appendix H in the Draft EIS
shows that the assumptions used for engineered barriers in the long-term
performance calculations, even in the “degraded” state, are critical to the
outcome of performance for facilities that are closed in place. As such, it is
very important that the Draft EIS provide clear support for all assumptions
used for engineered barriers, and provide additional information on the
impacts from complete and partial barrier failure and on the importance of
engineered batrriers in each alternative’s ability to meet the decommissioning
criteria’.

Based on the Independent Expert Review Team’s review of the engineered
barrier assumptions, and based on NYSERDA staff’s review of the Draft EIS,
NYSERDA has concluded that the assumptions used for engineered barriers in
this Draft EIS are not adequately supported and may lead to underestimates

7 Under the WVDP Act, the U.S. Congress required the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
prescribe decommissioning criteria for the WVDP. Those criteria were issued by NRC in a “Policy
Statement” that was published in the Federal Register on February 1, 2002.
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of dose and other impacts. Accordingly, predictions of long-term radiation
doses to the public and all other site impacts that were calculated based on
the engineered barrier assumptions presented in this Draft EIS should not be
used to support long-term decisionmaking for the West Valley cleanup.

. The Uncertainties in the Draft EIS Long-Term Performance Analyses are not
Adeguately Presented or Discussed

The Draft EIS does not address uncertainty in a manner that provides
decisionmakers with information on the critical contributors to uncertainty, or
the importance of uncertainty in site cleanup decisions.

All long-term analyses in the Draft EIS are deterministic, which means that
they use single models and single values for model input parameters. The
Independent Expert Review Team noted that the multiple sources of
uncertainty inherent in this analysis are largely unacknowledged, and there is
no systematic discussion of how uncertainty has been characterized.
Impacts of uncertainties on decisionmaking are supposed to be accounted
for by conservative choices in scenario selection and modeling and by
limited deterministic sensitivity analyses. In practice, however, the Draft EIS
does not demonstrate that the deterministic analysis is either conservative, or
that it has appropriately incorporated or bounded uncertainty.

The Independent Expert Review Team concluded that some potentially
significant uncertainties have not been evaluated. In addition, assertions
that other uncertainties have been conservatively bounded are not justified.
Transparency of the long-term analysis is poor, and it is not possible to
independently replicate the analyses or to otherwise understand how the
results were derived. Given these observations, the Independent Expert
Review Team stated that the quantitative results of the long-term analysis
presented should not be used to support decisionmaking associated with the
Draft EIS.

Based on the Independent Expert Review Team'’s review of the treatment of
uncertainty, and based on NYSERDA staff’s review of the Draft EIS, NYSERDA
has concluded that the approach used to identify, analyze, and present
uncertainty in the Draft EIS is not adequate. The sensitivity analyses in
Appendix H show that varying the values of certain important parameters
could make the difference between whether an alternative meets the
decommissioning criteria or fails to meet the criteria. Consequently, a more
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comprehensive and transparent analysis and presentation of uncertainty is
needed to support long-term decisionmaking for the West Valley site
cleanup.

. The Connection between the Draft EIS Analyses and the Applicable
Requlatory Framework Must be Strengthened

The long-term analysis for the site, as described in Appendix D of the Dratft EIS,
should be closely structured and clearly tied to the NRC’s License Termination
Rule (LTR). The LTR is the applicable regulatory framework for
decommissioning the WVDP and for the termination of the 10 CFR 50 License.

The Draft EIS identifies several regulations that were used to develop the
framework for the long-term performance assessment analysis. One of these
regulations is the License Termination Rule, which is the applicable regulatory
framework for the West Valley Demonstration Project cleanup. Another
regulation that was relied upon extensively in the development of the Draft
EIS analytical approach is 10 CFR 61, the NRC’s Low Level Waste disposal
regulations. We are concerned that using portions of the Part 61 guidance,
absent other critical parts of the Part 61 regulations (such as the facility siting
requirements), may result in a nonconservative performance assessment.

10 CFR 61 requires a disposal site to be located in a geologic setting that is
essentially stable, or alternatively, in an area where active features, events,
and processes (such as erosion) will not significantly affect the ability of the
site and design to meet the Part 61 performance objectives. The Part 61
performance assessment guidance is intended to be applied to a facility
that is sited in accordance with the site suitability requirements. In such a
setting, an engineered cap might not be substantially disturbed by natural
processes, and it may be reasonable to assume that the cap would provide
adequate protection to an intruder for the needed period of time. At the
West Valley site, however, the facilities were not sited in accordance with the
Part 61 site suitability requirements, and as such, the Draft EIS analysis should
not take credit for site stability and the passive functioning of engineered
barriers in perpetuity unless this assumption can be justified.

Although DOE has a standard approach for preparing National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents, the LTR (and its implementing
guidance, NUREG-1757), are directly applicable to the West Valley
Demonstration Project decommissioning activities and alternatives, and the
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LTR requirements and guidance should form the framework for the Draft EIS
analysis. The NRC's West Valley Policy Statement prescribes the LTR as the
decommissioning criteria for the WVDP, and says:

"The environmental impacts from the application of the criteria will
need to be evaluated for the various alternative approaches
being considered in the process before NRC decides whether to
accept the preferred alternative for meeting the criteria of the LTR.
NRC intends to rely on the DOE/NYSERDA EIS for this purpose.”

While DOE has stated that the Decommissioning Plan, not the EIS, is the
proper document to conduct the LTR compliance analysis, it does not seem
logical to prepare an EIS to assess the impacts from decommissioning actions
that must meet the requirements of the NRC’s LTR, and use regulations and
guidance that are not part of the LTR regulatory framework to structure the
analyses. As such, NYSERDA believes that the Draft EIS analyses should be
reframed to reflect the requirements of the NRC’s analytical requirements for
decommissioning. The Part 61 guidance should not be used as part of the
analytical framework for the Draft EIS unless there is a specific reason under
the requirements of the LTR or WVDP Act to do so.

. The Draft EIS Approach for Exhumation may be Overly Conservative

The approach described in the Draft EIS and its supporting documents for
exhumation of the SDA, the NDA and the Waste Tank Farm appears to be
overly conservative, and based on extreme conditions, rather than on
conditions that are more likely to be encountered during exhumation. As a
result, there is significant uncertainty in the cost estimates in the Draft EIS for
the exhumation of the Waste Tank Farm and the disposal areas.

The SDA and NDA exhumation processes are conducted using very large,
hard-walled concrete secondary containment structures. Primary
containment structures are located within the larger secondary containment
structures. While this may be an effective approach to provide containment,
it may also be much more containment than what is needed to safely
exhume some or all of the wastes. Further, the Draft EIS assumes that 100% of
the waste resulting from demolition of these massive containment structures
must be disposed of as radioactive waste. We believe this assumption to be
unnecessarily conservative.
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An alternative approach to the use of hard-walled containment structures
would be the use of Sprung Structures™, which consist of UV-resistant fabric
and PVC membrane over an aluminum support system. Sprung Structures™
have lasted 15-20 years through harsh winters, and they can be fitted with
the ventilation and air filtering systems that would be needed to contain
contamination within the structure. Similar structures were used at the WVDP
in the 1980s during the excavation of the solvent tanks from the NDA.

In regard to the disposal costs for exhumed waste, it is projected that
approximately 150,000 cubic feet of waste exhumed from the SDA and NDA
will be classified as “Greater than Class C” (GTCC). This type of waste
currently has no disposal path. Although this waste is not high-level waste,
the Draft EIS assumes, for costing purposes, that this waste would be disposed
of at Yucca Mountain, and assigns a disposal cost of $20,000 per cubic foot
for this waste. Consequently, the total cost for disposing of this 150,000 cubic
feet of exhumed GTCC waste is $3 billion, which represents about 40% of the
total exhumation cost for the two disposal facilities. While we recognize that
the Draft EIS had to assume some disposal cost for this waste, the approach
selected appears to be the most expensive possible option.

In July of 2007, DOE issued a Notice of Intent for an EIS that will examine
options for the disposal of GTCC waste. In this Notice of Intent, Yucca
Mountain was identified as only one of several possible options for this waste.
Another option being considered for this waste is disposal at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). If the West Valley GTCC waste was assumed to be
disposed of at $2,300 per cubic foot8, the disposal cost for the West Valley
GTCC waste would be lowered by almost a factor of ten. We also note that
the GTCC Notice of Intent identified disposal options that could be even less
expensive than WIPP.

For the Waste Tank Farm, the Independent Expert Review Team concluded
that the cost of exhuming the Waste Tank Farm, using the exhumation
approach presented in the Draft EIS, is probably underestimated. They also
state, however, that by using alternative exhumation approaches for the
tanks, cost savings could be realized, and the exhumation cost for the Waste
Tank Farm could actually be lower than the estimate presented in the Draft
EIS.

8 $2,300 is the “derived” cost for the disposal of WVDP waste at WIPP, as presented in the
Facilities Description and Methodologies Technical Report, WSMS-WV-08-0001.
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Based on the Independent Expert Review Team’s review of the exhumation
approach, and based on NYSERDA staff’s review of the Draft EIS, we believe
that the exhumation approaches in the Draft EIS could be successful, but
they don’t use current industry practices and innovations, and don’t attempt
to minimize waste volumes. Furthermore, there is significant uncertainty in the
costs used in the Draft EIS for disposing of exhumed waste from the SDA and
NDA.

NYSERDA believes that the approach identified in the Draft EIS for exhuming
the disposal areas and Waste Tank Farm should be reassessed to determine
whether less conservative, but still protective, methods of exhumation could
be identified that would significantly reduce the cost of exhumation. Disposal
costs should also be reevaluated, and where great uncertainty exists, ranges
of costs, rather than just the upper end, should be provided in the Draft EIS to
better inform and support decisionmaking.

. Nonradiological Fatalities from Waste Transportation Rail Accidents Appear to
be Over- Estimated

In evaluating impacts from transportation, the predicted rail transportation
fatalities in the Draft EIS are too high and are not supported by current
transportation accident data.

In its evaluation of nonradiological risk from rail transportation, the EIS uses
“railcar-kilometers” to assess the number of expected traffic accident
fatalities. The main purpose for using this approach is that published data
exists for State-specific accident rates, and the predicted number of
accidents can be estimated using the cumulative shipment distance and the
accident rate per mile.

In calculating impacts from rail shipping, the Draft EIS makes the assumption
that there will be only one waste-carrying railcar per train. In other words,
even though the average train can carry 68 railcars (Saricks and Tompkins,
1999), the Draft EIS assumes that each and every railcar is an individual
shipment. A better measure for impacts from rail transportation would be
“train-kilometers” which would assume that a single shipment is made up of
multiple railcars. The accident risk would then be assigned to the entire train,
rather than each individual railcar on the train.

In regard to this issue, the Independent Review Team offered the following
observation:
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“The railcar-kilometer metric implies that one or a few waste laden railcars
are part of a larger variable construct train. (See Saricks and Tompkins,
1999 cited in Appendix J of the 2008 DEIS for a discussion of variable-
construct versus dedicated trains.) If these waste-laden railcars are a
small part of a much larger train (Saricks and Tompkins estimate 68 cars in
an average train), then the non-radiological risk is already inherently
included in the train that would run whether the few additional waste-
laden railcars were present or not. This is another difference between
variable-construct train and truck risks — the truck would not travel if not for
the waste cargo; the same is not true for variable-construct trains. One
could argue that the incremental non-radiological rail transportation risk
due to an additional waste-laden railcar is negligible.”

The Draft EIS shows that the expected number of shipments by truck will be
twice the number of shipments by rail; yet the expected fatalities from ralil
transportation are predicted to be four times higher. The EIS is predicting 30
fatalities as a result of rail transportation under the Nevada Test Site option or
29 fatalities from rail transportation under the commercial landfill disposal
option for the Sitewide Removal Alternative. These values appear excessive,
and the conclusion that rail shipping is considerably more dangerous than
highway truck transportation is not supported by government-published
accident rates®.

Considering the issues identified above, NYSERDA has concluded that the
nonradiological transportation risk estimates presented in the EIS
overestimate the risk from rail transportation. We believe that the predicted
number of fatalities from traffic accidents identified under the two removal
alternatives (Sitewide Total Removal and Phased Decisionmaking) will be
substantially decreased once the analysis of rail transportation is corrected.

8. The Existing Long-Term Performance Assessment is nhot Adequate to Support
the In-Place Closure of the Waste Tank Farm or any Other Facilities

The Draft EIS includes an analysis that attempts to quantify and present the
impacts from the in-place closure of all major facilities on the site. Much of
the discussion in this “View” presents NYSERDA’s concerns with that long-term,
in-place closure analysis. As discussed above, NYSERDA believes that the
Draft EIS long-term performance assessment for the in-place closure

9 Accident Rate Information is from the U.S. Department of Transportation Motor Carrier
Management Information System.
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alternative is seriously flawed and scientifically indefensible. As such, the
Draft EIS long-term performance assessment should not be used to support a
decision to close the Waste Tank Farm, or any other facilities, in place.

Although DOE has publicly stated that decisions on certain facilities, such as
the Waste Tank Farm, would be deferred and would not be made as part of
a Phase 1 decommissioning decision, DOE has not clearly outlined a path for
how, and when, the Phase 2 decisions would be made. If DOE were to
decide to move forward with a decision to close the Waste Tank Farm in
place, NYSERDA would expect DOE to prepare, and make available for
public and agency comment, an EIS with a revised and scientifically
defensible long-term performance assessment that would fully analyze,
identify, and disclose, the impacts from the in-place closure of the Waste
Tank Farm.

NYSERDA’s Quantitative Risk Assessment for the State-Licensed
Disposal Area

NYSERDA’s preferred alternative for the SDA is to manage the facility in place for
up to 30 more years. As such, NYSERDA is required under the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR) to identify and mitigate potential
environmental impacts from that action. Through early discussions with DOE
regarding the content of the EIS, it was determined that the EIS would not
include a quantitative analysis of impacts from the in-place management of the
SDA for 30 years under the Draft EIS preferred alternative. To meet its
requirements under SEQR, NYSERDA tasked Dr. B. John Garrick to provide the
analysis needed to assess NYSERDA’s preferred alternative for the SDA.
Dr. Garrick, who is the current Chairperson of the U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical
Review Board, and a former President of the Society for Risk Analysis,
recommended that the SDA short-term analysis should consist of a quantitative
risk assessment (QRA).

The Quantitative Risk Assessment for the State Licensed Disposal Area (QRA
2008) evaluates the risk from continued operation of the SDA for the next 30
years with its current physical and administrative controls. The scope of this risk
assessment is limited to quantification of the radiation dose received by a
member of the public, represented by two potential receptors - a permanent

resident farmer located near the confluence of Buttermilk Creek and
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Cattaraugus Creek, and a transient recreational hiker / hunter who traverses
areas along Buttermilk Creek and the lower reaches of Frank's Creek.

The study evaluates potential releases of liquid, solid, and gaseous radioactive
materials from the 14 waste disposal trenches at the SDA site. It examines a
broad spectrum of potential natural and human-caused conditions that may
directly cause or contribute to these releases.

The QRA includes detailed models for the mobilization, transport, distribution,
dilution, and deposition of released radioactive materials throughout the
environment surrounding the SDA site, including the integrated watershed
formed by Erdman Brook, Frank's Creek, and Buttermilk Creek.

Appendix P of this Draft EIS contains a summary of the QRA for the SDA, and the
supporting models, data, and analyses for the QRA are available as a separate
document from NYSERDAI0,

The Composition of the Independent Expert Review Team

The New York State Research and Development Authority selected a
distinguished group of nationally and internationally recognized scientists and
engineers to conduct an independent review of the Draft EIS for the West Valley
Demonstration Project and the Western New York Nuclear Service Center. The
basis of their selection was to select individuals who have distinguished
themselves in the disciplines believed important to the scope of the review. The
disciplines included on the IERT are geology, erosion, groundwater hydrology,
nuclear science and engineering, health physics, risk assessment, and
environmental science and engineering.

Dr. B. John Garrick, Chairman, U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board and
an independent consultant in the nuclear and risk sciences was named as the
inital member and chairman of the Independent Expert Review Team.
Dr. Garrick assisted NYSERDA in selecting the review team, and he had the

10 The complete QRA report is available on the internet at
http://www.nyserda.org/publications/sdaquantitativeriskassessment.pdf. Paper copies can be
requested from NYSERDA at END@nyserda.org, or by calling Elaine DeGiglio at (716) 942-9960,
extension 2423.
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responsibility for integrating the reviews and leading the preparation of the
team’s report. The full membership and their affiliations are listed below.

James T. Bell, Ph.D., Retired, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge,
Tennessee

Sean J. Bennett, Ph.D., Professor, State University of New York at Buffalo. Buffalo,
New York

Robert H. Fakundiny, Ph.D., New York State Geologist Emeritus, Rensselaer, New
York

B. John Gaurrick, PhD., Chairman, U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board,
Laguna Beach, California

Shlomo P. Neuman, Ph.D., Regents’ Professor, University of Arizona, Tucson,
Arizona

Frank L. Parker, Ph.D., Distinguished Professor, Vanderbilt University, Nashville,
Tennessee

Michael T. Ryan, Ph.D., Principal, Michael T. Ryan Associates, Lexington, South
Carolina

Peter N. Swift, Ph.D., Yucca Mountain Lead Laboratory Chief Scientist, Sandia
National Laboratory, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Chris G. Whipple, Ph.D., Principal, ENVIRON International Corporation, Emeryville,
California

Michael P. Wilson, Ph.D., Professor, State University of New York at Fredonia,
Fredonia, New York
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Density
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Absolute
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Relative
Degrees C 1.8 Degrees F Degrees F 0.55556 Degrees C
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Volume
Liters 0.26418 Gallons Gallons 3.78533 Liters
Liters 0.035316 Cubic feet Cubic feet 28.316 Liters
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Grams 0.035274 Ounces Ounces 28.35 Grams
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Metric tons 1.1023 Tons (short) Tons (short) 0.90718 Metric tons
ENGLISH TO ENGLISH
Acre-feet 325,850.7 Gallons Gallons 0.000003046 Acre-feet
Acres 43,560 Square feet Square feet 0.000022957 Acres
Square miles 640 Acres Acres 0.0015625 Square miles
a. This conversion is only valid for concentrations of contaminants (or other materials) in water.
METRIC PREFIXES
Prefix Symbol Multiplication factor
exa- E 1,000,000,000,000,000,000 = 10'
peta- P 1,000,000,000,000,000 = 10
tera- T 1,000,000,000,000 = 10%
giga- G 1,000,000,000 = 10°
mega- M 1,000,000 = 10°
kilo- k 1,000 = 10°
deca- D 10 = 10
deci- d 0.1 = 10"
centi- c 0.01 = 10?
milli- m 0.001 = 103
micro- n 0.000 001 = 10°
nano- n 0.000 000 001 = 10°
pico- p 0.000 000 000 001 = 10
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR
AGENCY ACTION

Chapter 1 of this environmental impact statement (EIS) gives an overview of the activities at the Western
New York Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC) and a brief history of events leading to the development of
the document. Itincludes the purpose and need for agency action, the scope of the EIS and decisions to
be made, the relationship of this EIS to other National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation,
and the scoping process used to obtain public input on the issues addressed in this EIS. The chapter
concludes with a discussion of the organization of the document.

1.1  Overview

WNYNSC is a 1,352-hectare (3,340-acre) site located 48 kilometers (30 miles) south of Buffalo, New York,
and owned by New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). In 1982, under
terms of the Cooperative Agreement between the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and NYSERDA, DOE
assumed control, but not ownership, of the 66.4-hectare (164-acre) Project Premises portion of the site in order
to conduct the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP), as required by the 1980 WVDP Act (DOE and
NYSERDA 1981). In 1990, DOE and NYSERDA entered into an agreement to prepare a joint EIS that
addressed both WVDP completion and closure of the WNYNSC. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Completion of the West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term Management of
Facilities at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center (also called the Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS)
(DOE 19964a) was issued for public comment in 1996, but a Preferred Alternative was not identified, and a
Final EIS was not prepared.

In March 2003, DOE and NYSERDA issued Notices in the Federal Register and the New York State
Environmental Notice Bulletin, respectively, of their intent to prepare this Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and
Western New York Nuclear Service Center (Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS). This
Draft EIS revises the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS and analyzes site-wide alternatives for management
or decommissioning of facilities and property at WNYNSC. DOE and NYSERDA are joint lead agencies for
the preparation of this EIS; and NRC, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) are cooperating agencies. New York State
Department of Health (NYSDOH) and NYSDEC are involved agencies as provided for by the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR).

WNYNSC was established in 1961 as the site of a nuclear center that consists of commercial spent nuclear fuel
reprocessing and waste disposal facilities. Nuclear Fuel Services, a private company, built and operated the
fuel reprocessing plant and the burial grounds, processing 640 metric tons (705 tons) of spent fuel at West
Valley from 1966 to 1972 under an Atomic Energy Commission license. These spent fuel reprocessing
operations resulted in the generation of 2,498,000 liters (660,000 gallons) of high-level radioactive waste
which was stored in two underground storage tanks. In 1976, Nuclear Fuel Services withdrew from the
reprocessing business and returned control of the facilities to the site owner, NYSERDA. However, Nuclear
Fuel Services remained on site until 1981 to continue plant cleanup activities. The reprocessing operations and
subsequent plant cleanup generated approximately 5,380 cubic meters (190,000 cubic feet) of radioactive
waste that was buried in a 2.83-hectare (7-acre) burial area termed the NRC-licensed disposal area (NDA).
WVDP disposed of an additional 5,663 cubic meters (200,000 cubic feet) of radioactive waste between 1982
and 1986 in the NDA. Radioactive waste was accepted for burial at a second burial area adjacent to the NDA,
the 6.1-hectare (15-acre) State-licensed disposal area (SDA), from 1963 until 1975. The SDA received waste
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from offsite locations, as well as waste generated at WNYNSC by nuclear fuel reprocessing operations. The
total volume of radioactive waste disposed of in the SDA is estimated to be approximately 68,000 cubic meters
(2.4 million cubic feet).

In 1976, when Nuclear Fuel Services exercised its contractual right to leave the site and transfer ownership and
responsibility for the waste and facility to the State of New York, the State initiated discussions with the
U.S. Government concerning management of the waste and facilities.

In 1980, Congress passed the WVDP Act, which directed DOE to take the lead role in solidifying the liquid
high-level radioactive waste remaining in underground tanks and decontaminating and decommissioning the
facilities at the West Valley Site used in solidifying the waste. In particular, the Act called for DOE to:

1. Solidify, in a form suitable for transportation and disposal, the high-level radioactive waste at
WNYNSC.

2. Develop containers suitable for the permanent disposal of the high-level radioactive waste solidified at
WNYNSC.

3. Transport in accordance with applicable provisions of law, as soon as feasible, the waste solidified at
WNYNSC to an appropriate Federal repository for permanent disposal.

4. Dispose of low-level radioactive waste and transuranic waste produced by the solidification of the high-
level radioactive waste under the project in accordance with applicable licensing requirements.

5. Decontaminate and decommission the tanks and other facilities in which the solidified high-level
radioactive waste was stored, the facilities used in the solidification of the waste, and any material and
hardware used in connection with the project in accordance with such requirements as NRC may
prescribe.

To take these actions, NYSERDA granted DOE exclusive use and possession of the Project Premises and
project facilities solely for the purpose of carrying out the project. The Project Premises consists of the
developed areas on WNYNSC, with the exception of the SDA.

DOE has made substantial progress on completing its WVDP Act requirements. By August 2002, DOE had
completed requirements 1 and 2 above by solidifying the high-level radioactive waste and placing it in
275 canisters suitable for permanent disposal. Because a Federal repository is not available, the 275 canisters
are stored in a heavily shielded cell in the former reprocessing plant, pending repository availability.
Completion of WVDP involves completion of requirements 3 through 5 listed above.

While DOE has been discharging its responsibilities under the WVDP Act, NYSERDA has continued to
monitor and maintain the SDA and the balance of the retained premises (that portion of WNYNSC not
provided to DOE for conduct of WVDP). NRC has continued to fulfill its WVDP Act responsibilities through
informal review and consultation with DOE and by conducting monitoring activities.

While most site activities have focused on the management of radioactive waste and contamination, there are
also hazardous chemicals and hazardous wastes on site that are being managed consistent with EPA and
New York State regulations, including those issued to implement the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), Subtitle C — Hazardous Waste Management Program. These regulations are referred to herein as
either “RCRA regulations” when referring to EPA’s regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Parts 260-279) or “Part 373/RCRA regulations” when referring to New York State’s regulations (6 New York
Codes of Rules and Regulations [NYCRR] 370-374 and 376).
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RCRA Background

In 1984, DOE notified EPA of hazardous waste activities at WVDP and identified WVDP as a generator of
hazardous waste. This preceded the 1987 DOE interpretive rule that clarified that the nonradioactive
chemically hazardous component of mixed low-level radioactive waste (waste containing both radiological and
RCRA hazardous components) would be subject to regulation under RCRA. In June 1990, New York State
regulations governing mixed low-level radioactive waste became effective and a RCRA Part A Permit
Application for WVDP was filed with NYSDEC for the storage and treatment of hazardous waste and mixed
low-level radioactive waste generated on site. Similarly, in 1990, NYSERDA submitted a RCRA Part A
Permit Application to NYSDEC to store and treat hazardous and mixed low-level radioactive waste at the SDA
on its portion of WNYNSC.

In March 1992, DOE and NYSERDA entered into a RCRA 3008(h) Administrative Order on Consent with
NYSDEC and EPA. The Consent Order required DOE and NYSERDA to conduct RCRA Facility
Investigations (RFIs) for solid waste management units (SWMUSs) to determine if there had been a release or if
there was a potential for release of RCRA-regulated constituents. The final RFI reports were submitted in
1997, completing the investigation activities required by the Consent Order. NYSDEC and EPA approved the
RFI reports for SWMUs located within the WVDP premises; no corrective actions were required other than
continued groundwater monitoring as proposed in the RFI reports. Also, NYSERDA proposed and
implemented additional infiltration control measures for the SDA, which were performed as an interim
measure under the Consent Order. The SDA RFI also proposed the continued operation and maintenance of
installed interim corrective measures. In response to a January 2004 NYSDEC request, a report entitled West
Valley Demonstration Project Solid Waste Management Unit Assessment and Current Conditions Report was
submitted to NYSDEC. This report summarized the historic activities at individual SWMUs and provided
current environmental monitoring data and information on site activities performed since the completion of the
RFI reports. Asaresult of its review, NYSDEC determined that corrective measures studies (CMSs) pursuant
to the Consent Order were required for six WVDP SWMUs. NYSERDA is preparing a CMS for the SDA.

In August 1996, to comply with the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, DOE entered into a second
Administrative Consent Order with NYSDEC to prepare a Site Treatment Plan for treating mixed low-level
radioactive waste inventories to meet land disposal restrictions and to update the plan annually to account for
development of treatment technologies, capacities, and changes in mixed low-level radioactive waste
inventories. The initial plan was submitted in 1997, and updates have been submitted each year.

WVDP RCRA Part A Permit Application is revised as changes to the site’s interim status waste management
operations occur. An update to the WVDP RCRA Part A Permit Application was submitted to NYSDEC in
March 2001. In November 2001, NYSDEC responded that the RCRA Part A Permit Application
modifications met the requirements for changes to interim status treatment and storage operations at WV DP.
In February 2008, the WVDP RCRA Part A Permit Application was further revised and submitted to
NYSDEC.

In July 2003, NYSDEC made an official request for the submittal of a Part 373/RCRA Permit Application for
WVDP. A Part 373/RCRA Permit Application was transmitted to NYSDEC in December 2004. In
February 2005, NYSDEC indicated that they were going to begin their technical review. However,
NYSDEC'’s review of the 2005 Preliminary Draft EIS and the ongoing work at WNYNSC has taken
precedence. A revised Part 373/RCRA Permit Application will need to be submitted to update the facility
information and changes.

Developing a proposed method for completing WVDP and managing the decommissioning and/or long-term
stewardship of WNYNSC requires consideration of both radioactive and nonradioactive hazardous materials
and constituents and the regulations that govern them. DOE and NYSERDA are integrating these
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considerations in their decisionmaking process as applicable and are coordinating their efforts with the relevant
regulatory authorities: NRC, EPA, and NYSDEC.

1.2  History of the Development of the Environmental Impact Statement

In a 1987 Stipulation of Compromise settling a lawsuit filed by local citizens, DOE agreed that by the end of
calendar year 1988, it would begin a closure EIS to evaluate disposal of Class A and Class B/C waste
generated by DOE activities at WVDP and to evaluate erosion impacts. On December 30, 1988, DOE
published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register to prepare an EIS for completion of WVDP.
A similar notice was published by NYSERDA in the State Environmental Notice Bulletin on January 11, 1989.
After publication of these notices, public comments on the scope and content of the EIS were received in
letters and during public scoping meetings. Additional characterization information to support preparation of
the Draft EIS was collected and a Draft EIS was prepared. The Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS
(DOE/EIS-0226-D) (DOE 1996a) was issued in March 1996, without identifying a Preferred Alternative.

A total of 113 comment letters were received on the 1996 Draft EIS. Some expressed a preference for a
particular alternative. Other commentors felt that selection of an alternative that complied with regulations was
not possible because NRC had not prescribed requirements for decontamination and decommissioning as
required by the WVDP Act. Other comments attempted to apply NRC 10 CFR Part 61 requirements and drew
conclusions about the acceptability of various alternatives. Still other commentors called for more
characterization of the site (specifically structural geology and seismic risk) and waste. Commentors also
called for erosion analysis methods that addressed gully growth. Some commentors questioned aspects of
specific closure designs, including the reasonableness of assumptions and the appropriateness of specific
design features.

DOE and NYSERDA acknowledged the need for additional characterization information and analytical
methods to support a Final EIS and proceeded to work on the collection of additional information on structural
geology, local fractures, and seismicity. Updated methods for analyzing erosion were developed and refined.
The assumptions and design features for specific alternatives were reviewed and revised. Discussions took
place between DOE and NYSERDA on how to select a Preferred Alternative and what a Preferred Alternative
might involve.

In 1999 and 2000, DOE issued Records of Decision (RODs) based on the Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of
Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (Waste Management Programmatic EIS) (DOE 1997a) that affected
WVDP. The ROD for high-level radioactive waste issued in August 1999 called for storage of high-level
radioactive waste at the site of generation until a disposal site was available. The February 2000 ROD for low-
level radioactive waste and mixed low-level waste established both the Hanford Site and the Nevada Test Site
as regional DOE disposal sites for low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste, although
the ROD did not preclude the use of commercial disposal facilities, as appropriate.

On March 26, 2001, DOE and NYSERDA issued an NOI in the Federal Register announcing their plan to
revise the strategy for completing the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS and to prepare a separate EIS on
decontamination of WVDP facilities and related waste management activities. The newly announced EIS
would permit DOE to perform additional facility decontamination and ship stored legacy waste and newly
generated waste off site for disposal, since DOE now had access to DOE disposal facilities such as the Nevada
Test Site. Completing the West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact
Statement (Waste Management EIS) also ensured that DOE could make further progress toward completing
WVDP Act requirements for facility decontamination and waste disposal while the Cleanup and Closure Draft
EIS process continued.
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The March 26, 2001, NOI also announced that DOE would soon initiate a new EIS jointly with NYSERDA for
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of WVDP and WNYNSC. On November 6, 2001,
DOE independently issued an Advance NOI to prepare an EIS for decommissioning and/or long-term
stewardship at the WVDP and WNYNSC.

After issuance of the March 26 and November 6, 2001, Notices and consideration of public scoping comments
received, DOE decided to focus the Waste Management EIS exclusively on waste management actions. DOE
also determined that the Waste Management EIS would be a new EIS, and that the Decommissioning and/or
Long-Term Stewardship EIS would instead be considered the revised draft of the 1996 Cleanup and Closure
Draft EIS. DOE issued DOE/EIS-0337, the Waste Management EIS (DOE 2003e), in draft form for public
comment in May 2003, and in final form in January 2004. A ROD was issued on June 16, 2005.

While DOE and NYSERDA were developing additional information and analyses to support preparation of a
revised Draft EIS, NRC initiated work that culminated in the 2002 issuance of an NRC policy statement
announcing the WVDP decommissioning criteria. On February 1, 2002, the NRC published in the Federal
Register (67 FR 5003), “Decommissioning Criteria for the WVDP at the West Valley Site; Final Policy
Statement.” NRC decided that it would apply its License Termination Rule (10 CFR Part 20, Subpart E) as the
decommissioning goal for the entire NRC-licensed site. In addition, the NRC Final Policy statement also
provided specific criteria for classification of the incidental wastes that might be present after decontamination
activities.

The License Termination Rule does not apply a single public dose criterion. Rather, it provides for a range of
criteria. For unrestricted release, the License Termination Rule (10 CFR Part 20 Subpart E) specifies a dose
criterion of 25 millirem per year total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) for the compliance receptor, plus as
low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) considerations. For restricted release, the License Termination Rule
specifies an individual dose criterion of 25 millirem per year TEDE plus ALARA considerations using legally
enforceable institutional controls established after a public participation process. Even if institutional controls
fail, individual doses should not exceed 100 millirem per year TEDE. If it is demonstrated that the
100 millirem per year TEDE criterion is technically not achievable or prohibitively expensive in the event of
failure of institutional controls, the individual dose criterion in the event of failure of institutional controls may
be as high as 500 millirem per year TEDE. However, in circumstances where restricted release is required, if
the 100 millirem per year TEDE criterion is exceeded, and/or the use of alternate criteria has been determined,
the area would be rechecked by a responsible government entity no less frequently than every 5 years. Finally,
the License Termination Rule permits alternative individual dose criteria of up to 100 millirem per year TEDE
plus ALARA considerations for restricted release, with institutional controls established after a public
participation process.

In addition to specifying the License Termination Rule as described in the preceding paragraph, the NRC Final
Policy Statement also provides certain flexibility to consider other alternatives to the License Termination
Rule, if it is demonstrated that the License Termination Rule cannot be met. The Final Policy Statement
indicates that the applicable goal for the entire NRC-licensed site is compliance with the License Termination
Rule, but recognizes that health and safety and cost-benefit considerations may justify the use of an alternative
that does not fully comply with License Termination Rule criteria. However, to support an exemption to the
License Termination Rule criteria, it must be rigorously demonstrated that protection of the public health and
safety for future generations could be reasonably assured through more robust engineered barriers and/or
increased long-term monitoring and maintenance. The Final Policy Statement indicates that NRC is prepared
to provide flexibility to assure cleanup of the NRC-licensed site to the maximum extent technically and
economically feasible. Any exemptions or alternate criteria authorized for DOE to meet the provisions of the
WVDP Act will also apply to NYSERDA at the time of site license termination, if license termination is
possible.
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On March 13, 2003, DOE and NYSERDA published Notices in the Federal Register and New York State
Environmental Notice Bulletin announcing that they would jointly prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
for Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and Western
New York Nuclear Service Center, which would revise the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS. This EIS
builds upon a clearer understanding of the major regulatory requirements, including NRC WVDP
decommissioning criteria and Part 373/RCRA regulations as they apply to units on site. It utilizes updated
long-term performance assessment models for groundwater and erosion releases and analyzes closure designs
that have waste isolation barriers. It analyzes short-term and long-term impacts, local impacts, and impacts
associated with transportation. The analysis is intended to provide the decisionmakers and the public with an
updated understanding of the environmental impacts of each alternative.

Following the NOI and scoping meetings of early 2003, DOE, with input from NYSERDA and the cooperating
agencies, refined the definition of five alternatives and prepared a preliminary internal Draft EIS in
September 2005 that analyzed the environmental impacts of the five alternatives. This preliminary Draft EIS
did not present a Preferred Alternative and did not address the issue of who is responsible for what portions of
the site. This preliminary Draft EIS was reviewed by the co-lead and cooperating agencies, and their
comments revealed different expectations about the purpose and content of the EIS. To resolve the differences
about alternatives to be analyzed and the type of analysis, and to help identify a Preferred Alternative, DOE
established a core team comprised of the co-lead and cooperating agencies to discuss and, where practical,
resolve the issues raised by the review of the September 2005 preliminary Draft EIS. This revised Draft EIS
reflects the results of discussions with the core team regarding alternatives to be analyzed, the nature of the
analysis, and the nature of the Preferred Alternative.

Figure 1-1 presents a summary of the activities discussed earlier that are part of the history of the preparation
of this revised Draft EIS.

1.3 Purpose and Need for Agency Action

The WVDP Act requires DOE to decontaminate and decommission the waste storage tanks and facilities used
in the solidification of high-level radioactive waste, and any material and hardware used in connection with the
WVDP, in accordance with such requirements as NRC may prescribe. As discussed earlier, NRC has
prescribed its License Termination Rule as the decommissioning criteria for WVDP. Therefore, DOE needs to
determine the manner that facilities, materials, and hardware for which the Department is responsible are
managed or decommissioned in accordance with applicable Federal and State requirements, including Part
373/RCRA regulations. To this end, DOE needs to determine what, if any, material or structures for which it
is responsible would remain on site, and what, if any, institutional controls, engineered barriers, or stewardship
provisions would be needed. In order to evaluate alternatives by which DOE would complete its
responsibilities under the WVDP Act, this EIS is being prepared in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality and DOE implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021).

The manner in which facilities and property for which NYSERDA is responsible, including the SDA, will be
managed or decommissioned, in accordance with applicable Federal and State requirements, needs to be
determined. To this end, NYSERDA needs to determine what, if any, material or structures for which it is
responsible would remain on site and what, if any, institutional controls, engineered barriers, or stewardship
provisions would be needed. This EIS was prepared to meet NYSERDA compliance requirements of SEQR as
part of its decisionmaking process for management of the WNYNSC. Asthe lead New York State agency for
preparing the SEQR documents for West Valley, NYSERDA will submit Public Notices and issue its Findings
Statement under SEQR in parallel with DOE’s publication of Notices and its ROD under NEPA.
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1988:1989:1990: 1991:1992 :1993 : 1994 :1995: 1996 : 1997 : 1998 : 1999 :2000:2001:2002: 2003 : 2004 :2005:2006: 2007 : 2008

Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS

+ Notice of Intent and Public Scoping Meetings
+ Site and Waste Characterization

+ Draft EIS Issued (1996)

+ Public Comments

Response to Agency and Public Comments

+ Additional Site Characterization

+ Revision to Inventory Estimates

+ Revised Design Features

+ Upgraded Models:
- Long-term Performance Assessment
- Erosion

+ Citizen Task Force Established

DOE
Waste Management
PEIS and RODs

+ Waste Management PEIS (1997)
+ HLW ROD (8/1999)
+ LLW and MLLW ROD (2/2000)

NRC

Decommissioning
Criteria
» License Termination
Rule
+ WVDP Policy Statement
(2/2002)
NYSERDA and DOE}
: : : Plan for :
HLW = high-level radioactive waste : : : Revised EIS
LLW = low-level radioactive waste H H H : H : H o o o
MLLW = mixed low-level radioactive waste H H H H : H Revised Draft EIS
NRC = U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission + 2005 Preliminary Draft EIS
NYSERDA = New York State Energy Research and Development Authority : : : : : : « Review by Co-lead and Cooperating
PEIS = Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement : : : : : : Agencies
ROD = Record of Decision : : : : : : + Core Team Discussions
WVDP = West Valley Demonstration Project : : : : : : « Revised Alternatives and Models
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Figure 1-1 West Valley Decommissioning Environmental Impact Statement History Timeline

Cooperating and Involved Agencies

NEPA and SEQR both contain provisions that encourage participation by other Federal and state entities to
reduce duplication between NEPA and state and local requirements. Cooperating agencies under NEPA are
agencies other than the lead agency that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any
environmental impact involved in a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. Under SEQR, agencies may either be an involved agency or an interested agency. An involved
agency is one that has jurisdiction by law to fund, approve, or directly undertake an action and will ultimately
make a discretionary decision in that regard. An interested agency lacks the jurisdiction to fund, approve, or
directly undertake an action but may participate in review of a Draft EIS because of its specific expertise or
concern about the Proposed Action. An interested agency has the same ability to participate in the review
process as a member of the public. No interested agencies have participated in the review of this Draft EIS.
Cooperating agencies are typically invited to participate on an EIS by the EIS lead agency; involved agencies
are so by definition.

DOE formally invited NRC, EPA, and NYSDEC to participate on the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term
Stewardship EIS as cooperating agencies under NEPA. In addition, NYSDEC and NYSDOH are involved
agencies under SEQR. The three cooperating agencies were invited by DOE because of both their
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jurisdictional roles and the special expertise they would provide to the EIS process. These agencies may
ultimately choose to adopt or rely on some or all of the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS
analyses in fulfillment of their own environmental analysis requirements under NEPA or SEQR regulations, as
applicable.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission—NRC has regulatory responsibility under the Atomic Energy Act for
WNYNSC, with the exception of the SDA, and this responsibility is exercised through the NRC license issued
to NYSERDA pursuant to 10 CFR Part 50. The technical specifications and certain other portions of the NRC
license were put into abeyance pending completion of WVDP.

The WVDP Act specifies certain responsibilities for NRC, including: (1) prescribing requirements for
decontamination and decommissioning, and (2) providing review, consultation, and monitoring to DOE on
WVDP for the purpose of assuring public health and safety. Because of these mandated responsibilities, NRC
was invited to be a cooperating agency under NEPA on this EIS. During NRC’s independent environmental
review to fulfill its own NEPA responsibilities, NRC may choose to adopt all or part of this EIS to assist in its
determination that the Preferred Alternative meets NRC’s decommissioning criteria.

In addition, DOE has committed to provide a Decommissioning Plan to the NRC in accordance with the
DOE/NRC Memorandum of Understanding. The Decommissioning Plan will be based upon the Preferred
Alternative identified in the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, and is expected to be
prepared and delivered to the NRC for review at approximately the same time as the Draft EIS is released for
public review. The Decommissioning Plan will provide the basis for NRC’s determination as to whether the
Preferred Alternative meets the decommissioning criteria that the NRC has identified for WVDP. If
appropriate, DOE will also provide the Waste Determination to NRC on its classification of incidental wastes.

NRC retains regulatory responsibility for non-DOE activities in the non-Project and non-SDA areas to the
extent that contamination exists both on- and off site resulting from activities performed when the facility was
operating under its NRC 10 CFR Part 50 license.

Following completion of WVDP and reinstatement of the license, NRC will have regulatory responsibility for
authorizing modification to, or termination of, the license, should NYSERDA seek it.

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation—With respect to DOE Proposed Actions,
NYSDEC participates as a cooperating agency on this EIS. As a cooperating agency, NYSDEC will review
this EIS and other documents developed by DOE and NYSERDA to provide early input on the analysis of
environmental impacts associated with the alternatives analyzed. NYSDEC is also an involved agency under
SEQR with respect to Part 380 permitting actions at the SDA and with respect to any approvals NYSDEC
would issue for WVDP or WNYNSC sites under Part 373/RCRA.

NYSDEC regulates the SDA through issuance of permits under 6 NYCRR Part 380, “Rules and Regulations
for Prevention and Control of Environmental Pollution by Radioactive Materials.” NYSDEC also regulates
hazardous and mixed low-level radioactive waste at WNYNSC pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 370 Series. This
includes permitting activities under Interim Status for RCRA-regulated units.

New York State Department of Health—NYSDOH is an involved agency as defined by SEQR because it has
jurisdiction over the commercial and industrial use of radioactive materials in New York State, including the
possession of radioactive materials at the SDA at WNYNSC. It now maintains authority over the radioactive
materials license (originally issued by the New York State Department of Labor) that authorizes NYSERDA to
possess and manage emplaced radioactive waste at the SDA.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency—EPA is participating as a cooperating agency under NEPA and will
review this EIS and other documents developed by DOE in conjunction with NYSERDA to provide input on
the analyses of environmental impacts associated with the decommissioning alternatives to be evaluated. The
EPA will also assess compliance with National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS)
requirements in 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H; assess the ability of the alternatives to meet the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) risk range; and consider sole-source
aquifer concerns.

In addition, both EPA and NYSDEC are responsible for ensuring compliance with the 1992 joint
NYSDEC/U.S. EPA 3008 (h) (New York State Environmental Conservation Law, Article 27, Titles 9 and 13)
Order issued to DOE and NYSERDA. The Order required investigation of SWMUSs, performance of interim
corrective measures, and completion of CMSs, if necessary.

Regulatory Compliance Processes

This EIS meets the Federal procedural requirements set forth under NEPA, 1969 (as promulgated in
40 CFR Part 1500 et seq.) as well as New York State SEQR requirements (6 NYCRR Part 617). Both the
Federal and State regulations require the identification and evaluation of significant environmental impacts
resulting from a Proposed Action and a discussion of mitigative actions. SEQR requires the mitigation of
significant environmental impacts to the extent practicable. The requirements of both NEPA and SEQR call
for a comprehensive assessment of reasonable alternatives and the presentation of comparative information to
facilitate agency decisionmaking. Both NEPA and SEQR have public involvement requirements to make the
information available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and actions taken.

The EIS recognizes there are regulatory requirements and processes associated with the implementation of each
alternative. These regulatory requirements may consist of RCRA permitting and corrective actions under
New York State and/or EPA requirements, decommissioning according to NRC requirements, assessments
relative to the CERCLA risk range, and assessment of compliance with EPA NESHAPs. This EIS is not
intended to replace any of the regulatory compliance actions that may be undertaken as applicable by DOE and
NYSERDA in decommissioning and closing of WVDP or WNYNSC.

NYSDEC and/or EPA regulates DOE and NYSERDA compliance with RCRA requirements for management
of hazardous waste at WVDP and at WNYNSC, as applicable. Details for addressing applicable Part
373/RCRA and the 1992 RCRA 3008(h) Consent Order requirements for interim status units, final status units,
and SWMUs will be developed in closure plans, implementation plans, a permit application, CMSs, or a
combination thereof by DOE and NYSERDA. Approval of such documents or issuance of a permit will be
determined by NYSDEC and/or EPA.

The New York State RCRA Part 373 Permit Applications will require a supporting EIS that meets the
requirements of SEQR. While this Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS analyzes portions of
WNYNSC in addition to those within the scope of the RCRA Part 373 Permit Application (e.g., the SDA), the
appropriate sections of this EIS can be used by NYSDEC to understand the environmental impacts of actions
being considered in the RCRA Part 373 Permit Application.

NRC has prescribed decommissioning criteria for WVDP under the WVDP Act. NRC, in a Final Policy
Statement (67 FR 5003), prescribed its License Termination Rule as the decommissioning goal for WVDP and
all NRC-licensed portions of the site. An assessment of compliance will be made when NRC reviews the
Decommissioning Plans prepared for the Preferred Alternative identified by the lead agencies.

The NRC Decommissioning Plan review processes and the RCRA compliance processes focus on the actions
selected by DOE and NYSERDA following completion of the NEPA and SEQR processes. If the outcome of
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the RCRA Part 373 Permit Application review process or Decommissioning Plan review process results in the
need for actions that are substantially different from those analyzed in the EIS, the agencies would conduct a
Supplement Analysis to determine if this Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS needs to be
supplemented and the ROD or Findings amended.

EPA has authority over radioactive emissions under Clean Air Act NESHAP (40 CFR Part 61) regulations at
WNYNSC.

Preliminary information with respect to compliance with the decommissioning requirements noted previously
is presented in Appendix L of this EIS.

1.4 Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement

This EIS consists of analysis of environmental impacts associated with the full range of reasonable alternatives
for decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of WNYNSC, as well as the No Action alternative as
required by NEPA and SEQR. This EIS also analyzes the environmental impacts along the transportation
route(s) for wastes that are proposed to be transported to offsite locations. The long-term impacts (post-
decommissioning phase) at or near the West Valley Site for facilities or wastes that are proposed to remain in
place, depending on the alternative, are also analyzed.

For further definition of the scope of the EIS, see Chapter 2, Tables 2—-1 and 2—-2, which describe the status of
facilities at WNYNSC at the start of decommissioning.

This EIS also addresses topics called for in SEQR implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 617-9), including
mitigating measures, adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, any growth-inducing aspects of
the Proposed Action’, and the impact of the Proposed Action on solid waste management. These topics were
added to this EIS so it would provide information required by SEQR and could be used to support NYSERDA
decisions about management of non-WVDP portions of WNYNSC.

1.5 Decisions to be Supported by the Environmental Impact Statement

This EIS will support decisions about actions to complete WVDP and to either close or manage WNYNSC.
Major decisions would consist of decommissioning of the former spent nuclear fuel reprocessing facility,
storage buildings, and the NDA; exhumation or management of the SDA; and remediation and/or management
of areas of contaminated soil, sediment and groundwater.

The EIS may be used by cooperating agencies. Specifically, the NRC may adopt this EIS if NRC determines
that the Preferred Alternative would meet its decommissioning criteria. EPA will review the EIS and other
documents to determine if the remediated site would satisfy the requirements of the 1992 RCRA 3008(h)
Consent Order. Additionally, the EPA will assess if the remediated site would be consistent with the CERCLA
risk range and therefore avoid the potential need to list the site on the National Priorities List. NYSDEC may
rely on the environmental analyses in this EIS for purposes of SEQR to support the Part 373 Permit
Application, RCRA CMS, and closure of the SDA under 6 NYCRR 380, et al., as appropriate.

! SEQR specifies that the assessment of environmental impacts focuses on the growth-inducing aspects of a Proposed Action.
These are generally “secondary” impacts of a Proposed Action that trigger further development. For example, actions that add
substantial new land use, new residents, or new employment could induce additional development of a similar kind or support
uses such as stores or other businesses.
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1.6 Relationship of this Environmental Impact Statement to Other National Environmental Policy
Act Documents

This section explains the relationship between the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS and
other relevant NEPA documents.

1.6.1 Draft Environmental | mpact Statement for Completion of the West Valley Demonstration Project
and Closure or Long-Term Management of Facilities at the Western New York Nuclear Service
Center (Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS) (DOE/EIS-0226-D)

The Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS (DOE 1996a) was issued for public comment in March 1996, and a
substantial number of comment letters were received by DOE. A sequence of events, described in Section 1.2,
followed, which led to the decision to revise and reissue the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS using the
information gained since 1996, the improved analytical methods developed since that time, and the clearer
understanding of regulatory requirements. To distinguish between the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS
and this revised Draft EIS, the revised Draft EIS is referred to as the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term
Stewardship EIS, consistent with its revised title. Responses to the summarized comments in the 113 comment
letters are provided in Appendix A to this EIS.

1.6.2 Final Environmental Impact Statement, Long-Term Management of Liquid High-Leve
Radioactive Wastes Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, West Valley
(DOE/EIS-0081)

This EIS (DOE 1982) evaluated alternatives for long-term management of liquid high-level radioactive waste
stored in underground tanks. A DOE ROD was issued to construct and operate facilities at WNYNSC to
solidify the liquid high-level radioactive waste into a form suitable for transportation and disposal in a Federal
geologic repository. A Supplement Analysis, completed in 1993, evaluated the impacts of modifications in the
design, process, and operations since the 1982 EIS ROD. A second Supplement Analysis, completed in 1998,
addressed high-level radioactive waste solidification, management, and interim storage of wastes, disposal of
wastes, transport of wastes, site operations, facility decontamination, and spent nuclear fuel storage. Actions
evaluated by the 1982 EIS and its Supplement Analyses consist of Main Plant Process Building head-end cell
decontamination, construction of a Load-In/Load-Out Facility to support shipment of vitrified high-level
radioactive waste, construction of a Remote-Handled Waste Facility, decontamination of the fuel receiving and
storage area, and draining the water from the fuel storage pool.

The near-term onsite management of the vitrified high-level radioactive waste canisters, currently stored in the
Main Plant Process Building, and the disposition of the Remote-Handled Waste Facility and Load-In/Load-Out
Facility, are the subjects of the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS.

1.6.3 Final West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental | mpact Statement
(Waste Management EI S) (DOE/EIS-0337)

In the Waste Management EIS (DOE 2003e) issued in December 2003, DOE considered alternatives for the
management of WVDP low-level radioactive waste, mixed (radioactive and hazardous) low-level radioactive
waste, transuranic waste, and high-level radioactive waste, currently in storage at the site or that will be
generated at the site over the next 10 years from ongoing operations and decontamination activities. In the
ROD, issued June 16, 2005 (70 FR 35073), DOE decided to ship low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-
level radioactive waste off site for disposal at commercial sites; one or both of two DOE sites (Nevada Test
Site near Mercury, Nevada, or the Hanford Site near Richland, Washington); or a combination of commercial
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and DOE sites.? Also, consistent with the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste ROD
(64 FR 46661, August 26, 1999), DOE will store canisters of vitrified high-level radioactive waste at the
WVDP Site until transfer to a geologic repository. DOE deferred a decision on the disposal of WVDP
transuranic waste, pending a determination by DOE that the waste meets all statutory and regulatory
requirements for disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico.

1.6.4 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (Yucca
Mountain EIS) (DOE/EIS-0250-F)

The EIS (DOE 2002b) was issued in February 2002. It analyzed a Proposed Action to construct, operate and
monitor, and eventually close a geologic repository for the disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste at Yucca Mountain in Nye County, Nevada. As part of the Proposed Action, the EIS
analyzed the potential impacts of transporting spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste to the Yucca
Mountain site from 77 sites across the United States, including West Valley. Because this EIS includes
consideration of the shipment of the high-level waste canisters from West Valley, that analysis is summarized
and incorporated by reference in this Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. On April 8,
2004, DOE issued a ROD (69 FR 18557) to announce its decision on the mode of waste transport and selection
of the rail corridor for transportation of waste to the proposed Yucca Mountain repository.

In October 2007, DOE announced the availability of two supplements to the Yucca Mountain EIS. The firstis
a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250F-S1D), which evaluates the Proposed Action to construct, operate, monitor and eventually
close a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain, and the No Action Alternative which would terminate activities
at Yucca Mountain. The second is the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye
County, Nevada — Nevada Rail Transportation Corridor (Final Rail Corridor SEIS) (DOE/EIS-0250F-S2)
which analyzes the potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating a railroad to connect the
Yucca Mountain repository to an existing rail line near Wabuska, Nevada (the Mina corridor). This second
supplement is linked with the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Rail Alignment for the Construction
and Operation of a Railroad in Nevada to a Geologic Repository at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0369) issued on July 11, 2008, discussed in Section 1.6.5.

1.6.,5 Final Environmental | mpact Statement for a Rail Alignment for the Construction and Operation
of a Railroad in Nevada to a Geologic Repository at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (Draft
Rail Alignment EIS) (DOE/EIS-0369)

In October 2007, DOE announced the availability of the Draft Rail Alignment EIS (DOE/EIS-0369D). This
Draft EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with potential rail alignments within the
Caliente and Mina corridors, and analyzes constructing and operating a railroad in Nevada to transport spent
nuclear fuel, high-level radioactive waste, and other Yucca Mountain project materials to a repository at Yucca
Mountain. It tiers from the broader corridor analysis in both the Yucca Mountain EIS and the Draft Rail
Corridor SEIS mentioned earlier.

2 In accordance with the settlement agreement between DOE and the State of Washington of January 6, 2006, regarding the case
Washington v. Bodman, DOE will not ship low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste from WVDP to
Hanford until DOE has satisfied the requirements of the settlement agreement.
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1.6.6 Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE/E1S-0200-F)

In May 1997, DOE issued this EIS (DOE 1997a), which examined the potential environmental and cost
impacts of strategic management alternatives for managing low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level
radioactive waste, transuranic waste, high-level radioactive waste, and nonwastewater hazardous wastes
resulting from nuclear defense and research activities at sites around the United States.

DOE published four RODs from this EIS. In its ROD for the treatment and management of transuranic waste,
published in the Federal Register on January 23, 1998 (63 FR 3629), DOE decided (with one exception)® that
each DOE site, including West Valley, would prepare its transuranic waste for disposal and store the waste on
site until it could be shipped to WIPP in Carlshad, New Mexico, for disposal.

In the second ROD, published in the Federal Register on August 5, 1998 (63 FR 41810), DOE decided to
continue using offsite facilities for the treatment of major portions of the nonwastewater hazardous waste
generated at DOE sites. This decision did not involve any transfers of nonwastewater hazardous waste
between DOE sites.

In the third ROD, published in the Federal Register on August 16, 1999 (64 FR 46661), DOE decided to store
immobilized high-level radioactive waste in a final form at the site of generation (Hanford Site, Idaho National
Laboratory, Savannah River Site, and the WVDP) until transfer to a geologic repository for ultimate
disposition.

In a fourth ROD, published in the Federal Register on February 25, 2000 (65 FR 10061), DOE addressed the
management and disposal of low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste. In this ROD,
DOE decided to perform minimal treatment of low-level radioactive waste at all sites and continue, to the
extent practicable, disposal of onsite low-level radioactive waste at Idaho National Laboratory, Los Alamos
National Laboratory, Oak Ridge Reservation, and Savannah River Site. DOE identified the Hanford Site in
Washington and the Nevada Test Site as regional disposal sites for low-level and mixed low-level waste from
other DOE sites that do not have appropriate disposal capability, including WVDP. This decision regarding
DOE sites does not preclude the use of commercial disposal sites.

1.6.7 Wastelsolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental | mpact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0026-S-2)

In October 1980, DOE issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Waste Isolation Pilot Plant on the
proposed development of WIPP (DOE 1980). In January 1981, the subsequent ROD, established a phased
development of WIPP, beginning with construction of the WIPP facility. DOE issued the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement, Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in January 1990 that considered previously
unavailable information. Based on the Supplemental EIS, DOE decided to continue phased development of
WIPP by implementing test-phase activities. On October 30, 1992, the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
transferred the WIPP Site from the U.S. Department of Interior to DOE. The 1997 Defense Authorization Act
(September 23, 1996) amended the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act to make RCRA hazardous waste land disposal
prohibitions inapplicable to WIPP. The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2), issued in September 1997, updated information
contained in the 1980 and 1990 EISs, and incorporated the analysis of various treatment alternatives for
transuranic waste. In a ROD issued in January 1998 (63 FR 3264), DOE decided to open WIPP for the
disposal of defense transuranic waste.

® sandia National Laboratories in New Mexico would ship its transuranic waste to the Los Alamos National Laboratory in
New Mexico to prepare this waste for shipment to WIPP.
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1.6.8 Final Environmental I mpact Statement for the Nevada Test Siteand Off-Site L ocationsin the State
of Nevada (NTS EIS) (DOE/EIS-0243)

This Final EIS (DOE 1996b) analyzed the potential impacts that could result from mission activities at the
Nevada Test Site, including low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste disposal. The
NTS EIS analyzed waste management and environmental restoration activities and other mission activities for a
10-year period, including receipt of low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste from
other sites such as WVDP.

1.6.9 Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental | mpact Statement for the Hanford
Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EIS-0391)

DOE issued an NOI (71 FR 5655) on February 2, 2006, to prepare this EIS to analyze and evaluate the
potential health and environmental impacts of storing, retrieving, treating, and disposing of the waste inventory
generated during defense production years at the Hanford Site in Washington State. This EIS will evaluate the
potential health and environmental impacts of ongoing solid waste management operations at Hanford, as well
as the proposed disposal of Hanford low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste and a
limited volume of low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste from other DOE sites,
such as the WVDP, in a new Integrated Disposal Facility to be located at Hanford.* The defense waste
inventory of about 207 million liters (54.5 million gallons) of mixed radioactive and chemically hazardous
waste, stored in 177 large and 61 smaller underground storage tanks, presents a major source of potential
public health and environmental risks. In addition, this EIS will evaluate the potential health and
environmental impacts of proposed activities to decommission the Fast Flux Test Facility and auxiliary
facilities at Hanford, including managing waste generated by the decommissioning process and disposing of
Hanford’s inventory of bulk radioactive sodium from the Fast Flux Test Facility and other onsite facilities.

1.6.10 Environmental | mpact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class-C Low-L evel Radioactive
Waste (DOE/EIS-0375)

On July 23, 2007, DOE issued a Notice of Intent (72 FR 40135) to prepare an EIS to evaluate disposal
alternatives for the disposal of Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste and similar DOE waste,
which may not have an identified path to disposal. The wastes volumes being analyzed in this EIS include
estimates of the amount of Greater-Than-Class C and potential non-defense transuranic waste that may be
generated from decommissioning activities at WNYNSC, as well as transuranic waste currently in storage at
West Valley. Currently, there is no location for the disposal of Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive
waste, and the Federal Government is responsible for such disposal under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (Public Law 99-240). DOE is evaluating several disposal methods in the Greater-
Than-Class C EIS, including geologic repositories, intermediate depth boreholes, and enhanced near-surface
facilities at different locations. A Draft EIS is currently scheduled for issuance in 2009.

1.6.11 Environmental Assessment for the Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain
Facilities at the West Valley Demonstration Project, Final (DOE/EA-1552)

This Environmental Assessment was issued in September 2006. As part of ongoing WVDP responsibilities
and in accordance with the WVDP Act (Public Law 96-368, October 1, 1980), DOE proposed to demolish and
remove 36 facilities. Although some of the facilities are currently in use, DOE would be able to eliminate or
significantly reduce the functions that are undertaken in those facilities. Once the functions are replaced or no

* In accordance with the settlement agreement between DOE and the State of Washington of January 6, 2006, regarding the case
Washington v. Bodman, DOE will not ship low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste from WVDP to Hanford until DOE
has satisfied the requirements of the settlement agreement.
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longer needed by WVDP, DOE would demolish and remove the facilities from the site. All applicable RCRA
and corollary NYSDEC Quality Services regulations for management (storage, shipping, reporting, and offsite
disposal) of solid waste, including hazardous waste, would be followed in completing the work.

1.7  Public Participation
1.7.1 Public Participation Process

During the preparation of an EIS, opportunities for public involvement are provided as stipulated by NEPA
and SEQR (see Figure 1-2). The steps followed under either set of regulations are similar. In Figure 1-2 the
NEPA process steps are indicated, and, where the SEQR process steps are different or have different names,
they are indicated parenthetically. As a preliminary step
in development of an EIS, regulations established by the
Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1501.7) and
DOE require “an early and open process for determining
the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the
significant issues related to a Proposed Action.” As part
of the scoping process (40 CFR 1501.7[a]), the Council
on Environmental Quality requires the agency preparing
an EIS to:

Notice of Intent
to Prepare EIS

Scoping Process
(Optional Under SEQR)

e Invite the participation of affected Federal, state,
Notice of Availability of Draft EIS

and local agencies, American Indian Tribes, and (Notice of Completion of Opportunities
other interested persons in scoping the EIS; Draft EIS, Public Hearing Notice) Involvement

e  Determine the scope and significant issues to be
analyzed in the EIS;

Public Comment
on Draft EIS

e Identify and eliminate from detailed study the
issues that are not significant or have been
covered under other environmental reviews;

Notice of Availability of Final EIS
(Notice of Completion
of Final EIS)

e Allocate assignments for preparation of the
environmental impact statement among the lead
and cooperating agencies, with the lead agency

retaining responsibility for the statement; Record of Decision
(Findings Statement)

e Indicate any other NEPA documents that are
being or will be prepared that are related to the
EIS but not part of the scope;

Figure 1-2 National Environmental Policy
Act Process

e Identify other environmental review and
consultation requirements so that other necessary analyses and studies can be prepared concurrently
and integrated with the EIS; and

e Indicate the relationship between the timing of the preparation of environmental analyses and the
agencies’ tentative planning and decisionmaking schedule.

As indicated in Figure 1-2, scoping is not required under SEQR, but may be initiated by the lead agency
(6 NYCRR Part 617.8). If scoping is conducted, it must include an opportunity for public participation.
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In addition to the scoping process, public participation is solicited in the review of a Draft EIS. NEPA and
SEQR require that comments on a Draft EIS be assessed and considered during the preparation of a Final EIS,
and a response to the comments provided.

1.7.2  Issues Raised During the Public Comment Period on the Draft 1996 EIS

The 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS was distributed in March 1996 to interested individuals and
organizations, including appropriate state clearinghouses, regulatory agencies, and American Indian Tribes.
During the 6-month public comment period, four information sessions were held during which DOE and
NYSERDA were available to explain and discuss topics and issues that pertained to the Draft EIS. Two of the
four sessions were held on Reservations of the Seneca Nation of Indians. A formal public hearing was
conducted in three meetings on August 6, 1996, in West Valley, New York, to receive oral comments. During
the 6-month comment period, DOE received 113 letters from individuals and organizations. A wide spectrum
of issues was raised during the public comment period. Many of the comments related to the definition and
analysis of the alternatives (the scope of the EIS), but some dealt with issues such as responsibility,
determining regulatory compliance, and funding for operation of the West Valley Site, which are outside the
scope of an EIS.

All of the documents received during the public comment period on the Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS, as
well as the transcripts from the formal hearings, were reviewed; and specific comments were delineated and
organized into 13 major categories:

1. Characterization of the site, waste, and contamination or presentation of data
2. Reasonableness of alternatives
3. Design or operational details
4.  Near-term impacts analysis
5. Long-term erosion analysis
6. Long-term hydrologic transport analysis
7.  Erosion control strategies
8.  Long-term performance assessment
9. Preferences for or against a particular alternative
10.  Specific recommendations for the Preferred Alternative
11. Regulatory compliance
12.  Understanding the purpose and content of the EIS and its relationship to decisionmaking
13.  Out of scope comments

Appendix A contains a table that cross-references each comment letter or transcript to the applicable category
to assist the commentor in understanding how the lead agencies responded to the comment. For each category,
examples or summaries of the comments received are provided and then a response is provided to that category
of comments. For the out of scope comments, an explanation is provided as to why they were placed in that
category.
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1.7.3 Issues Raised During the 2003 Scoping Process (i.e., oral and written comments)

A 45-day comment period was initiated by the March 13, 2003, DOE Notice in the Federal Register
(68 FR 12044) and NYSERDA Notice in the Environmental Notice Bulletin (NYSERDA 2003) of their intent
to prepare a Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. DOE and NYSERDA held two public
scoping meetings (April 9 and 10) in Ashford, New York, to solicit comments on the scope and content of the
EIS. Transcripts of the two scoping meetings captured oral comments and issues raised by four commentors.
DOE also received 10 sets of written comments on a variety of EIS-related issues, submitted several ways: by
using the “Comment Form” provided by DOE at the public scoping meetings, by letter through the U.S. Postal
Service, by electronic mail (email), or handed in during the April 9 and 10 meetings.

Overview of Comments

Several comments were made in the scoping meetings and comment letters that related to recommendations for
the scope of the revised Draft EIS. These were:

e  The scope of alternatives should be for the portion of the site controlled by DOE rather than the entire
WNYNSC Center.

e The Final EIS should show the individual comments made on the revised Draft, as well as comments
made on the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS, and should respond to these comments
individually.

e The revised Draft EIS should evaluate the Exhume and On-site Storage Alternative, which was
evaluated in the 1996 Cleanup and Closure Draft EIS.

e The impact assessment should use probabilistic risk assessment methods.

e  The erosion modeling should account for specific processes including slumping, stream capture, and
gully formation. In addition, the model should be calibrated against measured changes in valley
cross-section.

e  The dose projections should account for populations that are reasonably expected to be exposed.

e The analysis of impacts should consider occupational exposure and the effect of activity timing on
occupational exposure.

e The Final EIS should show the relationship of this EIS to other West Valley EISs.

e  Requirements of the WVDP Act (Public Law 96-368) and the regulatory standards that would apply to
decommissioning should be outlined.

Response: All of these comments were considered in the development of the revised Draft EIS. The scope of
the alternatives continued to consider the entire site consistent with the NOI. The decision was made to
address the comments received on the 1996 Draft EIS in a summary manner in this Draft EIS, due to the
amount of time that has passed and the numerous changes that have occurred at the site since 1996. As
discussed in Section 1.7.2, the comments on the 1996 Draft EIS were organized into categories. For each
category, the summarized issue(s) and the response(s) appear in Appendix A to this Draft EIS. The revised
Draft EIS considered, but did not analyze, the Exhume and On-site Storage Alternative because it was
inconsistent with the purpose and need. The revised Draft EIS utilizes updated long-term performance
assessment models for groundwater and erosion as described in Appendices E, F, and G. The dose
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projections address the populations that are reasonably expected to be impacted by site releases. The analysis
of impacts does consider occupational exposure, but does not directly investigate the effect of
decommissioning timing on occupational exposure. The history of the development of this EIS, including its
relationship to other West Valley EISs, is discussed in Section 1.2. The requirements of the WVDP Act and the
regulatory standards that apply to decommissioning of WNYNSC are discussed in Section 1.3.

Other portions of the discussion at the meetings and the letters involved issues related to the EIS but not
directly related to recommendations for the scope of the revised Draft EIS. These out of scope issues included:

e Terms of the stipulation of compromise between DOE and the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear
Wastes and Radioactive Waste Campaign

e  Preference for, or dislike of, specific actions or alternatives
e  Process and criteria for agency decisionmaking
e  Future NRC actions, some of which might be supported by the DOE/NYSERDA EIS
e Relationship between DOE and NYSERDA
e  Objection to the process for classifying waste incidental to reprocessing
1.7.4  Public Participation for the 2008 Revised Draft EIS

DOE and NYSERDA are soliciting comments on the Revised Draft EIS during a 6-month public comment
period. During the public comment period, DOE and NYSERDA will jointly hold public meetings to provide
interested members of the public with opportunities to learn more about the content of the Revised Draft EIS
from exhibits, fact sheets, and other materials; hear DOE and NY SERDA representatives present the results of
the EIS analyses; ask clarifying questions; and provide oral or written comments. A Revised Draft EIS website
(www.westvalleyeis.com) has been established to further inform the public about the Revised Draft EIS, how
to submit comments, public meetings, and other pertinent information. Additional comment submission
mechanisms, public meeting dates, times, and locations will be announced in the Federal Register, in local
newspapers, and on the Website (www.westvalleyeis.com). Members of the public who have expressed
interest and are on the DOE and NYSERDA mailing list for the Draft EIS will be notified by U.S. mail
regarding meeting dates, times, and locations.

When the Final EIS is published, its availability will be announced in the Federal Register, in local
newspapers, and via U.S. mail. All oral and written comments received during the public comment period will
be considered in preparing the Final EIS, and DOE and NY SERDA responses will be presented in a Comment
Response Document that will be published as part of the Final EIS.

Based on the Final EIS and other considerations, DOE will announce a decision regarding future actions at the
West Valley Site in a ROD to be published in the Federal Register at least 30 days after the Final EIS is
published. NYSERDA will publish a Findings Statement with similar information regarding its decisions in
New York State’s Environmental Notice Bulletin.
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1.8 Organization of the Environmental Impact Statement

This Draft EIS includes a separate Summary in addition to the main volume that consists of a foreword,
11 chapters and 18 appendices, as follows:

A Summary and Guide for Stakeholders which provides a summary of the results of the environmental analysis
in the Draft EIS and provides a guide to locating specific information in the Draft EIS.

Contents of the Draft EIS:

Foreword (prepared by NYSERDA), which describes NYSERDA'’s views on the Draft EIS analyses, in terms
of their decisionmaking responsibilities.

Chapter 1, Introduction and Purpose and Need for Agency Action: This chapter provides an overview of the
activities at the WNYNSC, a brief history of events leading to the development of the document, the purpose
and need for agency action, the scope and decisions to be supported by the EIS, the relationship of this EIS to
other NEPA documentation, and the issues raised during the public participation process.

Chapter 2, Proposed Action, Facility Description, Alternatives, and Comparison of Environmental Impacts:
This chapter provides a summary description of the project; a description of WNYNSC facilities and their
expected status at the start of the implementation period; descriptions of the alternatives evaluated and
alternatives dismissed from detailed evaluation, and a summary comparison of the environmental impacts of
the four alternatives.

Chapter 3, Affected Environment: This chapter describes the existing environmental conditions at WNYNSC
and surrounding areas.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences: This chapter describes the potential environmental impacts to
WNYNSC and surrounding areas that could occur as the result of each of the reasonable alternatives during the
implementation period, including long-term performance results, cumulative impacts, cost-benefit
considerations, incomplete and unavailable information, and resource commitments.

Chapter 5, Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Other Requirements: This chapter describes environmental,
safety and health laws, regulations, and standards applicable to the proposed decommissioning and or long-
term stewardship of WNYNSC.

Chapter 6, Potential Mitigation Measures: This chapter summarizes the mitigation measures that would be
used to avoid or reduce potential environmental impacts that may result from implementation of the
alternatives analyzed in Chapter 4.

Chapters 7 through 11: Chapters 7 through 11 contain a list of references, glossary, index, list of EIS
preparers, and distribution list of agencies, organizations, and persons to whom copies of the Decommissioning
and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS were sent.
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The EIS contains 18 appendices that provide technical information in support of the environmental analyses
presented in the main body of the document:

Appendix A — Summary of Commats Received on the 1996 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Completion of the West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term
Management of Facilities at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center

Appendix B — Federal Register Notices

Appendix C — Descriptions of Facilities/Areas, Implementation Activities, and Description of New
Construction

Appendix D — Overview of Performance Assessment Approach
Appendix E — Geohydrological Analysis

Appendix F — Erosion Studies

Appendix G — Models for Long-Term Performance Assessment

Appendix H — Long-Term Performance Assessment Results

Appendix | — Decommissioning Radiological and Hazardous Chemical Human Health Impacts
Evaluation

Appendix J — Evaluation of Human Health Effects from Transportation

Appendix K — Method for Estimating Nonradiological Air Quality Impacts

Appendix L — Regulatory Compliance Discussion

Appendix M — Floodplain and Wetlands Assessment

Appendix N — Intentional Destructive Acts

Appendix O — Consultation Letters

Appendix P — The SDA Quantitative Rsk Assessment (prepared by NYSERDA)
Appendix Q — Concurrence Letters

Appendix R — Contractor Disclosure Statements
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION, FACILITY DESCRIPTION, ALTERNATIVES,
AND COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Chapter 2 describes the actions proposed by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the New York State
Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) for the decommissioning and long-term
stewardship of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC). The chapter includes
descriptions of the reasonable decommissioning alternatives, the No Action Alternative, and the alternatives
considered and subsequently eliminated from detailed evaluation. It concludes with a summary comparison
of environmental impacts, including costs associated with each of the alternatives, identifies the Preferred
Alternative, and summarizes uncertainties associated with the analysis. Appendix C includes details on the
WNYNSC facilities, the implementation activities associated with each alternative, and the new construction
efforts involved.

2.1 Introduction

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the New York State Environmental Quality
Review Act (SEQR), this environmental impact statement (EIS) presents the environmental impacts associated
with the range of reasonable alternatives to meet the DOE and NYSERDA purpose and need for action and a
No Action Alternative. The alternatives evaluated include:

e The Sitewide Removal Alternative, which would allow unrestricted release of the entire WNYNSC.

e The Sitewide Close-In-Place Alternative, under which existing facilities and contamination would be
managed at their current locations, and areas having higher levels of long-lived contamination would
use engineered barriers to control contamination.

e The Phased Decisionmaking Alternative (the Preferred Alternative), under which there would be an
initial (Phase 1) 8-year period of removal actions for all facilities except the Waste Tank Farm,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)-licensed Disposal Area (NDA), State-licensed Disposal
Area (SDA), and Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill. During a period of up to 30 years,
DOE and NYSERDA would conduct a variety of activities intended to expand the information
available to support later additional decommissioning decisionmaking (Phase 2) for those facilities and
areas not addressed in Phase 1.

e The No Action Alternative, which involves the continued management and oversight of WNYNSC
under the conditions that would exist at the starting point of this EIS. The No Action Alternative does
not meet the purpose and need for agency action. Itis included for comparison purposes as required
by NEPA and SEQR.

NYSERDA and DOE recognize that, after consideration of the comments to be received during the public
review period for this Draft EIS, some combination of the alternatives analyzed in this document may provide
the best approach to meeting the goals of the agencies while protecting human health and safety and the
environment. If a specific combination alternative is identified as preferred between the Draft and Final EISs,
DOE would present the alternative and its potential impacts in the Final EIS. The combination alternative
would be based on the results by Waste Management Area (WMA\) of two or more alternatives presented in the
Draft EIS. If the agencies were to decide to select an action that is a combination of the four alternatives, the
reasons for that selection would be presented in the Record of Decision (ROD) and Findings Statement
associated with that decision.
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Waste Classifications Used in this EIS

High-level Waste or High-L evel Radioactive Waste— The high-level radioactive waste which was produced by the
reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center. Such term includes both
liquid wastes which are produced directly in reprocessing, dry solid material derived from such liquid waste, and
such other material as the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission designates as high-level radioactive waste for the
purposes of protecting the public health and safety (West Valley Demonstration Project Act, Public Law 96-368,
94 Stat. 1347). Also see the definition of high-level radioactive waste in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as
amended (Public Law 97-425, 96 Stat. 2201), and as promulgated in 10 CFR 63.2.

Transuranic Waste — DOE radioactive waste not classified as high-level radioactive waste and containing more
than 100 nanocuries per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes with half lives greater than 20 years (40 Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 191).

Hazardous Waste — A category of waste regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
To be considered hazardous, a waste must be a solid waste under RCRA and must exhibit at least one of four
characteristics described in 40 CFR 261.20-24; 6 New York Code of Rules and Regulations (NYCRR)
Part 371.1(d)(1), 371.3 (ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity) or be specifically listed by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 40 CFR 261.3-33, or by the State of New York in 6 NYCRR
371.4. Toxicity is determined by the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure method as given in 40 CFR
261.24; 6 NYCRR 371.3(e).

Low-level Radioactive Waste — Waste that contains radioactivity and is not classified as high-level radioactive
waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel, or the tailings or wastes produced by the extraction or concentration
of uranium or thorium from any ore processed primarily for its source material (DOE Manual 435.1-1,
10 CFR 20.1003). In accordance with NRC regulations in 10 CFR 61.55, low-level radioactive waste is further
classified into Class A waste, Class B waste, and Class C low-level radioactive waste. Low-level radioactive waste
may also be categorized as low specific activity waste for the purposes of transportation analyses. Low specific
activity wastes have low specific activity, are nonfissile, and meet certain regulatory exceptions and limits. Low
specific activity wastes may be transported in large bulk containers.

Mixed Low-level Radioactive Waste — Low-level radioactive waste that also contains hazardous waste regulated
under RCRA (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 6901 et seq.).

Greater-Than-Class C Waste — Low-level radioactive waste that exceeds the concentration limits established for
Class C waste in 10 CFR 61.55.

Construction and Demolition Debris— Discarded nonhazardous material including solid, semisolid, or contained
gaseous material resulting from construction, demolition, industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural
operations and from community activities. The category does not include source, special nuclear, or byproduct
material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.).
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2.2 Proposed Action

DOE proposes to decontaminate and decommission the tanks and other WNYNSC facilities in which the high-
level radioactive waste solidified under the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) was stored, the
facilities used in the solidification of the waste, and any material and hardware used in connection with
WVDP, in accordance with the requirements of the WVDP Act. DOE would dispose of low-level radioactive
waste and defense-related transuranic waste generated from decontamination and decommissioning activities
off site and would store the vitrified high-level radioactive waste and non-defense transuranic waste on site
until it can be shipped to a Federal repository for disposal. The types of waste that would be generated are
presented in the “Waste Classifications” text box. In carrying out this Proposed Action, DOE would comply
with the provisions of the NRC Final Policy Statement on the Decommissioning Criteria for the West Valley
Demonstration Project at the West Valley Site (67 Federal Register [FR] 5003) and all other applicable
Federal and State requirements.

A determination needs to be made on how NYSERDA would decommission or manage the SDA and any other
wastes or facilities at WNYNSC that are not within the scope of the WVDP Act. In carrying out its Proposed
Action, NYSERDA will comply with all applicable Federal and State requirements, and will also comply with
the NRC License Termination Rule (10 CFR Part 20, Subpart E) for all NRC-regulated facilities not within the
scope of the WVDP Act.

DOE and NYSERDA need to use the NRC License Termination Rule and associated guidance provided in
NRC’s Final Policy Statement as the framework for decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of WVDP
facilities. The NRC License Termination Rule is the framework for decommissioning and/or long-term
stewardship of NYSERDA-controlled facilities and areas within the NRC-regulated portion of WNYNSC.
There is no site-specific decommissioning guidance (comparable to the NRC’s Policy Statement) for the SDA;
however, if the site were to be decommissioned for unrestricted use, the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC’s) Cleanup Guideline for Soils Contaminated with Radioactive
Materials, DSHM-RAD-0501 (formerly TAGM 4003), would apply until NYSDEC adopts regulations
compatible with the NRC’s License Termination Rule. RCRA and corresponding State of New York
implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part 373), along with the RCRA 3008(h) Consent Order issued by
NYSDEC and EPA (NYSDEC 1992), provide the regulatory framework for management of regulated facilities
containing hazardous waste or constituents. The RCRA 3008(h) Consent Order is discussed in Chapter 5.

2.3  The Western New York Nuclear Service Center and Facilities

WNYNSC, shown on Figure 2-1, is located 48 kilometers (30 miles) south of Buffalo, New York. It occupies
1,352 hectares (3,340 acres) in northern Cattaraugus County, New York, and approximately 5.7 hectares
(14 acres) in southern Erie County, New York. WNYNSC is drained by Buttermilk Creek, which joins
Cattaraugus Creek at the northern end of the property. Cattaraugus Creek flows northwest into Lake Erie
approximately 50 kilometers (30 miles) southwest of Buffalo, New York.

A 3-strand barbed-wire security fence supported by metal posts runs approximately 38,100 meters
(125,000 linear feet) along the perimeter of the WNYNSC property line.

The primary facilities at WNYNSC are a former irradiated nuclear fuel reprocessing plant with four associated
underground radioactive waste storage tanks and two radioactive waste disposal areas. One of the disposal
areas is licensed by the NRC and the other is licensed by the New York State Department of Health
(NYSDOH) and permitted by NYSDEC. Information on facilities and areas at WNYNSC provided in this
chapter is from a facility description and methodology technical report (WSMS 2008e) unless otherwise
referenced.
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WNYNSC has been divided into the 12 WMAs listed below. The locations of WMA 1 through WMA 10 are
shown on Figure 2-2. The locations of WMA 11 and WMA 12 are shown on Figure 2-3.

e WNMA 1. Main Plant Process Building and Vitrification Facility Area

e WMA 2: Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility Area

e WMA 3: Waste Tank Farm Area

¢ WMA 4: Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill

¢ WMA 5: Waste Storage Area

e WMA 6: Central Project Premises

¢ WMA 7. NRC-licensed Disposal Area (NDA) and Associated Facilities
¢ WMA 8: State-licensed Disposal Area (SDA) and Associated Facilities
¢ WNMA 9: Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell Area

e WMA 10: Support and Services Area

e WMA 11:. Bulk Storage Warehouse and Hydrofracture Test Well Area

¢ WMA 12: Balance of Site

The 66-hectare (164-acre) Project Premises, which are controlled by DOE, are located within WNYNSC, and
include WMAs 1 through 10, with the exception of WMA 8 (the SDA), which is managed by NYSERDA and
is not included within the Project Premises.

In addition to the 12 WMAs, 2 other areas with unique contamination characteristics that extend through more
than 1 WMA are identified in this EIS. The North Plateau Groundwater Plume, a zone of
groundwater contamination which extends across portions of WMAs 1 through 6, is shown on Figure 2-4; and
the Cesium Prong, an area of surface soil contamination extending northwest from the Main Plant Process
Building in WMA 1, is shown on Figure 2-5. The nature and extent of the North Plateau Groundwater Plume
and the Cesium Prong are described in Chapter 3 and in Appendix C.

2.3.1 Environmental Impact Statement Starting Point

The status of WNYNSC at the starting point of this EIS is called the Interim End State, estimated to be
achieved by 2011. Prior NEPA reviews have been completed regarding these actions which are needed to
place the site in a safe condition (DOE 2003e, 2006c¢). The primary activities that will be completed to achieve
the starting point of this EIS are as follows:

e A number of facilities will be closed, emptied of equipment, decontaminated, and demolished down to
their concrete foundations, floor slabs, or gravel pads (DOE 2006c). The disposition of the remaining
concrete foundations/slabs/gravel pads is addressed in this EIS. The specific facilities to be removed
to achieve the starting point of this EIS are identified in Table 2-1, which includes a number of Solid
Waste Management Units (SWMUSs) identified during the RCRA Facility Assessments that continue
to be managed toward RCRA closure. The anticipated status at the EIS starting point with respect to
closing these units according to RCRA requirements is listed in Table 2-1 under the column titled
“RCRA Status.”
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Table 2-1 Site Facilities Assumed Removed before Decommissioning; Foundations/Slabs/Pads
Remaining at the Starting Point of the Environmental Impact Statement

Facilities Demolished to Grade
Foundations/Slabs/Pads Remaining

RCRA Status at EIS
Starting Point

Radiological Contamination
at EI S Starting Point

WMA 1

Fuel Receiving and Storage Ventilation Building

N/A

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Fuel Receiving and Storage/High Integrity
Container Storage Area

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Radwaste Process (Hittman) Building SWMU, NFA Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Laundry Room N/A Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Cold Chemical Facility N/A No

Emergency Vehicle Shelter N/A No

Contact Size-Reduction Facility
(including Master Slave Manipulator Repair Shop)

RCRA Interim Status
Unit, subject to RCRA
Closure

Known to have radiological contamination

WMA 2

02 Building

SWMU, CMS being
prepared

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Test and Storage Building N/A No
Vitrification Test Facility N/A No
Vitrification Test Facility Waste Storage Area SWMU, NFA No
Maintenance Shop NFA No
Maintenance Storage Area N/A No
Vehicle Maintenance Shop N/A No
Industrial Waste Storage Area SWMU, NFA No
WMA 3

None

WMA 4

None

WMA 5

Lag Storage Building

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Lag Storage Additions 1,2,3

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Hazardous Waste Storage Lockers

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

No

Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Cold Hardstand near CDDL SWMU, NFA Subsurface contamination

Vitrification Vault and Empty Container SWMU, NFA No

Hardstand

Old/New Hardstand Area SWMU, NFA Assumed to have radiological contamination

based on past usage

Waste Packaging Area

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

Known radiological contamination

Lag Hardstand

SWMU, NFA

Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

Container Sorting and Packaging Facility as Part
of Lag Storage Addition 4

Clean-closed under
RCRA Interim Status

Known radiological contamination

High-Level Waste Tank Pump Storage Vaults

SWMU, NFA

No
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Facilities Demolished to Grade RCRA Statusat EIS Radiological Contamination
Foundations/Slabs/Pads Remaining Starting Point at EI S Starting Point

WMA 6

Old Warehouse N/A No

Cooling Tower N/A Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

North Waste Tank Farm Test Tower N/A No

Road Salt and Sand Storage Shed N/A No

Vitrification Test Facility Waste Storage Area SWMU, NFA No

Product Storage Area NFA No

WMA 7?2

NDA Hardstand Staging Area SWMU, NFA Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

WMA 8

None

WMA 9

Trench Soil Container Area N/A Assumed to have radiological contamination
based on past usage

WMA 10

Administration Building N/A No

Expanded Environmental Laboratory N/A No

Construction Fabrication Shop N/A No

Vitrification Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank and N/A No

Building

WMA 11

None | |

WMA 12

None | |

CDDL = Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill; CMS = Corrective Measures Study; EIS = environmental impact

statement; MSM = Master Slave Manipulator; NFA = no further action required at this time under RCRA, as determined

with concurrence of the NYSDEC as an outcome of the RCRA Facility Investigation; N/A = not applicable, not a RCRA-

regulated SWMU; RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; SWMU = Solid Waste Management Unit;

WMA = Waste Management Area.

& The Interim Waste Storage Facility and pad located in WMA 7 and the Old Sewage Treatment Plant in WMA 6 have been
RCRA clean-closed and are not listed in the table because there is no remaining foundation to be removed.

The Main Plant Process Building, with the exception of the area used for storing the vitrified waste
canisters and areas and systems supporting high-level radioactive waste canister storage, will be
decontaminated to a demolition-ready status. Also, the 01-14 Building and the Vitrification Facility in
WMA 1, as well as the Remote-Handled Waste Facility in WMA 5, will be decontaminated to a
demolition-ready status.

An upgradient slurry/barrier wall will be installed and a geomembrane cover will be placed over the
NDA as part of the NDA infiltration mitigation measures. The installation of this RCRA Interim
Measure is scheduled to begin during the spring and be completed by the fall of 2008. The design will
be similar to that installed over the SDA in 1995.

A Tank and Vault Drying System will be installed at the Waste Tank Farm to dry the liquid contents
of Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2. The liquid in Tank 8D-4 will be processed through absorbent media to
remove most of the cesium-137 inventory. The contaminated absorbent media will be disposed of off
site. The treated liquid will be added to Tank 8D-2, where it will be evaporated in accordance with
appropriate regulatory requirements.
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e Apermeable treatment wall and a permeable reactive barrier will be installed to mitigate further North
Plateau Groundwater Plume migration. The anticipated locations for the permeable treatment wall and
the permeable reactive barrier are shown on Figure 2—4. The North Plateau Groundwater Plume and
background soils will be sampled for potential RCRA hazardous constituents that may exist in the
plume, which is anticipated to be completed by December 2008.

e All waste created by activities that are part of achieving the Interim End State will be shipped off site
with the possible exception of the transuranic waste. Currently, there is no disposal pathway for non-
defense transuranic waste. Transuranic waste generated by Interim End State activities will be stored
on site pending either a “defense” determination® or availability of a disposal facility for non-defense

transuranic waste.

The following sections provide summary descriptions of the facilities/areas of WNYNSC that will be standing,
operational, or inactive at the starting point of this EIS and are addressed in this EIS. Table 2-2 provides a list
of these facilities/areas, along with their RCRA and radiological status as of the starting point of the EIS, and
references the specific Appendix C sections where these facilities/areas are discussed in more detail. The
additional details in Appendix C provide overall dimensions of key facilities, their operational history, and, for
the larger facilities where information is available, radiological and hazardous chemical inventory estimates.

Table 2-2 Site Facilities/Areas at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center Assumed at the

Starting Point of the Environmental Im

pact Statement

Radiological/Chemical Description
RCRA Status? at Contamination at (Appendix C
Facility EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point Section)
WMA 1
Main Plant Process Building | Decontaminated for RCRA Interim Status | Yes — significant Cc211
(including HLWISF, LWTS, | uncontained demolition | Units, subject to radiological source term
and A&PC Hot Cells and except for the HLWISF | RCRA closure remains
sealed rooms (demolition which contains HLW
ready) canisters
Vitrification Facility Decontaminated for RCRA Interim Status | Yes — significant C.212
(demolition ready) uncontained demolition | Unit, subject to radiological source term
RCRA closure remains
01-14 Building (includes the | Gutted and RCRA Interim Status | Decontaminated with only | C.2.1.3
Cement Solidification decontaminated for Unit, subject to residual activity remaining
System and the Vitrification | uncontained demolition | RCRA closure
Off-Gas System)
(demolition ready)
Load-In/Load-Out Facility | Operational N/A No C.214
Utility Room and Utility Operational N/A No C.2.15
Room Expansion
Fire Pumphouse and Water | Operational N/A No C.2.16
Storage Tank
Plant Office Building Operational N/A Subsurface soil may be C.2.1.7
contaminated
Electrical Substation Operational N/A No C.2.1.8
Underground Tanks 35104, | Operational N/A Yes — radiological C.2.19

7D-13, 15D-6

contamination remains

1 DOE is required to make a determination whether a particular transuranic waste stream is related to defense activities. The
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) Land Withdrawal Act of 1992 restricts WIPP disposal activities to transuranic waste
generated from defense activities. This “defense waste™ is defined as *““nuclear waste deriving from the manufacture of nuclear
weapons and the operation of naval reactors. Associated activities, such as the research carried on in the weapons laboratories,
also produce defense waste” (DOE 1997b).
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Chapter 2

Radiological/Chemical Description
RCRA Status® at Contamination at (Appendix C
Facility EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point Section)
Off-Gas Trench Inactive N/A Yes — radiological C.2.1.10
contamination remains
WMA 2
Low-Level Waste Treatment | Operational SWMU, subject to Yes — radiological Cc221
Facility (LLW2) CWA closure and contamination remains
CA
Lagoon 1 Inactive SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C222
prepared contamination remains,
PAH concentrations exceed
TAGM criteria
Lagoons 2 through 5 Operational SWMUs, subjectto | Yes —radiological C.2.23
CWA closure and contamination remains
CA
Neutralization Pit Operational SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C224
prepared contamination remains
Old Interceptor Operational SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C224
prepared contamination remains
New Interceptor (North and | Operational SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C.2.24
South) prepared contamination remains
Solvent Dike Inactive SWMU, NFA Yes — radiological C.2.25
contamination remains
Maintenance Shop Leach Inactive SWMU, NFA Subsurface soil is C.2.2.6
Field radiologically contaminated
from strontium-90 plume
Fire Brigade Training Area | Inactive SWMU, NFA Subsurface is radiologically | C.2.2.7
contaminated from
strontium-90 plume
WMA 3
Tanks 8D-1, 8D-2, 8D-3, Isolated and emptied RCRA Interim Status | Yes — contains both C.231
8D-4 Units, subject to radiological and hazardous
RCRA closure constituents
High-Level Waste Transfer | Transfer lines, trench RCRA Interim Status | Contamination remainsin | C.2.3.2
Trench and pump pits Unit, subject to pump pits and transfer lines
remaining RCRA closure
Permanent Ventilation Operational N/A Yes — radiological C.2.33
System Building contamination primarily in
the HEPA filters
Supernatant Treatment Isolated, liquid drained | RCRA Interim Status | Yes — radiological C.234
System Unit, subject to contamination remains
RCRA closure
Supernatant Treatment Operational RCRA Interim Status | Yes — radiological C.234
System Support Building Unit, subject to contamination in the valve
RCRA closure aisle
Equipment Shelter and Inactive SWMU, NFA Yes — most radiological C.2.35
Condensers contamination in
ventilation system
Con-Ed Building Inactive SWMU, NFA Yes — radiological C.2.36
contamination remains
WMA 4
Construction and Inactive (previously SWMU, CMS being | Radiologically C.24
Demolition Debris Landfill | closed) prepared contaminated from
strontium-90 plume
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Radiological/Chemical Description
RCRA Status? at Contamination at (Appendix C
Facility EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point Section)
WMA 5
Remote-Handled Waste Decontaminated and RCRA Interim Status | Radiological contamination | C.2.5.1
Facility Deactivated Unit, subject to remains
RCRA closure
Lag Storage Addition 4, Operational RCRA Interim Status | Small amount of C.25.2
includes Shipping Depot Unit, subject to radiological contamination
RCRA closure
Construction and Inactive SWMU, NFA No C.25.3
Demolition Area
WMA 6
Rail Spur Operable N/A Assumed to have C.26.1
radiological contamination
based on past usage
Demineralizer Sludge Ponds | Inactive SWMU, CMS being | Yes — Radiological C.26.2
prepared contamination remains with
possible PAH
concentrations exceeding
TAGM criteria
Equalization Basin Operational SWMU, subject to No C.26.3
CWA closure
Equalization Tank Operational SWMU, subject to No C.26.4
CWA closure
Low-Level Waste Rail Operable, waste N/A No C.2.6.5
Packaging and Staging Area | removed
Sewage Treatment Plant Operational SWMU, subject to No C.2.6.6
CWA closure
South Waste Tank Farm Operable N/A No C.26.7
Test Tower
WMA 7
NFS Special Holes Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C271
Cap and Slurry Wall prepared contamination remains
NFS Deep Holes Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C271
Cap and Slurry Wall prepared contamination remains
WVDP Trenches Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C271
Cap and Slurry Wall prepared contamination remains
WVDP Caissons Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes —radiological C271
Cap and Slurry Wall prepared contamination remains
NDA Interceptor Trench Operational SWMU, CMS being | Subsurface is radiologically | C.2.7.2
prepared contaminated. Organic
constituents slightly exceed
TAGM criteria
Liquid Pretreatment System | Operable SWMU, CMS being | No C.272
prepared
Leachate Transfer Line Operational SWMU, CMS being | Yes — radiologically C.273
prepared contaminated and may be
chemically contaminated
Former NDA Lagoon Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes — radiologically C274

Cap and Slurry Wall

prepared

contaminated soil

2-14




Proposed Action, Facility Description, Alternatives, and Comparison of Environmental Impacts

Chapter 2

Radiological/Chemical Description
RCRA Status? at Contamination at (Appendix C
Facility EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point EIS Starting Point Section)
WMA 8
Disposal Areas Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes - radiological and Cc.28.1
Cap prepared chemical contamination
remains
Mixed Waste Storage Operable RCRA Interim Status | Yes — assumed to have C.2.8.2
Facility Unit, subject to radiological and chemical
RCRA closure contamination
Former Filled Lagoons Inactive, Geomembrane | SWMU, CMS being | Yes —assumed to have C.2.8.3
Cap prepared radiological and chemical
contamination
WMA 9
Radwaste Treatment System | Operable SWMU, NFA Assumed to have C.2.9
Drum Cell radiological contamination
Subcontractor Maintenance | In-Place NFA No C.2.9
Area
WMA 10
New Warehouse Operational N/A No Cc.2.10.1
Meteorological Tower Operational N/A No C.2.10.2
Security Gatehouse and Operational N/A No C.2.10.3
Fences
WMA 11
Scrap Material Landfill Inactive SWMU, NFA No c.211
WMA 12
Dams and Reservoirs Operable N/A No c2121
Parking Lots and Roadways | Inactive N/A No C.2122
Railroad Spur Inactive N/A No C.2123
Soils and Stream Sediments | N/A N/A Yes — radiological C.2124
contamination is present
North Plateau Groundwater | Inactive N/A Yes — radiological C.2.13
Plume contamination is present
Groundwater Recovery Operational N/A Yes — radiological c.2131
System ° contamination is present
Pilot-Scale Permeable Operational N/A Yes — radiological C.2.13.2
Treatment Wall and Full- contamination is present
Scale Permeable Treatment
Wall ®
Permeable Reactive Barrier © | Operational N/A Yes — radiological C.2.13.3
contamination is present
Cesium Prong Inactive N/A Yes — radiological C.214
contamination is present

A&PC = Analytical and Process Chemistry; CA = Corrective Action; CMS = Corrective Measures Study; CWA = Clean
Water Act; EIS = environmental impact statement; HLW = high-level radioactive waste; HLWISF = High-Level Waste
Interim Storage Facility; LLW2 = Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility; LWTS = Liquid Waste Treatment System;

NDA = NRC-licensed Disposal Area; NFA = no further action required at this time under RCRA, as determined with
concurrence of the NYSDEC as an outcome of the RCRA Facility Investigation; NFS = Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc.;

N/A = not applicable, not a RCRA-regulated SWMU; PAH = polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon; RCRA = Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act; SWMU = Solid Waste Management Unit; TAGM = Technical and Administrative Guidance
Memorandum; WMA = Waste Management Area; WVDP = West Valley Demonstration Project.
& Interim Status Unit implies that a unit is subject to permitting and closure.

® physically located in WMA 2.
¢ Physically located in WMA 4.
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2.3.2 Description of Waste Management Areas
2.3.2.1 Waste Management Area 1: Main Plant Process Building and Vitrification Facility Area

WMA 1 encompasses approximately 1.7 hectares (4 acres). Key facilities standing in WMA 1 at the starting
point of this EIS include the Main Plant Process Building, Vitrification Facility, 01-14 Building, Load-
In/Load-Out Facility, Utility Room and Utility Room Expansion, Fire Pumphouse and Water Storage Tank,
Plant Office Building, and Electrical Substation. Included in WMA 1 are underground tanks, underground
pipelines (including those that transferred waste to WMA 3), and the source area of the North Plateau
Groundwater Plume. The plume extends through portions of WMAs 1 through 6. WMA 1 is shown on
Figure 2-2, and in more detail in Appendix C, Figure C-1.

At the starting point of this EIS, WMA 1 facilities, including the Fuel Receiving and Storage Ventilation
Building, Fuel Receiving and Storage High Integrity Container (HIC) Storage Area, Radwaste Process
(Hittman) Building, Laundry Room, Cold Chemical Facility, Emergency Vehicle Shelter, and the Contact Size-
Reduction Facility including the MSM Repair Shop will have been removed to grade. The remaining concrete
foundations and slabs are addressed in this EIS.

The Main Plant Process Building was built between 1963 and 1966, and was used from 1966 to 1971 by
Nuclear Fuel Services (NFS) to recover uranium and plutonium from irradiated nuclear fuel. The building is
composed of a series of cells, aisles, and rooms that are constructed of reinforced concrete and concrete block.
Most of the facility was constructed above grade; however, a few of the cells extend below the ground surface.
One of the cells is currently used to store 275 canisters of vitrified high-level radioactive waste from the
solidification of the liquid waste originally in the high-level radioactive waste tanks in WMA 3.

At the starting point of this EIS, the Main Plant Process Building will be standing, emptied of most equipment,
and decontaminated to the extent that it can be demolished without the use of radiological containment. The
major area not decontaminated would be the former Chemical Process Cell (now referred to as the High-Level
Waste Interim Storage Facility), where the high-level radioactive waste canisters would still be stored, and
those areas that support safe storage of the waste canisters. The Main Plant Process Building areas that would
still be operational to support high-level radioactive waste canister storage include the Chemical Process Cell
Crane Room, Equipment Decontamination Room, Ventilation Supply Room, the Ventilation Exhaust Cell, and
the Head-End Ventilation Building, along with supporting plant utilities. Other equipment remaining in the
Main Plant Process Building is located in the Liquid Waste Cell, Acid Recovery Cell, and Ventilation Wash
Room. Prior to the starting point of this EIS, a layer of cement grout will be poured on the floors of cells with
high radiation and contamination levels, such as the General Purpose Cell and the Process Mechanical Cell, to
fix contamination and provide radiation shielding. Details on the Main Plant Process Building and the type
and quantity of radiological and chemical contamination present are provided in Appendix C, Section C.2.1.1.

The Vitrification Facility is a structural steel-framed and sheet-metal building that houses the Vitrification Cell,
operating aisles, and a control room. High-level radioactive waste transferred from Tank 8D-2 in WMA 3 was
mixed with glass formers and vitrified into borosilicate glass within the Vitrification Cell. The Vitrification
Facility will be decontaminated for the Interim End State to a point where it would be ready for demolition
without containment, but a substantial radiological source term would remain. More detailed information
regarding the status of the Vitrification Facility at the starting point of the EIS can be found in Appendix C,
Section C.2.1.2.

The 01-14 Building will be in place and sufficiently decontaminated to allow uncontained demolition. The
01-14 Building is a four-story concrete and steel-framed building located next to the southwest corner of the
Main Plant Process Building. This building was built in 1971 to house an NFS off-gas system and acid
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recovery system, which were to be located in the off-gas treatment cell and acid fractionator cell portions of the
building. However, the building was never used to support NFS operations. The 01-14 Building currently
houses the vitrification off-gas system and the Cement Solidification System. It is radiologically
contaminated. The vitrification off-gas system and the Cement Solidification System will be removed and the
building decontaminated prior to the starting point of the EIS.

The Load-In/Load-Out Facility is located adjacent to the west wall of the Equipment Decontamination Room
of the Main Plant Process Building in WMA 1. The Load-In/Load-Out Facility is a structural steel and steel-
sided building. It was used to move empty canisters and equipment into and out of the Vitrification Cell. It
has a truck bay and a 14-metric ton (15-ton) overhead crane that is used to move canisters and equipment. Itis
not radioactively contaminated.

The Utility Room is a concrete block and steel-framed building located on the south end of the Main Plant
Process Building. It consists of two adjoining buildings that were built at different times: the original Utility
Room and the Utility Room Expansion. The original Utility Room, which was built during the construction of
the Main Plant Process Building, makes up the western portion of the Utility Room. The Utility Room
contains equipment that supplies steam, compressed air, and various types of water to the Main Plant Process
Building. Based on process knowledge and the results of routine radiological surveys, the Utility Room is not
expected to have substantial radiological contamination. However, the pipe trench in the original Utility Room
is reported to be radioactively contaminated as a result of backup of contaminated water from other sources and
may have chemical contamination. A water storage tank and an aboveground No. 2 fuel oil tank are located
outside the Utility Room. The aboveground fuel oil tank would require closure under petroleum bulk storage
regulations (6 NYCRR Part 613). Asbestos-containing material associated with the fuel oil tank will be
managed as ashestos-containing waste in accordance with New York State and Toxic Substances Control Act
requirements.

The Utility Room Expansion was built in the early 1990s immediately adjacent and connected to the original
Utility Room. Because this building is newer, and because radioactive waste processing operations were not
performed in it, the Utility Room Expansion is not expected to be contaminated, and routine radiological
surveys have not detected any radiological contamination in this area.

The Fire Pumphouse was constructed when the Main Plant Process Building was built in 1963. The
Pumphouse contains two pumps on concrete foundations. One is driven by an electric motor with a diesel
engine backup, and the other is driven by a diesel engine. A 1,100-liter (290-gallon), double-wall, carbon-
steel, diesel-fuel day tank with No. 2 fuel oil is also located in the Pumphouse. A light metal storage shed rests
on a concrete slab. The shed is used to store fire hoses and fire extinguishers. The Water Storage Tank stores
water for firefighting purposes. The Fire Pumphouse and the Water Storage Tank are not expected to be
radioactively contaminated based on process knowledge and routine radiological surveys.

The Plant Office Building is a three-story concrete block and steel-framed structure located adjacent to the west
side of the Main Plant Process Building. The Office Building is designated as an unrestricted occupancy area.
Radiological contamination is present beneath the floor in the men’s shower room. This contamination
originated during spent nuclear fuel reprocessing from releases of radioactive acid from the acid recovery
system into the adjacent southwest stairwell and into subsurface soils during NFS operations. This
contamination is the primary source of the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, described in Section 2.3.2.13 of
this chapter.

The Electrical Substation is located adjacent to the southeast corner of the Main Plant Process Building. A
34.5-kilovolt/480-volt transformer rests on a concrete foundation behind a steel-framed structure. The
transformer contains 2,200 liters (586 gallons) of oil containing polychlorinated biphenyls at 292 parts per
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million, which is managed in accordance with New York State and Toxic Substances Control Act
requirements. No radiologically-contaminated areas have been identified at the Electrical Substation.

Tanks 35104, 7D-13, and 15D-6 are located underground in the vicinity of the Main Plant Process Building.
They are stainless steel tanks with capacities of 22,300 liters (5,900 gallons), 7,600 liters (2,000 gallons), and
5,700 liters (1,500 gallons) respectively. They served as collection and holding tanks for liquid from drains in
contaminated areas and liquid waste from laundry and laboratories. They currently contain radioactive liquids
and solids and RCRA constituents. Refer to Section 3.11.5.1 for a description of leaks associated with these
tanks.

The Off-Gas Trench is an underground shielded concrete transfer trench located on the west side of the Main
Plant Process Building between the Vitrification Facility and the 01-14 Building. It was used to transfer
filtered off-gas generated by the vitrification process to the 01-14 Building for further processing before
exhausting through the main stack and is radiologically contaminated.

More detailed descriptions of the Main Plant Process Building, Vitrification Facility, 01-14 Building, Load-
In/Load-Out Facility, Utility Room and Utility Room Expansion, Fire Pumphouse and Water Storage Tank,
Plant Office Building, Electrical Substation, underground tanks, and the Off-Gas Trench are included in
Appendix C, Section C.2.1.

2.3.2.2 Waste Management Area 2: Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility Area

WMA 2 encompasses approximately 5.5 hectares (14 acres). It was used by NFS and WVDP to treat low-level
radioactive wastewater generated on site. Facilities and areas evaluated in this EIS include the Low-Level
Waste Treatment Facility, known as LLW2; inactive filled Lagoon 1; active Lagoons 2, 3, 4, and 5;
Neutralization Pit; New and Old Interceptors; Solvent Dike; Maintenance Shop Leach Field; and Fire Brigade
Training Area. Included in WMA 2 are underground pipelines, the groundwater recovery wells and the
permeable treatment wall that are described in Section 2.3.2.13 of this chapter, and also a portion of the North
Plateau Groundwater Plume, which extends under portions of WMAs 1 through 6. The Low-Level Waste
Treatment Facility Area is shown on Figure 2-2 and in more detail on Figure C-3 of Appendix C.

At the starting point of this EIS, the O2 Building, Test and Storage Building, Vitrification Test Facility,
Vitrification Test Facility Waste Storage Area, Maintenance Shop, Vehicle Maintenance Shop, Maintenance
Storage Area, and Industrial Waste Storage Area will have been removed to grade. The remaining concrete
foundations and slabs are addressed in this EIS.

The Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility is located southwest of Lagoon 4, and is a pre-engineered, single-
story, metal-sided building on a concrete wall foundation. The packaging room, which is typically used for
resin handling, includes a 3,400-liter (900-gallon) sump and is high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter
ventilated. The Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility is radiologically contaminated.

Lagoon 1 was an unlined pit excavated into the surficial sands and gravels. It was fed directly from the Old
and New Interceptors, and had a storage capacity of approximately 1,140,000 liters (300,000 gallons). This
lagoon was removed from service in 1984, after a determination was made that it was the source of tritium
contamination to nearby groundwater. The liquid and sediment were transferred to Lagoon 2. Lagoon 1 was
filled with approximately 1,300 cubic meters (1,700 cubic yards) of radiologically-contaminated debris from
the Old Hardstand, including asphalt, trees, stumps, roots, and weeds. It was capped with clay, covered with
topsoil, and revegetated.

Lagoon 2 is an unlined pit with a storage capacity of 9.1 million liters (2.4 million gallons). This lagoon was
excavated into the Lavery till, and water levels are kept below the sand and gravel unit/Lavery till interface. It
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is used as a storage basin for wastewater discharged from the New Interceptors before its contents are
transferred to the Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility for treatment. Prior to installation of the Low-Level
Waste Treatment Facility, wastewater was routed through Lagoons 1, 2, and 3 in series before discharge to
Erdman Brook. Radioactive contamination is known to be present in Lagoon 2 sediment.

Lagoon 3 is an unlined pit with a storage capacity of 12.5 million liters (3.3 million gallons). This lagoon was
excavated into the Lavery till, and water levels are kept below the sand and gravel unit/Lavery till interface.
After installation of the O2 Building, which formerly housed the low-level waste treatment equipment and was
subsequently reduced to its floor slab, Lagoon 3 was disconnected from Lagoon 2, emptied, and the sediment
was removed. Presently, Lagoon 3 only receives treated water from Lagoons 4 and 5. Treated wastewater in
Lagoon 3 is periodically batch discharged to Erdman Brook through a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (SPDES)-permitted outfall. Lagoon 3 is radiologically contaminated.

Lagoon 4 was excavated into the sand and gravel unit and was lined with silty till material. Operations relied
on the clay liner until 1974, when the lagoon was identified as a source of tritium in the groundwater. A
hypalon membrane liner was then added. The membranes lining the lagoon were removed in the late 1990s by
WVNSCO and replaced with concrete grout and an XR-5 liner. The lagoon has a capacity of 772,000 liters
(204,000 gallons). It receives treated water from the Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility and discharges it to
Lagoon 3. Itis radiologically contaminated.

Lagoon 5 was also excavated into the sand and gravel unit and lined with silty till material. Operations relied
on the clay liner until 1974, when the lagoon was identified as a source of tritium in the groundwater. A
hypalon membrane liner was then added. The membranes lining the lagoon were removed in the late 1990s by
WVNSCO and replaced with concrete grout and an XR-5 liner. The lagoon has a capacity of 628,000 liters
(166,000 gallons). It receives treated water from the Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility and discharges it to
Lagoon 3. It is radiologically contaminated.

The Neutralization Pit is a below-grade tank constructed with concrete walls and floor. The tank initially had
an acid-resistant coating which failed and was replaced with a stainless steel liner. The pit is radiologically
contaminated and may contain chemical constituents, such as mercury derived from the management of low-
level radioactive wastewater.

The Old Interceptor is a liquid waste storage tank located below grade that received low-level liquid waste
generated at the Main Plant Process Building from the time of initial operation until the New Interceptors were
constructed. High levels of radioactive contamination introduced into its Old Interceptor required the addition
of an 0.3-meter (1-foot) thick layer of concrete to the floor for shielding. The Old Interceptor is currently used
for storing radiologically contaminated liquids that exceed the effluent standard.

The New Interceptors are twin (north and south) stainless steel lined open-top concrete storage tanks located
below grade. The New Interceptors replaced the Old Interceptor and are used as liquid sampling points before
transfer of the liquid to Lagoon 2.

The Solvent Dike is located about 90 meters (300 feet) east of the Main Plant Process Building. It was an
unlined basin, excavated in the surficial sands and gravels. It received rainwater runoff from the Main Plant
Process Building Solvent Storage Terrace, which formerly housed an acid storage tank and three storage tanks
containing a mixture of used n-dodecane and tributyl phosphate. The sediment has been removed and the area
has been backfilled. The Solvent Dike still contains radiologically-contaminated soil.

The Maintenance Shop Leach Field occupies an area of 140 square meters (1,500 square feet) and consists of
three septic tanks, a distribution box, a tile drain field, and associated piping. The Leach Field served the
Maintenance Shop and the Test and Storage Building before these buildings were connected to the sanitary
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sewer system in 1988. It may be radiologically contaminated by the North Plateau Groundwater Plume.
RCRA hazardous constituents were detected in the sediment of one septic tank, but none of the concentrations
exceeded RCRA hazardous waste criteria or action levels prescribed by NYSDEC. All three tanks are out of
service and have been filled with sand.

The Fire Brigade Training Area is located north of Lagoons 4 and 5 and was used two to four times a year
between 1982 and 1993 for several types of fire training exercises. Piles of wood coated with kerosene or
diesel fuel were ignited and then extinguished with water and/or foam. Other exercises involved diesel fuel
and water mixtures placed in a shallow metal pan that were ignited and extinguished using a steady stream of
water and/or foam. These training exercises were conducted pursuant to the Restricted Burning Permits issued
for the training area.

More detailed descriptions of the Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility, Lagoons 1 through 5, Neutralization Pit
and Interceptors, Solvent Dike, Maintenance Shop Leach Field, and Fire Brigade Training Area are included in
Appendix C, Section C.2.2.

2.3.2.3 Waste Management Area 3: Waste Tank Farm Area

WMA 3 encompasses approximately 0.8 hectares (2 acres). Waste Tank Farm Area facilities evaluated in this
EIS include Waste Storage Tanks 8D-1, 8D-2, 8D-3, and 8D-4, their associated vaults, the High-Level Waste
Transfer Trench, Permanent Ventilation System Building, Supernatant Treatment System (STS) and STS
Support Building, Equipment Shelter and Condensers, and the Con-Ed Building. Also included in WMA 3is
the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, which extends through WMAs 1 through 6, and underground pipelines
which transferred waste from WMA 1. At the starting point of this EIS, a Tank and Vault Drying System will
have been added to Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2, which would have dried the residuals left in the tanks as part of
achieving the Interim End State. The Waste Tank Farm Area is shown on Figure 2-2 and in more detail on
Figure C-4 of Appendix C.

Waste Storage Tanks 8D-1, 8D-2, 8D-3, and 8D-4 were built to store liquid high-level radioactive waste
generated during spent nuclear fuel reprocessing operations. Tanks 8D-2 and 8D-4 were used to store PUREX
and THOREX wastes respectively from reprocessing operations. Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-3 were used to store
condensate from the THOREX waste. These tanks were subsequently modified to support treatment of high-
level radioactive waste. Modifications included constructing a fabricated steel truss system over Tanks 8D-1
and 8D-2 to carry the weight of sludge mobilization and transfer pumps, and installation of STS equipment in
Tank 8D-1. The tanks will contain residual radiological as well as hazardous chemical constituents, but all the
tank contents will be dry. Piping and utilities to the tanks will be isolated to prevent transfers to and from the
tanks. Details on the Waste Storage Tanks and associated vaults and the type and quantities of the waste
contents at the starting point of this EIS are provided in Appendix C, Section C.2.3.

Tank 8D-1 contains five high-level radioactive waste mobilization pumps, and Tank 8D-2 contains four of
these centrifugal pumps. Each pump is approximately 2.4 meters (8 feet) long and is supported by a
25.4-centimeter (10-inch) stainless steel pipe column that is 15.2 meters (50 feet) long. Tanks 8D-1, 8D-2,
8D-3, and 8D-4 also each contain a transfer pump. These centrifugal multi-stage turbine type pumps are each
supported by a 35.6-centimeter (14-inch) pipe column, with an overall length of more than 15.2 meters
(50 feet) for Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2 and approximately 6 to 8 meters (20 to 25 feet) in length for Tanks 8D-3
and 8D-4. Like the mobilization pumps, the transfer pumps were driven by 150-horsepower electric motors.
The mobilization and transfer pumps are radiologically contaminated. The transfer pumps will likely have
more contamination, since high-level radioactive waste passed through the entire length of the pump, rather
than impacting only the lower portion as with the mobilization pumps.
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The High-Level Waste Transfer Trench is a long concrete vault containing double-walled piping that was
designed to convey waste between the Waste Tank Farm and the Vitrification Facility in WMA 1. It is
approximately 152 meters (500 feet) long, extending from the Tank 8D-3/8D-4 vault along the north side of
Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2, before turning to the southwest and entering the north side of the Vitrification Facility.
The pump pits and piping used to convey high-level radioactive waste are radiologically contaminated.

The Permanent Ventilation System Building is located approximately 15.3 meters (50 feet) north of
Tank 8D-2. This steel-framed building contains four rooms: the Permanent Ventilation System Room,
Electrical Room, Mechanical Room, and Control Room. It is designed to provide ventilation to the STS
Support Building, STS Valve Aisle, STS Pipeway, and Tanks 8D-1, 8D-2, 8D-3, and 8D-4. Most of the
residual contamination in this building is in the two HEPA filters, which could contain as much as 7.5 curies of
cesium-137 and much smaller activities of other radionuclides. No hazardous contamination is expected. The
building contains an aboveground and an underground petroleum storage tank.

The STS was installed in and adjacent to Tank 8D-1. STS equipment installed in Tank 8D-1 (and the only
STS equipment coming in contact with high-level radioactive waste) includes the STS prefilter, supernatant
feed tank, supernatant cooler, four zeolite columns, STS sand post filter, sluice lift tank, and associated transfer

piping.

The STS Support Building is located adjacent to and above Tank 8D-1. Itis a two-story structure that contains
equipment and auxiliary support systems needed to operate the STS. The upper level of the STS Support
Building is a steel-framed structure covered with steel siding. The lower level was constructed with reinforced
concrete walls, floor, and ceiling. The building, with the exception of the Valve Aisle, is radiologically clean.
The shielded Valve Aisle is located on the first floor of the STS Building, adjacent to Tank 8D-1. The Valve
Aisle is radiologically contaminated.

The Equipment Shelter is a one-story concrete-block building located immediately north of the Vitrification
Facility. It is radiologically contaminated.

The Waste Tank Farm Condensers are located west of the Equipment Shelter and were originally designed to
condense the overheads from Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2, which were designed to be in a self-boiling condition
during operations. The condensed overheads were directed to the Waste Tank Farm Condensate Tank to an
ion-exchange unit, and then to the Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility for additional treatment before
discharge to Erdman Brook. The condensers are still contaminated with small amounts of radioactivity.

The Con-Ed Building is a concrete-block building located on top of the concrete vault containing Tanks 8D-3
and 8D-4. This building houses the instrumentation and valves used to monitor and control the operation of
Tanks 8D-3 and 8D-4. The Con-Ed Building is radiologically contaminated. The majority of the radiological
inventory is believed to be contained in the piping and equipment inside the building.

More detailed descriptions of the High-Level Waste Transfer Trench, Permanent Ventilation System Building,
STS, STS Support Building, Waste Tank Farm Equipment Shelter and Condensers, and Con-Ed Building are
provided in Appendix C, Section C.2.3.

2.3.2.4 Waste Management Area 4. Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill

WMA 4, which includes the Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill (CDDL), is a 4.2-hectare (10-acre)
area in the northeast portion on the North Plateau of WVDP. CDDL is the only waste management unit in
WMA 4. WMA 4 is shown on Figure 2-2 and in more detail on Figure C-5 of Appendix C.
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CDDL covers a 0.6-hectare (1.5-acre) area approximately 305 meters (1,000 feet) northeast of the Main Plant
Process Building. CDDL was initially used by Bechtel Engineering from 1963 to 1965 to dispose of
nonradioactive waste generated during Bechtel’s construction of the Main Plant Process Building. CDDL was
used by NFS from 1965 to 1981 to dispose of honradioactive construction, office, and facility-generated debris,
including ash from the NFS incinerator. CDDL was used by DOE from 1982 to 1984 to dispose of
nonradioactive waste. Disposal operations were terminated in the CDDL in December 1984, and the landfill
closed in accordance with the New York State regulations that were applicable at that time
(6 NYCRR Part 360-7.6).

Some volatile organic compounds have been detected in groundwater downgradient of the CDDL. In addition,
the CDDL is located in the flow path of the North Plateau Groundwater Plume. The radioactively-
contaminated groundwater in the plume is assumed to have come into contact with the waste buried in the
CDDL. Therefore, the buried wastes in the CDDL are assumed to require handling as radioactive wastes. A
more detailed description of the CDDL is included in Appendix C, Section C.2.4.

2.3.2.5 Waste Management Area 5: Waste Storage Area

WMA 5 encompasses approximately 7.6 hectares (19 acres). Facilities in WMA 5 that will be operational or
standing at the starting point of this EIS include the Remote-Handled Waste Facility, Lag Storage Area
(LSA) 4 with associated Shipping Depot, and the Construction and Demolition Area. Also included in
WMA 5 is the North Plateau Groundwater Plume, which extends through WMAs 1 through 6. WMA 5 is
shown on Figure 2-2 and in more detail on Figure C-6 of Appendix C.

At the starting point of this EIS, WMA 5 facilities, including the Lag Storage Building; LSA 1, 2, 3;
Hazardous Waste Storage Lockers; the Vitrification Vault Empty Container Hardstand; and Chemical Process
Cell Waste Storage Area, will have been removed to grade. The remaining concrete foundations, slabs, and
gravel pads are addressed in this EIS. In addition, the Cold Hardstand near the CDDL, Vitrification Vault and
Empty Container Hardstand, Old/New Hardstand Area, Waste Packaging Area, Lag Hardstand, High-Level
Waste Tank Pump Storage Vaults, and Container Sorting and Packaging Facility will have been completely
removed. However, the ground underneath these facilities could be radioactively contaminated, from either, or
both operational impacts or the Cesium Prong, and would be subject to decommissioning activities.

At the starting point of this EIS, the Remote-Handled Waste Facility will have been decontaminated to a point
where it can be demolished without containment. It is used to remotely section and package high-activity
equipment and waste and is permitted as a mixed low-level radioactive waste treatment and storage
containment building.

Included in LSA 4 are a Shipping Depot, a Container Sorting and Packaging Facility, and a covered
passageway between LSA 3 and LSA 4. The Shipping Depot is connected to LSA 4 and is a metal frame
structure. If contamination is encountered in LSA 4, it is expected to be minimal due to packaging
requirements and storage practices. LSA 4 and the Container Sorting and Packaging Facility are used for
storage, sorting, and repackaging low-level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste.

The Construction and Demolition Area, also known as the Concrete Washdown Area, is a shallow ground
depression located southwest of the Remote-Handled Waste Facility approximately 91 meters (300 feet) west
of the STS Building. From 1990 to June 1994, waste concrete was deposited in this area during the cleanout
of concrete mixing trucks that transported concrete from offsite sources to support construction projects such as
the Vitrification Facility. The waste concrete generated during truck washing was staged in this area until it
hardened, after which it was placed in a dumpster for offsite disposal. Residual concrete is the only waste that
was managed in this area.
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More detailed descriptions of the Remote-Handled Waste Facility, LSA 4, and Construction and Demolition
Area are included in Appendix C, Section C.2.5.

2.3.2.6 Waste Management Area 6: Central Project Premises

WMA 6 encompasses approximately 5.7 hectares (14 acres). Facilities standing, operable, or operational at the
starting point of this EIS in WMA 6 include the rail spur, two Demineralizer Sludge Ponds, Equalization
Basin, Equalization Tank, Low-Level Radioactive Waste Rail Packaging and Staging Area, Sewage Treatment
Plant, and South Waste Tank Farm Test Tower. Also included in a small portion of WMA 6 is the North
Plateau Groundwater Plume, which extends through portions of WMA 1 through 6. WMA 6 is shown on
Figure 2-2 and in more detail on Figure C-7 of Appendix C.

At the starting point of this EIS, a number of facilities, including the Old Warehouse, Cooling Tower, North
Waste Tank Farm Test Tower, Road Salt and Sand Storage Shed, Vitrification Test Facility Waste Storage
Area, and the Product Storage Area will have been removed to grade. The remaining concrete foundations,
slabs, and gravel pads associated with these facilities are addressed in this EIS. The ground that was
underneath the previously removed Old Sewage Treatment Facility may be radioactively contaminated and
would be subject to decommissioning.

The rail spur runs about 2,440 meters (8,000 feet) from the south side of the Main Plant Process Building to
where it connects to the main line of the railroad. The rails are cast iron and the ties are creosote pressure-
treated wood. Low-level radiological soil contamination has been detected in an area along a section of dual
track east of the Old Warehouse.

The Demineralizer Sludge Ponds were built between 1964 and 1965 during construction of the Main Plant
Process Building on the North Plateau. The sludge ponds are two unlined rectangular basins located southeast
of the Process Building. The ponds were designed to receive liquids and sludge from the site utility water
treatment system and discharge through a weir box and underground piping to an SPDES-permitted outfall.
Both ponds are radiologically contaminated. Characterization activities have also identified the presence of
semi-volatile chemicals in sediment that are at concentrations that slightly exceed Technical and
Administrative Guidance Memorandum criteria.

The Equalization Basin is a lined basin that is excavated into the sand and gravel layer and underlain with a
sand drain. Originally, the basin was called the Effluent Mixing Basin when it received effluents from the
Sanitary Sewage Treatment Plant, some Utility Room discharge, and cooling water blowdown. Later it
received effluents from the Sludge Ponds. Having been bypassed by installation of the Equalization Tank, the
basin currently is used as an excess capacity settling pond for discharges from the Utility Room. No known
hazardous or radiological contamination is present in the Equalization Basin.

The Equalization Tank was installed in 1997 to work in parallel with the existing Equalization Basin, not as a
replacement. The Equalization Tank is an inground concrete tank that was designed with a total capacity of
75,700 liters (20,000 gallons) and a maximum working capacity of 56,800 liters (15,000 gallons). The
Equalization Tank is not expected to be radiologically contaminated.

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Rail Packaging and Staging Area covers approximately 2,510 square meters
(27,000 square feet) east of and adjacent to the railroad tracks at the south end of WMA 6. It was used to
package and ship contaminated soil stored in roll-off containers. This area is not expected to be radiologically
contaminated.

The Sewage Treatment Plant is a wood-frame structure with metal siding and roofing. The base of the facility
is concrete and crushed stone. Eight tanks are associated with the plant: six in-ground concrete tanks, one
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aboveground polyethylene tank, and one aboveground stainless steel tank. The Sewage Treatment Plant is
used to treat sanitary waste. Water treatment chemicals, such as sulfuric acid, sodium hypochlorite, sodium
bisulfite, and sodium bicarbonate have been used at the plant. The Sewage Treatment Plant also previously
contained a satellite accumulation area that stored mercury-bearing RCRA hazardous waste from the Process
Building. No hazardous or radiological contamination is known to exist there. Treated wastewater from the
Sewage Treatment Plant is discharged to Erdman Brook through an SPDES-permitted discharge.

The Waste Tank Farm Test Towers, also known as training platforms, consist of two towers. The North Test
Tower will have been removed at the starting point of this EIS. The South Test Tower is a pre-engineered
structure erected as a stack of six modules including ladders, handrails, and grating.

More detailed descriptions of the rail spur, Demineralizer Sludge Ponds, Equalization Basin, Equalization
Tank, Low-Level Radioactive Waste Rail Packaging and Staging Area, Sewage Treatment Plant, and Waste
Tank Farm Tower are included in Appendix C, Section C.2.6.

2.3.2.7 Waste Management Area 7: NRC-licensed Disposal Area and Associated Facilities

WMA 7 encompasses approximately 3.3 hectares (8 acres). The NDA includes a radioactive waste disposal
area and ancillary structures. The NDA is about 122 meters (400 feet) wide and 183 meters (600 feet) long on
the South Plateau. It is divisible into three distinct areas: NFS shallow disposal area (known as special holes)
and deep burial holes; WVDP disposal trenches and caissons; and the area occupied by the Interceptor Trench
and the associated Liquid Pretreatment System structures. Other ancillary structures in the NDA include the
Leachate Transfer Line and a former lagoon. The NDA is shown on Figure 2-2 and in more detail on
Figure C-8 of Appendix C.

The NDA Hardstand/Staging Area will have been removed to grade at the starting point of this EIS. The
removal of the remaining concrete foundation is addressed in this EIS.

The NDA was operated by NFS, under license from the NRC (formerly U.S. Atomic Energy Commission) for
disposal of solid radioactive waste generated from fuel reprocessing operations. Beginning in 1966, solid
radioactive waste materials from the nearby Main Plant Process Building exceeding 200 millirad per hour, and
other materials not allowable in the SDA, were buried in holes and trenches and backfilled with earth.
Between 1966 and 1981, NFS disposed of a variety of wastes in approximately 100 deep holes and 230 special
holes in a U-shaped area along the eastern, western, and northern boundaries of the NDA. Between 1982 and
1986, after establishment of the WVDP, waste generated from decontamination and decommissioning
activities was disposed of in the NDA in 12 trenches and 4 caissons. Most of these wastes were placed in
trenches located in the unused parce