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AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy

. AC~ON Finding of No Significant Impact

S~W. The U.S. Department of Energy @OE) has prepared an Environment

Assessment @A), DO=A4981, to assess environment impacts associated with the

retnevd of stord transuranic VU) and susp=t ~U waste from the Hanford Site’s low

level waste burial grounds, the ~nstruction and operation of fatities necessary to store

these retrieval wastes as we~ as newly generated wastes, and from an infras~cture upgrade

of u~ties and roadways.

DOE wfll initiate retriev~ and storage activities in preparation for eventurd shipment to the

Waste Isolation Pfiot Projeet in Carlsbad, New Metico. The infrastructure network in the \

2M West Area WMbe improved to support the cen-tion of waste management

operations and enhance operational efficiencies.

In addition to the No-Action Mtemative, other dtematives to the Proposed Action were

considered. Other dtemativ= includ& the use of other onsite storage facilities, and the use

of other onsite office factiities.

Based on the analysis in the EA, and considering preapprove comments from the State of

Washington, ~he Nez Perce “Tribe, and the U.S. Fish and Wddfife Sewice, DOE has

determined that the proposed action is not a major f@~ action sigtilcanfly affecting the

quality of the human environment witiin the mag of the Ntiional Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) of 1969. Therefore, the preparation of an Environment Impact Statement

@IS) is not required.
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Single copim of the EA and firther project information about the proposed action are
avdable fiorn

Mr. T. K. Teynor, Director
Waste Programs Division
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Richland, Washington 99352
(509) 376-1366

For further information regarting the DOE NEPA proc=s, contact:

Ms. Carol M. Bergstrom, Dirwtor
Office of NEPA Oversight
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independent* Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20685
(202) 586-46M or (800)472-2756

PURPOSE ~ WED: DOE needs to take action to: retrieve transuranjc -U) waste
because interim storage waste containers have excded their 20-yw desjgn life and could
fail causing a radioactive release to the environment; provide storage capacity for retrieved
and newly generated TRU, Greater-than Category 3 (GTC3), and mixed waste before
treatment and/or shipment to the Waste Isolation Pflot Project WP); and upgrade the
infrastructure network in the 200 West Area to enhance operational efficiencies and reduce
the cost of operating the Solid Waste Operations Complex.

BACKGRO~: k the Record of D=ision @OD) (53 Federrd Register m) 12449,
1988) for the Final Envirowntal Impact Statement: Disposal of Hanford Defense
High-Level, Transuranic and Tad w~t~, Hanford Site. RicH~, w~hington @w-EIS)
(DOE 198~, DOE determin~ it will retrieve and proc=s ~ TRU and sus~t TRU waste
that has b=n retrievable stored at the Hanford Site since 1970. This action is a tier-down
from the HDW-EIS ROD. The processing of the retrieved TRU and suspect TRU wastes
will occur in the Waste Receiving and Processing -P) Facflity.

Since May 1970, sofid waste classed as or suspected of being TRU waste has been
designated as TRU waste. k 1973, the official level for segregation and storage bume 10
nanocuries TRU per gram @ci TRU/g) of waste. W 1984, the basis for classifimtion as
TRU waste was established as 100 Nci TRU/g and remains the designatd level today. As a
result of these administrative changes, not dl retrievable stored waste w~ be designati as
TRU by the current definition. Wast= under 100 Ncj TRU/g is characteriti as low-level
waste (LL~. The retrievti waste wfll be assayti to determine whether the waste is TRU
or LLW.
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Retrieval of TRU was~ from trenchesW be accornpfish~tiph=es. RetievalofTRU
and suspect TRU waste containers WWstart from trench 4C-TW. This trench mntains
approximakly 15 percent by volume of the totrd retrievable stored TRU waste on the
Hanford Site. Afuture retrieval activity will remove the balance of the retrievable stored
TRU waste. .

The Solid Waste Operations Complex (SWOC) is a series of existing and plannd tratment, .
storage, or dispod @SD) units for sofid waste operations in the 200 West Arw. At
pr~ent, administrative and operations personnel are scattered around the Hanford Site. ,
Cen_ administration and operation facilities ~ improve Sotid Waste operational
efficiencies and rduce costs by minimizing travel timm.

PROPOSED AC~ON This proposal action WU construct and operate the Retrieval
Complex, the Enhanced Radioactive Mixed Waste Storage Facility (Storage Factity), the
Centd Waste Support Complex (CWSC), and associated infrastructure upgrades (i.e.,
utilities, roads) in ‘the 200 West Ara to support the SWOC. In addition, the proposed action
includes a mitigation strategy which has been developed to address lost priority shrub-steppe
habitat. The estimati cost of the proposed action is $66 -on.

This proposed action will initiate the retrieval activities from Trench 4C-T04 in the 200 West . ~
Area including the construction of support factities necessary to mrry out the retrieval
operations. In addition, the proposed action includes the construction and operation of a
facifity (Enhanced Radioactive Mixd Waste Storage Facfity) in the 200 West Area to store
newly generated and the retrieved waste whfie it awaits shipment to a find dispod site.
Also, Infrastrucmre Upgrades and a Central Waste Support Complex will be construct and
operated to support the Hanford Site’s centized waste management area in the
200 West Area.

‘ The proposti retrieval action includes the retrieval of post-1970 solid waste suspectd of
containing TRU radionucfides and the construction, operation, and maintenance of a complex
of facilities to be used for the retrieval. The proposed retievrd activity will retrieve
approximately 2,260 cubic meters (80,~ cubic feet) in about 10,Om drums, of susp=t
TRU waste from the 200 West Area low-level burial Trench 4C-T04.

The proposed Storage Facility w~ provide a RCRA perrnittti storage facifity for retrieved
TRU and newly generated TRU, mixed, and GTC3 waste awaiting processing in the
WRAP facfity and for processed waste awaiting shipment to the permanent dispod site.
The Storage FaciKty WWprovide storage wpacity for approximately 5,621 cubic meters
(199,5W cubic feet) of waste. This design capacity assumes the WRAP factiity is
operational and retrieved waste is only stord tempo~y pending processing.

The Storage Fac~lty project will consist of the construction and operation of about
ten buildings. Proposed new facilities WWinclude three long-term drum storage buildings,
an administration buflding, a shipping and receiving bufiding, a transfer corridor bufiding, an
automated drum storage butiding, a gas sampfing buflding, an ignitable waste storage
building, and a box storage buflding. Only the three long term drum storage buildings will
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be bufit in the fist phase of construction and WN hold approximately 13,300 Drum
~uivdents or 2770 cubic meters (97,800 cubic fat) of waste. Nor some of the additiond
buildings may be constructed during a fiture construction stage as the nd to complete the

‘ fufl proposed Storage Facifity ari=.

The intitructure for development of the SWOC @ include access roads, electrical power,
water supply (sanitary and raw water), fme protection, sanitary sewers, storm runoff systems,
and telmmmuni=tions systems.

The proposed CWSC WM include two pre-engineered meti solid waste management support
buildings. Each buflding ~ be a single-story structure having indlvidud h=t pumps for
h=ting and -Iing. Fire protection Wes WMbe instied. Telecommuni=tion features will
be extended to these buildings. Sidewdks, parking lots, lands=ping, and traffic access
routes wfll be provided as part of the proposed action.

The proposed action wi~ rquire clearing shrub-steppe habitat to construct new facfities.
Relatively undisturbed arm of mature shrub-steppe vegetation that is high quafity habitat for
many plants and anim~s have been designatd as “priority habitat” by the State of
Washington. A Hanford Sitewide Mitigation Strategy is being developd by DOE-RL, the
Washington Department of Fish and WfidMe, the USFWS, and the indian tribes.

DOE wfil mmpensate for priority habitat loss in accordance with the Sitewide Mitigation
Strategy when it is approved. If a sitewide mitigation program is not adopted in a timely
fashion @y no later than Jdy 1996), the Sofid Waste Operations Complex (SWOC) wi~ then
develop a stand-done program for mitigating the loss of mature sagebrush habitat. The
concepts wiU apply the key elements of the draft site-wide mitigation strategy.

Mitigation WWbe through restoration of the shrubs in a selected area west of the 200 West
Arw where the shmb habitat has been damaged by fire. Compensation for lost habitat value
for the SWOC Project will be done at a ratio of 3 to 1. The first phase of the proposal
action will remove an estimated 11.3 hec=es (28 acres) of mature habitat. At the ratio of
3:1, 33.9 heetares (84 acres) will be remediated as compensation. Under a potential fiture
phase of Project W-112, 3.2 hectares (8 acres) of habitat maybe destroyti and 9.6 hectares
(24 acres) would be remtiiated in the appropriate area.

RETR~VAL ALTERNAT~= CONS~ERED:

N&Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the existing TRU waste inventory
in Trench 4C-T04 would continue to be stord in a retrievable configuration. Current waste
management practic= of monitoring, surveillance, and maintenance of the retrieval trench
would continue unti a decision is made to retrieve.

This Atemative will maintain the waste containers in a retrievable stored condition weU
beyond the intendd design life of the waste containers, which could mm an incrming
potential for loss of structud integrity. As a result of container deterioration, potential
releases of TRU waste to the environment could occur.
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This dtemative does not meet the agency need to initiate retrieval of TRU waste.

STORAGE FACL~ AL=ATW= CONSmERED:

N* Action Altemativti Under the No-Action Alternative, the Storage Facifity would not be
built. Without the Storage Facifity, waste retrieval and tratment for final procmsing witiin
the ~ Facility would be inefficient and there would be insufficient RCRA compliant
storage for retrieval TRU and newly generated TRU, GTC3, mixed waste, and for the
processd waste awaiting shipment to the permanent disposal site.

This dtemative does not support the rtd for additiond RCRA permittd storage areas.

Use of an Existing Onsite Stora~e Facili tv: Under this dtemative, an existing facifity on the
Hanford Site would be used for storage of waste and the Storage Faciljty would not be buflt.
Retrievable stored and newly generatd TRU, mixed, and GTC3 waste would be moved to
this factity for storage awaiting processing and/or dispod.

Existing facilities on tie Hanford Site were evaluated that could be utiljzed for storage of
solid waste with sufficient capacity to support WRAP Factity processing and storage of
processed waste awaiting disposd. No other suitable storage facilities were identified.

This dtemative does not meet the purpose and need. ‘

Alternate Construction Site of Stora~e Facilitv wjthin SWOC: Under this alternative, the
Storage Facility would be located within SWOC but sitd in an area that has been previously
disturbed by prior sofid waste activities. Based on the results of a biologid review of the
siting area, other sites within the SWOC will disturb a larger area of habitat (Appendix B).

~This dtemative does not meet the purpose and nd.

IN~ASTRUCTURE WGRAD= ALTERNATIW CONS~ERED:

No-Action Altemativti The infrastructure upgrades would not be provided as part of the
proposed action. Existing utilities would continue to be used and no upgrades would be
made to support the planned retrieval activity and WRAP Facfiity processing. Access to the
planned SWOC to support future transport and shipment of TRU waste would be restricti to
existing roadways.

The No-Action Alternative would not provide tie site upgrades at the SWOC to effectively
implement the retrievrd activities, Storage Facflity activities, and eventual WRAP Facility
processing and does not support the purpose and need.

This alternative does not meet the agency nd.
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C~L WASTE SW~RT CO~~X ALTERNA~ CONS~ERED:

No-Action Alternative Under WISdtemative, a centtized waste support complex
consisting of an administrative building and one operation and maintenance facfity would not
be built. Solid Waste administrative and operatioti personnel wodd continue to be
scatterd around the Hanford Site at various locations and would continue to travel betw~n
these scattered offices to work on assignd tasks.

The N&Action Alternative does not support the purpose and need.

Use of Available Onsite Adminis@tion and Maintenance Faciliti=: Under this altirnativ~,
existing facilities on the Hanford Site would be usd to house the CWSC administrative and
maintenance personnd versus construction of new pre-engin=rti buildings.

This dtemative would not provide for centiized sofid waste management operation in the
200 West Area. Without this centiid opention, the estimated 400 solid waste
management, maintenanw, and engin~ring personnel would antinue to be spread
throughout the Hanford Site and would not provide for the desired operationrd efficiency of
the support functions.

B=ause of other ongoing activities in the 200 Area (e.g., actions necess~ for the safe
interim storage of Hanford tank wastes; spent nuclear fuel management Hanford cl=nup
actions; and actions related to tank waste remediation) and the projected growth in the 200
Ara population, administrative and maintenance facilities are not currently available to fully
support waste management rids. If practid, a sharing of facilities will be undertaken to
accommodate office space needs.

This rdtemative would neither provide the needed adtiistmtive and maintenance office arm,
nor support the operational efficiency of waste management operations.

This dtemative does not support the purpose and need.

nstruction Activitim: There is a potential for an airborne emission if a radiation area isco
unexpwtdly distufied during construction of the proposed action. However, the likelihood
of any potential relae is minimal because of the radiation administrative controls in place
during the construction activities.

No liquid discharges to the environment are expected. There wfil be smrdl quantities of
nonradioactive and nonh-dous construction scrap generated by the proposed action.
About 18.6 hatares (46 acres) of land will be impacted and noise levels during construction
will increase temporarily.

Any work in radiation controlled arw wi~ be performed in compliance with ALARA
principles, applicable state and feded regulations, and DOE Orders and guidelines. The
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potential radiation r-ived by workers during the performance of the action W be
administratively controlled below an annual EDE of 500 rnitiem per year and WU assure
that workers will not be expos~ to radiation levels approaching the DOE limit of 5 rem.

A toti of approximately 17,600 cubic meters (23,000 cubic yards) of concrete and
299,000 ~ograms (330 tons) of stil W be used in construction of the Retrieval and
Storage FacMty actions, and approximately 250,~ liters (66,W gtions) of petroleum
products will be consumti.

Construction activities W destroy priority shrub-steppe habitat in the ar- of the proposed
buildings, access roads, and parking lots. Of the approximate 18.6 hectares (46 acres)
disturbed, an estimated 14.4 hectares (36 acres) wfil be priority shrub-steppe habitat. This
loss ofhabitat w~ impact the loggerhead shrike, sage sparrow, and the nofiem sagebrush
li=rd that rely on the sagebrush habitat. No other species listed (or candidate for Msting)as
thratened or endangered WU be impacti by the proposed action. Project construction
schedules will be adjusted to minimi= impact on these specim by avojding si~ clearing and
preparation activities during the nesting season (March through July).

The project has been reduced in scope in response to budget reductions and habitat concerns.
This ~owed impacts to the habitat to be avoided and redud. DOE wfll compensate for
priority habitat loss in accordanu with the Sitewide Mitigation Strategy.

Mitigation WMbe through restoration of the shrubs in a selecti ara of habitat.
Compensation for lost habitat value for the SWOC Project wfil be done at a ratio of 3 to 1.
The first phase of the proposed action WWremove an estimated 11.3 hectares (28 acres) of
mature habitat. At the ratio of 3:1, 33.9 hectares (84 acres) will be remediated as
compensation. Under a potential future phase of Project W-112, 3.2 hectara (8 acres) of
habitat may be destroyed and 9.6 hectares (24 acres) would be rem~iated in the appropriate
area.

rational Im~acts: Retrieval workers will be exposed to a direct radiation source duringo~
retrievrd operations. It is estimated that the average annual dose to a worker is about 0.3
rem. Over an estimated three year retievd activity, a group of 14 retrieval workers muld
receive a dose consequence of 12.6 person-rem. The hdth effect to this directiy involved
worker group is 0.005 LCF.

Twelve storage workers could dso be exposed to a direct radiation source and each receive a
dose of 0.3 rem. Over a three ymr storage activjty, the worker group wuld receive a dose
consequence of 11.0 person-rem resulting in an estimated 0.004 LCF.

Potential radiologid risks to workers will be minimized by job safety planning and
adherence to estabfishti ALARA principles and industrid health and safety procedures.
Potential exposure to chemid h-ds is low.
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~muacts From A Potential Retrieval AccidenC A postulated amident was analyzed whereby
an explosion =urred as a result of a hydrogen buildup before irtstiing vents on the drums.

. The explosion ignites the waste matti and contamination is rel-ed by fire. This
postulated accident has an annual probability occurrence of 2.3 x 1~ (about two times every
one m~on years) and is considerd an extremely unfikely event.

Five dwectiy involved workers are assumed to be involved in the postulated accident and
could each receive a dose of 540 rem EDE which could be a potentially lethal dose. These
retrieval workers will be w~g proper personnel protective equipment when working in a
radiation area and work practices wtil adhere to AL% pficipl=. Addition~ en@=d
controls will be in place to provide protective shielding to minimize worker exposure. The
likelihood of a worker receiving a dose conswuence of 540 rem EDE is very remote.

The onsite maximum exposed individud (MEI) Gocated 100 meters (330 feet) from the
release point) could receive a dose of 18 rem which could r=ult in a dculatd 0.0072
LCFS. The offsite MEI Qocated at the Hanford Site boundary) could receive a dose of 0.077
rem resulting in 0.0000385 LCFS. Thtie onsite and offsite ~ dosw reprwent the
upperbounding dose consequence and is grwter than my dose consequence received by any
member of the population. No LCFS would be expected to either the onsite or offsite MEL

The onsite exposed population of 3,488 is assured to extend from a minimum of 100 meters
(328 feet) from the relae point. This population is not directiy involved in the proposed
drum retrieval activity, but could r~ive the hgest dose consequence of 14,900 person-rem
in the event of a postulatti accident. The hdth effect to this onsite population group is
calculated to be 6.0 LCF.

The offsite population of 102,538 could receive a dose consequence of 152 person-rem
resulting in 0.076 LCFS. It is not expected that a LCF would occur as a rmult of this
unfikely postulated accident.

Imuacts From A Potential Stora~e Accident: A postulated accident for storage operations
was anrdyzed in which waste drums Ml, rupture, and ignite in the event of an earthquake.
Under this accident scenario, a fire consumes the combustible waste and an airborne release .
could occur. The annual probabfity of occurrence of the accident is 1 x 103 (once every one
thousand years).

A group of four diratiy involved storage workers is assumed to be nar the relae point and
could receive a dose consequence of 256 person-rem which would result in 0.102 LCF.

The onsite ~ could receive a dose of 2.13 rem which would result in a calculated 0.00085
LCFS. The offsite MEI could receive a dose of 0.26 rem multing in a @culated 0.00013
LCF. These onsite and offsite MEI doses represent the upperbounding dose consequence and
is grater than any dose consequence receivd by any member of the population. No LCFS .
would be expwtd to either the onsite or offsite -.
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The onsite population group of 3,861 is assumed to extend from a minimum of 100 meters
(328 feet) from the release point to the Hanford Site boundary and could r=eive the largest
dose consequence of 1,520 person-rem. The calculated LCFS for this group is 0.6 LCF.

The offsite population of 102,538 could receive a dose consequence of 654 person-rem
resulting in 0.33 LCFS. It is not expected that a LCF wotid occur to a member of the
offsite population group.

Socioeconomic Im~acts: Work activities on the Hanford Site plays an important role in the
socioeconomic of the Tri-Cities. There W be a sm~, temporary increase of about 100
construction workers from ld labor hMs. No substantial change is expmted in the number
of Hanford Site employ- and no discemable impact to employment levels within
neighboring Benton and FranUin counties.

Environmental Justiw. Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address EntironmentaI
Justice in Minori~ Populations ad LowIncome Poputiiom, requires that federrd agencies
identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human h~th or
environmental effects of their programs and activities on minority and low-income
populations. DOE is in the process of developing official guidance on the implementation of
the Ex=utive Order. The analysis in this EA indicates that there will be minimal impacts to
both the offsite population and potentird workforce by implementing the proposti action
under both routine and accident conditions. Because the entire proposed action wi~ occur on
the Hanford Site and the offsite environment impacts from the proposed action andyzd in
this EA are expected to be minimal, it is not expwtd that there wfll be any disproportionate
impacts to any minority or low-income portion of the community.

Cu mulative ImDacts: The existing and planned projects nearby the proposed action were
reviewed to determine cumulative impacts that could result from initiating the proposti waste
retrieval, waste storage activities, the infrastructure upgrades, and the CWSC.

The offsite population received about 0.3 person-rem via air and water pathways from 200
Ar~ operations in 1993. The dculated radiation exposure to workers involved in the
proposed action under normal conditions is very shall. The average annual dose rate for
1993 in the 200 Areas was 130 mi~irem per year and well below the natural background
radiation of about 300 miltirem per year. The proposed action is not expmted to alter
calculated radiological air doses.

The proposed action wi~ not discharge any radioactive fiquid effluent to the ground and,
therefore, not incrementily add to Hanford Site radioactive liquid effluent discharges to the
ground.

Nonradioactive liquid effluents WWbe discharged to the ground because of the planned septic
sewer systems. There is a relatively small discharge rate in comparison to the overall
Hanford Site discharges. Due to the Iated spreading and relatively small discharge rates,
little, if any, discemable mounding, is expected at the water table. The hydmulic impact to
local groundwater flow direction is tikely minimal and movement of any underground

9 September 199S



.

.

U.S. Dep-ent of Energy Enting of No Slgtific=t hp~t

contaminated plumes is not exp~ti. The proposed septic system W not be expected to
impact the groundwater.

Because the proposed Storage Facfity ~ be ptiy sited on undisturbed land, there w~ be
m kcrementi loss of shrub-steppe habitat for the loggerhad shrike, sage sparrow and
northern sagebrush -d. An estimated 14.5 hectares (36 acres) of priority shrub+teppe
habitit ti be lost. Other projects completed, under way, or plarmd for the future on the
Hanford Sib involve loss of priority habitat (inclutig the Environment Restoration
Disposal Facifity, 240 Access Road, Cross Site Tmsfer System, and the 200 Ar= Sanitary
Sewer System). Cumuhtive loss of priority habitat on the Hanford Site codd exceed 405 ~
hectares (1,000 acre). An oved H=ford Site Strategy for mitigation for lost priority
habitat is currenfly being developed. Mitigation of habitat loss W be coordinate using that
strategy.

Although the retrieval and storage activities @ contribute stighfly to the Haford Site
employment growth, the incr=e of about 100 in construction workers wfil be temporary and
the assigned administrative and operations ?ersonnel will be relocated from other onsite
offices. No cumulative impact is expected to the lod economy horn undertaking the
proposed action.

DE~A~OM Based on the analysis in the EA, and after considering the
preapprove review comments of the State of Washington, the N= Perce Tribe, and the U.S.
Fish and Wtidfife Service, I conclude that the proposed action to initiate the proposed waste
retrieval, the w=te storage activities, the infrastructure upgrades, and the construction and
operation of the ~SC does not constitute a major feded action significantly affecting the
quality of the human entionment within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, an ~ for the
proposed action is not r~uird.

Issued at Richland, Washington, this 28th day of September 1995.

John D. Wrier
Maager
Richland Operations Office
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