
Table 2-12, Compari son of Al ter.ative Waste Management Strategies

Impact

Preliminary capital
cost (million $)

Estimated 20-year
operati ng cost
(million $)

w
~ Clos. re/Retrieval

N

Postclos. re mainte–
nance and moni tori ng
(million $)

Total cost
(million $)

Site dedication

No action

EUS “

NDF’

DBPWC

EwS

NOF

DBPw

NDF

EMS

NDf

DBPW

Alle

EMS

$2

$15

$0-Seepage basin discharge

d

$86, plus cost af cleanup
and damages from accidents.

$0

$51

Cost of waste management
eventual 1y req. ired.

Dedication of currently
inactive sites required if
gro..dwater con, titents
exceeded regulatory limits
and sites could not be
returned to public se.

Combination
Dedication Elimination (preferred alternative)

$169 $1,241

$112-619, plus cost of $720-3,578, PIUS cost
pretreatment. of pretreatment

$0-Seepage basin discharge $0-Oi rect discharge

.

$51-258

$0

$19-31

$38

$27-81

$428-1,184, P1”S Cost
of pretreatment.

$7.5 -Evap.rationg

.

$370-2,398

$0-Direct discharge

$18-Evaporation (3
reactors)s.

Cost of retrieval,
treatment, a“d disposal
after storage.

$37

$2,368-7,280, PIUS cost
of pretreatment and COSt
of retrieval, treatment,

a“d dis~osal after
storag e},.

Existing waste sites and NO site dedication (except
contaminated areas that outfall delta at TNX) is
c..ld not be returned to expected because waste and
public use after al OO- contaminated soil would be
ye~~ instit. t: Onal peri Od be remOved to the extent
per, od would become practical
dedicated sites.

$174

$160-658, plus cost of
pretreatment.

$125-Moderator detrit ia-
tio” (4 reactors)”
$0-Seepage basin
discharge

.

$73-273

$124-Moderator detriti.-
tion (4 reactors)’,
$0-Seepage basin
discharge.

$37-48 Plus cost of
treatment and disposal
after storage.

$38

$52-67

$545-1,496, PIUS cost
of oretreatme”t a“d cost
if ireatment and
disposal after storage”,

rc

~otnotes on last page of table.



Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternative Waste Management Strategies (continued) TE

Impact No action Dedication Elimi”at ion

Groundwater

NDF Indefinite period of waste
storage; site dedication
would be required as long ?.s
wastes remained in the
storage facility or if site
Mere to become contaminated
by accidental release.

DBPW Seepage and containment
basins would be dedicated as
“ceded

EWS Hazardous and radion.elide
co”stit. ents might exceed
applicable standards or
guidel,.es in water-table
aquifers at certain sites,
but ?ffsite gro.ndwater
qual]ty would be protected.

Site dedication would
require up to 400 acres,
pl”s buffer zones around
the facilities. These
areas ,,, 0.2 percent
of total SRP d,atural
area

same

Closure and gvo.ndwater
remedial actions as
required would reduce
contaminant cOncentra–
tie. s t. acceptable
standards. Grou”dwater
drawdow” effects would be
localized and transitory.
Observation of these
effects would be
performed. Observation
of these effects would
be performed

Site dedication “ot
required. Sites used for
storage would be returned to
a “at. ral condition or
reclain!ed for other
nonrestricted uses.

Site dedication not needed;
seepage basins for discharge
would eventually be
eliminated under either
modification. Closure a“d
remedial actions, as
required, would return these
areas to public .s. after
the 100-year control period.

Removal of hazardous and
radioactive wastes from all
sites, closure, and remedial
actions as required would
reduce contaminant
concentrations to acceptable
Standards. Gro.ndwater
dra”down effects would be
localized and tra”sitovy.
Observation of these effects
would be performed

“Combination
(preferred alternative)

—

dedicated for waste
management purposes if
they could not be
returned to public use,

Disposal facilities
would be dedicated for
waste management
purposes. up to 400
acres. plus buffer
zones, would be
veq. ired. Sites for the
retrieval storage
portion available for
other use after wastes
are removed to permanent
facilities.

Seepage and c.ntai”ment
basins would be
dedicated as needed.

Removal of hazardous a“d
radioactive wastes from
selected sites, closure,
and remedial actions as
required would reduce
contami na.t
concentrations to
acceptable standards.
Gro. nd”ater drawd own
effects would be
localized and
transitory.

Footnotes on last page of table.



Table 2-12. Compari son of Alternative Waste Management Strategies (c.nti nued) I
TE

Impact No action Dedication

y
Surface water

.
*

Heal th effects

NDf

DBPW

EwS

NDF

EIBPW

EMS

Wide range of short-term
impacts possible.

Existing discharge to
9F...aterer and effect.
would continue.

Four Mi Ie Creek expected to
show elevated concentrations
of nitrate and triti.m.

Surface streams could be
affected by accidental
releases of stored wastes

E.i sting surface water
effects from g.o. ”dwater
outcrops at onsite streams
would conti n.e.

Adverse heal th effects are
predicted to occur to a
hypothet~cally maximally
exposed ,“dlvld. al onsi te
after a 100-year period of
institutional control

New above-ground and
belowgro.nd disposal
facilities would be
designed to meet
aPPl icable EpA or DOE
standards or g.idel ines
(essentially zero
release or ALARA). No
adverse gro. ndwater
effects expected.

Same.

Some improvement in
surface-water q.al i ty as
a result of closure and
remedial acti .“s.

NO significant impacts
expected,

Same.

N. significant increase
in health effects with
implementation of ~los. re
and groundwater remedial
actions.

Combination
Elimination (prefe~ red alternative)

Retrievable storage
facilities would be designed
with zero release or ALARA
features to detect and
contain spills and leaks.
Uo adverse gro.ndwater
effect. expected.

Either direct discharge to
onsite streams or evaporation
.ould eliminate added impact
on gro. ndwater.

Improvement in surface-water
quality as a result of waste
removal , closure, and
remedial actions.

Same

The direct discharge
alter”ative wo.ld increase
surface-water triti.m
co.ce”trat ions due to loss
of decay period; the
evaporation alternative
would decrease surface–.ater
triti.m concentrations.

No significant increase. in
health effects, but occup.–
tional exposure WO.1 d be
high at all sites with waste
removal closure and remedi al
actions.

All new dispasal a“d
storage facilities would
be designed for
essentially zero or
ALARA releases. No
adverse groundwater
effects expected.

Existing discharges to
gro. ndwater and effects
would continue or, with
detriti ation, be reduced
by about a factor of 2
on the average over the
26-year study period
(1987-2012).

Same

Existing surface water
effects from gro. ”dwater
outcrops at onsite
streams would continue.

No significant increase
i“ health effects with
waste removal at
selected sites and
closure and remedial
act,ons.

TC

Footnotes a. last page of table.



Table 2-12. Compari son of Alternative Waste Management Strhegies ,(continued) TE

Impact No action Dedication
Combination

Elimination (preferred alternative)

NDF Health effects would result
from accidental releases of
hazardous chemi Cals or
radion.elides from stored
wastes. Level of risk has
wide range.

No significant health
effects from continued
discharge to seepage basins.

fhe essentially zero or
&LARA release design
would prevent radio–
nucl ide and hazardous
chemical health effects.

Same.

Same.

Heal th effects not expected
to change significantly.

Same

NO sig”ifica”t health
effects from continued
discharge to seepage
basins.

DBPW

EwS Removal of wastes at
selected sites, closure
and :smed ial actions as
req. )red would reduce
potential impacts.

Removal of wastes from all
sites to sec. re disposal
facilities and closure and
gro.ndwater remedial actions
as reqyi red would reduce
potential Impacts.

NO impacts expected.

Aq.ati c ecology Off site e~osy stems would not
be significantly affected.
Onsi te ecosystems would
continue to function with
minor impacts.

Closure and gro.”dwater
remedial actions as
requi red would reduce
potential Impacts.

A range of short-term
aquatic impacts possible
under the accidental release
scenarios.

Minor aquatic impacts would
‘o”tinue under continued
discharge to seepage basins.

No impacts expected. No impacts expectedNDF

DBPW No impacts expected. Minor aquatic impacts
.ould continue under
conti n.ed or reduced
discharge to seepage
basins.

Same

Terrestrial impacts due
to direct exposure to
open waste sites and
gro. ndwater-associ ated
impacts would be
eliminated as a result
of waste removal at
selected. sites and
closure and remedial
actions as required.
Use of borrow pits for
backfill in closure
actions would create
minor short–term impacts

Of fsite terrestrial ecology
would be protected. O~s,ite

Direct exposures to open
waste s?tes and gro. nd-
water associated impacts
would be .1i.?“ated a.

Direct exposures and gro.nd-
water-associated impacts
would be eliminated as a
res.1 t of waste removal

Terrestrial ecO109Y EWS

natural succession woulo
conti “e. Open sites might
cause some floral and fa.nal
impacts.

a result of closure and
remedial action as
requi.ed, Use of bor~ow
pits would create minor
short-term impacts.

closure and remedial actions
as requi red. Large backf i11
req”i rements would increase
potential impacts at borrow
pits.

Footnotes on last page of table.



Table 2-12. Compari son of Alternative waste Management Strategies (continued) TE

Combination
Impact No action Dedication Elimination (preferred alter.. ti.e)

NDF

DBPW

Habitats/wetlands EMS

NDF

DBPW

Endangered species EWS

A range of short-term
terrestrial impacts possible
ass.mi ng accidental releases
of present and future wastes
stored

N. significant impacts

Previously disturbed
habitats !.io.ldbe impacted
further. Some recovery of
habitat could occur at
inactive sites. Minor
wetlands impacts from some
sites could co”ti.. e.

Accidental releases of
hazardous chemicals and
radion.elides could have
short-term impacts on
wetlands and habi tat.

No significant impacts

No impacts

New belowground and
abovegroun!i disposal
facilities would require
cleari ng and development
of I.”d. No contaminant-
related impacts expected.

No sig. ifica”t impacts

Short-term habi tat
disruption could occur at
borrow Pit areas. Some
sites could req. ive ero-
sion control measures
during closure.

Loss of habitat of up to
400 acres, or 0.2 percent
of total SRP natural area.

No significant i.P.cts

No impacts.

Construction of retrievable
storage sites would requi re
cle. ri”q and development of
land. No contaminant-related
impacts expected.

Minor impacts to terrestrial
ecosystems could result from
liquid releases to onsite
streams through direct
discharge.

Same

Same

Increased liquid, releases
through direct discharge
could have minor impacts on
existing habitat and
w.tla”ds,

Combination modifica-
tions would require
clearing and development
of land, No co”taminant-
related impacts expected,
due to ze~o release or
&LARA deslg. features.

No significant impacts.

Same

Same

No significant impacts.

No impacts.

Footnotes on last page of table.



Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternative Waste Management Strategies (continued)

Impact No action
COmbinati.n

Dedication Elimination (pref~rred alternative)

NDF

DBPW

Arch. eologi cal and EWS
historic sites

NOf

Socioeconomic. EMS

ND F

DBPU

N
& Noise EuS

.
ND F

DBPW

Ac~~~ents/occupatio.al EwS

NDF

No impacts.

No impacts.

No ,mpact5.

No impacts.

No significant impacts.

No impacts.

No impacts.

No impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant :mPaCt..

No signif<ca”t impacts.

Waste transport disposal at
.“permit ted and storage
sites includes risks of
fires, spills, leaks, and
exposure of onsite workers.

Waste transport to storage
facilities i“cl.des risks of
fires, spills, leaks, and
exposure of onsite facility
workers.

No impacts.

No impacts,

No impacts expected from
remedial and clos. ve
action.

One candidate site would
req.ire addi tional
archaeological survey.

No significant impacts.

No impac t.,

No impacts.

No impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant i.P.cts.

Accidents are related to
transportation of back-
fi11 and capping mate-
rials for closure
modifications. No
wastes would be trans–
ported.

Accidents i“vol. ing
spills, leaks, and fires
could occur during
handling.

No impacts.

No impacts.

Same.

Same.

No significant impacts.

No impacts.

No impacts.

No imPacts.

No significant impacts.

No signific.”t impacts.

No significant impacts.

Waste removal and transport
to ret~ievable storage sites
by vehicle includes risks of
fires, spills, leaks, and
exposure of o“site workers.
Significant worker exposures
possible,

High-integrity containers,
spill recovery, a“d other
secure probi sions would
reduce impacts from
accidents.

No impacts,

No impacts.

Same.

Same.

No significant impacts.

No impact..

No impacts.

No impacts.

No. signific&nt impacts,

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

Waste removal and
transport to storage and
disposal sites by
vehicle includes risks
of fires, spills, leaks,
and exposure of onsite
workers.

same

Footnotes on last page of table
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Table 2-12, Cmnpari son of Alternative Haste Management Strategies (continued] TE

Impact No .CtiO.
Combination

Dedication Flimi”ation (preferred alter.atl.e)

DBPW No significant occ.patio”al Same. Same.
risks.

‘EMS = existing waste sites.
bNDF . “e. disposal /.torage facilities.
CDBPW , disassembl y-basin purge water.
“No operating costs for existing waste sites: the only costs would be for .ainten. ”ce and mo.ltor, ”g.
‘All . ESW + NOF + DBPw.
‘Life cycle costs for detritiatio” are $187 mi! lion (3 reactors for 20 years of operation/26 year study period)
‘Life cycle costs for evaporate oriare $31 mill, on (3 reactors for 20 years, of operation)
“The higher cost range of the Combination strategy relative to the Deal,cat>o. strategy is largely due to the moderator
for disassembly-basin purge water and to the removal and disposal of wastes at selected existing waste s]tes under the

detritiatio” alternative
Combi nation strategy.
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