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The U.S. Department of Energy @OE) needs to take action to: retrieve transuranic ~~

waste b-use interim storage waste containers have exceeded their 20-year design life and

could f~ musing a radioactive relwe to the environmen~provide storage capacity for

retrieved and newly generated ~U, Greater-than-Category3 (GTC3), and mixed waste

before trmtient andor shipment to the.Waste Isolation Pflot Project ~P); and upgrade

the Mastrucme network in the 200 West Area to enhance operationrdefficiencies and

redum the wst of operating the Solid Waste Operations Complex.

~ proposal action wotid initiate the retrieval activities @e&ievd) from Trench 4C-T04

in the 200 West Area including the constructionof support facditim n~sary to carry out

the retrieval operations. In addition, the proposed action includes the construction and

operation of a facflity @nhanA Radioactivewed Waste Storage FacM&) in the 200 West

Area to store newly generated and the retrieved waste wMe it awai~ shipment to a fti

disposd site. Mso, InfrastrucWe Upgrades and a Central Waste Support Complex are

necessary to support the Hanford Site’s centrdti waste managementar= ti the

200 West ArM. me proposed action fio includm mitigation for the loss of priority

shrub-steppe habitat restiting from construction. The Mtimatedtoti mst of the proposed

action is $66 tiion.

Other dtemtives to the Retrieval, the Storage Factii~, Mastructnre Upgrades, and the

Central Waste Support Complex were mnsiderd. In addition to a No-ActionMternative,

other dtermtives included the use of existing onsite storage facfiities, and the use of existing

onsite office facilities. These d~rnatives did not m~t DOE’s n~ to retrieve TRU waste;

provide storage capacity for retrieved and newly genera~ TRU, mixed, and GTC3 waste;

upgrade the MaStructure; and reduce the mst of operating the Solid Waste Operations

Complex (SWOC).

me proposed action was evaluated for potentkd impacts to the environment, workers, and

the public. Under noti operating renditions, no environment impacts in terms of
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adverse hdth effects to the general public is eqwted. M work wotid be performed in

comphce wik As bw As ReasonablyAchievable (~) principles, waste

~tion policies, applicable state and federd re@ations, and DOE Orders.

Construction impacts were ev~uated. An estirnati 18.6 hectar= (46 acres) of land would

be disturbd with an estimated 14.6 hectarw (36 acres) of priority shrub-steppehabitat being

destroyed during site clearing activities. ~ land disturbanm represents approfiately 1.5

percent of the Hanford Site’s 200 West Arm. A mitigation strategy for the Hanford Site is

being developd for mitigation of lost’priority shrub-steppehabitat ar=. Habitat loss from

the proposed action wodd be mitigated in accordancewith the sitewide strategy. Habitat

loss wodd be mmpensated for at a ratio of 3 to 1.

A ~turd Resource Review and a Biologid Review of the proposed construction site has

been conducted. No sensitive areas such as wetiands, floodplains, archaeologic sites, or

structures of historid ‘sigtilcance were identiled. me historic White Bluffs Road is

eligible for listing on the Natiod Register of Historic Places. However, the State Historic

Prwervation Officer k determined that the segment of the road which runs through the 200

West Area is a non-~ntributing section due to its loss of physid integrity and location

within the fenced 200 West Area. Work codd proti in this non-mntributing section

without further loss of integrity to the road as a whole. In addition, two bird species, the

loggerhead shrike (federd candidate and state candidate)and sage sparrow (state candidate). .
were observed in the area of the proposed action and wotid be impacti bmuse of lost

shrub-s~ppe habitat. Nthough the northern sagebrush ltid was not observed in the area of

the proposti action, tie loss of sagebrush mtid impact this spmies that relies on the shrub-

steppe habitat. Bmuse the presence of the loggerheadshrike and the sage sparrow has been

determined in the habitat at the site, proj=t constructionschedties would be adjusted to

~ impact on these species by avoidingsite clearing and preparation activities during

the nesting season (March through Jdy).

One postulated accident was evaluated for the retrieval activity having an intimated

frequency of omurrence of about ho times every one tiion yws. ks than one latent
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cancer fatiity (LCF) to tie general public is projecti to occur as a restit of ~ accident.

SWarly, a postiati accident witi an estirnati fre~ency of occurrence of about once

every one tiousand years was evaluated for tie storage activity kving a dctiated LCF to

~e”general public of less ti one. In tie event of eitier tie postiated retrieval accident or

tie postiated storage accident, no LCFSwodd be eqecti to tie ,generd public.

me proposal action was evaluatedregarding potenti socioeconomicand environment

justice impacts. mere wotid be a sW, temporary increase in construction workers. mere

wotid not be a disproportionateadverse impact to any minority or low inmme segment of

tie community.
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Amon~

CEDE
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CY

DCG

D&D

DOE

DOH

EA

Ecology

EDE

EIS

EPA

FR

N

GTC3

HCRL

HDW-EIS

HSRCM

UA

ICRP

LCF

LLMW

LLW

Glossq

As hw As Rwonably Achievable

collective effective dose e~ivdent

Code of Federal ReguMons

titurd RwourM’ Review

Central Waste Support Complex

Calendar Year

Derived Conmntration Guidelkes

Decontaminationand Decommissioning

U.S. Department of Energy

State of Wasbgton Department of HAti

Environment Assessment

State of Wash@on Department of Ecology

effective dose eWivdent

Environment@Impact StaWment

U.S. Environment Protection Agency

Federal Register

fMd ym

contact-kdd Greater-h-Category-3

Hanford ~turd Resources Laboratory

Final Entironmetial Impact Statement: Disposal of Ha@ordDefense

High-Lwel, Transuranicand Tati W;es, Ha@ordSite,

Richtind, Washingtori,@OE, 198~

Hanford Site Radiologid Control Manti

Internatiod Atomic Energy Agency

Internatioti Cotisionon Radiologid Protection

low-level mixed waste

low-level waste

!,
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Amon~ (cont.)

MEI ‘

NDE~A

NEPA

OSHA .

Retrieval

RL

Storage Facflity

PFP

PNL

PSE

RCW

rem

ROD

Swoc

TLV

TRu

TRUM

TSD

USFWS

WAC

WDFW

WRAP

~y exposed individti

NondestructiveExaminatio~ondestructive Assay

Na-onal EnvironmemalPoliq Ati of 1969

OccupationrdSafety and Hdth Administration

Solid Waste Retrieval Complex

U.S. Department of Energy, RicMandOperations Offl~

Enhan& Radioactiveand Mixed Waste Storage Factiity

Plutonium Finishing Plant

PacKlcNorthwest Laboratory

Preliminary Safety Evaluation

Resource Conservm.onand Recoveq Ati of 1976

roentgen e~ivdent man

Record of Decision

Solid Waste Operations Complex

threshold limit value

transuranic

tiansuranic mixed

“tratment, storage, and/or disposd

U.S. Fish and Wfldife Servi~

Washin@onAdmini*~.ve Code

State of WashingtonDepartmentof Fish and Wfldtie

Waste R-iving and Pro~sing
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As bw As Reasonable Achievable- ALARA. h approach to radiologid control to

manage and control exposures (individti and co~ective) to work form and to tie general

public at Ievek as low as raonable, taking into amunt social, technid, economic,

practid and public policy considerations. ~ is not a dose limit but a process that has

the obj=tive of attaining doses as far below the applicable controlling limits as is reasombly

achievable.

Collective dose emivdent - CDE. me sum of the dose.equ&dents of M individuals in

an exposed popdation. CoUmtivedose equivalent is expressed in units of person-rem.

Committed dose eauivdent. me dcdati dose equivalentprojected to be received by a

tissue or organ over a 50-year period *r a known intake of radionuclide into tie body. It

does not include contributions horn exted dose. Committeddose equivalent is expressed

in units of rem.

Contact-handed w~te. Waste or waste containers whose exted surface dose rate does

not ex=d 200 mtilirem per hour thus permitting close and unshieldedmanipdation by

workers.

Effective dose eauivrdent- EDE. me summationof the products of the dose equivrdent

rmived by specfled tissues of the body and a tissue-specfic wei@ting factor. ~ sum is

a risk-equivalent value and can be used to estimate the hdth-effects risk of the exposed

individti. me tissue-spec~lc weighdng factor represents the fraction of the toti hdth risk

restiting from uniform whole-bodyirradiation that wotid be contributedby that particular

tissue. The effwtive dose equivalent includes the wrnmitted effmtive dose equivalent from

interti deposition of radionuclidm and the effective dose equivalentdue to penetrating

radiation from sources exted to the body. Effective dose equivalent is expressed in units

of rem.
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Greater-~an-Cateporv 3 w~te -GTC3. me nomenclaturegiven to the Hanford Site’s . ,

low-level waste that is stiar to the Gr~ter-ti-Class C classificationas established by

the U.S. Nuclm Re@atory Commissionand defined in 10 Code of Federal.

ReguMons 61.55. This low-level waste has a concentrationof radionuclides that exceeds

the U.S. Nucl~ Re@atory CommissionClass C classificationand is considerd a high

activity waste requiring specti handing in accortim with DOE Order 5820.2A. The

waste is not suitable for near-surface disposd. It is defined in the Hanford Site Solid Waste

Auptance Criteria ~C 1993a).

hw-level waste. Waste that con~ radioactivity and is not classfled as high-level

waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel or byproduct rnaterti where the concentration

of transuranic radionuclides is less than 100 Nctig.

Mfllirem. A unit of radiation dose that is e@ to one-thousandth(1/1000) of a rem.

Mixed waste. Waste contig both radioactive and tidous componentsrequiring

treatment, storage, or disposd in accordanm with the Resource Couserv~”onand Recove~

Aa of 1976 regulations.

Newlv generated TRU waste. TRU waste generati at the present time and forecasted

into the future, prior to being retrievable stored.
. .

Plutonium eauivdent. The amount of plutonium-239that wodd present the same risk, or

h-d, as otier elements or a mixture of isotopes.

~. Unit of absorbed dose. One rad is e@ to an absorbed dose of 100 ergs per gram

or 0.01 jodes per tiogram.

~. Unit of dose equivalent. Dose equivalent in rem is numeridy eqti to the

absorbed dose in rad multiplied by a quality factor, distributionfactor and any other

n-sary mod~ing factor.
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Remote-handld waste. Packaged waste with an exteti surface dose rate that exa

200 tiem per hour reWiring shielding from and titance between it and workers.

Retrievable stored. The emplacementof waste k butidings or other structures, or out of

doors on bermed pads, with the intent of rwlaiming it in the future for treatment or disposd,

SusDmttransuranic. Waste retrievable stored as transuranic waste which, due to

amtrative c-es in the deftition of transuranic waste over time, may or may not

currentiy be defined as,transuranic waste (see deftition of transuranic waste).

Transuranic wrote. Waste mntaining dpha-emitig radionuclideswiti an atomic number

greater than 92 and hrdf-livesgreater ti 20 yms, at concentrationsgrmter than 100 Nci/g.

In addition, radium-226 and uranium-233sour~ are mged as TRU waste at the Hanford

Site in amrdance with DOE Order 5820.2A. mote: Previous administrative levels have

been in effect. Skce May 1970, solid waste classed as or suspectedof being TRU waste

was designated as TRU waste. In 1973, the offlcid level for segregation and storage became

10nCi TRU/g of waste. In 1984, the basis for classificationas TRU waste was established

as 100 Nci TRU/g and remains the desigmti level today).

.,
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Mehic Conversion Chti

myou bow Mdtiply by To get

h-

centimeters 0.394 inches

meters 3.2808 fmt

sque meters 10.76391 s~e feet

Wome@rs 0.62 ties

ha

h=tares 2.471054 acres

~qwe 0.39 spe d+

dometers

Mass (we~t)

Mograms .001102 tons

Volme

[i@rs 0.26 gdons

:ubic meters 35.3134 cubic feet

SoWce: Atipti from ~C Ha&book of Gew.q ati P@sics, Robert C. Weast,

Ph.D., 70th M., 1989-1990,CRC Press, Inc., Boca Wton, Floriti.

. .
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