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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR
AGENCY ACTION

1.1 Overview

As part of its ongoing West Valley Demonstration Project (W VDP) responsibilities and in accordance
with the West Valley Demonstration Project Act (Public Law 96-368, October 1, 1980), the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to demolish and remove 36 unneeded facilities at the WVDP in
West Valley, New York.' DOE would develop a logically sequenced dismantlement plan to ensure that
site services and functions remained available until no longer needed. DOE would decontaminate any
facilities as needed. Industrial, hazardous, and radioactive waste resulting from decontamination and
demolition would be transported off-site for disposal at licensed commercial or DOE disposal facilities.

DOE has prepared this environmental assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.) and applicable Council on
Environmental Quality requirements at Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), including Part
1506.1, to determine whether the environmental impacts of the proposal may be significant. A draft EA
was circulated for review and comment to the State of New York and other interested stakeholders for a
30-day comment period that ended on July 29, 2006. A public meeting to discuss the draft EA was held
on July 19, 2006.

In the draft EA, DOE proposed 42 facilities for decontamination (as needed), demolition, and removal.
The 42 facilities were originally identified as those that did not contribute significant source term
(radiological contamination) to the site, and for which no future use was thought to exist. Based on the
comments received on the draft EA, DOE evaluated whether any of the 42 facilities included in the draft
EA could potentially provide support functions for implementation of the full range of possible
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship alternatives being considered in the Decommissioning
and/or Long-Term Stewardship Environmental Impact Statement, DOE/EIS-0226-R (Decommissioning
EIS). In addition, DOE identified facilities that could be used to address currently unresolved situations
should those situations remain unresolved beyond the next 4 years (e.g., storage of transuranic [TRU]
waste until off-site disposal becomes available). The result of this effort was a list of several facilities that
were recommended for removal from the EA.? This final EA and the impact analyses it contains reflect
that recommendation.

' Some of the buildings are currently being used to store low-level radioactive waste. This waste is being shipped
off-site consistent with DOE’s Record of Decision for the West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0337F) (DOE 2003) (WVDP WM EIS). When the shipments are
complete, the buildings will be empty and ready for decontamination (if needed), demolition, and removal from the
WVDP site. The proposed decontamination, demolition, and removal of the 36 buildings and the resulting waste
volumes were not included in the scope of the WVDP WM EIS or in the Supplement Analysis for the West Valley
Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0337F-SA-01) (DOE 2006)
issued after the Record of Decision.

2 The facilities that were initially included in the draft EA and that have been removed from the scope of the final
EA are: Equalization Basin, Equalization Tank, Lag Storage Addition 4 and Shipping Depot, New Warehouse,
Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell, Sewage Treatment Plant, and one of two Waste Tank Farm Training
Platforms. These facilities will be included in the Decommissioning EIS.




Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

1.2 West Valley Demonstration Project

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC or the Center) encompasses 14 square
kilometers (5 square miles) in West Valley, New York, in rural Cattaraugus County, approximately

50 kilometers (30 miles) southeast of Buffalo, New York. The WNYNSC was once a commercial nuclear
fuel reprocessing plant and was the only one to have operated in the United States. Figure 1 shows the
locations of the Center and the WVDP site within the State of New York (USGS 1979).

The Center operated under a license issued by the Atomic Energy Commission (now the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission [NRC]) in 1966 to Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. (NFS) and the New York State
Atomic and Space Development Authority, now known as the New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority (NYSERDA) (AEC 1966). Under the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, the
regulatory functions of the Atomic Energy Commission were given to the NRC, which became the
licensing authority for the Center’s operation.

During reprocessing, spent nuclear fuel was chopped, dissolved, and processed by a solvent extraction
system to recover uranium and plutonium. Fuel reprocessing ended in 1972 when the plant was shut down
for modifications to increase its capacity, reduce occupational radiation exposure, and reduce radioactive
effluents. At the time, NF S, the owner and operator of the reprocessing plant, expected that the
modifications would take 2 years and $15 million to complete. However, between 1972 and 1976, there
were major changes in regulatory requirements, including more stringent seismic and tornado siting
criteria for nuclear facilities and more extensive regulations for radioactive waste management, radiation
protection, and nuclear material safeguards.

As a result of these changes, in 1976, NFS estimated that over $600 million would be required to modify
the facility to increase its capacity and to comply with the new regulatory standards (DOE 1978). The
company subsequently announced its decision to withdraw from the nuclear fuel reprocessing business
and exercise its contractual right to yield responsibility for the Center to NYSERDA. NYSERD A now
holds title to and manages the Center on behalf of the people of the State of New York.

In 1978, Congress passed the Department of Energy Organization Act (Pub. L. No. 95-238), which,
among other things, directed DOE to conduct a study to evaluate possible federal operation or permanent
federal ownership of the Center and use of the Center for other purposes. Congress subsequently passed
the West Valley Demonstration Project Act in 1980, which directed DOE to demonstrate solidification
techniques for the disposal of high-level radioactive waste (HL W) and decontaminate and decommission
facilities in accordance with NRC requirements.

In 1981, the NRC license for the facility was modified, giving DOE exclusive use and possession of the
facility. In the following year, the NRC license was once again modified to terminate NFS’s
responsibilities under the license coincident with NYSERDA ’s acceptance of surrender of the facility
from NFS and DOE’s assumption of exclusive possession.
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The WVDP (or the Project) was established to implement the West Valley Demonstration Project Act.
The WVDP is located on approximately 80 hectares (200 acres) within the WNYNSC. The Project
includes the former NFS plant and related facilities. Several additional facilities were constructed to
complete the WVDP mission. In addition to the WVDP facilities, the WNYNSC includes two former
radioactive disposal areas: an NRC-Licensed Disposal Area (NDA) within the Project premises, and a
State of New York-Licensed Disposal Area (SDA), which is not within the Project premises. Figure 2
shows the Project Premises, NDA, and SDA.

In 2002 and in accordance with the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, NR C issued its final policy
statement regarding West Valley site decommissioning. The NRC criteria are based on radiological doses
to members of the most affected population and are intended to protect public health and safety. DOE also
has an obligation, under a Stipulation of Compromise with the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes
and Radioactive Waste Campaign, to prepare a site closure EIS in accordance with NEPA. Before
NYSERDA?’s license for the site could be terminated (assuming it would be reactivated) in order to close
the site, the NRC decommissioning criteria must be satisfied.

Accordingly, DOE is jointly preparing, with NYSERDA, the Decommissioning EIS specifically focused
on alternatives for decommissioning the site and identifying potential needs for long-term stewardship
there. That is, the Decommissioning EIS will evaluate the range of reasonable alternative strategies for
meeting the NRC radiological decommissioning criteria as the primary condition for eventual site closure,
as well as potential needs for long-term stewardship at the site.

This EA evaluates the potential environmental impacts of demolishing and removing a set of facilities
previously or currently used by the WVDP that, because of their design, function, and lack of significant
source term, are not expected, either individually or collectively, to affect whether the decommissioning
criteria for the site could be met. Although DOE estimates that the total radiological content of all the
facilities proposed for demolition and removal would not exceed approximately 5 curies, DOE has

Site Terminology

The Center or the WNYNSC - The 14-square-kilometer (5-square-mile) Western New York Nuclear Service
Center in West Valley, New York. '

The Project or the WVDP - All activities undertaken in carrying out the solidification of the liquid HLW at
the Center, including (1) solidification of liquid HLW; (2) preparation of the Project Premises and Project
Facilities to accommodate action 1; (3) development of containers suitable for the permanent disposal of the
HLW solidified at the Center; (4) transportation of the wastes solidified at the Center to an appropriate federal
repository for permanent disposal as soon as feasible after solidification and in accordance with applicable
provisions of law; (5) decontamination and decommissioning of the tanks, other facilities at the Center in which
the solidified wastes were stored, all Project Facilities, and other facilities, material, and hardware used in
carrying out the solidification of the HLW at the Center; (6) disposal of low-level radioactive waste (LLW),
mixed LLW, and transuranic (TRU) waste in accordance with applicable licensing requirements; and (7) all other
activities necessary to carry out the foregoing.

Project Premises— An area of approximately 80 hectares (200 acres) within the WNYNSC made available to
DOE for carrying out the WVDP. The Project Premises include the Project Facilities and the 2-hectare (5-acre)
NRC-Licensed Disposal Area (NDA).

Project Facilities — The facilities that NYSERDA made available to DOE to be used in the solidification of
the HLW at the Center.

Retained Premises— The 1,335-hectare (3,300-acre) portion of the Center, not including the Project
Premises, retained by NYSERDA. The Retained Premises include the 6-hectare (15-acre) State-licensed Disposal
Area (SDA) adjacent to the NDA.
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assumed for purposes of analysis that the total radiological content would not exceed 50 curies. Even this
highly conservative assumption of 50 curies is not sufficient, either by itself or in comparison to the total
on-site radiological profile (approximately 1 million curies, assuming the vitrified HLW is shipped off-
site for disposal), to affect whether any Decommissioning EIS alternative meets the NRC criteria.

1.3 Purpose and Need for Agency Action

Under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, DOE was responsible for, among other things,
solidification of the liquid HL W stored on-site. DOE has completed the vitrification of the HLW and is
shipping low-level radioactive waste (LL W) off-site for disposal. As a result of having completed the
HLW vitrification, DOE has identified 36 facilities for decontamination, dismantlement, removal, and
disposal. These facilities are, or within the next 4 years will be, no longer needed to safely monitor and
maintain or support future removal of the vitrified HLW or facilities that are under consideration in the
Decommissioning EIS. There is no reasonably expected future use for the facilities that are within the
scope of this EA. Leaving the unneeded facilities in place would require continuing maintenance and
monitoring, resulting in unnecessary expense. DOE needs to remove these facilities for cost-efficiency.
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CHAPTER 2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This section describes DOE’s Proposed Action, which would, for purposes of analysis, occur over an
estimated 4-year period (through December 31, 2010). It also discusses the No Action Alternative and
alternatives considered but not analyzed.

2.1 Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, DOE would demolish and remove the 36 facilities at WVDP listed in
Table 1. All of the facilities would be demolished and the resulting waste would be removed from the site.
None of the facilities would be reused.

Although some of the facilities are currently in use, DOE will be able to eliminate or significantly reduce
the functions that are undertaken in those facilities over the next 4 years. Replacement of any remaining
functions could require minor modifications of existing facilities but no new construction. A few
functions would be taken over by qualified off-site vendors. Table 2 identifies the facilities for which
functions would need to be replaced. Once the functions were replaced or were no longer needed by
WVDP, DOE would demolish and remove the facilities from the site. DOE would develop a logically
sequenced dismantlement plan to ensure that site services and functions remained available until no
longer needed. Facilities that remain at the end of the 4-year period would be safely maintained, operated,
and monitored, as appropriate.

Some of the facilities proposed for demolition and removal are permitted under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) or have Interim Status (IS) under RCRA as Hazardous Waste
Management Units. Many are Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs). All applicable RCRA
requirements would be met in the implementation of the Proposed Action. For those facilities that contain
any residual radioactive contamination, DOE would decontaminate them as needed in accordance with
site procedures.3 Industrial waste (including concrete), asbestos, hazardous waste, Class A LLW, and
mixed LLW (radioactive waste that also contains hazardous components) would be generated as a result
of decontamination and demolition. No other waste types would be generated. As noted above, these
waste volumes were not included in the West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement (WVDP WM EIS) (DOE/EIS-0337F) (DOE 2003) or in the Supplement
Analysis for the West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0337F-SA-01) (DOE 2006a).

Table 1 lists the facilities proposed for demolition and removal and provides information regarding their
Waste Management Area (WMA) location, construction type, size, regulatory status, and the estimated
volume of waste that would be generated. Waste volume estimates in Table 1 are based on prior
radiological characterization, process knowledge, screening data, and DOE’s 25 years of experience at the
WVDP. The waste volume estimates include radioactive waste that would be generated as a result of
decontamination activities—specifically, estimated waste volumes for Class A LLW and mixed LLW in
addition to asbestos-contaminated, hazardous, and industrial wastes. The hazardous waste stream volume
assumes that some potentially contaminated soil (i.e., Live Fire Range soil) would be removed and
disposed of in a landfill in Indianapolis, Indiana. Appendix A contains a general description of the
facilities; Appendix B contains a detailed WVDP facility map and facility name crosswalk that includes
the facilities covered by the Proposed Action. Figures 3 and 4 show the 12 WMAs in which the facilities
are located.

3 Removal of all foundations and pads of facilities located in areas where underground contamination is likely to be
encountered will be considered as part of the Decommissioning EIS.




Table 1. Facilities Proposed for Demolition and Removal
Volume of Waste (ft’) )
Construction | Footprint Ft x Regulatory | Class A Mixed Concrete §
Facility WMA Type (%) Stories | Stories Status LLW LLW Asbestos | Hazardous | Industrial Slab* o
Administration Bldg. 10 Mectal, 5,200 1 5,200 NA 0 0 70 0 28,600 :;k
Concrete, and .
Wood S
Bulk Storage 11 Metal and 13,040 2 26,080 NA 0 0 1 20 40,040 21,000 S
Warehouse Steel §
CPC Waste Storage 5 Steel 14,000 3 42,000 IS 100 40 0 0 4,000 x
Area SWMU 8
Cold Chemical 3 Metal and 1,938 3 5,814 NA 0 0 0 0 46,442 S
Facility Steel ‘b
Contact Size 1 Concrete 1,435 2 2,870 IS 10,000 2,435 0 0 0 g
Reduction Facility S
Diesel Fuel Oil 10 Metal 334 1 334 NA 0 0 0 20 3,000 §Z
Building S
oo Emergency Vehicle 1 Metal 693 2 1,386 NA 0 0 0 0 9,000 2
Shelter 2
Expanded 10 Metal and 4,600 1 4,600 NA 0 0 0 0 27,200 &
(Environmental) Lab Wood §
Fabrication Shop 10 Metal 4,800 2 9,600 NA 0 0 1 20 40,040 §
Haz Waste Storage 5 Metal 512 1 512 IS 0 0 0 0 1,500 <
Lockers SWMU A
Hydrofracture Test 11 Steel and Soil| 90,000 0 0 NA 0 0 0 0 0 (wells) §
Well Area §.
Interim Waste 7 Metal 1,296 2 2,592 IS 100 40 0 40 6,296 -
Storage Facility . SWMU 8
Lag Storage 5 Metal, Steel, 10,500 1 10,500 IS 100 40 0 0 5,000 %
Addition 1 and Vinyl SWMU ) |
Fabric ]
Lag Storage 5 Gravel pad 13,000 1 13,000 IS 100 40 0 0 100 B
Addition 2 SWMU é
(hardstand) =
Lag Storage 5 Steel 25,600 1 25,600 IS 100 40 0 0 50,000
Addition 3 SWMU




Table 1.  Facilities Proposed for Demolition and Removal (cont’d)
Volume of Waste (ft°)
Construction | Footprint Ft* x Regulatory | Class A Mixed Concrete
Facility WMA Type (f) Stories | Stories Status LLW LLW Asbestos | Hazardous | Industrial Slab®
Lag Storage Bldg. 5 Metal 8,400 1 8,400 IS 100 40 0 0 20,000
SWMU
Laundry Room 1 Concrete 1,456 2 2,912 NA 6,824 0 33 0 25,000
Live Fire Range 12 Wood with 40,000 1 40,000 NA 0 0 0 70,000° 500
Soil
Lube Storage Locker 2 Prefab 324 1 324 NA 0 0 0 0 1,000
Maintenance Shop 2 Metal 6,000 2 12,000 SWMU 0 0 0 100 47,000
Maintenance Storage 2 Metal 2,860 2 5,720 NA 0 0 0 0 11,500
Area
MSM Repair Shop 1 Concrete and | 3,195 1 3,195 NA 8,000 0 0 0 0
Steel
NDA Hardstand 7 Cinder block 400 1 400 SWMU 1,100 0 0 0 0
and crushed
rock
New Cooling Tower 6 Metal and 1,000 1 1,000 NA 0 0 0 8,300
concrete
Slab® 6,800
02 Bldg. 2 Concrete and | 9,600 3 28,800 SWMU 29,000 40 100 0 0
Steel
Slab® 4,000
Old Warehouse 6 Steel 12,150 2 24,300 NA 0 0 0 50 42,150
Old Sewage 6 Concrete pit 225 0 0 SWMU 0 0 0 0 0 600
Treatment Facility
Radwaste Process 1 Steel 800 2 1,600 SwMU 5,160 0 0 0 0
(Hittman) Bldg.
Slab® 3,000
Recirculation Vent 1 Metal 1,050 1 1,050 NA 520 0 100 10 6,000
System Bldg.
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Table 1.  Facilities Proposed for Demolition and Removal (cont’d)
Volume of Waste (ft’)
Construction | Footprint Ft x Regulatory | Class A Mixed Concrete

Facility WMA Type () Stories | Stories Status LLW LLW Asbestos | Hazardous | Industrial Slab®
Road-Salt & Sand 6 Steel and 686 2 1,372 NA 0 0 0 0 1,000
Shed Wood
Schoolhouse 12 Wood 760 1 760 SWMU 0 0 0 20 5,380 200
Test & Storage Bldg. 2 Metal and 9,600 19,200 SWMU 0 0 0 100 43,600

Wood

Vehicle Repair Shop 2 Metal 1,410 2 2,820 NA 0 0 0 20 10,000
Vitrification Test 2 Metal 5,276 4 21,104 SWMU 0 0 0 0 71,104
Facility
Warehouse Bulk Oil 10 Prefab 160 1 160 NA 0 0 0 0 500
Storage Unit
WTF Training 6 Steel and 256 6 1,536 NA 0 0 0 0 2,400
Platform (one of Fabric
two)

TOTAL 341,141 75,004 2,715 305 70,400 556,652 21,800

a.  Slabs for the Bulk Storage Warehouse, Old Sewage Treatment Facility, and Schoolhouse are in radiologically clean areas and would be removed under the Proposed

Action.

b. For purposes of analysis and to conservatively bound the impacts, DOE assumed that the soil from the Live Fire Range would be hazardous waste because it may contain
lead from spent bullets. However, the soil would be sorted and the spent bullets segregated. Because the bullets were used for their intended purpose, the lead and any
resultant contamination is not RCRA waste (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA] OSWER 9441.1992(02), dated January 15, 1992). Thus, the soil from the Live
Fire Range could be disposed of as industrial waste. Because hazardous waste would be shipped to a permitted landfill in Indiana and industrial waste would be shipped to
a landfill in New York, the analysis that assumes the Live Fire Range soil to be hazardous waste bounds the impacts, which are based upon miles traveled.

c.  Slabs for the New Cooling Tower, O2 Building, and Radwaste Process (Hittman) Building would be decontaminated if necessary but would not be removed under the

Proposed Action. These slabs will be evaluated in the Decommissioning EIS.

Note: fi* = square foot; fi* = cubic foot.
NA = not applicable; SWMU = Solid Waste Management Unit; IS = Interim Status Hazardous Waste Management Unit.
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Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

Table 2.  Facility Functions DOE Expects to be Replaced
WVDP Facility Function Replacement’
Bulk Storage Stores office furniture, supplies, Remaining storage needs would be met by the New
Warehouse computers, and electrical equipment | Warehouse,” which would remain available.
Diesel Fuel Oil Stores diesel fuel oil for the Emergency generator fuel needs for the Vitrification
Building Vitrification Facility diesel Facility would be met using other remaining site
generator systems such as the Permanent Ventilation System
Building.
Emergency Houses the site emergency vehicles | The emergency response vehicle would remain

Vehicle Shelter

available and fully stocked, and existing agreements
with local response organizations would remain in
effect. The on-site emergency response vehicle would
be stored outside or in another existing facility.

Expanded Supports laboratory analysis and This function would be replaced by quality-certified
Environmental testing off-site laboratories, mobile laboratories, or remaining
Laboratory smaller on-site facilities to match current needs.

Hazardous Waste
Storage Lockers

Used for short-term storage of
hazardous waste

Hazardous waste would be stored appropriately in
existing facilities until shipped off-site for disposal.®

Laundry Room

Used for laundering both clean and
contaminated protective clothing

Services would be provided by off-site vendors if
necessary.

Live Fire Range

Used for weapons practice and
qualification courses

A firing range is available locally.

Lube Storage
Locker

Used for lubrication materials
storage

Lubrication materials would be stored appropriately
in other remaining facilities such as the New
Warehouse,” if necessary.

Maintenance Shop

Used for metal-working activities

Remaining maintenance functions would be
transferred to the New Warehouse,” which would
remain available.

Maintenance
Storage Area

Stores raw materials for use in the
Maintenance Shop

Remaining storage needs would be met by the New
Warehouse,” which would remain available.

New Cooling
Tower

Provided cooling water to systems
and equipment

Cooling function is being converted to air-cooled
systems as part of routine maintenance.

Old Warehouse

Supports the storage of spare parts,
equipment, and chemicals
associated with conduct of the
WYVDP; formerly used by NFS for
the same purpose; a portion houses
a radiological counting facility

Remaining storage needs would be met by the New
Warehouse,” which would remain available.

Road Salt and

Stores road salt and sand used for

An off-site contractor would be used to maintain

Sand Shed treating roadways in the winter walkways and roadways.

Vehicle Repair Used to maintain and repair vehicles | Vehicle maintenance and repair would be housed in
Shop used on-site the New Warehouse,” which would remain available.
Warehouse Bulk Used for the storage of combustible | Combustible materials would be stored appropriately

Oil Storage Unit

materials

in existing facilities such as the New Warehouse,” if
necessary.

a. DOE expects the impacts from each of the replacement activities to be the same as or less than those from the respective

current activities.

b. The New Warehouse is an existing facility located east of the Administration Building, west of the Old Warehouse, and south
of the Main Plant Process Building.

c. The Hazardous Waste Storage Lockers are currently identified as RCRA Hazardous Waste IS Storage Units on the RCRA
Part A Permit Application. To keep operating the unit as an IS unit, the Waste Management Staging Area of LSA 4, the
Shipping Depot, or the Loadout of the Remote Handled Waste Facility could be utilized for nonradioactive hazardous waste
management purposes with Radiation Protection’s and Waste Operations’ approval. The waste also could be managed by
following the requirements for 90-day storage areas and shipping within the 90-day timeframe, and by using one of the bermed
rooms of the New Warehouse.
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DOE would package the generated wastes on-site and transport them to licensed commercial or DOE
disposal facilities located off-site. Class A LLW and mixed LLW would be shipped to Hanford, Energy
Solutions (formerly Envirocare), and/or the Nevada Test Site (NTS) for disposal. No radioactive waste
would be disposed of within the State of New York. Industrial waste and building debris waste would be
shipped to a landfill in Model City, New York, or to a landfill outside of Angelica, New York, where this
type of WVDP waste is currently shipped for disposal.’ Asbestos waste would be shipped to a landfill in
Model City, New York. Hazardous waste would be shipped to a landfill in Indianapolis, Indiana, where
this type of WVDP waste is currently shipped for disposal.

Table 3 lists the types of waste packaging expected to be used for each waste type, the off-site disposal
locations where the wastes would be sent, and the projected volumes. U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) shipping regulations would be followed to
ensure safe packaging, temporary on-site storage, and shipment. Figures 5 and 6 show proposed disposal
locations for each waste type. With the exception of the Hanford Site, these are the sites to which WVDP
LLW, mixed LLW, asbestos, hazardous waste, industrial waste, and concrete debris are currently shipped
for disposal. LLW and mixed LLW handling and disposal activities at NTS and Hanford are described in
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations (DOE 1996a)
and the Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE 2004), respectively. Disposal of waste at commercial facilities would be conducted in
accordance with existing licenses and permits.

Table3. Waste Types, Packaging, Disposal Locations, and Estimated Volumes

Expected Waste Volume
Waste Type Packaging” Disposal Locations (ft)
Class ALLW B-25 boxes NTS (Mercury, NV), 75,004

Hanford Site” (Richland, WA), or
Energy Solutions (Clive, UT)
Mixed LLW B-25 boxes NTS (Mercury, NV), 2,715
Hanford Site® (Richland, WA), or
Energy Solutions (Clive, UT)

Asbestos Double bags (friable) Chemical Waste Management 305
Roll-offs (nonfriable) (Model City, NY)
Hazardous Waste | 55-gallon drums Heritage Environmental Services 70,400
(Indianapolis, IN)
Industrial Waste B-25 boxes SDS (Angelica, NY) or Chemical 556,652
Waste Management (Model City, NY)
Concrete / Debris | Single-body dump SDS (Angelica, NY) or Chemical 21,800
trucks Waste Management (Model City, NY)

a. This packaging was assumed for purposes of analysis. Although different packaging may be used, the impacts
would be similar because the waste volume would be the same.

b. 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 LLW and mixed LLW from WVDP to Hanford
until DOE has satisfied the requirements of the settlement agreement.

Note: NTS = Nevada Test Site.

“ The draft EA stated that industrial waste and concrete/debris waste would be shipped to Olean, New York. The
facility in Olean is a transfer station. The landfill in which the waste would be disposed is located in Angelica, New
York. Both the draft and final EA analyze the potential transportation impacts of shipping the waste from the WVDP
site to the landfill in Angelica.
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DOE would undertake the following specific activities under the Proposed Action:

¢ Perform surveys of residual radioactivity prior to spraying or painting a sealant over facility
surfaces.

s Remove radioactive contamination from facilities as appropriate. Depending on the amount and
level of contamination, pre-demolition preparation could include debris removal, washing or
wiping of surfaces, and application of sealants or fixatives. Contaminated water would be
collected, treated, and discharged in accordance with state-permitted procedures.

e Remove asbestos and hazardous waste.

e As appropriate, remove major equipment not directly involved in the vitrification process such as
process tanks, vessels, and pumps and remove valves and piping.

| e Demolish the facility, along with any appurtenant facilities. Demolition methods would include,
but not be limited to, grapples, masonry saws, ultra-high-pressure water jets, drilling and
expansion cracking, and water-cooled track saws. Explosives would not be used in demolition.

’ e [Excavate contaminated soils as necessary (Live Fire Range only).

e Conduct post-decontamination radiation surveys and collect samples for radiological and
hazardous waste characterization and other analyses as required.

¢ Remove and dispose of asphalt and concrete from parking lots, roadways, and walkways as
’ needed. Areas would be regraded and stabilized (seeded) to match natural contours.

e Segregate and package the resultant wastes.

e Transport the wastes off-site using rail or truck, or a combination of both.
e Dispose of the debris and packaged waste at off-site locations.

o Stabilize exposed, unarmored soils using vegetative methods in accordance with the New York
State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control (NYSDEC 2005) and the
WVDP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (WVNS 2004a), which meet the requirements of
the WVDP State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit that regulates site
stormwater discharges. The New York standards for erosion and sediment control identify the
topsoil, seed mix, and mulching specifications to ensure proper soil stabilization. Approximately
50 loads of topsoil would be brought to the site for this purpose from about 16 kilometers
(10 miles) away.

e Use fugitive dust controls, including water sprays, where soil disturbance and demolition-related
activities would substantively increase airborne particulate levels. Water spray usage would be
controlled to minimize excess water, which would be monitored and treated as necessary prior to
discharge.

All decontamination activities would be conducted in accordance with the WVDP Radiological Protection
Program, which meets the requirements of 10 CFR Part 835, Occupational Radiation Protection. The
Radiological Protection Program requires that radiological operations be performed in a manner that
ensures the health and safety of all workers and the public. The program also requires that radiation
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exposures to workers and the public, and releases of radioactivity to the environment, be maintained
below federally allowed limits and that deliberate efforts be taken to further reduce exposures and
releases in accordance with a process that seeks to make any such exposures or releases as low as
reasonably achievable (ALARA).

Applicable federal limits for public exposure are set at 10 millirem (mrem) per year by the EPA National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations, 40 CFR Part 61, for the
airborne pathway and 100 mrem per year by DOE Order 5400.5 for the sum of all exposure pathways.
The following steps would be taken to ensure compliance with the limits and ALARA principles in the
implementation of the Proposed Action:

Post-decontamination radiation surveys would be conducted and samples would be collected for
radiological and hazardous waste characterization and other analyses as required.

Air monitoring during decontamination activities would be performed at removal sites and at the
site boundary as necessary to verify that no threat to the public was present and that cumulative
emissions of radionuclides from excavation areas or from facility removal activities would not
result in members of the public receiving more than the DOE primary dose standard (an effective
dose equivalent of 100 mrem annually).

Shielding would be provided commensurate with the particular radiological hazard and
anticipated scope(s) of work to ensure that doses to workers would be below federally allowed
limits.

Airborne contamination controls would be provided to ensure that doses to workers would be
below federally allowed limits. These controls would include barriers (e.g., structures and filters)
and differential pressures between adjacent areas/rooms/cells, as appropriate for a particular
radiological hazard.

Personal protective equipment, such as respirators and anti-contamination clothing, would be
used in contaminated areas as needed to ensure that doses to workers would be below federally
allowed limits.

Area radiation monitors, continuous air monitors, personal contamination monitors, friskers, and
other radiation detection equipment would be used as appropriate to ensure that workers were
made aware of any abnormal radiological conditions in a timely manner.

ALARA reviews and other activities as appropriate would be performed to ensure that shielding
and contamination control functions were adequately maintained when modifications were made
to passive confinement or radiation shielding structures.

Existing public access restrictions to minimize the potential for radiological exposure would
remain in effect during facility removal and upon completion of the work.

The planned approach is to remove facilities to grade level. Grade level and below will be addressed in
the Decommissioning EIS now in preparation. DOE believes that decisions on the overall management of
below-grade material, based on contamination levels and applicable regulations and guidelines, should be
made as part of the plan for the long-term management of the WVDP site and the WNYNSC.
Radiological decontamination levels for EA work would be determined in accordance with the limits
established in the WVDP Radiological Controls Manual (WVNS 2001), which was developed in
accordance with 10 CFR 835.
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DOE 5400.5 and 40 CFR Part 61 provide the radiological standards applicable to environmental media
releases during and after structure removal. 40 CFR Part 61 addresses the requirements relative to
radiological air permitting based on CAP-88 modeling of emissions associated with demolition. The
Project Premises areas would remain under institutional and public access control during and upon
completion of facility removal.

All applicable RCRA and corollary New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) Quality Services regulations for management (storage, shipping, reporting, and off-site
disposal) of solid waste, including hazardous waste, would be followed in completing this work. For
hazardous constituents, facility removal would be conducted in accordance with 1S closure requirements
as identified in 6 NYCRR 373-3. Requisite RCRA corrective actions would be addressed pursuant to the
RCRA 3008(h) Order on Consent.

2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, current operations would continue and DOE would not decontaminate,
demolish, or remove the 36 unneeded facilities. Contaminated soil, equipment, and facilities would
remain in place. Funds would continue to be spent for routine maintenance and monitoring of these
unneeded facilities. Ongoing activities at the WVDP site would continue, including the loading,
transportation, and off-site disposal of LLW and mixed LLW as analyzed in the WVDP WM EIS
(DOE/EIS-0337F) (DOE 2003) and the Supplement Analysis for the West Valley Demonstration Project
Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0337F-SA-01) (DOE 2006a).

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed

DOE considered whether to analyze the decontamination, demolition, and removal of a subset of the
36 facilities included in the Proposed Action. Because the potential impacts of the decontamination,
demolition, and removal of all 36 facilities would collectively be very small, it would be difficult to
distinguish among alternatives if subsets of fewer facilities were analyzed. Moreover, the impacts
described for the Proposed Action bound the impacts that would be expected if a smaller number of
facilities were decontaminated, demolished, and removed from the WVDP,
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CHAPTER 3 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS

3.1 Introduction

The following sections provide a general description of the existing environment on and near the WVDP
site for the affected resource areas. A more detailed description of these resource areas can be found in
Chapter 3 of the WVDP WM EIS (DOE 2003) and other references cited in that document. Following the
description of each resource area, a description of the adverse or beneficial impacts that would occur or
could be reasonably expected to occur to this resource area if the Proposed Action were implemented is
presented. For comparison purposes and as required under NEPA, Section 3.12 describes adverse or
beneficial environmental impacts that would occur if the No Action Alternative were implemented.

3.2 Climate, Air Quality, and Visibility
3.2.1 Existing Environment

The climate of western New York is the moist continental climate typical of the northeast United States.
The climate is seasonally diverse due to the influence of several atmospheric and geographic factors, most
notably the “lake effect” which results in abundant snowfall.> Although there are recorded extremes of
98.6 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and -43.6 °F for western New York, the climate is moderate, with an average
annual temperature (1971-2000) of 48 °F. Rainfall is relatively high, averaging about 104 centimeters

(41 inches) per year. Precipitation is evenly distributed throughout the year and is markedly influenced by
Lake Erie to the west and, to a lesser extent, by Lake Ontario to the north. The prevailing winds are
southwesterly and average 4 meters per second (9 miles per hour) (WVNS 2004b). Severe summer
thunderstorms occur in western New York, but tornadoes are rare.

New York is divided into nine regions for assessing state ambient air quality. The WVDP site is located
in Region 9, which consists of Niagara, Erie, Wyoming, Chautauqua, Cattaraugus, and Allegany counties.
Cattaraugus County, where the WVDP is located, is an attainment area for all National Primary and
Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards contained in 40 CFR Part 50 and New York State air quality
standards contained in 6 NYCRR 257. Chautauqua and Erie counties, which border Cattaraugus County
to the west and northwest, are nonattainment areas for ozone. However, the prevailing southwesterly
winds would tend to disperse WVDP emissions away from these nonattainment counties. Because the
Proposed Action would not be implemented in a criteria air pollutant nonattainment or maintenance area,
and would not adversely impact a neighboring nonattainment or maintenance area, a full Clean Air Act -
Conformity determination is not required.

Air emissions of radionuclides from WVDP are regulated by EPA under the NESHAP regulations,

40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, National Emissions of Radionuclides Other Than Radon from Department of
Energy Facilities. Emissions from the WVDP for the calendar year 2004 can be found in the WVDP
Annual Site Environmental Report. In 2004, the estimated dose of radiation to a maximally exposed off-
site individual from airborne emissions at the WVDP was 0.0015 mrem, which is about 0.02 percent of
the 10-mrem EPA standard (W VNS 2005).

There are no mandatory Class I visibility areas either in New York State or in Pennsylvania (EPA 2005).

5 «Lake effect” refers to the generation of sometimes spectacular snowfall amounts to the lee of (downwind of) the
Great Lakes as cold air passes over the lake surface, extracting heat and moisture, resulting in cloud formation and
snowfall downwind of the lake shore (AMS 2006).
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3.2.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the unavoidable short-term mobilization or
emission of small amounts of radioactive and nonradioactive particulates. It would also result in short-
term emissions of hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide from the exhaust of a small number of gasoline and
diesel engines used for demolition and transportation activities.

During calendar year 2005, approximately 8,500 cubic meters (300,000 cubic feet) of LLW waste had
been shipped off-site from the WVDP site. This is approximately four times the volume of LLW that
would be shipped off-site under the Proposed Action. For at least the last decade, the radiological dose
from air emissions received by the maximally exposed off-site individual has been less than 1 percent of
the most stringent limit and in most years has been substantially lower. These were years when activities
similar to those proposed under the Proposed Action were ongoing.® Consequently, similarly low levels of
dispersed radioactive particulates are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. Potential human
health impacts to workers and members of the public as a result of exposure to these emissions are
specifically addressed in Section 3.10.

During excavation of soils and during other demolition activities as appropriate, all personnel within the
work area would be protected, through the use of appropriate construction techniques, from airborne
emissions by use of full-face respirators and other protective clothing or equipment as required by the
WYVDP Radiological Protection and Industrial Health and Safety Organizations. Constant air monitoring
would provide a warning of release and help ensure that demolition and removal activities did not cause
releases in excess of DOE Order 5400.5 guidelines at the construction site or the WVDP site boundary.
Releases of airborne contamination to the environment during facility removal activities would be
minimized through the use of at least two levels of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtration.
Fugitive dust controls, including water sprays, would be used where soil disturbance and demolition-
related activities would substantially increase airborne particulate levels. Vehicle and equipment
emissions would be minimized by keeping all equipment maintained to manufacturer specifications.

Because there are no mandatory Class I visibility areas in New York or Pennsylvania, there would be no
adverse impacts to visibility to such resources.

3.3 Geology and Soils

3.3.1 Existing Environment

The geologic sediments beneath the WVDP site include a sequence of glacial sediments above shale
bedrock. The site is divided by a stream valley into two areas: the north plateau and the south plateau. The
uppermost layer on the south plateau is a silty clay till, the Lavery till. Weathering has fractured the
nearsurface sediments. Within the Lavery till on the north plateau is a silty, sandy layer of limited extent,
the Lavery tillsand. The Kent recessional sequence underlies the Lavery till beneath both the north and
south plateaus and is composed of silt and silty sand with localized pockets of gravel (WVNS 2000).

¢ For more than 10 years, activities at WVDP have included decontamination and decommissioning of facilities,
such as cleaning up hot cells. Radioactive waste has also been shipped off-site. These activities are similar to those
that would occur under the Proposed Action. For that reason, DOE concluded that the maximally exposed off-site
individual would receive radiological doses similar to what had been released in the last 10 years, or less than

1 percent of the most stringent limit. DOE assumed that any buildings to be demolished would be clean or
decontaminated such that there would be no radiological air emissions.

20




Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

With respect to the North Plateau portion of the site, geologic factors influencing groundwater flow
sediments in the sand and gravel waterbearing zone can be divided into two depositional units: Surficial
Alluvium and Slack Water Sequence. The Surficial Alluvium blankets the entire North Plateau
downgradient of the Process Building. Surficial Alluvium sediments are poorly sorted and occur in beds
(separate depositional layers) that range in thickness from 10 centimeters (4 inches) to over

30 centimeters (12 inches). Most of the sediments in the Surficial Alluvium can be classified as muddy
gravel or muddy sandy gravel. These sediments were deposited by streams that eroded and reworked
glacial deposits and outwash (WVNS 1995).

Slack-Water Sequence sediments were deposited in a glacial lake/pond. Streams from Dutch Hill
(southwest of the Main Plant) transported sediments into the still water of the lake. The sediments were
also sorted by the lake water. Coarser sediments were deposited near the mouth of the streams and finer
sediments dropped out further in the lake. Sediment layers in the Slack-Water Sequence are generally
thin-bedded (less than 5 centimeters [2 inches] thick) and well sorted. In general, the well sorted, medium
to coarse grained sediments of the Slack-Water Sequence are believed to be more permeable than the
poorly sorted sediments of the Surficial Alluvium. The permeability of fine grained Slack-Water
Sequence sediments may not be greater than the Surficial Alluvium. Permeability descriptions are based
on geologic descriptions from borehole logs. Slack-Water Sequence sediments occur only within a
northeast-trending channel-like depression on the Lavery till surface in the center of the North Plateau.
This depression extends from the water cooling tower in the south to Frank's Creek valley opposite the
closed, inactive Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill (WVNS 1995).

The WVDP is in a low seismic shaking hazard area (USGS 2005). From 1737 to 1999, there have been
119 recorded earthquakes within 480 kilometers (300 miles) of the WVDP with epicentral intensities of
Modified Mercalli Intensities V to VII. Of the 119 recorded earthquakes, 25 occurred within

320 kilometers (200 miles) of the WVDP (WVNS 2000). The highest Modified Mercalli Intensity
estimated to have occurred at the Center within the last 100 years was an intensity of IV, which is similar
to vibrations from a heavy truck that might be felt by people indoors but does not cause damage

(DOE 1996b).

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

Environmental impacts to geological and soil resources would be limited to the removal of soil at the Live
Fire Range and uncontaminated soil surrounding, and from up to 0.6 meters (2 feet) below, several
uncontaminated building slabs. All topsoils and subsoils that would be disturbed under the Proposed
Action have been previously disturbed—in some instances, profoundly disturbed. Because the Proposed
Action would be of limited duration (4 years) and because the WVDP is in a low seismic shaking hazard
area, the chance of a seismic event affecting the Proposed Action is considered to be extremely low.

3.4 Hydrology

3.4.1 Existing Environment

Surface water. The WVDP facilities and its two water supply reservoirs lie in separate watersheds, both
of which are drained by Buttermilk Creek. Buttermilk Creek, which roughly bisects the WNYNSC, flows
in a northwestward direction to its confluence with Cattaraugus Creek, at the northwest end of the Center.
Several tributary streams flow into Buttermilk Creek at the Center. The flow length of Buttermilk Creek
through the Center is about 7,600 meters (25,000 feet). About 2,700 meters (9,000 feet) of this is adjacent
to the Project Facilities and the water supply reservoirs (W VNS 2000). Cattaraugus Creek flows
westward from the Buttermilk Creek confluence to Lake Erie, 63 kilometers (39 miles) downstream.
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The watershed on the Project Premises is drained by three named streams: Quarry Creek, Frank’s Creek,
and Erdman Brook (WVNS 2000). Erdman Brook and Quarry Creek are tributaries to Frank’s Creek,
which in turn flows into Buttermilk Creek. Erdman Brook, the smallest of the three streams, drains the
central and largest fraction of the developed WVDP premises, including a large portion of the disposal
areas and the areas surrounding the lagoon system; the plant, office, and warehouse areas; and a major
part of the parking lots. Following treatment, WVDP wastewater is also discharged to this brook.

Cattaraugus Creek is used locally for swimming, canoeing, and fishing. Downstream from the WVDP,
the Cattaraugus Indian Reservation is located along Cattaraugus Creek, from Gowanda, New York,
downstream to the shore of Lake Erie. Although some water is taken from Cattaraugus Creek to irrigate
nearby golf course greens and tree farms, no public potable water supply is drawn from the creek
downstream of the WNYNSC before the creek flows into Lake Erie south of Buffalo, New York. Water
from Lake Erie is used as a public drinking water supply.

Groundwater. The WVDP is located within the Cattaraugus Creek Basin Aquifer System, a system that
has been designated by EPA as a sole or principal source of drinking water for the surrounding towns
(52 Fed. Reg. 36102 (1987)). This means that all projects with federal financial assistance constructed in
this basin are subject to EPA review to ensure that they are designed and constructed so as not to create a
significant hazard to public health.

The WVDP site is underlain by two aquifer zones, neither of which can be considered highly permeable
or productive. The groundwater flow patterns pertinent to the site relate to recharge and downgradient
movement for these two aquifers. Groundwater in the surficial unit tends to move in an easterly or
northeasterly direction from the western boundary of the site, close to Rock Springs Road. Most of the
groundwater in this unit discharges via springs and seeps into Frank’s Creek or into small tributaries of
that creek (for example, Erdman Brook). Groundwater recharging the weathered shale and rubble zone
tends to move eastward toward the thalweg of the buried valley (the locus of the lowest points in the
cross-section of the buried valley), located about 300 to 350 meters (980 to 1,150 feet) west of Buttermilk
Creek. Once attaining the thalweg, the direction of groundwater movement shifts to the direction of the
thalweg, about 25 degrees west, and proceeds toward the northwest (WVNS 2000).

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would not require any new facility construction and is not expected to cause any
impacts requiring EPA or NYSDEC review or additional permitting for surface water or groundwater
quality.

Intermittently and for relatively short periods during the Proposed Action, suspended solids in stormwater
runoff may increase during soil excavation activities that would occur for some facilities. This
intermittent short-term impact would be mitigated by stabilization techniques and sediment controls as
prescribed in the New York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control
(NYSDEC 2005). Such impacts would be temporary, occurring only during soil excavation, disturbance,
and placement activities. Controlled discharges of stormwater runoff from these activities are authorized
by, and would comply with, the terms of the existing individual SPDES Permit No. NY 0000973 for
stormwater discharges.

Mitigation actions that would be implemented include fugitive dust controls such as water sprays that
would be used where soil disturbance and demolition-related activities could substantively increase
airborne particulate levels. For certain contaminated facilities such as the O2 Building, DOE would
construct dikes around the facility to prevent stormwater runoff and collect water from fugitive dust
control and vehicle washdowns. Collected water would be treated and released to the Low-Level
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Wastewater Treatment Facility (LLWTF) Lagoon. At other facilities, mitigation measures would include
runoff diversion (around the work area) or straw bale or fabric filter fencing for silt control. Post-
demolition stabilization of exposed work areas would include the addition of topsoil, seed, and mulch.
For paved areas, stabilization would include the use of washed stone, washdown and water collection, or
broom sweeping (for example, for concrete or asphalt pads).

Potential increases in erosion rates and associated nonradioactive solids loadings into surface waters from
removal of pads and foundations in several noncontaminated areas would be reduced as former building
footprints were replaced by permeable, vegetation-covered soils. The increase in vegetation would reduce
stormwater runoff velocities and increase stormwater infiltration into the soil. The Proposed Action would
have no measurable adverse impacts on groundwater.

3.5 Ecological Resources

3.5.1 Existing Environment

Animals and Plants. The WNYNSC lies within the northern hardwood forest region. Its climax
community forests are characterized by the dominance of sugar maple, beech, and Eastern hemlock. At
present, the site is about equally divided between forestland and abandoned farm fields. Consequently, it
provides habitat especially attractive to white-tailed deer, various indigenous migratory birds, reptiles,
and small mammals. Plant communities found on the site have been categorized into five cover types:
mixed hardwood forest, pine-spruce community, successional creek bank communities, late oldfield
successional areas, and fields-meadows. The plant communities found on the site are characteristic of
western New York. The relatively undisturbed nature of large portions of the WNYNSC has allowed for
natural succession of previous agricultural areas within its boundaries. Because neither the setting nor the
former agriculture land use is unique, the forest communities that will eventually develop in the
abandoned fields will be similar to others in the region (WVNS 2000).

Federally Listed Species. In comments submitted on the draft version of the WVDP WM EIS

(DOE 2003), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred in DOE’s determination that no federally listed
or proposed endangered or threatened species are known to exist in the project impact area and that no
habitat in the project impact area is currently designated or proposed critical habitat in accordance with
the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

State-Listed Species. State of New York “special concern species” are species of fish and wildlife found
to be at risk of becoming endangered or threatened in New York (New York Code of Rules and
Regulations Title 6, part 182.2(i)). Typically, species of special concern are those whose populations are
declining, often in association with critical habitat loss. Field investigations at the WNYNSC in 1990 and
1991 recorded one species (Northern harrier) on the state list of threatened species and six state species of
special concern (Cooper’s hawk, upland sandpiper, common raven, Eastern bluebird, Henson’s sparrow,
and vesper sparrow). However, all of the noted species were observed in areas of the WNYNSC outside
of the WVDP Project Premises. Moreover, none of these threatened species or species of special concern
depend on habitat within the WVDP Project Premises for any aspect of their life cycles (DOE 2003).

Wetlands. The WNYNSC has meadows, marshes, lakes, ponds, bogs, and other areas that are considered
functional wetlands. Fifty-six such areas have been identified as “jurisdictional” wetlands, or wetlands
that are constrained from dredging or filling actions by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and by the
state Freshwater Wetland Act (WVNS 2006). These wetlands range in size from 100 square meters
(1,100 square feet) to more than 30,000 square meters (318,000 square feet). The total wetlands area is
approximately 138,000 square meters (34 acres). Twenty-seven wetlands were wholly or partially within
the Project Premises. The NYSDEC has determined that six wetlands encompassing 70,000 square meters
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(754,000 square feet) on the south and east sides of the Project Premises and SDA are linked and meet the
criteria for a single wetland. A wetland delineation map for the WVDP environs is contained in
Appendix C.

Floodplains. The site’s topographic setting renders major flooding unlikely; local runoff and flooding is
adequately accommodated by natural and man-made drainage systems in and around the WVDP
(WVNS 2000). Flood levels for the 100-year and the 500-year storms show that no facilities on the
Project Premises are in either the 100- or 500-year floodplain (FEMA 1984).

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

No federally or state-listed threatened or endangered species and no critical habitat for any federally or
state-listed threatened or endangered species would be affected by the Proposed Action because none
exist on the WVDP Project Premises. During demolition operations, noise and increased human activity
could temporarily disturb local wildlife. In the long term, the demolition and removal of unneeded or
contaminated facilities would enhance the quality of the WVDP habitat for local indigenous or migratory
species. Any required backfilling, regrading, and revegetation around foundation areas would also
enhance the WVDP habitat.

Most of the wetlands within the WNYNSC are outside of the Project Premises. Of those few on the
Project Premises, none are co-located with any of the 36 facilities proposed for removal. Because the
Proposed Action would not entail any new construction activities or any planned disturbance to or
discharge into any delineated wetlands or wetland buffer areas, no adverse impacts to wetlands are
expected (see Appendix C). Measures would be taken to ensure that any potential adverse impacts to
delineated wetlands would be avoided to the fullest extent possible. Prior to work performance, activity-
and task-level work would be assessed by qualified environmental professionals to identify the potential
for adverse impacts to site wetlands and to prescribe appropriate controls into the work process to
minimize and mitigate such impacts. Administrative controls (such as delineating work area limits and
erecting exclusion fencing) and physical controls (for stormwater runoff) would be implemented.
Sediment and erosion controls for runoff from the work area (including filtration or diversion techniques,
such as fabric siltation fences, diversion channels, straw bale dikes, and check dams) would be specified,
installed, and maintained.

There would be no substantive changes to the existing stormwater drainage infrastructure, and the
Proposed Action would not occur in a 100- or 500-year floodplain.

3.6 Historical and Cultural Resources

3.6.1 Existing Environment

Cultural resource materials have been found and 11 cultural resource sites have been identified at the
WNYNSC. The resources consist of eight historic archaeological sites, two standing structures, and one
prehistoric lithic findspot (WVNS 1994). However, no sites of historical or cultural interest have been
found on the Project Premises. The New York State Office of Parks, Rec reation, and Historic
Preservation has determined that no site facilities, including those proposed for demolition and removal,
are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (SHPO 1995).
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would not affect any known historical or cultural resources. If an historical or
cultural resource were discovered during the Proposed Action, activities at that location would be
suspended pending an opinion by the State Historic Preservation Officer or a qualified anthropologist.

3.7 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

3.7.1 Existing Environment

The WVDP site lies within the town of Ashford in Cattaraugus County. The nearby population,
approximately 9,200 residents within 10 kilometers (6 miles) of the Project, relies largely on an
agricultural economy. No major industries are located within this area. The WVDP is among the largest
employers in Cattaraugus County. Section 3.8 of the WVDP WM EIS (DOE 2003) describes low-income
and minority populations near the WVDP.

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, no significant changes to the existing workforce at W VDP would be
anticipated. Functions that were still needed by site operations, but not transferred to another existing
WVDP facility, would be taken over by qualified off-site or mobile vendors. For that reason, there would
be no impact to socioeconomic resources such as housing, schools, and other public facilities. The
existing tax base would neither increase nor decrease.

The only impact from the Proposed Action with the potential to disproportionately and adversely affect
minority or low-income populations would be the short-term increase in uncontaminated suspended solids
carried by stormwater runoff from areas where soil was temporarily unarmored (uncovered) or disturbed
during the course of facility removal (described in Section 3.4.2). No failures have occurred in the past,
and such failures are unlikely in the future. If a failure were to occur, DOE would stop work, re-evaluate
its work procedures, and improve control measures to correct the problem. If existing and planned
sediment and silt control measures unexpectedly failed, there could be a disproportionate adverse impact
to residents along Cattaraugus Creek, which traverses the Cattaraugus Reservation of The Seneca Nation
of Indians.

3.8 Noise

3.8.1 Existing Environment

Noise can be defined as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech, communication,
or hearing; is intense enough to damage hearing; or is otherwise loud, discordant, or disagreeable to some
receptors. Depending upon the loudness and the duration of a noise, its effects can range from temporary
annoyance to permanent hearing impairment or loss. Ambient noise is the collective sound resulting from
the omnipresent background noise associated with a given environment. [t is usually a composite of many
sounds from many sources. An environment’s ambient noise serves as a point of departure and
comparison for analyzing the impact of a new or additional noise on a sensitive environment.

Noise is generally considered to be low when its ambient levels are below 45 A-weighted decibels (dBA),
moderate in the 45- to 60-dBA range, and high above 60 dBA. Typical wilderness area ambient sound is

about 35 dBA, typical rural residential levels are about 40 dBA, typical wooded residential area levels are
about 50 dBA, and typical urban residential sound levels on a busy street are about 68 dBA (outdoor day-
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night average sound levels) (Suter 1991). Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can result in the onset of
sleep interference; above 70 dBA, sleep interference effects become considerable. Different environments
can be characterized by noise levels that are generally considered acceptable or unacceptable. Lower
levels are expected in rural or suburban areas than would be expected for commercial, industrial, or
construction zones.

The Proposed Action would occur on a small former industrial complex surrounded by undisturbed
forested areas and agricultural areas. The nearest off-site noise receptor is approximately 0.95 kilometer
(0.6 mile) from the WVDP fenceline. Ambient noise levels in the surrounding area would be typical of
average outdoor noise levels in rural areas. Background sounds are produced mostly by natural
phenomena (wind, rain, and common wildlife) and by light to moderate traffic on SR-240. In the
immediate vicinity of the Proposed Action, there are no sustained outdoor ambient noise levels above
85 dBA, the level considered harmful by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
(OSHA 2004). Noise from ongoing site activities includes that from the Buffalo & Pittsburgh Railroad
line, which runs within 800 meters (2,600 feet) of the Project Premises. Rail noise occurs when railcars
are brought to the site from the south and ieave from the site to the south for waste shipping purposes.

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action includes the demolition and removal of 36 facilities. The specific pieces of heavy
equipment that would be required at each of these 36 facilities and the duration for which they would be
used are not known and probably would not be known until operations were underway. However, it is
likely that activities performed under the Proposed Action would result in a short-term increase in noise at
the WVDP. Noise would be generated by decontamination, demolition, excavation, grading, scraping, and
removal operations. Truck or rail traffic traveling to and from the area as part of the Proposed Action
would also contribute to the noise impact.

Table 4 shows typical heavy equipment noise levels at 15 meters (50 feet) from the source. Based on
DOE’s prior experience, the types of equipment shown in the table are illustrati ve of what would be used

| for decontamination, demolition, excavation, grading, scraping, and removal operations. The overall noise
impact would vary daily, depending on the type of activity, duration of the activity, distance between the
activity and noise-sensitive receptors, and any shielding effects provided by local barriers and

topography.

Table 4. Noise Levels of Typical Heavy Equipment

Typical Noise Level (dBA)
Equipment 50 Feet from Source
Backhoe 80
Grader ) 85
Loader 85
Roller 75
Bulldozer 85
Truck 88
Scraper 80

Source: FTA 1995.

The loudest removal activity that would be undertaken for a sustained period would probably be the
I demolition of facilities with a bulldozer. As seen in Table 4, at 15 meters (50 feet) from the bulldozer, this
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activity would generate noise levels of about 85 dB.” The day-long average noise exposure level would
be approximately 85 dB, which would meet OSHA requirements.

A basic noise drop rate of 6.0 dBA per doubling of the distance to a receptor is a commonly applied noise
attenuation factor. The nearest residence is approximately 0.95 kilometer (3,200 feet) from the WVDP.
Applying the 6.0-dBA reduction (as distance doubles) to a receptor, at 3,200 feet the noise from a
buildozer would be approximately 49 dBA. This is a conservative estimate because it does not include
attenuation factors other than distance—for example, trees or buildings between the noise source and the
nearest residence that would act as buffers. As noted above, a noise level of 50 dBA is approximately the
outdoor noise level of a wooded residential area. This would be a short-term impact lasting only for the
duration of the Proposed Action. There would be no long-term noise impacts.

3.9 Land Use and Visual Surroundings

3.9.1 Existing Environment

The WVDP is a formerly active, but now inactive, heavy industrial site. Current land use on the premises
is primarily for waste storage and for stewardship of inactive facilities pending final disposition. It is a
controlled access security area surrounded by a high chain-link fence. Depending on vantage point and
season of the year, the site can be either unnoticeable or clearly visible on the ground from several miles
away. It is well-lit at night. Visually, it stands in marked contrast to the wooded hills and agricultural
lands that surround it on all sides.

Land within 8 kilometers (5 miles) of the site is used mainly for agricultural (abtive and inactive) and
forestry activities. The major exception is the Village of Springville, where residential/commercial and
industrial land uses are found (W VNS 2000).

The industries nearest the site are light-industrial and commercial (either retail- or service-oriented). A
field review of an 8-kilometer (5-mile) radius did not indicate the presence of any industrial facilities that
would present a hazard in terms of safe operation of the site.

A similar field review of the Village of Springville and the Town of Concord did not indicate the presence
of any significant industrial facilities. Industrial facilities near the WNYNSC include Winsmith-Peerless
Winsmith, Inc., a gear reducer manufacturing facility, and Springville Manufacturing, a fabricating
facility for air cylinders (WVNS 2000). The industries within the Village of Springville and the Town of
Concord, Erie County, are located in a valley approximately 6 kilometers (4 miles) to the north and east
of the WVDP.

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would not affect the current land use at the WVDP or the surrounding area. The
removal of unneeded facilities and planned regrading and revegetation (where pads and foundations were
removed) would enhance the visual aspects of the site by modestly reducing the degree to which the
WYVDP visually contrasts with the surrounding rural landscape. Some temporary land disturbance would
be caused by the Proposed Action, although there would be no long-term or permanent adverse impacts
on the topography or physiography of the WVDP.

7 As shown in the table, the noise levels at 15 meters (50 feet) for typical heavy equipment range from 75 to 88
dBA; thus, the 85-dBA level from a bulldozer is typical of heavy equipment noise. Noise from a bulldozer was used
to illustrate the impact because it is likely to be the loudest sustained equipment noise during the Proposed Action.
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3.10 Health and Safety

3.10.1 Existing Environment

As noted in Section 3.2.1, Cattaraugus County, where the WVDP is located, is an attainment area for all
National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards contained in 40 CFR 50 and New York
State air quality standards contained in 6 NYCRR 257. Chautauqua and Erie counties, which border
Cattaraugus County to the west and northwest, are nonattainment areas for ozone. However, the
prevailing southwesterly winds would tend to disperse WVDP emissions away from these nonattainment
counties. With respect to radiological air emissions, in 2004, the estimated dose of radiation to a
maximally exposed off-site individual from airborne emissions at the WVDP was 0.0015 mrem, which is
about 0.02 percent of the 10-mrem EPA standard (WVNS 2005).

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

Worker Impacts. Under the Proposed Action, waste management activities would involve the generation
of Class A LLW, mixed LLW, asbestos waste, hazardous waste, industrial waste, and building debris
waste. Table 5 presents the radiological impacts associated with collective and individual radiation doses
for involved and noninvolved workers performing such activities. In this EA, estimates of latent cancer
fatalities were based on a radiation dose-to-health-effect conversion factor of 0.0006 latent cancer
fatalities per rem for both workers and members of the public (DOE 2002a). The radiological impacts for
workers were based on data provided by DOE (2006b).

During the 4-year time period for the Proposed Action, the collective radiation dose to involved workers
was estimated to be about 5.4 person-rem, or about 1.4 person-rem per year, from activities under the
Proposed Action. This is equivalent to a latent cancer fatality risk of 0.0032 over 4 years, or 0.00081 per
year.

Over this same time period, the individual radiation dose to the average involved worker would range
from 44 to 63 mrem per year. This radiation dose is well below the limit in 10 CFR 835 of 5 rem

(5,000 mrem) per year and the WVDP administrative control level of 500 mrem per year (WVNS 2001),
and would result in less than 1 (1.1 x 10™ to 1.5 x 10™) latent cancer fatality.

In addition to radiation doses from the Proposed Action activities, workers would be exposed to radiation
doses from the ongoing operations of the WVDP site. When radiation doses are calculated for involved
and noninvolved workers for both Proposed Action activities and ongoing operations, the total collective
radiation dose to the workers was estimated to be about 160 person-rem over the duration of the Proposed
Action, or about 39 person-rem per year (Table 5). This radiation dose is equivalent to less than 1 (0.093)
latent cancer fatality within the worker population, or 0.023 per year.®

Precautions taken to protect workers against nonradioactive hazardous materials would be similar to the
precautions taken to minimize exposure to radiation and radioactive material. Therefore, the impacts to
workers from exposure to nonradioactive hazardous materials are expected to be minimal.

¥ For the noninvolved workers in the EA, DOE used the sum of the Involved and Noninvolved Workers from the
Supplement Analysis for the West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact
Statement (see Table 1, page 8 and Table 10, page 16) (DOE 2006). These workers are considered to be the
noninvolved workers for purposes of this EA. Radiation doses for ongoing activities at the WVDP site were based
on data from the DOE Radiation Exposure Monitoring System (REMS) for 2001 through 2005.
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Table S. Impacts from Collective and Individual Radiation Doses
to Involved and Noninvolved Workers

Time Collective Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities
Worker Period Annual Total
Population Activity (years) [(person-rem/yr)| (person-rem) Annual Total
Involved Proposed Action 4 0.97 39 5.8x 10" 23107
workers" (demolition activities)
Proposed Action 4 0.38 1.5 23x10* | 9.1x10*
(loading activities)
Noninvolved {Ongoing operations of 4 30 120 1.8x10% | 7.1x10%
workers®  [WVDP
Loading melter, CFMT,|  NA 0.066 0.066 40x10° | 4.0x10”
and MFHT (one time)
Loading LLW and 4 7.7 31 4.6 x 107 1.8 x 107
TRU waste
All workers (Total) 4 39 160 2.3 %107 9.3 x 107
Time Individual Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities
Worker Period Annual Total
Population Activity (years) (mrem/yr) (mrem) Annual Total
Involved  [Proposed Action 4 44 180 2.6 x 10” 1.1x 10"
workers® (demolition activities)
Proposed Action 4 63 250 3.8x10° | 1.5x10*
(loading activities)
Noninvolved [Ongoing operations of 4 130 530 7.9 x 10° 3.2 x 107
workers® WVDP
Loading melter, CFMT,|  NA 11 11 6.6 x10° | 6.6x10°
and MFHT (one time)
Loading LLW and 4 320 1,300 1.9x10* | 7.7x10"
TRU waste

a. Involved workers would be those individuals that actively participate in the Proposed Action.

b. Noninvolved workers would be those individuals that would be on-site but would not actively participate in the Proposed
Action. For these workers, DOE used the sum of the Involved and Noninvolved Workers from the Supplement Analysis for
the West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (Table 1, page 8 and Table 10,
page 16) (DOE 2006a).

Note: CFMT = Concentrator Feed Makeup Tank; MFHT = Makeup Feed Hold Tank; TRU = transuranic; HLW = high-level
radioactive waste.

In over 20 years of operations, there has never been a work-related worker fatality at the WVDP site.
Over the past 4 years, there has not been a lost time work accident or injury. Based on these data, the
expected number of worker fatalities from industrial accidents under the Proposed Action is zero. Using
DOE-wide data from the DOE Computerized Accident/Incident Reporting System (CAIRS) for 2000
through 2004, it is estimated that there would be less than 1 (4.4 x 10”°) worker fatality from industrial
accidents under the Proposed Action.

Public Impacts. Under the Proposed Action, people near the WVDP site would be exposed to airborne
and liquid releases of radionuclides due to normal operations. Table 6 presents the radiological impacts of
these airborne and liquid releases. These radiological impacts were based on the data contained the
WVDP Annual Site Environmental Reports for 2001 through 2004 (WVNS 2002, WVNS 2003, WVNS
2004b, WVNS 2005), the volume of LLW generated in 2001 through 2005 (DOE 2006c), and the volume
of LLW analyzed in this EA.
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Table 6. Impacts from Collective and Individual Radiation Doses to the Public
Under the Proposed Action®

Maximally Exposed Individual Population Around WVDP Site
Individual Radiation | Probability of Latent | Collective Radiation | Probability of Latent
Dose” Cancer Fatality Dose* Cancer Fatality
Annual Total
Annual Total (person- | (person-

Activity | (mrem/yr)| (mrem) Annual Total rem/yr) rem) Annual Total
Proposed 0.014 0.056 84x10° [ 34x10° | 0.031 0.12 1.9x10°% | 7.5%x10°
Action*

Continued 0.062 0.25 3.7x10% | 1.5x 107 025 1.0 1.5x10% | 6.0x 10"
Operations*
Total 0.076 0.31 4.5x10% | 1.8x 107 0.28 1.1 1.7x10* | 6.8x10*

a. The time period for the Proposed Action is 4 years.

b. Individual background radiation doses are about 300 mrem per year.

c. The collective radiation dose to the 1.5-million-person population that surrounds the WVDP site from natural background is
about 380,000 person-rem per year.

d. Includes the radiation doses from airborne and liquid releases.

During the 4-year time period for the Proposed Action, the individual radiation dose to the maximally
exposed individual living near the WVDP site would be 0.014 mrem per year from airborne and liquid
releases, which is much less than the 100-mrem per year standard in DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation
Protection of the Public and the Environment, and would result in less than 1 (8.4 x 10”°) latent cancer
fatality per year, or a chance of about 1 in 120,000,000 for the maximally exposed individual. When
combined with the radiation dose from continued operations at the WVDP site, the radiation dose to the
maximally exposed individual would be 0.076 mrem per year, which is also much less than the 100-mrem
per year standard in DOE Order 5400.5 (see Table 6).

Over this same time period, the collective radiation dose to people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles)
of the WVDP site would be 0.12 person-rem, or about 0.031 person-rem per year. This is equivalent to a
latent cancer fatality risk of 7.5 x 10”° over 4 years, or 1.9 x 10~ per year. When combined with the
collective radiation dose from continued operations at the WVDP site, the collective radiation dose is
estimated to be 1.1 person-rem. This is equivalent to a latent cancer fatality risk of 6.8 x 10 (see

Table 6).

Precautions taken to protect the public against releases of nonradioactive hazardous material would be
similar to the precautions taken to minimize releases of radioactive material. Therefore, the impacts to
members of the public from releases of nonradioactive hazardous material are expected to be minimal.

Facility Accidents. DOE evaluated the potential impacts that could occur as a result of accidents at the
WYVDP site during the implementation of the Proposed Action. One accident involved a breach of the
building ventilation system during decontamination activities. The suspended particulate activity
generated by mechanical cleaning, cutting, or other decontamination activity could stress the HEPA filters
in the ventilation system. If the filters were compromised or if the ventilation duct failed, exhaust air
could be released unfiltered to the environment. The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the
range of 10° to 10°® per year. The consequences of this accident using 50-percent atmospheric conditions
are presented in Table 7. For a worker located on the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of
0.013 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose of 0.0045 rem to the maximally exposed
individual living near the site. For the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP
site, this accident could result in a collective radiation dose of 14 person-rem; this is equivalent to less
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Table 7. Radiological Consequences of Accidents Under the Proposed Action
Using 50-Percent Atmospheric Conditions

Maximally Exposed :
Worker Individual Population”
Radiation Latent | Radiation Latent Radiation Latent
Frequency Dose Cancer Dose Cancer Dose Cancer
Accident (per year) (rem) Fatality (rem) Fatality |(person-rem) | Fatality
Breach of building | 10° - 10 0013 |65x10°]| 00045 |27x10° 14 0.0084
ventilation system
during
decontamination
Class A box 0.1-0.01 | 85x10° [43x10°| 29x10° | 1.7x10® 0.090 54x10°
puncture
Fire in building 10°-10° 0.14 7.0 x10° [ 0.047 28 %107 150 0.090
during
decontamination

a. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site.

than 1 (0.0084) latent cancer fatality. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result
in about 0.13 latent cancer fatalities for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the
WVDP site (Table 8).

A second potential accident involved the puncture of a box containing Class A LLW. The frequency of
this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year. The consequences of this accident
using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 7. For a worker located at the site, this
accident could result in a radiation dose of 8.5 x 107 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose of
2.9 x 10 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living
within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 0.090 person-
rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 5.4 x 10, Using 95-percent
atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 8.4 x 10™
for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (see Table 8).

Table8. Radiological Consequences of Accidents Under the Proposed Action
Using 95-Percent Atmospheric Conditions

Maximally Exposed
Worker Individual Population®
Radiation Latent | Radiation Latent Radiation Latent
Frequency Dose Cancer Dose Cancer Dose Cancer
Accident (per year) (rem) Fatality (rem) Fatality [(person-rem) | Fatality
Breach of building | 10°—-10" 0.13 65x10° | 0049 |29x10° 220 0.13
ventilation system
during
decontamination
Class A box 0.1-0.01 | 84x10* [ 42x107 [ 32x10* | 1.9x 107 1.4 8.4 x 10"
puncture
Fire in building 10°-10° 1.4 7.0 x 10 0.51 3.1x10% 2,300 1.4
during
decontamination

a. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site.
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A third potential accident involved a fire inside a building during decontamination. The frequency of this
accident was estimated to be in the range of 10 to 10°® per year. The consequences of this accident using
50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 7. For a worker located on the site, this accident
could result in a radiation dose of 0.14 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose of 0.047 rem to
the maximally exposed individual living near the site. For the population living within 80 kilometers

(50 miles) of the WVDP site, this accident could result in a collective radiation dose of 150 person-rem;
this is equivalent to less than 1 (0.090) latent cancer fatality. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions,
this accident could result in about 1.4 latent cancer fatalities for the population living within 80 kilometers
(50 miles) of the WVDP site (see Table 8).

I In the Safety Analysis Report for Waste Processing and Support Activities (WVNS 2004 c¢), two accidents
involving releases of nonradioactive hazardous material were evaluated: an accident involving the release
of hydrogen peroxide and an accident involving the release of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-
contaminated oil. In both cases, the concentration of the hazardous material at the maximally exposed
individual did not exceed the Emergency Response Planning Guideline-2 (ERPG-2) concentration, and no
life-threatening health effects would be expected.

Impacts at Other Sites. Impacts of radioactive waste management activities at off-site locations that

| would be used to dispose of radioactive wastes under the Proposed Action (Energy Solutions, Hanford,
and the NTS) have been addressed in earlier NEPA documents (DOE 2003).” For all waste types, WVDP
waste represents less than 2 percent of the total DOE waste inventory. Human health impacts at these sites
as a result of the disposal of WVDP waste during the 4-year period of Proposed Action would be very
minor (substantially less than 1 latent cancer fatality).

3.11 Transportation

3.11.1 Existing Environment

Transportation infrastructure near the WVDP includes highways, rural roads, a rail line, and aviation
facilities. The primary method of transportation in the site vicinity is motor vehicle traffic on the highway
system (Figure 7).

All roads in Cattaraugus County, with the exception of those within the cities of Olean and Salamanca,
are considered rural roads. Rural principal arterial highways are connectors of population and industrial
centers. This category includes U.S. Route 219, located 4.2 kilometers (2.6 miles) west of the site;
Interstate 86, the Southern Tier Expressway located approximately 35 kilometers (22 miles) south of the
site; and the New York State T hruway (1-90), approximately 35 kilometers (22 miles) north of the site.
Traffic volume along U.S. 219 between the intersection with NY Route 39 at Springville and the
intersection with Cattaraugus County Route 12 (East Otto Road) ranges from a low average annual daily
traffic volume of 6,100 to a high volume of 7,500. Seasonal holiday traffic is as much as 128 percent of
the average annual daily volume. Approximately 18 percent of the traffic consists of trucks. This route

° LLW and mixed LLW would be sent to DOE radioactive disposal sites (NTS and/or the Hanford Site) and/or to
Energy Solutions. LLW and mixed LLW handling and disposal activities at NTS and Hanford are described in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations (DOE 1996a) and the Final
Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 2004),
respectively. Disposal of waste at commercial facilities would be conducted in accordance with existing licenses and
permits. 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 LLW and mixed LLW from WVDP to Hanford until

| DOE has satisfied the requirements of the settlement agreement.
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operates at a level of service B, which indicates a stable traffic flow, an operating speed of 80 kilometers
per hour (50 miles per hour), and reasonable driver freedom to maneuver (WVNS 2000).

Rock Springs Road, adjacent to the site on the west, serves as the principal site access road. The portion
of this road between Edies Road and U.S. 219 is known as Schwartz Road. Along this road, between the
site and the intersection of U.S. 219, are fewer than 24 residences. State Route 240, also identified as
County Route 32, is 2 kilometers (1.2 miles) northeast of the site. Average annual daily traffic on the
portion of NY Route 240 that is proximate to the site (between County Route 16 - Rosick Hill Road and
NY Route 39) ranges from a low of 440 to a high 0of 2,250 (W VNS 2000).

The Buffalo & Pittsburgh Railroad line is located within 800 meters (2,600 feet) of the Project Premises.
The rail line runs from Salamanca, New Y ork to the site, but has been abandoned north of the site. In
1999, the railroad completed connection of track between Ashford Junction and Machias, New York.
Service by the Buffalo & Pittsburgh Railroad on the rail line from the WVDP to Ashford Junction and
then to Machias now provides the WVDP rail access (WVNS 2000). No credible accidents or abnormal
operations at off-site transportation facilities (i.e., the branch rail line) were identified that would
contribute to an accident at the West Valley site (WVNS 2004c).

There are no commercial airports in the site vicinity. The nearest major airport is Buffalo Niagara
International Airport, 55 kilometers (34 miles) north of the site (WVNS 2000).

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

Truck traffic on roads servicing the WVDP would occur as a direct result of undertaking the Proposed
Action. Daily truck trips for off-site shipment of waste and on-site delivery of soil amendments, including
topsoil for stabilization and vegetation, and operating equipment (to remove facilities, transfer waste, and
regrade soil) would occur during an estimated 4-year period for completing this action.

Approximately 700 shipments of waste would be made to licensed off-site disposal facilities during the
4-year duration of the Proposed Action. About 75 percent of these shipments would be shipments of non-
nuclear/non-hazardous material, mostly industrial waste, concrete, and debris. It is not possible at this
time to develop a precise schedule for these shipments. However, if the currently projected approximate
total number of truck shipments (700) were to occur at a fairly constant rate over the projected 4-year
period, there would be approximately 4 truck shipments per week. Doubling this to account for round
trips would result in approximately 8 weekly truck trips (about 2 per day assuming 5-day-per-week
operations). The road infrastructure that currently services the WVDP site would be adequate to
accommodate this small projected increase in daily truck traffic without upgrades.

Based on the information provided in Section 3.11.1 regarding traffic volume on local roads, truck traffic
volume along U.S. 219 between the intersection with NY Route 39 at Springville and the intersection
with Cattaraugus County Route 12 (East Otto Road) ranges from 1,100 to 1,350 daily (approximately

18 percent of the average annual daily total traffic volume of 6,100 to 7,500). An additional two trucks
per day would represent less than a 1-percent increase in truck traffic over this level. An additional two
trucks per day on the portion of NY Route 240 that is proximate to the site (between County Route 16 -
Rosick Hill Road and NY Route 39) would also be less than a 1-percent increase in overall traffic
volume, which ranges from a low of 440 to a high of 2,250.

If some of the projected shipments were to be by rail, the impact on traffic volume and roads
infrastructure would be commensurately less.
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| Under the Proposed Action, about 20,600 cubic meters (727,000 cubic feet) of Class A LLW, mixed
LLW, asbestos waste, hazardous waste, industrial waste, and building debris waste would be shipped for
disposal. These shipments would take place over 4 years. Class A LLW and mixed LLW would be
shipped to Hanford, Energy Solutions, or the NTS for disposal. Industrial waste and building debris waste
would be shipped to a landfill in Model City, New York, or Angelica, New Y ork, where this type of
WVDP waste is currently shipped for disposal. Asbestos waste would be shipped to a landfill in Model
City, New York. Hazardous waste would be shipped to a landfill in Indianapolis, Indiana where this type
of WVDP waste is currently shipped for disposal.

Transportation impacts were estimated assuming that 100 percent of the waste would be shipped by truck

and 100 percent of the waste would be shipped by rail. Table 9 lists the volumes and shipments associated
with the Proposed Action.

Table 9. Wastes and Topsoil Shipped Under the Proposed Action

Waste Shipped Number of Number of
Waste Type Container Type® (f)° Containers Shipments
LLW, Class A B-25 boxes 75,004 833 60 (Truck)
30 (Rail)
MLLW, Class A | B-25 boxes 2,715 31 3 (Truck)
2 (Rail)
Asbestos 20-cubic-yard intermodal 305 1 1 (Truck)
container 1 (Rail)
Hazardous waste | 55-gallon drums 70,400 9576 114 (Truck)
57 (Rail)
Industrial waste B-25 boxes 556,652 6180 442 (Truck)
221 (Rail)
Concrete / debris | 10-cubic-yard dump truck 21,800 81 81 (Truck)
or intermodal container 41 (Rail)
Topsoil for 300-cubic-foot dump 15,000 50 50 (Truck only)
revegetation truck

a. These packages were assumed for purposes of analysis. Actual packaging may vary.
b. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028.

In addition to the waste shipments shown in Table 9, an estimated 425 cubic meters (15,000 cubic feet) of
topsoil may be required for site remediation. These shipments are also considered to be part of the
Proposed Action. Assuming each dump truck holds 8.5 cubic meters (300 cubic feet) of topsoil, 50 truck
shipments would be required. The site for obtaining the topsoil is assumed to be about 16 kilometers

(10 miles) from the WVDP site. Truck traffic for delivery and removal of operating equipment is
expected to be minor and substantially less than that for topsoil delivery.

The transportation impacts of shipping the Class A LLW, mixed LLW, asbestos waste, hazardous waste,
industrial waste, and building debris waste would be from two sources: incident-free transportation and
transportation accidents. Both radiological impacts and nonradiological impacts are included in the
analysis. The total impacts from transportation would be the sum of the impacts from incident-free
transportation and transportation accidents.

Table 10 lists the total transportation impacts for truck and rail by waste type and destination under the

Proposed Action. The top half of Table 10 shows the impacts of transporting waste and topsoil by truck.
The total waste shipment impacts are shown as a range to reflect the difference in impacts, depending on
the actual site to which the waste is shipped. This is followed by a row showing the impacts for shipping
topsoil to the WVDP site, then a row showing the range of impacts associated with continued operations
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Table 10. Transportation Impacts Under the Proposed Action

Incident-Free Radiological | Pollution
. Accident Health
Public | Worker | Rigk Effects | Traffic | Total

Waste Type Destination (LCFs) (LCFs) (Fatalities) | Fatalities | Fatalities

Proposed Action—Truck : ‘ ' '
LLW, Class A |Energy Solutions { 3.3 x 10| 4.9 x 10 5.3 x10° 7.5x10*] 3.9x10°| 1.3x107
Hanford" 3.9x 10| 5.8 x 107 5.7 x 10 82x10*| 5.0x10°| 1.6x107?
NTS 3.8x10°| 5.8 x 107 5.4 x10° 77 %10 4.6x10°] 1.5x102
MLLW, Class A [Energy Solutions | 1.6 x 10| 2.4 x 10 23 x10°% 3.8x10° 2.0x10*| 6.4x10"
Hanford" 2.0x10%]2.9x 10 2.6 x 10 4.1x10°[ 2.5x10*] 7.8x10"
NTS 1.9 x 10°]2.9 x 10 2.4 x10°% 3.8x10° 23x10* 7.5x10"
Asbestos Model City, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5x10°] 3.0x10°] 5.5x10°
Hazardous Waste | Indianapolis, IN 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4x10* 13x10° 19x10°
Industrial Waste |Model City, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1x10% 13x10° 24x10°
Angelica, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6x10*] 1.4x10%] 1.6x10°
Building Debris |Model City, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 20x%x10% 24x10% 4.5x10*
Angelica, NY 0.0 0.0 00| 29x10°| 27x10*| 2.9x10*
Total Waste Transport Truck Fatalities: 0.017-0.021
Topsoil | wvDP [ 00|l  o00] 0.0l 84x107 20x10% 21x10°
Continued Operations Truck Total Truck Fatalities: 1.0-1.1
Total Truck (Proposed Action + Continued Operations) Total Truck Fatalities: 1.0-1.1

Proposed Action—Rail \

LLW, Class A |Energy Solutions | 5.4 x 10?{5.1 x 10 2.0 x 107 1.1x10°] 34x10%] 1.5x107
Hanford" 5.6 x 10%]5.5 x 107 2.3 %107 1.1x10%] 4.4x10°] 1.7x10?
NTS 5.9x10°17.6 x 107 2.0 x 107 1.1x10°] 4.3 x10°[ 1.9x102
MLLW, Class A | Energy Solutions | 3.6 x 10*{3.4 x 10" 1.3 x 107 7.0x10°] 22x10*| 1.0x10?
Hanford® 3.7 x10*]3.7 x 10™ 1.5 x 107 72x10°| 29x10*| 1.1x10?
NTS 3.9x10*]|4.8x 10 1.4 x 107 7.1x10°| 2.8x10°* 12x103
Asbestos Model City, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 49x10°] 1.8x10°| 23x10°
Hazardous Waste | Indianapolis, IN 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0x10°] 3.1x10°| 4.1x10°
Industrial Waste |Model City, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 12x 103 40x10°| s52x10°
Angelica, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 21x10% 3.0x10°| 3.2x10?
Building Debris [ Model City, NY 0.0 0.0 00| 22x10*[ 75x10*[ 9.6x10*
Angelica, NY 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9x10° 5.5x10*] 59x10"
Total Waste Transport Rail Fatalities: 0.027-0.034
Topsoil (Truck) | WVDP | 0.0] 0.0] 00| 8ax10”| 20x10%] 2.1x10°

Continued Operations Rail

Total Rail Fatalities: 0.76-0.91

Total Rail (Proposed Action + Continued Operations)

Total Rail + Topsoil Truck Fatalities: 0.79-0.94

a.  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 LLW and mixed LLW from WVDP to Hanford until DOE has satisfied the
requirements of the settlement agreement.

Note: LCFs = latent cancer fatalities.
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at the site (DOE 2006a). The final row of the top half shows the overall range of impacts for the sum of
the Proposed Action and continued operations if truck were selected as the transport mode.

The bottom half of Table 10 shows the impacts of transporting waste by rail and topsoil by truck. These
impacts include an estimated range of impacts for the rail waste shipments, the truck shipments of topsoil
to the WVDP site, and the range of rail impacts for continued operations. The final row shows the overall
range of impacts for the sum of the Proposed Action and continued operations if rail were selected as the
transport mode.

If either trucks or trains were used to ship the waste, essentially no additional fatalities are anticipated.
When the transportation impacts of the Proposed Action are combined with the transportation impacts of
continued operations at the WVDP site, after adding the impacts of the Proposed Action to those
anticipated from continued operations, about 1 fatality might occur. For perspective, during the 4-year
period of the Proposed Action, there would be about 160,000 traffic fatalities in the United States (U.S.
Bureau of the Census 1997).

As shown in Table 10, the total transportation fatalities associated with the Proposed Action ranged from
0.017 10 0.021 for truck transport and ranged from 0.027 to 0.034 for rail transport. Table 10 also shows
that the total transportation fatalities under the Proposed Action would be a small fraction of the total
transportation fatalities associated with continued operations at the West Valley site. Under the Proposed
Action, the total transportation fatalities for rail transport were slightly higher than the total transportation
fatalities for truck transport. This was due to several factors:

e Truck stop exposure model—Exposures of people at truck refueling stops were estimated using
the model used in the Final Yucca Mountain EIS (DOE 2002b). For truck shipments, this model
yields lower radiation doses at stops than the model previously used in RADTRAN, and results in
lower impacts for truck shipments relative to rail shipments.

¢ Rail capacity—For some commodities, such as spent nuclear fuel or HL W, rail containers hold
about 5 to 10 times more material than truck containers, which results in a proportional reduction
in the incident-free radiological impacts and the nonradiological traffic fatalities for rail
shipments. In this analysis, rail shipments were assumed to hold only 2 times as much material as
truck shipments, so the reduction in rail impacts was much smaller.

o Nonradiological traffic fatality rate—The nonradiological traffic fatality rate for railcars is
typically larger than for trucks. For example, the mean national fatality rate for trucks on
interstate highways is 8.8 x 107 fatalities per truck-kilometer, while the mean national fatality
rate for railcars is 7.8 x 107 fatalities per railcar-kilometer (Saricks and Tompkins 1999).

3.11.2.1 Incident-Free Transportation Impacts

Worker Impacts. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be a driver
who would receive a radiation dose of about 250 mrem per year based on driving a truck containing
radioactive waste for about 700 hours per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer
fatality of about 1.5 x 10™. If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be
an inspector. This worker would receive a radiation dose of about 1.8 mrem per year. This is equivalent to
a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 1.1 x 10°%. These scenarios used to estimate the radiation
doses for the maximally exposed individual from incident-free transportation are presented in Section D.5
of the WVDP Waste Management EIS (DOE 2003).
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Public Impacts. For truck shipments, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a person
working at a service station who would receive a radiation dose of about 0.097 mrem per year. This is
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 5.8 x 107,

If shipments were made by rail, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a rail yard worker
who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation dose of
about 0.33 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 2.0 x 107.

3.11.2.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Accident Impacts

The maximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of 1.0 rem from the maximum
reasonably foreseeable transportation accident involving a truck shipment of Class A LLW or mixed
LLW. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 6.2 x 10, The population
would receive a collective radiation dose of about 290 person-rem from this truck accident involving
Class A LLW or mixed LLW. This could result in about 0.18 latent cancer fatality.

For the maximum reasonably foreseeable transportation rail accident involving Class A LLW or mixed
LLW, the maximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of about 2.1 rem. This is
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 1.2 x 10”. The population would receive a
collective radiation dose of about 580 person-rem from this rail accident involving Class A LLW or
mixed LLW. This could result in about 0.35 latent cancer fatality.

Transportation accidents involving releases of hazardous materials were evaluated in the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1997a) and the
Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1997b). In DOE 1997a,
no human health impacts would be expected from acute exposure to hazardous materials released during a
severe transportation accident. In DOE 1997b, no potential for increased cancer incidence and no
potential adverse health effects were found for transportation accidents involving solid low-level mixed
waste.

Using the screening procedure in 4 Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and
Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002c), the sum of fractions of the biota concentration guides for the Class A
LLW or mixed LLLW accidents was less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases from the Class A LLW
or mixed LLW accidents would not be likely to cause persistent, measurable deleterious changes in
populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants or animals.

3.12 Consequences of the No Action Alternative

As described in Section 2.2, under the No Action Alternative, DOE would not demolish and remove the
36 unneeded facilities at WVDP. Under this alte rmative, there would be no short-term increase in the
mobilization or emission of small amounts of particulates. There would be no short-term increase in
emissions of hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide from the exhaust of a small number of gasoline or diesel
engines. The short-term intermittent increase in suspended solids in stormwater runoff during soil
excavation activities would not occur, nor would the increase in noise at the WVDP due to demolition
activities. The very minor increase in latent cancer fatalities among workers and the public would not
occur. The facilities would continue to age, requiring unnecessary increased maintenance and incurring
the costs associated with that maintenance.
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3.13 Cumulative Impacts

In the short term, the Proposed Action would slightly increase the amount of contaminants currently
being released to the environment at the WVDP. Specifically, removal activities would result in releases
of contaminants to the air and stormwater runoff. Monitoring and mitigation controis would be in effect
throughout the Proposed Action to ensure that the short-term increases in released contaminants would be
minimized and kept in compliance with regulatory guidelines. The cumulative long-term impacts of the
Proposed Action would be beneficial due to the demolition and removal of 36 unneeded facilities and the
removal, consolidation, and appropriate disposal of hazardous and radioactive wastes.

3.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

The Proposed Action would require the use of natural resources such as vehicle fuel and electric power;
the quantities involved would be small. The land involved in the action is already dedicated to use by the
WVDP. The disposal of both radioactive and other wastes generated during the Proposed Action would
occur at licensed facilities already dedicated to that purpose.
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CHAPTER 4 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED

The following agencies were consulted in the preparation of this EA:

New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA)
West Valley Site Management Program

The Seneca Nation of Indians

In addition, the draft EA was circulated for review and comment to the State of New York and other
interested stakeholders for a 30-day comment period that ended on July 29, 2006. A total of eight
comment letters were received from the agencies and organizations listed below. DOE also held a public
meeting on July 19, 2006, at which public comments on the draft EA were accepted and transcribed. The
comments received and DOE’s responses to those comments are contained in Appendix D.
Organizations from which comments were received:

* New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA)

e Town of Ashford

¢ U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

e Center for Health, Environment and Justice (CHEJ); Citizens Environmental Coalition (CEC);
Concerned Citizens of Cattaraugus County (CCCC); Nuclear Information and Resource Services

(NIRS)
e Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes
e West Valley Citizen Task Force
e New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2

40



Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

CHAPTER 5 REFERENCES

AEC (U.S. Atomic Energy Commission), 1966. Provisional Operating License No. CSF-1 issued to
Nuclear Fuels Services Inc., and New York State Atomic Energy and Space Development
Authority - Docket 50-201.

AMS (American Meteorological Society), 2006. Glossary of Meteorology, available online at
http://amsglossary.allenpress.com/glossary.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 1978. Western New York Nuclear Service Center Study.: Companion
Report, TID-28905-2, November.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 1996a. Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test
Site and Off-site Locations in the State of Nevada, DOE/EIS-0243-F, Las Vegas, Nevada, August.

| DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 1996b. 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, DOE/EIS-0226D, Washington, DC, January.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 1997a. Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, September 1997 (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2),
Washington, DC.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 1997b. Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous
Waste (Volumes 1 through 5), May 1997 (DOE/EIS-0200-F), Washington, DC.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2002a. Radiation Risk Estimation from Total Effective Dose
Equivalents, Washington, D.C., U.S. Department of Energy, Memorandum from A. Lawrence,
Office of Environmental Policy and Guidance, August 9.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2002b. 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, DOE/EIS-0250, Washington, DC, February.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2002c. A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to
Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota, Report No. DOE-STD-1153-2002, Washington, DC, July.

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2003. West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement, December 2003 (DOE/EIS-0337F).

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2004. Firal Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste
Program Environmental Impact Statement, January 2004 (DOE/EIS-0286F).

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2006a. Supplement Analysis for the West Valley Demonstration
Project Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement, January 2006 (DOE/EIS-0337F-
SA-01).

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2006b. “Worker Calculation — final.xls.” Excel spreadsheet prepared
by West Valley Demonstration Project, West Valley, New York. Provided by C. Bohan, DOE
WVDP, to L. Swartz, NEPA Program Manager, Battelle Memorial Institute. August 14.

41



Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 2006¢. “HRM LLW MLLW 2001 — 2005 Gen DD Breakout.xls.”
Excel spreadsheet prepared by West Valley Demonstration Project, West Valley, New York.
Provided by C. Bohan, DOE WVDP, to L. Swartz, NEPA Program Manager Battelle Memorial
Institute, August 23.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), 2005. List of 156 Mandatory Class I Federal Areas.
Online at http//www.epa.gov/oar/visibility/class1 . html, June 16.

FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency), 1984. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Town of Ashford,
NY, Cattaraugus County, Community Number 3600628, May 25.

FTA (U.S. Federal Transit Administration), 1995. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. FTA
Report DOT-T-95-16. Washington, DC.

NYSDEC (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation), 2005. New York State
Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control. Prepared by the New York State
Soil and Water Conservation Committee for the NYSDEC Division of Water. August.

OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration), 2004. Regulations (Standards - 29 CFR)
Occupational Noise Exposure 1 91 0 95 On]ine at

Saricks, C.L., and M.M. Tompkins, 1999. State-Level Accident Rates of Surface Freight Transportation:
A Reexamination. Argonne, lllinois: Argonne National Laboratory, Report No. ANL/ESD/TM-
150.

SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office), 1995. Letter from Robert D. Kuhn, Historic Preservation
Coordinator, SHPO, New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, to
Paul L. Piciulo, Program Director, U.S. Department of Energy. Subject: “DOE West Valley
Demonstration Project, Ashford, Cattaraugus County,” June 5.

Suter, A.H., 1991. Noise and Its Effects, report prepared for the Administrative Conference of the United
States, November 1991. Online at hitp://www.nonoise.org/library/suter/suter.htm.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1997. Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1997 (117th Edition),
Washington, DC.

USGS (U.S. Geological Survey), 1979. 7.5 Min. Quadrangle Map, Ashford Hollow, NY, 1964, Revised
1979.

USGS (U.S. Geological Survey), 2005. Map of U.S. Shaking Hazards. Online at
http://earthquake. usgs sov/hazmaps/hazl 0 /hazmaps hitmi, August 26.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 1994. Environmental Information Document, Vol. X,
Cultural Resources of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, WVDP-EIS-030, Rev. 0.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 1995. Subsurface Probing Investigation on the North
Plateau at the West Valley Demonstration Project, WVDP-220, Rev. 0.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2000. West Valley Nuclear Services Safety Analysis
Report, SAR-001 Volume 1 Rev. 6.

42




Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2001. WVDP Radiological Controls Manual, Report
No. WVDP-010. U.S. Department of Energy: West Valley, NY. August.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2002. West Valley Demonstration Project Site
Environmental Report, Calendar Year 2001, U.S. Department of Energy: West Valley, NY.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2003. West Valley Demonstration Project Site
Environmental Report, Calendar Year 2002, U.S. Department of Energy: West Valley, NY.

WVNS (West Valley Demonstration Project), 2004a. Clean Water Act/State Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Best Management Practices and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for
the West Valley Demonstration Project, Rev 1. WVDP-206. December 21, 2004.

WYVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2004b. West Valley Demonstration Project Site
Environmental Report, Calendar Year 2003, U.S. Department of Energy: West Valley, NY.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2004c¢. Safety Analysis Report for Waste Processing
and Support Activities, WVNS-SAR-001, Revision 9, U.S. Department of Energy: West Valley,
NY, March 8.

WVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2005. West Valley Demonstration Project Site
Environmental Report, Calendar Year 2004, U.S. Department of Energy: West Valley, NY.

WYVNS (West Valley Nuclear Services Company), 2006. “Wetland Delineation—Corps of Engineers
(COE) Request for Additional Information, U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)—West Valley
Demonstration Project,” letter from J.H. Swailes, Director, West Valley Demonstration Project,
to M. Senus, Hydrologist, Department of the Army, Buffalo District, Corps of Engineers,
DW:2006:0014, dated January 18, 2006.

43



| Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

APPENDIX A DESCRIPTION OF FACILITIES PROPOSED FOR
DECONTAMINATION, DEMOLITION, AND REMOVAL

This appendix describes each of the West Valley Demonstration Project (W VDP) facilities that are
proposed for decontamination (if needed), demolition, and removal for off-site disposal. Table 1 in
Chapter 1 of the environmental assessment (EA) contains a list of these facilities, including information
regarding size, expected waste volume, and construction type. With respect to building foundations, DOE
would determine the need for decontamination and, if it exists, would decide whether to paint, apply
fixative, or cover the foundations in order to prevent migration of any non-removable contamination from
the foundation surface.

The Administration Building is a single-story structure. The concrete base is 9 inches thick. Construction
materials include a concrete foundation, wood frame, metal siding, and metal roofing. This facility is not
radiologically contaminated. The Administration Building was used as office space. Personnel from DOE
and NYSERDA have relocated off the project premises. DOE would dismantle the building and dispose
of the rubble in a sanitary landfill.

The Bulk Storage Warehouse (BSW) is approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the Process Building. It
was built in 1969 as the Plutonium Storage Facility. An inspection was conducted by the NRC during
January 1975 to verify that radiation levels did not exceed background, then it was released for
unrestricted use. At the request of NYSDEC, another radiation survey was conducted during 1984 and
additional decontamination was performed in a few areas. It is used by the WVDP to store office
furniture, supplies, computers, and electrical equipment. No radiological or hazardous chemical
contamination has been identified at the BSW.

The BSW is a steel-frame, metal-clad building. The floor is 4-inch-thick concrete that rests on a concrete
foundation. The warehouse area is serviced by a 6,000-pound-capacity steel crane. An interior concrete
block wall 8 inches thick separates an office area from the Main Warehouse. The office area is subdivided
into three rooms: a switch gear room, a computer storage room, and an office area. A loading dock is
located on the east side of the BSW. A nearby well supplies water to the BSW bathroom. The bathroom
waste is discharged to a septic tank.

Remaining storage needs would be met by the New Warehouse, which would remain available.

The Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area (CPC-WSA) is a structure used to temporarily store
equipment removed from the decontamination of the CPC. It is a 12-gauge, galvanized steel-panel
enclosure with a gravel pad floor. Approximately 42 steel boxes containing radioactively contaminated
equipment are currently stored in the CPC-WSA. This facility is not radiologically contaminated.
However, the structure (including the gravel floor) would be surveyed to ensure that no contamination
had resulted due to potential, but undetected, container integrity issues.

The Cold Chemical Facility (CCF) is a structural steel frame and sheet-metal building located
immediately west of and adjacent to the Vitrification Facility. The floor of the CCF is poured concrete
and has curbs that provide secondary containment for storage tanks housed in the building. The CCF was
used to prepare nonradioactive feed materials, such as nitric acid and glass formers, which were used in
the vitrification process. The CCF contains 10 process tanks and associated pumps that were used to store
and mix the nitric acid and glass formers. All tanks are currently empty. Because the CCF is not used to
manage or treat radioactive materials, the structure is expected to be radiologically clean.

| The Contact Size-Reduction Facility (CSRF), located just northeast of the Main Plant at ground level, is
an enclosed structure constructed of concrete block. It is divided into four work rooms (cutting area,
decontamination and survey area, small item decontamination area, and the large item decontamination
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and survey area), two personnel entry airlock rooms, and one equipment airlock room. Adjacent to the
CSREF is the MSM repair shop with another personnel entry airlock. The MSM repair shop and associated
airlock is not included in the CSRF permitted area.

CSRF is primarily used for volume reduction of nonhazardous low-level radioactive waste (LLW).
Volume reduction may include various mechanical processes, such as abrasive cutting, band saw cutting,
or plasma arc cutting. In addition, the CSRF may be used for staging, sampling, sorting, consolidating,
and repackaging mixed waste and LLW containers. These activities will not include size-reduction
processes which would be comparable to containment building activities. Typically, wastes are stored less
than 2 weeks; however, the CSRF could be used for longer-term container storage if necessary. Before the
CSRF was set up and the floors lined, floor drains in the MSM Repair Shop (including the section in the
CSRF) were plugged. The floors, walls, and ceilings of the cutting room and large item decontamination
room are lined with stainless steel. The remaining rooms do not have any liners or coatings for secondary-
containment purposes. During operational activities, the walls and floors are lined with herculite. The
slope of the pavement surrounding the CSRF directs water away from the area and controls run-on from
precipitation.

This facility is radiologically contaminated. It has a relatively small footprint compared with other
facilities, but because concrete was used in its construction, it is conservatively assumed that the concrete
has been contaminated and that decontamination, demolition, and removal activities would therefore
generate a higher volume of LLW than larger facilities constructed of metal and steel.

The Diesel Fuel Oil Building is a metal building used for diesel fuel oil storage for the Vitrification
Facility diesel generator and houses a 7,450-gallon tank located in a below-grade concrete vault. This
facility is not radiologically contaminated. DOE proposes to remove this building. During
decommissioning activities, emergency generator fuel needs would be met using other remaining systems.

The Emergency Vehicle Shelter is a steel-framed structure with corrugated metal siding and a metal roof
used to store the emergency vehicle. This facility has never been radiologically contaminated. The
emergency response program at the WVDP would not be affected by removing the Emergency Vehicle
Shelter. The emergency response vehicle would remain available and fully stocked, and existing
agreements with local response organizations would remain in effect. The emergency response vehicle
could be stored outside or in another existing facility.

The Expanded Environmental Laboratory is located south of the Administration Building and annex
trailer complex. It was constructed during the early 1990s. The laboratory has two sections: the Expanded
Environmental Laboratory and the Expanded Analytical Annex. The laboratory consists of eight one-
story modular units supported by 72 concrete piers. It was manufactured from light wood framing, metal
roofing, and siding. An addition was built on the east side of the laboratory. This facility is not
radiologically contaminated; however, there. is a potential of low-level activity in the fume hoods.

The function provided by this facility would be substantially reduced or eliminated and replaced by an
off-site contract laboratory, mobile laboratories, or remaining smaller on-site facilities to match current
needs. When the facility function is replaced or is no longer needed by the WVDP, the facility would be
removed.

The Fabrication Shop lies west of the WTF. It was recently erected on a concrete pad from metal
modular components. It consists of two fabrication bays that are two stories high, and a storage area one
story high. This facility contained a sanitary wastewater storage tank and a satellite accumulation area for
the storage of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes. Minor chemical spills
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in this shop were cleaned up in accordance with site procedures. This facility is not radiologically
contaminated.

The Hazardous Waste Storage Lockers are located east of the Remote-Handled Waste Facility (RHWF).
The four lockers are used for short-term storage of hazardous waste. This facility is not radiologically
contaminated. Hazardous waste would be stored appropriately in existing facilities until shipped off-site
for disposal.

The Hydrofracture Test Well Area consists of four observation wells and one injection well. During
1969, the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) installed these wells northwest of the BSW. The wells
were installed to perform hydraulic fracturing experiments as part of a pilot study to assess the suitability
of this method for the underground disposal of LLW. The wells were drilled to depths of 1,500 feet and
were cased with steel risers along their entire length. The injection well was centrally located and the four
observation wells were located approximately 150 feet north, south, east, and west of the injection well.

Six hydraulic fracturing tests were performed from 1969 through 1971 at depths of 500 to 1,450 feet.
Each of the injections consisted of water mixed with clay. Four of the injections used zirconium-95 as a
radioactive tracer in the water.

The injection well is a 4.5-inch-diameter steel casing, which was placed in an 8-inch-diameter core hole
that extended to a depth of 1,520 feet. The well annulus was cemented down to a depth of 1,520 feet.
During an injection test, the well was plugged with cement below the desired injection depth, and a
360-degree horizontal slot was made in the well for the injection. Because the injection tests were in
sequence from the bottom of the well upward, the injection well is currently filled with grout at depths of
50 to 1,520 feet.

The north, south, and west observation wells are composed of 2-inch-diameter steel casings that were
placed in 6-inch-diameter core holes that extended to a depth of 1,520 feet. The east observation well is a
1.25-inch-diameter steel tube that was placed in a 3-inch-diameter core hole drilled to a depth of

1,520 feet. The annulus of each observation well was filled with cement down to a depth of 1,520 feet.
The observation wells were used for gamma-ray logging after each injection.

During the hydraulic fracturing program, the east observation well was found plugged with cement at
495 feet and the casing ruptured at 1,226 feet. The south observation well was found plugged with cement
at a depth of 1,445 feet, but it was later cleaned out.

Hazardous waste is not expected to be present in the surface soil or subsurface at the Hydrofracture Test
Well Area, because such waste was not used in the area during or anytime after the hydraulic fracturing
experiments. Although zirconium-95 was used as a radioactive tracer during four of the five injection
tests, this radionuclide would no longer be present in the subsurface due to its short half-life of only

65 days. Zirconium-95 decays to the stable nonradioactive isotope molybdenum-95. At no time was waste
injected into the test wells. The wells would be closed in accordance with State requirements.

The facility is expected to be radiologically clean; however, operational components may be
contaminated.

The Interim Waste Storage Facility (IWSF) is a pre-engineered metal structure located on the north side
of the NRC-Licensed Disposal Area (NDA). The building is anchored to a concrete slab with a curbed
perimeter. The IWSF has a storage capacity of about 1,500 cubic feet and is used to store mixed LLW.

This facility is not radiologically contaminated, nor is there known hazardous waste contamination.
However, soils beneath the foundation may be contaminated, given the facility is located on the NDA.
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Once the metal shell is removed, DOE would place the foundation in a safe condition, pending
completion of the Decommissioning EIS, in which disposition of the foundation and any adjacent soil
contamination will be evaluated.

The Lag Storage Addition (LSA) 1 is a pre-engineered steel frame and fabric structure built in 1987 to
store containerized LLW and protect it from wind and precipitation. The frame consists of 15 tons of
galvanized steel and aluminum, including the doors. The fabric consists of approximately 13,800 square
feet of fire-retardant and self-extinguishing vinyl. The floor is compacted gravel. LSA 1 has never been
used to store mixed waste; it currently stores LLW.

This facility is radiologically clean at grade. Once the waste boxes were remov ed, the hardstand would be
surveyed and RCRA sampled to ensure that no contamination had resulted due to potential, but
undetected, container integrity issues. If spot contamination was found, the affected gravel would be
removed and disposed of as LLW, or mixed LLW, if appropriate.

The Lag Storage Addition (LSA) 2 Hardstand was a tent structure that was dismantled after it was
damaged by high winds. The foundation of LSA 2 is 8 inches of crushed stone covering an area 65 feet by
200 feet. Ten concrete footings reach a total depth of 4 feet. Six footings have cross-sections of 5 square
feet and four have cross-sections of 3 square feet.

An area of the old foundation, measuring 40 feet by 65 feet, is radiologically contaminated. The estimated
volume of the contaminated soil is 2,600 cubic feet. No hazardous chemical contamination has been
identified. The LSA 2 Hardstand is used to store LLW and mixed waste.

This facility is radiologically clean at grade. Once the waste boxes are removed, the hardstand will be
surveyed and RCRA sampled to ensure that no contamination has resulted due to potential, but
undetected, container integrity issues. If spot contamination is found, the affected gravel would be
removed and disposed of as LLW, or mixed LLW, if appropriate.

The Lag Storage Addition (LSA) 3 is a clear-span structure with a pre-engineered frame and steel
sheathing on a 7-inch concrete slab with curbs 6 inches high around the inside perimeter. The floor
consists of approximately 20,000 cubic feet of concrete. LSA 3 is used to store LLW and mixed waste.

This facility is not radiologically contaminated, nor are there known hazardous constituents in the facility.
The structure (including the floor) would be surveyed and RCRA sampled (swipe samples) to ensure that
no contamination had resulted due to potential, but undetected, container integrity issues. If spot
contamination was found in the floor, the affected surfaces would be secured appropriately or removed
and disposed of as LLW or mixed LLW. Spot contamination found on the structure would be cleaned,
and the waste handled appropriately.

The Lag Storage Building (L.SB) is an engineered metal structure that was built in 1984 to store
radioactive and mixed waste; it is currently empty. It is supported by a clear-span frame and anchored to a
concrete slab foundation. The slab is 10 inches thick at its highest point, and it slopes downward on all
sides to a thickness of 8 inches. A 6-inch-high concrete curb encloses the inner perimeter. The slab
surface was coated with an acid-resistant, two-coat application of epoxy sealer.

The roof is sloped. Seven continuous ventilators with chain-operated dampers are located on top of the
building. The siding, roofing, gutters, and downspout are constructed from 26-gauge steel.

Three 18-gauge steel personnel doors are located around the building. Metal (22-gauge) roll-up doors are
located at the south and east ends of the building. A manually adjusted louver door is located on the north
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and south walls of the building. The interior walls and ceiling are equipped with 4-inch-thick fiberglass
insulation. This facility is radiologically contaminated in the WCA (former supercompactor area);
however, the contamination can be removed.

The Laundry Room is located southeast of the Utility Room. It is a small concrete block structure. The
roof is metal decking with insulation and asphalt roofing. The floor is a concrete slab 6 inches thick. The
floor contains a sump that is radiologically contaminated. It contains a commercial-size washer, a
commercial-size dryer, and sorting tables and racks for laundering contaminated protective clothing,
including shoe rubbers, boots, face masks, and coveralls. Chemical disinfectants and detergents are used
in this building.

A wooden wall separates the laundry into a radiologically contaminated side and a clean side. In the
contaminated side, fixed radiological contamination exists in the floor and may exist in the washer, dryer,
and ventilation system. Removable contamination exists in the MCC panels. The Laundry Room has a
relatively small footprint compared with other facilities, but because concrete was used in its construction,
it is conservatively assumed that the concrete has been contaminated and that decontamination,
demolition, and removal activities would therefore generate a higher volume of LLW than larger facilities
constructed of metal and steel.

DOE would use off-site vendors for laundry services if necessary.

The Live Fire Range was constructed about 1.5 miles southeast of the Process Building during 1986. It is
a fenced-in area with earth-mounded backstops, or berm, and fixed targets used by WVDP Security and
local law enforcement agencies for weapons practice and qualification courses. A shelter is located
against the berm to provide non-shooters with cover from inclement weather. Weapons and ammunition
used in exercises include 0.38-caliber handguns, 12-gauge shotguns, and 0.223-caliber semi-automatic
and fully automatic assault rifles. The firing range is expected to contain unknown quantities of lead from
spent bullets generated during its use as a weapons training facility. Because the bullets were used for
their intended purpose, it is not RCRA waste (EPA OSWER 9441.1992[02], dated January 15, 1992).
However the soil volumes estimated for removal of this facility were conservatively assumed to be
hazardous waste (see Table 1 of the main text). The firing range is not radioactively contaminated.

Three trailers and two small wood-frame buildings are located just outside the firing range perimeter on
the south side. The range house was used to store safety and first aid equipment, spent casings, and wood.
It is constructed of a concrete slab floor, light wood frame, wood siding, and asphalt roofing. The other
building was used to simulate hostage rescue operations. It has a light wood frame, waferboard siding and
roofing, and crushed stone flooring. Neither building has furniture, plumbing, or electrical facilities.

A firing range is available locally.

The Lube Storage Locker is a metal locker used to store lubrication materials and located on a gravel pad
area referred to as the Industrial Waste Storage Area. This structure was never radiologically
contaminated. Lubrication materials would be stored appropriately in other remaining facilities, if
necessary.

The Maintenance Shop is a metal building with steel supports. It houses locker rooms, lavatories,
instrument shops, work areas, and a finished office area. Metal-working activities in the Maintenance
Shop generated wastes containing metal constituents. The concrete floor is supported by a concrete
foundation wall and concrete piers. This building is potentially radiologically contaminated in the
concrete and in the overheads. Remaining maintenance functions would be transferred to the New
Warehouse, which would remain available.
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The Maintenance Storage Area is a sheet-metal storage area used to store raw materials for use in the
Maintenance Shop. This facility was never radiologically contaminated. Remaining storage needs would
be housed in the New Warehouse, which would remain available.

The Master Slave Manipulator (MSM) Repair Shop was constructed around 1971 to allow repair of
contaminated MSMs close to their point of use, particularly those in the Process Mechanical Cell, General
Purpose Cell, Scrap Removal Room, and laboratories. It is concrete block with structural steel framing, a
concrete slab floor, and metal roof deck with sloped built-up roofing. The facility has controlled
ventilation, utilities, lighting, an overhead monorail, and decontamination facilities. The floors and tanks
were designed to drain to a buried 1,500-gallon tank (15D-6) east of the MSM Shop. The ventilation has
been upgraded, a new floor poured, and a stainless steel pan added. Temporary shielding was installed in
the southeast corner for additional protection from the HEV filter plenum. The facility contains one glass
window in the north wall that looks in on the Contact Size Reduction Facility. The MSM Repair Shop has
low levels of radiological contamination not thought to be significant and a requirement for
decontamination would be minimal.

The NDA Hardstand, located near the southeast corner of the NDA, was an interim storage area where
radioactive waste was staged before being disposed. The hardstand contains a three-sided structure with
cinder-block walls that is located on a sloped pad of crushed rock. The hardstand is radiologically
contaminated in the soils from material that was staged for burial.

The New Cooling Tower provides cooling water to selected systems and equipment. It stands on a
concrete basin. The floor of the basin is an 8-inch-thick concrete slab. The basin floor is supported by a
retaining wall 4 feet deep. The concrete basin is radiologically contaminated and chemically contaminated
with water treatment chemicals, such as corrosion inhibitors and biocides, which have been used as part
of normal operations in the cooling tower. Only the above-grade uncontaminated structure would be
removed. Some amount of dec ontamination of the basin and slab may be necessary. This potential waste
volume is included in Table 1 of the main text.The basin would be covered to prevent water
accumulation. The contaminated basin, including the slab, will be evaluated in the Decommissioning EIS.
The basin would be covered to prevent water accumulation. The cooling function would be provided
through equipment modification or replacement to eliminate the need for Cooling Tower (e.g., conversion
to air-cooled equipment).

The 02 Building is a steel-framed concrete building with a concrete slab located outside the building.
The LLW Treatment Facility in the O2 Building was replaced by an LLW Treatment Facility in the
LLW2. All equipment has been removed from the building and slab. The O2 Building has been
significantly decontaminated. Remaining radiological contamination is in both fixed and removable form.
Only the above-grade structure would be removed. Some amount of decontamination of the slab may be
necessary. This potential waste volume is included in Table | of the main text. The removal of the
contaminated slab will be evaluated in the Decommissioning EIS. The O2 Building has a relatively small
footprint compared with other facilities, but because concrete was used in its construction, it is
conservatively assumed that the concrete has been contaminated and that decontamination, demolition,
and removal activities would therefore generate a higher volume of LLW than larger facilities constructed
of metal and steel.

The Old Warehouse is a pre-engineered steel building with three sections. The facility supports the
storage of spare parts, equipment, and chemicals associated with conduct of the WVDP; in the past, NFS
used the facility for the same purpose. The room attached to the north end of the building formerly housed
the blueprint facility and currently houses a radiological counting facility. A concrete ramp with an
asphalt cover is located at the north cargo door. This facility is potentially radiologically contaminated
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due to rodent issues. There is no removable contamination. Remaining storage needs would be met by the
New Warehouse, which would remain available.

The Old Sewage Treatment Plant provided primary and secondary treatment of sanitary wastewater
generated at the WVDP from 1966 to 1985. The unit consisted of a concrete basin (5,000 gallons per day
capacity), control boxes, a surge tank, an aeration tank, and a clarifier. Effluent from the facility was
monitored under the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) regulatory program since
1978. The treatment plant received wastewater from the Main Plant locker room floor drains, sinks and
toilets, and other on-site sanitary waste streams. Low levels of radioactivity were documented in this
facility. A piping source was identified and pipes were replaced, eliminating the radioactivity
occurrences.

The Radwaste Process (Hittman) Building is located in the yard area north of the FRS Building. The
building is steel-framed, with steel siding and roofing. The center section of the roof is removable to
allow access to steel and concrete shields that house high-integrity containers (HICs) used to store loaded
resins from the fuel pool Submerged Water Filtration System. The Radwaste Process Building is
equipped with provisions for the confinement of radioactive materials. The foundation perimeter is
curbed, and a sump located in the southwest corner of the building provides spill collection. This facility
is radiologically contaminated with elevated contamination levels in the facility sump and low-level
removable and fixed contamination in the posted contamination area used to support resin transfers. Only
the above-grade structure would be removed. Some amount of decontamination of the slab may be
necessary. This potential waste volume is included in Table 1 of the main text. The removal of the
contaminated slab will be evaluated in the Decommissioning EIS.

The Recirculation Vent System Building is fabricated from sheet metal and is located in the north FRS
yard. This building contains the equipment that provides the majority of the heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) for the FRS Building. This facility is radiologically contaminated in the ventilation
system components.

The Road Salt and Sand Shed consists of a storage bin and a sand stall on 5-inch-thick blacktop. The
blacktop is underlain with 10 inches of stone. This structure was used to store road salt and sand and is
not radiologically contaminated. DOE proposes to remove the storage bin and sand stall within the next
4 years. During decommissioning of the site, DOE would contract with a commercial firm for road
maintenance as needed.

The Schoolhouse, located south of the WVDP on Rock Springs Road, is a two-room, one-story wood
building with clapboard siding. It has asphalt shingles over the original wood shingles and a brick
chimney. It has a fieldstone foundation. It was previously used as an environmental laboratory and as a
training center, but it is currently being used as a deer check facility during restricted deer hunting at the
Western New York Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC). The schoolhouse was never radiologically
contaminated.

The Test and Storage Building (TSB), located northeast of the Process Building, has a timber frame,
metal siding, and steel beams. The building was initially used to test glass recipes and store glass samples.
It currently has office space, the tool crib, and garage space. A concrete block addition houses Radiation
and Safety Operations. This building is potentially radiologically contaminated by a low-level fixed
contamination.

The Vehicle Repair Shop is a steel I-beam framed structure with corrugated metal siding and a metal
roof. This facility was never radiologically contaminated. Vehicle maintenance and repair would be
housed in the New Warehouse, which would remain available.
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The Vitrification Test Facility is a metal building with a concrete floor. It is equipped with three large,
motor-operated roll-up doors and a 16-ton overhead bridge crane. It housed, among other things, a small-
scale vitrification facility used to test the technology without using actual radioactive waste. The
refractory in the scale vitrification system melter might contain some metal constituents such as
chromium and thorium.

A “speed-space” was added to the south side of the Vitrification Test Facility to simulate a control room
for operator training.

Eleven wood utility poles are located between the Electrical Switching Station and the northeast area of
the Vitrification Test Facility. These poles are 1.5 feet in diameter and approximately 30 feet tall. They
have been treated with creosote. One cross arm with ceramic insulators is mounted on each pole. This
building is not radiologically contaminated.

" The Warehouse Bulk il Storage Unit is a metal, insulated-wall structure insulated with 2-hour fire
rating. The floor is a removable fiberglass grating located 6 inches above a catch basin with a sump. It is
located east of the New Warehouse. It has been used for the storage of combustibles (i.e., grease, oils,
antifreeze, etc.) in 1 gallon to 55 gallon containers. This facility is not radiologically contaminated.

Within the next 4 years, the need for combustible materials storage will have been eliminated or
substantially reduced. Combustible materials would be stored appropriately in existing facilities, if
necessary.

The Waste Tank Farm (WTF) Training Platform 2, the mobilization pump repair platform, is a pre-
engineered structure erected as a stack of four modules, including ladders, handrails, and grating.
Structural shapes and plates are carbon steel. The grating is galvanized. The modules, ladders, and
handrails are bolted together. The exterior “skin” is fabric. This platform is not radiologically or
chemically contaminated. It was constructed as a mock-up to support the replacement of pumps in the
Waste Tank Farm. The platform was an aboveground training and practice area designed to facilitate full-
scale mockup of pump replacement activities. WTF Training Platform 1, the decant pump and heat
exchanger platform, would remain operational.
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West Valley Demonstration Project Facilities Showing Those Facilities
Proposed for Demolition and Removal

Facility
Number® Facility Name

01-14 Building Including Cement Solidification System

Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility (02 Bulldmg)

Bulk Storage Warehouse (BSW)

Cement Solidification System (CSS)

Chemical Process Cell-Waste Storage Area (CPC-WSA) .. . . . .0

Clarifier

Cold Chemical Facility (Cold Chem) " -

Contact Size Reduction Facility (CSRF)

Container Sorting and Packaging Fac111ty (CSPF)

Cooling Tower

RTS Drum Cell

Emergency Vehicle Shelter

Expanded (Envn'onmental) Lab

Construction Fab Shop (Vitrification Fab Shop)

Fire Pumphouse & Storage Tank

FRS North Yard Hardstand

Fuel Receiving and Storage (FRS) Building

Hazardous Waste Storage Lockers

High-Level Waste Transfer Trench

New Interceptor (North and South)

P ro = | | | = | = |t |t ]t | ot [ -
—|Slole|Q|la|nlalwni=|a|R|A | |n|~|WiN

Interim Waste Storage Facility (IWSF) or Kerosene Tanks & NDA Contamer
Storage Area . .

22 Lag Hardstand

23 Lag Storage Area 1

24 Lag Storage Area 2 (hardstand)

25 Lag Storage Area 3 .
26 Lag Storage Area 4 (LSA 4) Including Shlppmg Depot
27 Lag Storage Building (LSB) N
28 Lagoon 1

29 Lagoon 2

30 Lagoon 3 (includes nearby french drain)

31 Lagoon 4

32 Lagoon 5

33 Laundry Room

34 Liquid Waste Treatment System (LWTS)

35 Live Fire Range ,

36 Low-Level Waste Treatment Bulldmg (LLW2)

37 Main Plant Process Bulldmg (MPPB)

38 Maintenance Shop . -

39 Master Slave Manipulator (MSM). Shop .

40 NDA Interceptor Trench

41 NDA Hardstand/Staging Area -

42 Neutralization Pit

43 New Warehouse (Main 2)

44 North Parking Lot

B-2
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West Valley Demonstration Project Facilities Showing Those Facilities

Proposed for Demolition and Removal

Facility
Number® Facility Name
45 North Plateau Groundwater Recovery System Pump & Treat
46 Nuclear Regulatory Commission-Licensed Disposal Area (NDA)
47 Off-Gas Trench
48 Plant Office Building
49 Permanent Vent System Bldg (PVS)
50 Permeable Treatment Wall
51 PPC Box Storage Area
52 Radiation Protection Counting Lab
53 Radwaste Process (Hittman) Bldg
54 Rail Packaging and Staging Area
55 Old (Main) Warehouse
56 Remote Handled Waste Facility (RHWF)
57 Sample Sorting and Packaging Area
58 South Parking Lot
59 Supernatant Treatment System (STS)
60 Test and Storage Building (TSB)
61 Trailers (3)
62 Utility Room
63 Utility Room Expansion
64 Vehicle Maintenance Shop
65 Vitrification Facility Bldg
66 Load-In/Load-Out Facility
67 Vitrification Hardstand
68 Vitrification Test Facility (VTF)
69 (Former) Waste Management Staging Area (WMSA)
70 Waste Tank Farm (WTF)
71 Equalization (EQ) Basin
72 Waste-Water Treatment Facility or Sewage Treatment Plant
73 Aboveground Petroleum Tanks (41 D-021, 41-D- 022)
74 Administration Building
75 Con-Ed Building
76 Construction and Demolition Area or Concrete Washdown Area
77 Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill (CDDL)
78 Dams and Reservoirs
79 Demineralizer Sludge Ponds
80 Designated Roadways
81 Electrical Substations
82 Equalization (EQ) Tank
83 Waste Tank Farm Equipment Shelter and Condenser
84 Fire Brigade Training Area
85 Former NDA Lagoon (also called “Pete’s Pond)
86 FRS Ventilation Building (Recirculation Ventilation System Building)
87 Fuel Receiving & Storage Area’s High Integrity Container (HIC) & SUREPAK Staging
Area
88 HL W Tanks Pumps
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West Valley Demonstration Project Facilities Show ing Those Facilities
Proposed for Demolition and Removal

Facility
Number® Faclllty Name
89 Hydrofracture Test Well Area ’ P
90 Industrial Waste Storage Area Lube Storage Lockers and:2 Metal Lockers"‘
91 SDA Leachate Transfer Line
92 Liquid Pretreatment System
93 Maintenance Shop Leach Field
94 Maintenance Storage Area
95 Meteorological Tower
96 Miscellaneous Facilities and Storage Areas
97 Monitoring Wells/Stations
98 NDA Trench Soil Container Area
99 NFS Deep Holes
100 NFS Special Holes
101 Old Interceptor
102 Old Sewage Treatment Facility
103 Old/New Hardstand Storage Area
104 Product Storage Area
105 Rail Spur
106 Road-Salt & Sand Storage Shed:
107 Satellite Accumulation and 90-Day Storage Areas
108 Schoolhouse : 2
109 Security Gatehouse and Fences
110 Soil Piles
111 Solvent Dike
112 STS Bulk Underground Fuel Oil Tank (50D-09)
113 Subcontractor Maintenance Area
114 Tank 8D-1 (including in-tank STS Components)
115 Tank 8D-2
116 Tank 8§D-3
117 Tank §D-4
118 Vitrification Diesel Fuel Oll Storage Tank & Bulldmg (or Diesel Fuel 011 Building)
(FOD-11)

119 Vitrification Vault and Empty Container Hardstand
120 Warehouse Bulk Qil Storage Unit )
121 Warehouse Hardstand Tents

122 Waste Packaging Area
123 Waste Tank Farm Test Towers (one:of two)..: ...
124 Well purge water storage locations
125 WVDP Caissons
126 WVDP Trenches
127 Sealed Rooms
128 Cold Hardstand Near CDDL
129 SDA-Disposal Trenches
130 SDA-Former Lagoons
131 | SDA-Mixed Waste Storage Facility
132 North Plateau Groundwater Plume
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West Valley Demonstration Project Facilities Show ing Those Facilities
Proposed for Demolition and Removal

Facility

Number® Facility Name
133 Stream Sediments
134 Cesium Prong
135 Contaminated Soils on Project Premises
136 High Level Waste Tank Pump Storage Vaults
137 VH Series Trailers
138 SDA Leachate Pumphouse
139 Lakes Pumps
140 Nitrogen Storage Tank
141 Aboveground Diesel Fuel Tank 31D-01
142 AA Hardstand
143 Lagoon 2 Pumphouse
144 Lagoon 3 Weir Shed
145 Shipping Depot Containment
146 Demineralized Water Tank
147 Waste Paper Incinerator Pad
148 FRS Pump Shed
149 Empty Hardstand
150 HEV & Decon Shop Waste Catch Tank 15D-6
151 LLW Catch Tank from Lab Drains 7D-13
152 New Communications Shed
153 Drum Cell Instrumentation Monitoring Shed
154 Communications Hub Shed
155 Asbestos Decon Shower
156 WVDP Road Show Trailer

a. Shaded rows indicate facilities evaluated in this EA.
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APPENDIX D DOE'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Introduction

DOE issued the draft EA on June 26, 2006, initiating a public comment period that extended through July
29, 2006. DOE also held a public meeting on the draft EA on July 19, 2006. DOE has considered all of
the comments received in the comment letters and transcript of the public meeting. The following
provides a summary of the major comments followed by an index of commenters and DOE’s res ponse to
specific comments.

Several commenters stated that some of the 42 facilities proposed for demolition and removal in the draft
EA could be needed under future site decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship scenarios. For this
reason, the commenters stated that demolition and removal of the facilities could not be independently
justified and prejudiced the outcome of the ongoing Decommissioning EIS in violation of NEPA. The
functions that commenters stated might be needed are:

Low-level radioactive waste (LLW) storage
Sewage Treatment Plant

Warehouse capacity

Waste Tank Farm Training Platform
Maintenance-type facilities

Emergency response facilities
Hydrofracture test well area

Commenters also stated that by preparing an EA for the demolition and removal of certain facilities, DOE
was improperly segmenting the NEPA process. Commenters stated that issuing the EA would violate the
Stipulation of Compromise entered into by DOE and the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes.

Response to Comments

The 42 facilities proposed for demolition and removal in the draft EA were originally identified as those
that did not contribute significant source term (radiological contamination) to the site, and for which no
future use in implementing potential Decommissioning EIS alternatives was thought to exist. Based on
the comments received on the draft EA, DOE, supported by West Valley Nuclear Services Company (the
current site operations contractor) and the contractors involved in drafting the Decommissioning EIS,
revisited the issue of whether any of the 42 facilities included in the draft EA could potentially provide
support functions for implementation of the full range of possible decommissioning and/or long-term
stewardship alternatives. In addition, DOE identified facilities that could be used to address currently
unresolved situations should those situations remain unresolved beyond the next four years (e.g., storage
of transuranic (TRU) waste until off-site disposal becomes available). The result of this effort was a list of
six facilities recommended for removal from the EA.

These facilities are:

Lag Storage Addition (LSA) 4 and Shipping Depot
Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell
Equalization Basin

Equalization Tank
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e Sewage Treatment Plant
e  Waste Tank Farm Training Platform (one of two)
o New Warehouse

The demolition and removal of these facilities has been eliminated from the scope of the final EA. The
LSA-4 and Shipping Depot and the Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell will be available for LLW
and TRU waste storage, respectively, in the future as needed, and the Sewage Treatment Plant,
Equalization Basin, and Equalization Tank will remain av ailable to support any workers involved in
future decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship activities. In addition, the New Warehouse would
house the vehicle repair shop, maintenance shop, maintenance storage, and any necessary equipment and
materials from the Old Warehouse and Bulk Storage Warehouse. The hydrofracture test well area and
Emergency Vehicle Shelter remain within the Proposed Action for demolition and removal as explained
in response to specific comments below. The final EA and the impact analyses it contains have been
revised to reflect the revised scope.

Based on DOE’s recent comprehensive review, the Department confirmed that the 36 facilities that
remain within the scope of the EA are not now and/or would not be needed in the future under any West
Valley Demonstration Project (W VDP) closure scenario. Because the demolition and removal of these
facilities would not affect the range of alternatives available for decommissioning and/or long-term
stewardship or prejudice the outcome of the ongoing Decommissioning EIS, NEPA requirements allow
DOE to take this interim action (10 CFR § 1021.211 and 40 CFR § 1506.1).

Because applicable NEPA regulations permit DOE to take this interim action, DOE is not improperly
segmenting its NEPA compliance as some commenters suggest. The Stipulation of Compromise
Settlement that DOE entered into with the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes and Radioactive
Waste Campaign in 1987 does not preclude the preparation of a NEPA document to addre ss management
of WVDP facilities that would not be needed under any future decommissioning and/or long-term closure
scenario. DOE has complied, and continues to comply, with the Stipulation.

Commenters also raised specific issues and asked specific questions regarding the analysis of impacts in
the draft EA. DOE has responded to those issues and questions individually in the following matrix.
Table D-1 provides an index to all commenters and the identification numbers used for each specific
comment. These identification codes are also shown on the incoming comment documents, reproduced in
their entirety at the end of this appendix.

D-2
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Table D-1. Public Comments Received on Draft EA

Comment
Numbers

Date Received

Commenter

1-1 through 1-12

June 30, 2006

Dr. Paul Piciulo

New York State Energy Research and Development Authority
(NYSERDA)

West Valley Site Management Program

2-1 through 2-7

July 17,2006

William T. King, Supervisor
Town of Ashford

3-1 through 3-3

July 27,2006

Keith I. McConnell, Deputy Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection
Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards

4-1 through 4-5

July 29, 2006

Diane D’ Arrigo, on behalf of the

Center for Health, Environment and Justice (CHEJ);
Citizens Environmental Coalition (CEC);
Concerned Citizens of Cattaraugus County (CCCC);
Nuclear Information and Resource Services (NIRS)

5-1 through 5-5

July 29, 2006

Joanne Hameister

Seth Wochensky

Kathleen McGoldrick

Lee Gridley

Judith Einach

Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes

6-1 through 6-4

July 29, 2006

Raymond C. Vaughan, on behalf of the
West Valley Citizen Task Force

7-1 through 7-24

August 2, 2006

Edwin E. Dassatti, Bureau Director

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC)

Division of Solid and Hazardous Materials

Bureau of Hazardous Waste & Radiation Management

§8-1 through 8-8

August 2, 2006

Grace Musumeci, Chief

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2
Environmental Review Section

Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch

T-1 through
T-14

July 19, 2006

Various Commenters
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Specific Comments

Commenter /
Comment
Number Comment

New York State Energy Research and Development:Authority (

1-1 DOE has not, however, provided a
[publicly] available document, that
would explain why the buildings that are
still currently in use will no longer be
needed to complete implementation of
the WVDP Act. A [publicly] available
description of DOE’s assumptions
regarding decommissioning and closure
actions would help reviewers of this EA
understand why DOE believes the
functions served by these 42 buildings
are no longer needed and/or how these
functions will be replaced during site
decommissioning activities.

DOE Response

NYSERDA) & <

As stated in the draft EA, DOE identified
facilities for decontamination (if necessary),
demolition, and removal because their
design, function, and lack of significant
source term would not affect whether the
decommissioning criteria for the site could
be met. Since the issuance of the draft EA,
DOE has determined that six structures
(plus one of the two Waste Tank Farm
training platforms) originally proposed for
demolition and removal could be needed
under future decommissioning and/or
closure scenarios or to address currently
unresolved needs and, for that reason, has
eliminated those buildings from the scope of
the final EA. Of the remaining 36 facilities,
those that DOE currently uses to store LLW
would no longer be needed once that waste
is shipped off-site in accordance with the
Record of Decision for the West Valley
Demonstration Project Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-
0337), December 2003. The LSA-4 and
Shipping Depot and the Radwaste
Treatment System Drum Cell have been
removed from the scope of the EA and will
be available for radioactive waste storage in
the future as needed. The New Warehouse
would house the vehicle repair shop,
maintenance shop, maintenance storage, and
any necessary equipment and materials from
the Old Warehouse and Bulk Storage
Warehouse. These facilities will be included
in the Decommissioning EIS.

1-2 The description of the 42 buildings and
other structures at the WVDP that are
the subject of this Environmental
Assessment (EA) as “unneeded and
unused” is not entirely accurate. While
Footnote 1 on Page 1 of the draft EA
acknowledges that some of the buildings
are currently used to store low-level
radioactive waste and Table 2 describes

As noted above, since the issuance of the
draft EA, DOE has determined that six
structures (plus one of the two Waste Tank
Farm training platforms) originally
proposed for demolition and removal could
be needed under future decommissioning
and/or closure scenarios or to address
currently unresolved needs and, for that
reason, has eliminated those buildings from
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Commenter /
Comment
Number

Comment

DOE Response

in general terms how functions served
by certain of the EA buildings and
structures will be replaced, the EA

appears to lack a thoughtful

consideration of the consequences of

removing certain facilities or
combinations of facilities prior to
selecting and/or completing
implementation of a WVDP
decommissioning alternative.
NYSERDA does not believe that
removal of certain facilities or the

removal of certain combinations of

facilities can be independently justified
from the actions that are currently within

the scope of the Decommissioning

and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. In

addition, the “replacement impacts,”
which were to have been addressed in

the EA for any function that would still

be required (see DOE Response to

NYSERDA Comment #1, 1/4/06)

not included in this draft EA. Comments
3 through 7 present specific examples of

NYSERDA'’s concern,

arc

the scope of the final EA. Facilities with
functions that would need to be replaced are
listed in Table 2 of the final EA, along with
an explanation as to where the replacement
function would occur. As stated in the final
EA, “Replacement of any remaining
functions could require minor modifications
of existing facilities but no new
construction. A few functions would be
taken over by qualified off-site vendors.”

DOE expects the impacts from each of the
replacement activities to be the same as or
less than those from the respective current -
activities.

NYSERDA urges DOE to reconsider the

removal of all low-level waste storage
capacity. Some amount of low-level

waste storage capacity will be needed to

support implementation of future

decommissioning actions and some
portion of the existing low-level waste
storage capacity should be retained to
support these future decommissioning

actions.

DOE has reconsidered the removal of all
primary LLW storage capacity. The LSA-4
and Shipping Depot have been removed
from the scope of the EA. The Radwaste
Treatment System Drum Cell also has been
removed from the scope of the EA and
could be used for TRU waste storage if off-
site disposal were delayed. These facilities
will be included in the Decommissioning
EIS.

D-5
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Commenter/

Comment
Number Comment DOE Response

1-4 NYSERDA is aware that the existing Based on further review, DOE has
sewage treatment plant may be oversized | determined that the Sewage Treatment
for the size of the current work force and | Plant, Equalization Basin, and Equalization
thus may not function as well as it Tank could be needed to provide sanitary
should, but why would the WVDP elect | facilities and potable water for workers
to replace all the existing sanitation under one or more decommissioning and/or
facilities with portable units instead of closure scenarios. Those facilities have been
just continuing to use a contracted removed from the scope of the EA and will
transport and disposal service to bulk be included in the Decommissioning EIS.
ship the sewage off-site, as is done now?

In addition, there is no assessment or
discussion of the replacement impacts.

1-5 NYSERDA questions the merit of Based on further review, DOE has
removing all three warehouses and determined that the New Warehouse could
would propose that DOE retain the be needed under one or more
largest and newest warehouse located on | decommissioning and/or closure scenarios.
the Project Premises to support future That facility has been removed from the
decommissioning activities. In addition, | scope of the EA. It will be included in the
there is no assessment or discussion of Decommissioning EIS.
replacement impacts (e.g., rental costs,
fuel use and employee hours to transport
materials to and from an off-site
warehouse, etc.).

1-6 NYSERDA believes that one of the two | Based on further review, DOE has
WTF Training Platforms should be determined that one of the Waste Tank Farm
retained to facilitate mockups of the training platforms (the larger one) could be
installation and removal of equipment needed under one or more decommissioning
from the HL W tanks. Additional and/or closure scenarios. That facility has
equipment, such as the zeolite columns been removed from the scope of the EA. It
or tank pumps may need to be removed | will be included in the Decommissioning
from the tanks. Additional equipment, EIS.
such as sampling equipment or waste
removal equipment may need to be put
in the tanks. One of the WTF training
platforms should be retained to facilitate
proper planning of this important work.

" 1-7 NYSERDA believes that one or more Based on further review, DOE has

“maintenance-type” facilities (e.g., Fab
Shop, Maintenance Shop, Test and
Storage Building, Vehicle Repair Shop,
MSM Repair Shop) should be retained
to support future site decommissioning
activities. Radiological and
nonradiological equipment will still need
to be maintained, modified, mocked-up,
etc. during decontamination and
decommissioning activities that are

determined that the New Warehouse could
be needed under one or more
decommissioning and/or closure scenarios.
That facility has been removed from the
scope of the EA and will be included in the
Decommissioning EIS. The New
Warehouse would be used to house the
vehicle repair shop, maintenance shop,
maintenance storage, and any necessary
equipment and materials from the Old

D-6
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| Commenter /
‘ Comment
| Number

Comment

DOE Response

within the scope of the
Decommissioning EIS. NYSERD A
urges DOE to retain one or more of the
existing “maintenance-type” facilities to
fulfill this future need.

Warehouse and Bulk Storage Warehouse.

1-8

Page 7, Table 1, Bulk Storage
Warehouse - A waste volume estimate
for the Bulk Storage Warehouse (BSW)
appears to be missing from the table.
The only waste volume estimated for the
BSW is the volume associated with the
concrete slab. Shouldn’t an estimated
volume of industrial waste be associated
with the building?

The missing information has been included
in Table 1 in the final EA.

Page 7, Table 1, Equalization Tank - A
waste volume estimate for the
Equalization Tank appears to be missing
from the table.

The Equalization Tank has been removed
from the scope of the EA. It will be included
in the Decommissioning EIS.

1-10

Page 7, Table 1, Live Fire Range -
Based on the WVDP use of this area and
the expected hazardous waste
contamination, why hasn’t the live fire
range been declared and assessed as a
SWMU under the RCRA 3008(h)
Consent Order?

In accordance with the guidance provided
by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) in OSWER 9441.1992(02),
dated January 15, 1992, DOE does not feel
that the Live Fire Range should be managed
as a Solid Waste Management Unit. In the
guidance document, the EPA indicated,
“...the disposition of lead at shooting ranges
was within the normal and ex pected use
pattern of the manufactured product and the
resultant contamination was not subject to
the RCRA regulations.”

Page 7, Table 1, Old Sewage Treatment
Plant - The old sewage treatment plant is
known to have received radiologically
contaminated liquids from the Process
Plant and is currently posted as a
radiologically contaminated area. If
DOE intends to remove this slab, how
does DOE plan to address contaminated
soils? What cleanup standard will be
applied to determine when enough
radiological soil has been removed? A
predetermined exhumation depth or
volume of soil is not an acceptable way
to demonstrate adequate cleanup.
NYSERDA does not want clean fill
placed over contaminated soil in the area
of the sewage treatment plant or any

This facility did become contaminated with
low levels of radioactivity sometime in the
late 1970s. The source of contamination was
suspected to be the acid recovery pump
room and corroded wastewater pipes below.
The pipes were replaced with stainless steel
pipes, eliminating recurrence. The
contaminated sludges were removed and
packaged as waste. The portion of the Old
Sewage Treatment Plant under
consideration in the EA is not currently
posted as a radiologically contaminated
area. Additionally, no soil contamination is
currently expected in this area because the
leak in question was under the Main Process
Plant Building, not in the direct vicinity of
the Old Sewage Treatment Plant itself.
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Commenter /
Comment
Number

Comment

DOE Response

other area of the site. This practice will
lead to the generation of additional
contaminated soil volumes and may lead
to the loss of institutional knowledge of
the presence of subsurface
contamination. NYSERDA requests that
contaminated soil and contaminated
surface features be completely
characterized and/or remediated so they
are not left to be “rediscovered” at some
point in the future.

1-12

Appendix B, WVDP Facility Map and
Facility Name Crosswalk - The facility
name crosswalk table may lead to
significant confusion and
misunderstanding because it includes all
of the site facilities, as opposed to just
the EA facilities. In addition, the
following acronyms are not defined and
references or citations to the relevant
documents are not provided: “GOAT,”
“SAR,” “ORPS” and “SUMP.” Also, it
is unclear if the RCRA column was
intended to list only the RCRA HWMUs
or the RCRA HWMUs and RCRA
SWMUs. Either way, the RCRA column
is incomplete.

The final EA contains a revised Appendix B
with a new map and a new table to address
these concerns.

Town of Ashford

2-1

The Town of Ashford is in complete
agreement with the 12 comments made
by NYSERDA, June 30, 2006. We are
very concerned with how the DOE will
answer the NYSERDA comments and
want to be [kept] up to date on the
answers to the Comments. We also
request a time frame to allow for
agreement or disagreement.

Please see DOE’s responses to
NYSERDA'’s comments, above.

We find that your reference to future use
of offsite local warehouses, if needed, is
another possibility for accidents and
more of a threat to our health and safety.
We Strongly urge that any possible
building that could be used for any
future Demonstration projects or any
UNFORESEEN reasons must be left and
maintained. The EA does not include a
list of where these actual suitable

Based on further review, DOE has
determined that the New Warehouse could
be needed under one or more
decommissioning and/or closure scenarios.
That facility has been removed from the
scope of the EA and it will be included in
the Decommissioning EIS. The New
Warehouse would be used for on-site
storage as necessary. WVDP material and
equipment would not be transported off-site

D-8
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Commenter /

Comment
Number Comment DOE Response
warehouses are or what may have to be | for storage.
stored.

2-3 We strongly urge that research be done | DOE has retained the Schoolhouse in the
on the small school house that appears to | scope of the EA. The Schoolhouse is not
be outside of the actual area where the within the Project Premises. Removal of the
anticipated reduction of building foot Schoolhouse would be coordinated with the
print is located. This is the only Town of Ashford.
surviving building that the town has
from the original take over. We feel that
sentimental effects and historical values
must be considered before it is
demolished. It certainly has nothing to
do with the removal of radioactivity. The
same goes for the demolishing of many
of the buildings, as to the actual
reduction of the real problem.

2-4 As the local community to which the DOE issued the EA in draft in order to seek
federal government (DOE) has always public comments, which the Town of
stated they have been friendly with, we | Ashford provided. The water supply system
are very disappointed that we have not was not within the scope of the EA. Based
been or at least considered to be on further review, DOE has determined that
contacted for a study to the elimination | the Sewage Treatment Plant, Equalization
of certain support projects. Including the | Basin, and Equalization Tank could be
sewer system, water supply system, and | needed to provide sanitary facilities and
certain buildings. potable water for workers under one or more

decommissioning and/or closure scenarios.
Those facilities have been removed from the
scope of the EA. They will be included in
the Decommissioning EIS.

2-5 We, as the local community, are very DOE did not take the Proposed Action to
concerned with what appears to be a remove these facilities lightly. DOE has
quick suggestion to remove buildings. considered the future use of these facilities
Our town is presently suffering a major | relative to the potential alternatives
problem caused by the very rapid and available for consideration in the draft EIS
not researched removal of approximately | and confirmed that the 36 facilities that
80 temporary office trailers last year. remain within the scope of the EA are not
They were moved onto property within | now and/or would not be needed in the
the Town without Permits and are in future under any potential WVDP closure
violation of the local Town Law and scenario. The EA does address the types of
Ordinance. waste to be generated from facility removal

and the proper disposal of this waste at
licensed commercial or DOE disposal
facilities.

2-6 The Environmental Assessment is not The EA is limited to an evaluation of the

clear about what we feel important.
Issues such as the real impacts to our
local health safety and economy:

potential impacts of the decontamination,
demolition, and removal of certain
unneeded buildings at WVDP. The impacts
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(a.) Future monitoring of local addressed in the EA include those to human
volunteers, within a specified perimeter, | health and safety. However, the
to have physicals done and recorded Decommissioning EIS, which remains a
(b) Monitoring off site but within the priority, will address the potential
immediate area of creeks, springs, environmental impacts of various
underground water supplies, wildlife, decommissioning and/or closure scenarios,
wooded areas and air. These are including impacts to local heaith and safety
examples we feel this EA has and the economy and the need for
overlooked. The fact that our people still | monitoring.
live in the area and the rights to local
protection of health, safety and economy
are equal to all who live within the
United States, is very important to us.

2-7 More effort must be put on total removal | The EA does not suggest that removing

of any and all contaminants from this

site. This EA suggest[s] that by reducing
a footprint we are taking care of the real

problems.

36 unneeded facilities from the WVDP site
addresses all of the environmental issues at
the site, nor does it suggest that removing
the 36 facilities would reduce the footprint
of the Project Premises. In fact, DOE
recognizes that the buildings that are
proposed for demolition and removal lack a
significant source term as compared to the
remainder of the facilities at WVDP.
Analysis of other contaminated facilities and
their potential removal is being done in the

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC):.

Decommissioning EIS.
i i g Shpl e

DOE continues to provide monitoring and

3-1 During the period that the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) has surveillance of site activities. As noted
exclusive use and possession of the West | above, since the issuance of the draft EA,
Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) | DOE has determined that six structures
facilities, it should ensure that provisions | originally proposed for demolition and
exist for the continued monitoring and removal could be needed under future
surveillance of site activities, and that decommissioning and/or closure scenarios
facilities necessary for site or to address currently unresolved needs
decommissioning are retained. and, for that reason, has eliminated those
' ‘ a buildings from the scope of the final EA.
DOE has confirmed that the 36 facilities that
remain within the scope of the EA are not
now and/or would not be needed in the
future under any potential WVDP closure
scenario. Ongoing monitoring and
surveillance of site activities will not change
as a result of the EA.
3-2 DOE should be mindful that cleanup DOE recognizes that facilities or soils not

levels established for remediation under
the draft EA may be different from those

removed prior to site decommissioning
would be subject to remediation based on

D-10
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established for site decommissioning. cleanup levels established for site
Therefore, any decontaminated facilities | decommissioning. In addition, DOE does
or remediated soils that are not removed | not plan to excavate pads or foundations in
prior to site decommissioning may be areas with subsurface contamination in
subject to further remediation based on | order to avoid the situation described in this
cleanup levels established for site comment — that is, one that would result in
decommissioning. Further, clean soils the placement of clean soils over
placed over such areas may need to be contaminated areas that may then require
exhumed potentially resulting in the further action based on decommissioning
generation of additional waste. decisions and result in additional waste
volumes.
33 DOE should also consider the potential Concur. Survey and sampling activities

benefit of this type of information to
support subsequent decommissioning
activities (e.g., historical site assessment,
characterization surveys, and final status
surveys). If survey and sampling
activities under this EA can be used to
support subsequent decommissioning
activities, they should be designed with
that benefit in mind.

conducted under this EA may be used to
support subsequent decommissioning
activities, as applicable.

Center for Heal
Cattaraugus Co

unty; Nuclear Information and Resource Se

th, Environment and Justice; Citizens Environmental Coalition; Concerned Citizens of

rvices

4-1

Segmenting or splitting off a portion of
the cleanup violates the spirit and the
letter of the law, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
combined impacts of the full cleanup
planned and required for this facility
should be considered prior to approving
disposal of debris from these 42
structures. We oppose the continued
segmentation of the Environmental
Impact Statement on the cleanup and
final disposition of the West Valley
nuclear waste site.

We opposed the splitting of the original
Environmental Impact Statement into
two separate processes. (This is still
being challenged in court.) The
Department of Energy fails to make a
case for the additional separation of this
activity from the on going
environmental analysis being done. We
advocate and support the full cleanup of

DOE is proceeding with the
Decommissioning EIS, which will be used
as the basis for a decision on the cleanup
and final disposition of the WVDP site. The
decontamination (if needed), demolition,
and removal of some unneeded facilities at
the site would not affect the range of
alternatives available for decommissioning
and/or long-term stewardship or prejudice
the outcome of the ongoing
Decommissioning EIS. The Proposed
Action analyzed in the EA is an interim
action permissible under NEPA regulations
and does not constitute an improper
segmentation of the NEPA process. The
Stipulation of Compromise Settlement that
DOE entered into with the Coalition on
West Valley Nuclear Wastes and
Radioactive Waste Campaign in 1987 does
not preclude the preparation of a NEPA
document to address management of WVDP
facilities that would not be needed under
any future decommissioning and/or long-
term closure scenario.

the West Valley site but both federal law
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and common sense require that the
cleanup be done comprehensively taking
into consideration the full impacts of the
actions, not addressing each piecemeal.

4-2 Furthermore, there is not enough As a result of public comments, DOE
information provided in this document undertook a review to determine whether
to determine the impact of removal of any of the 42 facilities included in the draft
some facilities as they could be needed EA could potentially provide support
for maintenance and cleanup depending | functions for implementation of the full
on future scenarios. This is an example range of possible decommissioning and/or
of the consequences of unnecessary and | long-term stewardship alternatives. In
illegal segmentation of environmental addition, DOE sought to identify facilities
decisions. Removing buildings and that could be used to address currently
roads gives the illusion of closure to the | unresolved situations should those situations
site cleanup when the reality is that no remain unresolved beyond the next four
final decisions have been made on what | years (i.e., storage of TRU waste until off-
activities will take place and what site disposal becomes available). The result
facilities might still be needed for long of this effort was a list of six facilities (plus
term cleanup and stewardship. DOE one of the two Waste Tank Farm training
states in the EA that services of platforms) recommended for removal from
structures being removed can be the EA. The Department also confirmed that
provided by offsite facilities but the 36 facilities that remain within the scope
provides no analysis of how much of the EA are not now and/or would not be
radioactivity would be spread into the needed in the future under any potential
community and to other offsite locations | WVDP closure scenario. The EA addresses
by those activities. If full or partial the potential human health impacts
exhumation of the site is carried out, associated with the decontamination (as
some of the structures could still be necessary), demolition, and removal of these
needed. Even if it made sense to pursue | 36 facilities, including impacts from off-site
this portion of the work independently, transportation. No equipment or materials
the alternatives to and consequences of | would be transferred off-site for storage.
removal of some structures have not
been fully explored to justify a Finding
of No Significant Impact.
The claim is made that the 42 structures
to be removed are not and will not be
needed at the site, but that is highly
questionable as NYSERDA’s comments
detail.

4-3 One of the most difficult and expensive | Under the Proposed Action analyzed in the

problems with manmade radioactivity is
the detection and tracking. Since there is
no safe level of exposure to
radioactivity, it is prudent to minimize
unnecessary dispersal and spreading of
radioactive material and contamination.
DOE, on the federal level, has

EA, the unneeded facilities would be
decontaminated as necessary, demolished,
and removed from the site. Industrial,
hazardous, and radioactive waste resulting
from decontamination and demolition would
be transported off-site for disposal at
licensed commercial or DOE disposal
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determined unilaterally and against the
majority of affected public comment and
other industries’ comment, that some
amounts of radioactivity can be released
or cleared from regulatory control. The
result is spreading radioactivity
(sometimes at levels that are expensive
and time-consuming to detect) into the
public commons, into the shared
environment, in order to more cheaply
get rid of radioactive and potentially
radioactive materials and wastes. This
has been challenged repeatedly by the
public and affected industries that could
end up with nuclear materials in their
purview.

This EA simply refers to 10 CFR 835 as
the reference for releasing materials to
unregulated disposal or commerce. That
regulation is for Occupational Radiation
Protection and is not focused on public
protection nor should it be used to allow
nuclear materials to get out into the
public.

The numbers that are presumably being
used from DOE’s regulations at 10 CFR
835 appear to be the same as those from
an old 1974 Atomic Energy Commission
guidance (Regulatory Guide 1.86) which
was originally created to remove
restrictions from radiation areas in
reactors. The exposures from those
levels could exceed what the public
accepts and the public would have no
warning or opportunity to object. Those
contamination levels were not intended
as allowable contamination for everyday
consumer goods with which members of
the public come into routine contact or
for release of nuclear contaminated
materials to regular trash or mixed waste
to sites with hazardous-only permits.
Once items, equipment or other
materials from the site are sent off, with
no labeling or indication that they were
at this site, they could end up anywhere.

facilities. No potentially radioactive
materials or wastes would be sent to sites
that do not have appropriate licenses and
controls. No radioactive or hazardous
materials or wastes would be released for
unregulated disposal or commerce.

D-13
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If materials from the site go into
recycling, directly or indirectly from
scavenging at landfills, products could
be made from them with residual levels
of contamination. If they go to landfills,
most of which leak, they could add
radioactivity to the leach ate eventually,
exacerbating the existing problems. The
health and environmental effects of
radiation and hazardous materials
leaking together can be more than
additive, but synergistically greater. This
potential impact is not even mentioned
in the EA.

Some of the demolition debris from this
portion of the project would be sent to
the solid waste landfill a commercial
transfer station in Olean, NY, and
ultimately to the operator’s Hyland
Landfill in Angelica, NY; the asbestos
would go to Model City in Lewiston,
NY and [the] hazardous waste would go
to Heritage Environmental Services in
Indianapolis, Indiana. It is not clear from
the EA that realistic analyses [have]
been done of the effects. The fact that
waste from the West Valley nuclear site
is already waste going to those facilities
does not mean it is acceptable for
substantial additional material to go
there. In fact it raises questions about the
adequacy of those sites for routine
activities at West Valley. Allowing
potentially contaminated materials to go
to destinations that are not regulated for
radioactive waste appears to violate the
public expectations that nuclear
materials must be isolated from the
environment.

We oppose the deregulation and
dispersal of potentially radioactive waste
and materials to unregulated destinations
for disposal, reuse, recycling or other
processing that leads to unregulated
release and dispersal of the radioactivity.

D-14
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The US Department of Energy has
adopted policies and procedures
allowing potentially radioactive
materials (all but potentially radioactive
metal) to be released or cleared as if
non-radioactive for recycling into
everyday commerce. Potentially
radioactive and radioactive metals could
end up in recycling but are not supposed
to go to commercial recycling. The
Environmental Assessment is unclear
about the distinctions being made
between what is considered radioactive
and what is not. One of the key
questions is how much contamination
DOE considers acceptable to go to solid
and hazardous (non-radioactive) waste
facilities, what can go to auction for
reuse in the community, what can be
sent for recycling and subsequent
fabrication into consumer goods and
industrial materials.

A clear weakness in the DOE’s national
‘clearance’ scheme is over-reliance on
“institutional knowledge” for what is
clean or has never been exposed to
radioactivity or hazardous materials
versus that which is contaminated.
Institutional memory does serve some
purpose but should not be relied upon
alone for clearing materials from nuclear
sites since staff change and no one
knows all the exposures that materials
have encountered, especially old
structures and facilities. Surveys are
laborious and potentially expensive.
When in doubt, treat the materials as
contaminated and keep them controlled.

We also have a concern that removing
less concentrated radioactive materials
and structures that could be providing
shielding on site will result in high
routine worker exposures.

None of the facilities proposed for
demolition and removal are relied upon to
provide shielding to workers.

4-5

DOE should incorporate all aspects of
site cleanup into one comprehensive
plan which prevents nuclear materials
from being deregulated and treated as

DOE is proceeding with the
Decommissioning EIS, which will be used
as the basis for a decision on the cleanup
and final disposition of the WVDP site.
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nonradioactive. DOE should not send
any potentially radioactive materials to
sites that do not have radioactive
licenses and/or controls. DOE at West
Valley should be more transparent about
how decisions are being made that
release materials and structures from
radiation and hazardous control.

Industrial, hazardous, and radioactive waste
resulting from decontamination and
demolition under this EA would be
transported off-site for disposal at licensed
commercial or DOE disposal facilities. No
potentially radioactive materials or wastes
would be sent to sites that do not have

Coalition on

West Valley Nuclear Wastes

appropriate licenses and controls.

DOE acknowledges that the facilities

5-1 However, the Coalition does not
encourage the development of a new proposed for demolition and removal were
guiding document that we believe has no | included in the draft EIS issued in 1996.
legitimacy, legally or procedurally. The | Since that time, DOE has determined that
illegitimacy of this draft Environmental | there are actions that would be prudent to
Assessment (EA) is based on our view take prior to the completion of the
that, given the on-going Environmental | Decommissioning EIS. Those actions
Impact Statement (EIS) process, an EA | include those analyzed in the West Valley
at this time is inappropriate. While we Demonstration Project Waste Management
do not agree or disagree with all the Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-
actions laid out in the draft EA, these 0337), December 2003.
actions and/or alternatives rightly belong
in the EIS. In fact, the areas and Because the demolition and removal of
facilities covered by this Draft EA were | unneeded facilities would not affect the
included in the 1996 Draft EIS. range of alternatives available for

decommissioning and/or long-term

A decade ago, DOE fragmented the stewardship or prejudice the outcome of the
1996 Draft EIS, creating a set of ongoing Decommissioning EIS, NEPA
procedures that split the process in two requirements allow DOE to take the interim
directions. The Coalition contends this action proposed in this EA (10 CFR §
was contrary to the spirit and intent of 1021.211 and 40 CFR § 1506.1).
the NEPA process. The Draft EA before
us is yet another example of DOE’s
disregard for the spirit and intent of
NEPA. The Coalition does not accept
the premise that parts of the area covered
in the 1996 Draft EIS suddenly no
longer need to be covered by an EIS, -
which is an erroneous assumption
clearly evident in this draft EA.

5-2 Yet another reason for the Coalition not | The Stipulation of Compromise Settlement

to legitimize this draft EA is that some
of the actions laid out in the draft EA are
in direct violation of the terms agreed to
in a contract between DOE and
Coalition, The Stipulation of
Compromise, and which remains in
effect. We are disappointed that DOE

that DOE entered into with the Coalition on
West Valley Nuclear Wastes and
Radioactive Waste Campaign in 1987, and
referred to in the comment as a contract,
does not preclude the preparation of a
NEPA document to address management of
WYVDP facilities that would not be needed
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would disregard so blatantly a lawful - under any future decommissioning and/or
contract. long-term closure scenario. DOE has
complied, and continues to comply, with the
Stipulation.

5-3 The Coalition is not only troubled by DOE is not proposing to reclassify any
DOE?’s disregard for process, but the radioactive waste evaluated in this EA. The
Coalition also is troubled by the LLW generated as a result of the Proposed
apparent attempt to reclassify nuclear Action would qualify as Class A LLW in
waste, by levels of radioactivity left on accordance with Nuclear Regulatory
site that appear to be too high not to Commission requirements. Overall, the
require an EIS, by the lack of assurance | waste that would be generated under the
that contaminated soils will be fully Proposed Action analyzed in the EA is
decontaminated, by the lack of Class A LLW, mixed LLW, asbestos,
accountability, by the movement of hazardous waste, and solid industrial waste
waste from the Demonstration Project to | (non-radioactive and non-hazardous).
other sites in Western New York, and by | Class A LLW and mixed LLW would be
the incorrect assumption that the WVDP | shipped to Hanford, Energy Solutions
could be covered by regulations (formerly Envirocare), or the Nevada Test
governing a “defense site” and the Site (NTS) for disposal. No radioactive
WYVDP is not a defense site. waste would be disposed of at the WVDP

site or within New York State. In dustrial
waste and building debris waste would be
shipped to a permitted landfill in Model
City, New York, or Angelica, New York,
where this type of WVDP waste is currently
shipped for disposal. Asbestos waste would
be shipped to a permitted landfill in Model
City. Hazardous waste would be shipped to
a permitted landfill in Indianapolis, Indiana,
where this type of WVDP waste is currently
shipped for disposal.

None of the waste types generated by the
Proposed Action is involved in the “Waste
Incidental to Reprocessing” issue. In
addition, DOE is not proposing to clean up
radioactive soil contamination to any
particular standard under this EA; that
decision will be made after the completion
of the Decommissioning EIS, which is in
progress.

5-4 The Coalition supports the comments Please see DOE’s responses to

submitted by NYSERDA regarding the
lack of need for the targeted structures.
DOE has not offered assurance that
space in “existing facilities” will be
adequate. The implied new use of oftf-
site and/or local vendors, services, space

NYSERDA’s comments (Comments 1-1
through 1-12). DOE believes that the cost of
using off-site vendors for certain services
would be far less than the cost of
maintaining such facilities at the WVDP,
which is one of the reasons DOE is
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and facilities would be new costs, the proposing to demolish and remove the
impact of which should be considered unneeded facilities.
against the cost of maintenance of the
structures in question.
5-5 If DOE chooses not to withdraw this DOE considered this comment, but plans to
document, we support a “No Action” proceed with the final EA.
determination.
West Valley Citizen Task Force o

6-1

The Draft EA, by allowing premature
removal of buildings and other facilities
that would be needed to carry out certain
alternatives in the Decommissioning
and/or Long-Term Stewardship
Environmental Impact Statement
{Decommissioning EIS), would
prejudice the outcome of the
Decommissioning EIS and thereby
violate NEPA. In our view, this is a very
fundamental problem. On page 4 of the
Draft EA, DOE suggests that the Draft
EA is compatible with the
Decommissioning EIS because it would
not affect whether the decommissioning
criteria for the site could be met by any
of the EIS alternatives. We disagree.
Premature removal of buildings and
other facilities under the Draft EA would
not entirely prevent any alternative from
being carried out, but it would bias the
costs. In effect, it would be an
irretrievable commitment of resources.
The concern is that some of these same
facilities would need to be rebuilt or
replaced to achieve certain alternatives.
The costs of rebuilding or replacement
would prejudice the Decommissioning
EIS and thus violate NEPA.

As a result of public comments, DOE
undertook a review to determine whether
any of the 42 facilities included in the draft
EA could potentially provide support
functions for implementation of the full
range of possible decommissioning and/or
long-term stewardship alternatives. In
addition, DOE sought to identify facilities
that could be used to address currently
unresolved situations should those situations
remain unresolved beyond the next four
years (i.e., storage of TRU waste until off-
site disposal becomes available). The result
of this effort was a list of six facilities (plus
one of the two Waste Tank Farm training
platforms) recommended for removal from
the EA. The Department also confirmed that
the 36 facilities that remain within the scope
of the EA are not now and/or would not be
needed in the future under any potential
WVDP closure scenario.

The EA addresses the potential human
health impacts associated with the
decontamination (as necessary), demolition,
and removal of these 36 facilities, including
impacts from off-site transportation.
Facilities with functions that would need to
be replaced are listed iri Table 2 of the final
EA, along with an explanation as to where
the replacement function would occur. As
stated in the final EA, “Replacement of any
remaining functions could require minor
modifications of existing facilities but no
new construction. A few functions would be
taken over by qualified off-site vendors.”
No equipment or materials would be
transferred off-site for storage. DOE
believes that the cost of making small
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modifications to existing facilities to house
some of the functions currently being
performed in certain faciliti es would be far
less than the cost of maintaining such
facilities at the WVDP, which is one of the
reasons DOE is proposing to demolish and
remove the unneeded facilities. Because the
facilities proposed for demolition and
removal would not be needed in the future,
rebuilding would not occur.
6-2 The June 30, 2006, comment letter from | Please see DOE’s responses to

the New York State Energy Research NYSERDA'’s comments (Comments 1-1

and Development Authority through 1-12).

(NYSERDA) provides examples of

facilities proposed for removal that

would need to be rebuilt or replaced to

achieve certain decommissioning

alternatives. Such facilities include

waste storage structures, warehouse

capacity, maintenance facilities, and

training platforms for

installing/removing equipment in tanks.

The NYSERDA letter also indicates that

the proposed removal of toilet, shower,

and washing facilities may violate

OSHA.

6-3 Since we have not yet seen drafts of the | Based on further review, DOE has

Decommissioning EIS, we cannot say
how large a work force would be needed
to carry out any of its alternatives.
However, based on the draft issued in
1996, it is reasonable to assume that
some of the decommissioning
alternatives would require a much larger
work force than is currently employed
on the site. For these alternatives, some
workers will likely be handling wastes in
storage structures while others will be
handling equipment in warehouses,
servicing equipment in maintenance
facilities, and training for further waste
removal activities. All such workers will
need adequate sanitary facilities. Until
the Decommissioning EIS is issued and
the size of the necessary work force has
been identified, DOE should take no
steps to remove facilities that this work
force would need for its various

determined that the Sewage Treatment
Plant, Equalization Basin, and Equalization
Tank could be needed to provide sanitary
facilities and potable water for workers
under one or more decommissioning and/or
closure scenarios. Those facilities have been
removed from the scope of the EA and will
be included in the Decommissioning EIS.

D-19




Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

Commenter /
Comment
Number Comment DOE Response
decommissioning tasks.

6-4 We ask DOE to withdraw the Draft EA | Thank you for your comment. Regardless of
and to focus instead on completion of DOE’s decision with respect to the proposed
the Decommissioning EIS. demolition and removal of unneeded

facilities, the Department continues to focus
on the completion of the Decommissioning
EIS.

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) -~ 7~

7-1 The Department supports the concept of | Since the issuance of the draﬂ EA DOE has
decontamination and removal of determined that six structures (plus one of
facilities that will no longer be needed to | the two Waste Tank Farm training
carry out known or possible future platforms) originally proposed for
activities at the site. However, we demolition and removal could be needed
disagree with the scope of the facilities under future decommissioning and/or
that are described in the EA as closure scenarios or to address currently
“unneeded and unused.” Certain types of | unresolved needs and, for that reason, has
facilities listed in the EA can not be eliminated those buildings from the scope of
realistically considered for removal at the final EA. The following facilities
this time, given that a final approachto | originally proposed for demolition and
site decommissioning has yet to be removal in the draft EA have been
chosen through the Environmental eliminated: Equalization Basin, Equalization
Impact Statement (EIS) process. Of Tank, Lag Storage Area 4 & Shipping
particular concern to the Department are | Depot, New (Main 2) Warehouse, RTS
the proposed removal of all waste Drum Cell, Sewage Treatment Plant, WTF
management and storage facilities, and Training Platform (south tower). They will
the removal of all warehouse, be included in the Decommissioning EIS.
fabrication, sanitary, emergency
response, and specialized training
facilities. Several of these facilities
would be best left in place under any
scenario for ongoing work. Depending
upon the closure alternative chosen for
the site, some or all of the facilities are
likely to be needed to support that work. :

7-2 With this Environmental Assessment Since the issuance of the draft EA, DOE has
(EA), DOE proposes to demolish and determined that six structures (plus one of
remove 42 unneéded and unused "the two Waste Tank Farm training
buildings and other structures. The NYS | platforms) originally proposed for
Department of Environmental demolition and removal could be needed
Conservation (the Department) supports | under future decommissioning and/or
the concept of removing unneeded closure scenarios or to address currently
facilities. However, we cannot support unresolved needs and, for that reason, has
removal of the wide range of facilities eliminated those buildings from the scope of
listed in this Environmental Assessment. | the final EA. The following facilities
The Department does not agree that itis | originally proposed for demolition and
appropriate to remove facilities that removal in the draft EA have been
clearly could support site activities under | eliminated: Equalization Basin, Equalization
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one or more of the site closure Tank, Lag Storage Area 4 & Shipping
alternatives under consideration. Depot, New (Main 2) Warehouse, RTS
Drum Cell, Sewage Treatment Plant, WTF
Training Platform (south tower). They will
be included in the Decommissioning EIS.
DOE has confirmed that the 36 facilities that
remain within the scope of the EA are not
now and/or would not be needed in the
future under any potential WVDP closure
scenario.
7-3 The EA focuses primarily on the The EA has been revised to clarify that all
radioactive contamination at the site. applicable RCRA requirements would be
There is some mention of hazardous met in the implementation of the Proposed
contamination, but it is not addressed Action.
consistently. This document must
address all NEPA needs. Adequately
addressing hazardous contamination
under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations in
Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR) is needed to fulfill
NEPA requirements. Please note that,
even though New York State is
authorized to administer the federal
RCRA program under regulations found
in Title 6 of the New York Code of
Rules and Regulations (6 NYCRR), the
federal regulations still apply to the
facility.
7-4 DOE is obligated to meet closure and DOE recognizes that it is obligated to meet
corrective action requirements for closure and corrective action requirements
Interim Status (IS) units and Solid Waste | for Interim Status units and Solid Waste
Management Units (SWMUs), Management Units at the WVDP site.
regardless of whether or not a “No
Action” alternative is enacted at the site.
7-5 None of the facilities referred to in the DOE modified the EA to use the term

EA as Hazardous Waste Management
Units (HWMUs) are permitted by
Federal or State RCRA programs
because the permitting process at the site
has not been completed. The HWMUs
have Interim Status in accordance with
both Federal and State regulation. In
order to ensure the use of consistent
terminology for the regulators, DOE,
NYSERDA, and the public, please refer
to these units as Interim Status or IS

Interim Status (IS) units. Specific RCRA
requirements for the closure of these
facilities are not within the scope of the EA.
Rather, DOE will address applicable RCRA
requirements, including RCRA corrective
actions, pursuant to the RCRA 3008(h)
Order on Consent. As stated in the EA in
Section 2.1, facility removal would be
conducted in accordance with applicable IS
requirements. RCRA closure will be
addressed through the appropriate
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units. It should be understood that the IS
units, and any subsequently permitted
units, are automatically SWMUs.
Discussion of the closure requirements
for the IS units should be included in the
document. Additionally, the EA should
explain that the regulations contain
relevant investigation and remediation
requirements for the SWMUs.

regulatory process.

7-6

There are several units discussed within
the document that may be SWMUSs. The
Department requests additional
information and/or assessments on the
following units: Equalization Tank,
Expanded Environmental Laboratory,
Fabrication Shop, Laundry Room,
Master Slave Manipulator (MSM)
Repair, New Cooling Tower, and Old
Warehouse. Additionally, the Live Fire
Range is subject to RCRA Corrective
Action regulations. Typically, as was
done at the DOE Knolls Atomic Power
Laboratory Site in West Milton, a firing
range is treated as an Area of Concern
(AOC). However, the designation of
AOC is not used in conjunction with the
WVDP, therefore this area is considered
a SWMU. As such, an assessment report
is required for this unit within 45 days of
receipt of these comments.

This EA evaluates potential environmental
impacts of removal of the identified
facilities. Specific RCRA requirements for
the closure of these facilities are not within
the scope of the EA. DOE would ad dress
these requirements directly with NYSDEC
under separate cover.

However, there is no description of how
DOE will determine when it has reached
acceptable levels of residual
contamination in these various
circumstances. Nor is mention made of
what would constitute a final acceptable
cleanup level. Without clear guidance on
the need to comply with conservatively
chosen cleanup levels, DOE leaves open
the potential to have to revisit some of
these facilities and carry out additional
decontamination work once a site
closure option is chosen and acceptable
cleanup levels are established. Without
this clear guidance the Department is
unable to support actions to remove
structures and leave unspecified levels of
contamination in place.

The planned approach is to remove facilities
to grade level. Grade level and below will
be.addressed in the Decommissioning EIS
now in preparation. DOE believes that
decisions on the overall management of
below-grade material, based on
contamination levels and applicable
regulations and guidelines, should be made
as part of the plan for the long-term
management of the WVDP site and the
Western New York Nuclear Service Center
(WNYNSC). Radiological decontamination
levels for EA work will be determined in
accordance with the limits established in
WVDP-010, Radiological Controls Manual,
which was developed in accordance with 10
CFR 835.
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DOE 5400.5 and 40 CFR Part 61 provide
the radiological standards applicable to
environmental media releases during and
after structure removal. 40 CFR Part 61
addresses the requirements relative to
radiological air permitting based on CAP-88
modeling of emissions associated with
demolition. The facility footprint areas
would remain under institutional and public
access control during and upon completion
of structure removal.

For hazardous constituents, facility removal
would be conducted in accordance with
Interim Status Closure Requirements as
identified in 6 NYCRR 373-3. Requisite
RCRA corrective actions would be
addressed pursuant to the RCRA 3008(h)
Order on Consent.

7-8

Section 1.1 The New York State

Environmental Quality Review Act
(SEQRA) should be referenced in
addition to NEPA.

The New York State Environmental Quality
Review Act is not applicable to DOE’s
Proposed Action or to the preparation of the
EA by DOE.

7-9

Waste Storage Facilities In footnote 1.,

DOE states in the EA that some
buildings are currently being used to
store low-level radioactive wastes
(LLRW), and that as those buildings are
emptied of stored wastes, they would be
ready for decontamination, demolition,
and removal. This decision appears to be
based upon the belief that future
activities at the site will not require
storage of more than a small volume of
LLRW at any given time. Considering
past waste management practices at the
site, and the large scale of potential
waste generating activities under some
of the potential site closure alternatives,
it is likely that interim storage space for
LLRW will be needed during site
decommissioning activities.

Reduction of storage needs is possible,
in part, through use of an on-time
shipping (or ship as you go) approach to
waste management, which is a cost
effective approach that could be utilized

DOE has decided to remove Lag Storage
Area 4 and the Shipping Depot from
consideration in the EA. The Radwaste
Treatment System Drum Cell also has been
removed from the scope of the EA and
could be used for TRU waste storage if off-
site disposal were delayed. These facilities
will be included in the Decommissioning
EIS.
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to the extent that conditions allow.
However, if all or even most LLRW
storage capacity were removed, any
disruption in shipping schedules would
result in short term delays or long term
stoppages of work at the site because of
a lack of LLRW storage space on-site.
Such disruptions could come in many
forms, such as severe weather events,
legal actions, security threats, the failure
of DOE to meet commitments to States
hosting DOE sites used as trans-shipping
points or final disposal sites, or other
impediments. The retention of
substantial on-site storage capacity is a
reasonable and necessary precaution
against such interruptions.

Given the likely need for future LLRW
storage space, the proposed removal of
this space could unnecessarily result in a
need to build new LLRW storage
facilities. Such construction, or any
significant delays in decommissioning
work caused by a lack of storage space,
would likely increase the costs, and
potentially the risks, associated with any
decommissioning alternative that
resulted in generation of any but
minimal volumes of LLRW. Without
further strong support for a decision to
remove the LLRW storage facilities, the
Department has to view such an action
as biasing the EIS process.

Figure 2 This map does not include
areas in Waste Management Areas
(WMA) 11 and 12. An'inclusive map of
the entire West Valley Demonstration
Project (W\TDP) premises should be
provided.

The Waste Management Areas are shown in
Figures 3 and 4.

7-11

Site Terminology Box, Page 3. and
Figures 1. and 2. The Project Premises
includes all land and structures over
which DOE has sole use and control. In
addition to the areas described in the
description and figure in question, the
rail spur, live-fire range, reservoirs, and
Bulk Storage Warehouse are part of the

The Site Terminology box accurately
describes the activities undertaken in
carrying out the solidification of liquid high-
level radioactive waste (HL W) at the
WNYNSC and is not an attempt to list every
component of the site. The official Project
Premises are defined by the DOE-
NYSERDA Cooperative Agreement and by
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Project Premises. Descriptions of the two subsequent letters as referenced in the

Premises, both written and visual, WVDP 6 NYCRR Part 373-2 Hazardous

should make this clear. Waste Permit Application (WVDP-443).
The rail spur on the WNYNSC retained
premises, reservoirs, and the Bulk Storage
Warehouse have been used by DOE in
conducting the WVDP, but are not officially
cited as Project Premises. The purpose of
Figure 1 is to show the relative location of
WVDP and WNYNSC within the State of
New York and in reference to each other.
Figure 2 does not attempt to show every
building and facility within the WVDP site.

7-12 Section 2.1 This section states that Since the issuance of the draft EA, DOE has

“DOE needs to eliminate or significantly | determined that six structures (plus one of

reduce the functions that are undertaken | the two Waste Tank Farm training

in those facilities” being proposed for platforms) originally proposed for

removal on the EA. DOE does not demolition and removal could be needed

explain why it “needs to” remove all under future decommissioning and/or

LLRW storage capacity, the onsite closure scenarios or to address currently

emergency response and sanitary unresolved needs and, for that reason, has

facilities, or the specialized training and | eliminated those buildings from the scope of

maintenance facilities. Nor does it the final EA. The structures that have been

explain why it “needs” to remove the removed from the scope of the EA include

new warehouse. The only language LLW and TRU waste storage capacity,

supporting removal appears to be the sanitary facilities, specialized training and

statement that DOE “needs” to do so. If | maintenance facilities, and the new

there were no reasonably expected future | warehouse. They will be included in the

use for these facilities, then it would be | Decommissioning EIS. There is no

rational to say that their continued use reasonably expected future use for the 36

was no longer needed. However, thatis | facilities that remain in the scope of the EA.

not the case for these facilities. Additional language to this effect was added
to the EA.
The emergency response program at the
WVDP would not be affected by removing
the Emergency Vehicle Shelter. The
emergency response vehicle would remain
available and fully stocked, and existing
agreements with local response
organizations would remain in effect.
However, to address the concern raised in
this comment, the EA has been revised to
reflect the fact that the emergency response
vehicle could be stored outside or in another
existing facility.

7-13 DOE does not explain why it no longer | The emergency response program at the

sees a need for an on-site emergency

WYVDP would not be affected by removing
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response capability. The EA does not the Emergency Vehicle Shelter. The
include language stating whether the emergency response vehicle would remain
local EMS services are able to provide a | available and fully stocked, and existing
comparable level or speed of care in agreements with local response
responding to on-site emergencies with | organizations would remain in effect.
radiological contamination of victims or | However, to address the concern raised in
facilities. DOE does not state whether it | this comment, the EA has been revised to
has confirmed the willingness and reflect the fact that the emergency response
capability of the outside services to take | vehicle could be stored outside or in another
over these responsibilities. It is unclear existing facility.
why, when some potential
decommissioning alternatives could
result in decontamination and demolition
activities of similar or even greater
scope than those already undertaken at
the site, the current on-site emergency
response facilities are no longer
necessary. Unless and until a closure
alternative that does not require any
significant demolition or waste
packaging activities, it would appear
unreasonable to remove viable on-site
emergency response capabilities.

7-14 The EA includes insufficient Based on further review, DOE has
justification for removal of the on-site determined that the Sewage Treatment
sanitary treatment facility. Under just Plant, Equalization Basin, and Equalization
about any scenario, the site will remain a | Tank could be needed to provide sanitary
permanent place of employment for facilities and potable water for workers
significant numbers of people for many | under one or more decommissioning and/or
years. If this were a facility without closure scenarios. Those facilities have been
sanitary facilities, it might be justifiable | removed from the scope of the EA. They
to rely upon outside services for sanitary | will be included in the Decommissioning
needs. However, given the present site EIS.
circumstances the elimination of shower
and flush toilet facilities for the
decommissioning crews, support staff,
and management personnel is not a
reasonable action, and may be in
violation of safety and health
regulations. Furthermore, removal of an
on-site sanitary system would seriously
limit potential future use scenarios for
the Center.

7-15 The proposal to remove specialized The larger Waste Tank Farm Training

training and maintenance facilities
needed to support many of the possible
future remedial alternatives is not a
reasonable decision. The training

Platform has been removed from
consideration in the EA. It will be included
in the Decommissioning EIS.
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facilities in particular could not be
readily duplicated through the use of off-
site resources. As with the proposal to
remove all LLRW storage capacity,
removal of these facilities would be
viewed as biasing the EIS process
towards closure options that do not need
these services.

DOE has considered the need for
maintenance facilities and would relocate
on-site maintenance, if required, to available
facilities. The New (Main-2) Warehouse has
been removed from consideration in this EA
and could provide space for any needed
maintenance functions. It will be included in
the Decommissioning EIS.

There is no reasonable justification for
removal of the new warehouse. For most
future actions at the site, it would be
advantageous to have a storage facility
for supplies and equipment close at
hand. It is understandable that the older
or more remote storage facilities would
be considered for removal. However, a
newer, relatively low maintenance
storage facility in close proximity to
areas of ongoing site activities would
appear to be a benefit to future site
activities rather than an obstacle that
needs to be removed and replaced by
off-site storage facilities. Additionally,
the Citizens Task Force and others
working on potential future use
scenarios for the site have requested that
this structure be maintained. Given these
concerns the Department believes that it
is prudent to retain the new warehouse
until such time as it became clear that
either it was an obstruction to necessary
site decommissioning activities, or was
obviously no longer needed due to
completion of major site [closure]
activities and a determination that it was
not viable to retain it for future site uses.

Please see the response to Comment 7-15.

7-17

Section 2.3 This section correctly
explains that the potential impacts that
would be described in a final approved
EA (to personnel, the public, and the
environment) for removal of all 42
facilities proposed for removal would
bound the impacts of work performed to
remove a reduced number of this set of
facilities. What is not adequately
presented here or elsewhere is the
difference in potential implications for
the EIS process of choosing a Preferred

DOE has reduced the number of facilities
proposed for demolition and removal under
the Proposed Action.
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Alternative if certain facilities are or are
not removed. As stated above, removal
of certain of the facilities listed in Table
1. would have significant implications
for the Preferred Alternative selection
process. This would quite probably bias
that process towards selection of
alternatives that would not require re-
developing facilities or services lost as a
result of removal of all 42 facilities. This
issue needs to be addressed, either in the
EA or in referenced supporting
documentation, and serious
consideration needs to be given to
reducing the scope of facilities to be
demolished.

7-18

Section 3.3.2 The contaminants in the
soil at the live fire range need to be
identified in the EA.

Management of soil from the Live Fire
Range is considered in the EA. The soil
potentially contains lead bullets from spent
ammunition. This has been noted in the EA.

Section 3.4.2 Any and all soil
disturbance must be performed in
compliance with all applicable NYS
rules and regulations. Major changes to
the surface water regimes could affect
groundwater flow patterns, should
temporary or permanent recharge areas
be developed on the site. This is
particularly important given the known
presence of groundwater contamination.

DOE has modified Section 3.4.2 in response
to this comment.

7-20

Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 It should be
noted that impacts that will need
mitigation or permitting in wetlands are
not limited to the wetland proper, per
[se], but would also [include] regulated
buffer areas. This section should be
clarified and the need for a wetland
permit, or the lack thereof, should be
discussed. Additionally, a map showing
the facilities under consideration for
removal AND the identified wetlands on
the site, should be included in this
document.

Under current regulations, none of the
facilities considered are located within
regulated wetlands or wetland buffer areas.
Thus, no wetlands mitigation or permit
would be required. The EA has been revised
to include this information. A map showing
the wetlands associated with the site have
been appended to the EA. See Appendix C.

7-21

Section 3.8.1 The last sentence in this
section states that “Noise for ongoing
site activities includes that from the
Buffalo & Pittsburgh Railroad line,

Section 3.8.1 has been modified to add a
sentence that says “Rail noise occurs when
railcars are brought to the site from the
south and leave from the site to the south for

D-28




Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

Commenter /
Comment
Number

Comment

DOE Response

which runs within 800 meters (2,600
feet) of the Project Premises.” It is our
understanding that this rail line is
abandoned north of the connection for
the rail spur that feeds the site from the
south. This includes the portion of the
line that runs within the W estern New
York Nuclear Service Center east of the
Project Premises. Thus, the only noise
from this line would be when rail cars
are brought to the site from the south for
waste shipping purposes. Please clarify
this discussion.

waste shipping purposes.”

7-22

Section 3.12 This section states that
under this alternative “The condition of
unused and unneeded facilities would
continue to deteriorate.” In the case of
this EA a “No Action” option would
mean that the facilities would not be
removed, not that work at the site would
not continue. Thus, it is reasonable to
assume that ongoing maintenance would
be performed on facilities such as the
LLRW storage facilities, sanitary waste
facility, the new warehouse, and the
emergency vehicle shelter so that they
could continue to provide the services
for which they were designed. This
section needs to be revised to reflect that
fact.

The facilities noted in the comment have
been removed from the scope of the EA.
These facilities would be maintained as
necessary. With respect to the No Action
Alternative, the EA has been modified to
clarify that the facilities considered in the
scope of the EA will continue to age,
requiring unnecessary increased
maintenance and the costs associated with
that maintenance.

7-23

Appendix A There are several units
mentioned in Table 1 that are not
described in the appendix with the rest
of the units. Please either provide the
descriptions for these unmentioned units
or an explanation as to why a description
can not be given for these units.

A review of the facilities listed in Table 1
and those described in Appendix A revealed
no discrepancies.

7-24

Appendix B The map and table need to
be presented in a larger format to
facilitate review.

Appendix B has been modified to include a
color map to improve clarity.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

8-1

There appears to be a gap between what
demolition and removal actions are
anticipated in the pre-decisional EIS and
this EA.

The Decommissioning EIS assumes that
unneeded facilities will have been
demolished and removed from the site.
Since the issuance of the draft EA, DOE has
determined that six structures originally
proposed for demolition and removal could
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be needed under future decommissioning
and/or closure scenarios or to address
currently unresolved needs and, for that
reason, has eliminated those buildings from
the scope of the final EA. They will be
included in the Decommissioning EIS. DOE
has confirmed that the 36 facilities that
remain within the scope of the EA are not
now and/or would not be needed in the
future under any potential WVDP closure
scenario.

8-2

This EA does not contain enough
information to allow the reader to
understand why these facilities can be
removed as well as making it clear that
the functions of these facilities will not
be needed in the future as part of the
decommissioning.

The EA evaluates the potential
environmental impacts of demolishing and
removing a set of facilities previously or
currently used by the WVDP that, because
of their design, function, and lack of
significant source term, are not expected,
either individually or collectively, to affect
whether the decommissioning criteria for
the site could be met. The functions of the
facilities proposed for decontamination (if
necessary), demolition, and removal are
described in Appendix A to the EA.

Also, the EA was not consistent in
describing how much of each of the 42
facilities will be removed. We
recommend that DOE produce criteria
for building demolition, removal, and
reuse, with an evaluation of the
functions and facility structures and
relate that evaluation to the overall needs
of the facility to achieve decommission.
We believe that such an evaluation
would better inform the removal
decisions at this point and would
minimize environmental impacts by
reducing the amount of deconstruction
and replacement activities.

As a result of public comments, DOE
undertook a review to determine whether
any of the 42 facilities included in the draft
EA could potentially provide support
functions for implementation of the full
range of possible decommissioning and/or
long-term stewardship alternatives. In
addition, DOE sought to identify facilities
that could be used to address currently
unresolved situations should those situations
remain unresolved beyond the next four
years (i.e., storage of TRU waste until off-
site disposal becomes available). The resuit
of this effort was a list of six facilities (plus
one of the two Waste Tank Farm training
platforms) recommended for removal from
the EA. The Department also confirmed that
the 36 facilities that remain within the scope
of the EA are not now and/or would not be
needed in the future under any potential
WVDP closure scenario. DOE would
demolish and remove all of the 36 facilities
listed in Table 1 in their entirety. As shown
in Table 1, slabs for the New Cooling
Tower, O2 Building, and Radwaste Process
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(Hittman) Building would be
decontaminated if necessary but would not
be removed under the Proposed Action.
These slabs will be evaluated in the
Decommissioning EIS.

8-4

We are most concerned with the impacts
to surface waters from the proposed
amount of deconstruction and removal
activities. The EA should contain an
evaluation of the potential amount of
soil disturbance that will occur on the
site and the potential for soil loss and
sediment in runoff (e.g., the equalization
basin, equalization tank, Diesel fuel oil
building and the test wells will all
involve foundation and in-ground
structure removal that the EA did not
directly address in the evaluation of
impacts).

It is not possible to specify at this time the
potential amount of soil disturbance that
would occur under the Proposed Action.
Stormwater and wastewater control
specifications would vary from facility to
facility based on professional judgment, the
environmental setting, and building
demolition methods.

Mitigation actions that would be
implemented include fugitive dust controls
such as water sprays that would be used
where soil disturbance and demolition-
related activities could substantively
increase airborne particulate levels. For
certain contaminated buildings such as the
02 Building, DOE would construct dikes
around the building to prevent stormwater
runoff and collect water from fugitive dust
control and vehicle washdowns. Collected
water would be treated and discharged to the
Low-Level Wastewater Treatment Facility
(LLWTF) Lagoon. At other facilities,
mitigation measures would include runoff
diversion (around the work area) or straw
bale or fabric filter fencing for silt control.
Post-demolition stabilization of exposed
work areas would include the addition of
topsoil, seed, and mulch. For paved areas,
stabilization would include the use of
washed stone, washdown and water
collection, or broom sweeping (for example,
for concrete or asphalt pads).

A description of these mitigation measures
is included in the final EA.

The EA should also identify and
evaluate what Best Management
Practices can be employed to control and
minimize these effects once buildings
are demolished and either the
foundations remain or are removed.
Though some measures are briefly
discussed in the wetlands section, these

See the response to Comment 8-4.
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should be expanded upon to determine if
they will meet the needs for a broader
sediment control program for the site.

8-6

In a related matter, we would assume
that some dust suppression techniques,
such as the use of water, would be used
during demolition and structure removal,
however, that is not discussed nor is the
potential for hazardous or radioactive
material to enter surface water in
demolition runoff fully evaluated with
appropriate mitigation measures offered.
The EA states generally that the plant
sediment control systems can handle the
additional sediment load; however, no
further analysis is offered with a
description of these systems.
Nonetheless, though these systems may
have capacity, we would not assume that
they are set up to receive the runoff from
the removal of all of these buildings and
facilities. These issues will need further
evaluation and disclosure.

See the response to Comment 8-4.

8-7

Additionally, this EA is lacking an
evaluation of the various impacts to
replace some of these facilities, (i.e.,
construction and operational effects to
air, noise, runoff). As an example, we
are concerned with the proposal to close
and then replace the sewage facility on
the site. The EA does not explain why
this facility would need to be removed
only to be replaced at some later date by
temporary-portable facilities. Of
particular note is the lack of discussion
to determine what portable facilities
would be brought in during the
decommissioning phase, what are the
impacts from those facilities, and if
those are sufficient to handle the sanitary
needs for the workers better than leaving
the sewage treatment plant in place. The
EA also states that no facility
construction is required, which would
contradict the pre-decisional multi-
agency EIS that identified that functions
and facilities that were removed, as part
of this action, would need to be replaced.

Facilities with functions that would need to
be replaced are listed in Table 2 of the final
EA, along with an explanation as to where
the replacement function would occur. As
stated in the final EA, “Replacement of any
remaining functions could require minor
modifications of existing facilities but no
new construction. A few functions would be
taken over by qualified off-site vendors.”
No equipment or materials would be
transferred off-site for storage. Based on
further review, DOE has determined that the
Sewage Treatment Plant, Equalization
Basin, and Equalization Tank could be
needed to provide sanitary facilities and

potable water for workers under one or more

decommissioning and/or closure scenarios.

Those facilities have been removed from the

scope of the EA. They will be included in
the Decommissioning EIS.
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8-8 We also question whether the removal of | DOE has reconsidered the removal of all

some of these facilities, particularly low-
level waste treatment and storage and
Waste Tank Farm training platform, at
this time is immediately necessary or
prudent given that a decommissioning
alternative has yet to be identified.
Given these concerns we don't believe
that the Department of Energy can
proceed to a Finding of No Significant
Impact for this segment of the action
without additional information regarding
the environmental impacts from the
actions and that measures will be in
place to mitigate for these impacts.

primary LLW storage capacity. The LSA-4
and Shipping Depot have been removed
from the scope of the EA. The Radwaste
Treatment System Drum Cell also has been
removed from the scope of the EA and
could be used for TRU waste storage if off-
site disposal were delayed. In addition,
based on further review, DOE has
determined that one of the Waste Tank Farm
training platforms (the larger one) could be
needed under one or more decommissioning
and/or closure scenarios. That facility has
been removed from the scope of the EA.
The facilities noted will be included in the
Decommissioning EIS.

Comments submitted at public meeting on July 19, 2006 (transcript)

T-1

The draft EA, by allowing premature
removal of buildings and other facilities
that would be needed to carry out certain
alternatives in the Decommissioning
and/or Long-Term Stewardship
Environmental Impact Statement,
otherwise known as the
Decommissioning EIS, the draft EA
would, therefore, prejudice the outcome
of the Decommissioning EIS and
thereby violate NEPA. In our view, this
is a very fundamental problem. On page
four of the draft EA, DOE suggests that
the draft EA is compatible with the
Decommissioning EIS because it would
not affect whether the decommissioning
criteria for the site could be met by any
of the EIS alternatives.

We disagree. Premature removal of
buildings and other facilities under the
draft EA would not entirely prevent any
alternative from being carried out, but it
would bias the costs. In effect, it would
be an irretrievable commitment of
resources. The concern is that some of
these same facilities would need to be
rebuilt or replaced to achieve certain
alternatives. The costs of rebuilding or
replacement would prejudice the
Decommissioning EIS and thus, violate

As a result of public comments, DOE
undertook a review to determine whether
any of the 42 facilities included in the draft
EA could potentially provide support
functions for implementation of the full
range of possible decommissioning and/or
long-term stewardship alternatives. In
addition, DOE sought to identify facilities
that could be used to address currently
unresolved situations should those situations
remain unresolved beyond the next four
years (i.e., storage of TRU waste until off-
site disposal becomes available). The result
of this effort was a list of six facilities (plus
one of the two Waste Tank Farm training
platforms) recommended for removal from

"| the EA. They will be included in the

Decommissioning EIS. The Department also
confirmed that the 36 facilities that remain
within the scope of the EA are not now
and/or would not be needed in the future
under any potential WVDP closure scenario.
Facilities with functions that would need to
be replaced are listed in Table 2 of the final
EA, along with an explanation as to where
the replacement function would occur. As
stated in the final EA, “Replacement of any
remaining functions could require minor
modifications of existing facilities but no
new construction. A few functions would be
taken over by qualified off-site vendors.”
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NEPA. No equipment or materials would be
transferred off-site for storage. DOE
believes that the cost of making small
modifications to existing facilities to house
some of the functions currently being
performed in certain facilities would be far
less than the cost of maintaining such
facilities at the WVDP, which is one of the
reasons DOE is proposing to demolish and
remove the unneeded facilities. Because the
facilities proposed for demolition and
removal would not be needed in the future,
rebuilding would not occur.

T-2 The June 30th, 2006, comment letter Please see DOE’s responses to

from the New York State Energy NYSERDA’s comments (Comments 1-1

Research and Development Authority, through 1-12).

NYSERDA, provides examples of

facilities proposed for removal that

would need to be rebuilt or replaced to

achieve certain decommissioning

alternatives. Such facilities include

waste storage structures, warchouse

capacity, maintenance facilities, and

training platforms for installing or

removing equipment in tanks.

The NYSERD A letter also indicates that

the proposed removal of toilet, shower

and washing facilities may violate

OSHA. NYSERDA points out that the

draft EA fails to identify the replacement

impacts of some of these premature

removals. We would agree and also raise

the related concern that these removals

- would prejudice the outcome of the
Decommissioning EIS.
T-3 Since we've not yet seen drafts of the Based on further review, DOE has

Decommissioning EIS, we cannot say
how large a work force would be needed
to carry out any of its alternatives.
However, based on the draft issued in
1996, it is reasonable to assume that
some of the decommissioning
alternatives would require a much larger
work force than is currently employed
on the site.

For these alternatives, some workers will

determined that the Sewage Treatment
Plant, Equalization Basin, and Equalization
Tank could be needed to provide sanitary
facilities and potable water for workers
under one or more decommissioning and/or
closure scenarios. Those facilities have been
removed from the scope of the EA. They
will be included in the Decommissioning
EIS.
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likely be handling wastes in waste
storage structures while others will be
handling equipment in warehouses,
servicing equipment in maintenance
facilities, and training for further waste
removal activities.

All such workers will need adequate
sanitary facilities. Until the
Decommissioning EIS is issued, and the
size of the necessary work force has
been identified, DOE should take no
steps to remove facilities that this work
force would need for its various
decommissioning tasks.

We ask DOE to withdraw the draft EA
and to focus instead on completion of
the Decommissioning EIS. Thank you
and those complete my comments on
behalf of the CTF.

Thank you for your comment. Regardless of
DOE’s decision with respect to the proposed
demolition and removal of unneeded
facilities, the Department continues to focus
on the issuance of the draft
Decommissioning EIS.

I would also add with regard to one of
the facilities that is proposed for closure
in the draft EA, namely, the
hydrofracture test well area, that it is
important before any of the
hydrofracture test wells are closed, to
use those wells for geophysical testing
such as downhole seismic to characterize
the structure of the local bedrock.

This is especially important due to the
existing evidence for major vertical and
subvertical fractures in bedrock beneath
the West Valley site, and also due to the
fact that a fault, perhaps the southwest
extension of the Clarendon-Linden fault,
has been identified by seismic testing
near Sardinia. For these reasons the
hydrofracture test well area should not
be closed until its use for geophysical
testing has been fully addressed.

The hydrofracture test wells were installed
in the late 1960s and have not been used for
35 years. The five wells include one central
injection well and four monitoring wells,
each located 150 feet from the injection
well. All five wells were drilled to a depth
of just over 1,500 feet and were cased with
steel pipe over their entire depth. The five-
well arrangement was used to test bedrock
(shale) hydrofracturing at depth using a
short-lived radioactive tracer. After the tests
were completed, the injection well was
sealed from the bottom up to a depth of

45 feet and the four monitoring wells were
capped. It is expected that the injection well
was backfilled with a Portland cement grout,
but this has not been confirmed. [Reference:
1990 report (WD:90:0306) by T.X. Grasso
of URS (Dames & Moore).]

The injection well is not usable for
geophysical data acquisition or borehole
logging because of the backfill. The four
observation wells are reported to have
casings ranging in size from 1.25t0 2.0
inches, and would be unable to
accommodate the size of the testing
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equipment. Additionally, if the equipment
could fit inside the wells, borehole logging
would be limited because the wells are
cased with steel over their entire depth.

DOE believes that that the type of
geophysical survey referred to in the
comment is borehole tomography or vertical
seismic profiling. This type of survey
includes placing a geophysical source in one
borehole at depth and placing the
geophysical receivers (geophones) in the
other borehole(s). The resulting data can
give increased geologic detail in the
localized area between the boreholes, when
compared to a conventional, surface-based
seismic reflection survey. A variation of this
method is to place the geophysical source or
receiver at the ground surface and the
other(s) at depth in the borehole(s). The
typical use of this type of geophysics is to
attempt to obtain improved, localized
geologic detail. For example, it can be used
to help interpret the boundaries of an oil or
gas prospect.

Using the hydrofracture test wells, the
greatest lateral source-receiver distance
would be approximately 300 feet. Therefore,
the value of this method is very limited with
regard to evaluating regional structural
features or seismic risk in the area of the
WNYNSC, for example. In addition, a depth
of 1,500 feet is quite shallow for obtaining
useful geologic information on a regional
scale.

For these reasons, DOE believes it is
appropriate to close the hydrofracture test
well area.

T-6 What has been lacking is a
demonstration of sincerity and
dedication to the NEPA process.
Following the issuance of the draft EIS
10 years ago, DOE fragmented the next
steps of the procedure into two
directions, which is, in my mind, in
direct contravention of the spirit of

DOE acknowledges that the facilities
proposed for demolition and removal were
included in the draft EIS issued in 1996.
Since that time, DOE has determined that
there are actions that would be prudent to
take prior to the completion of the
Decommissioning EIS. Those actions
include those analyzed in the West Valley
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NEPA. Demonstration Project Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-

This Environmental Assessment is yet 0337), December 2003. Because the

another contravention and insult to the demolition and removal of unneeded

spirit of the laws which we, as facilities would not affect the range of

stakeholders, necessarily have to rely on | alternatives available for decommissioning

to make sure that we have access to the | and/or long-term stewardship or prejudice

process and assurance that the best the outcome of the ongoing

decisions are made for the West Valley | Decommissioning EIS, NEPA requirements

site. allow DOE to take this interim action (10
CFR § 1021.211 and 40 CFR § 1506.1).

T-7 ...the issuance of an Environmental Based on a comprehensive review, the
Assessment in the middle of an on-going | Department has confirmed that the
EIS process is wrong and this document | 36 facilities that remain within the scope of
should never have been developed and the EA are not now and/or would not be
released and we hope that it is needed in the future under any potential
withdrawn. WVDP closure scenario. Because the

demolition and removal of these facilities
would not affect the range of alternatives
available for decommissioning and/or long-
term stewardship or prejudice the outcome
of the ongoing Decommissioning EIS,
NEPA requirements allow DOE to take this
interim action (10 CFR § 1021.211 and 40
CFR § 1506.1).

T-8 First, there is the issue of procedure or The Stipulation of Compromise Settlement
process. If this draft EA is adopted and that DOE entered into with the Coalition on
acted upon, the DOE will be in direct West Valley Nuclear Wastes and
violation of a contract reached with the Radioactive Waste Campaign in 1987,
Coalition and spelled out in the which is referred to in the comment as a
stipulation of compromise. DOE contract, does not preclude the preparation
consulted with NYSERD A and the of a NEPA document to address
Seneca Nation during the preparation of | management of WVDP facilities that would
the draft EA but not with the Coalition not be needed under any future
with whom the DOE has a contract. decommissioning and/or long-term closure

scenario. DOE has complied, and continues
to comply, with the Stipulation.

T-9 Second, the Coalition is troubled that The waste that would be generated under the

wastes of potentially contaminated
debris is slated to be moved from the
Demonstration Project to landfills in
Western New York, specifically, sites in
Olean and Model City, New York. The
Coalition has always been very
concerned that the problems in our
backyard do not become problems in
someone else's backyard.

Proposed Action analyzed in the EA is
Class A LLW, mixed LLW, asbestos,
hazardous waste, and solid industrial waste
(non-radioactive and non-hazardous).

Class A LLW and mixed LLW would be
shipped to Hanford, Energy Solutions
(formerly Envirocare), or NTS for disposal.
No radioactive waste would be disposed of
at the WVDP site or within New York State.
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Furthermore, what this effectively does
is set the precedent that it's okay to keep
unloading potentially or actually
hazardous nuclear wastes on Western
New York, an area that already has the
distinction of being our nation's capital
for nuclear and hazardous wastes.

This comes at a time when there is a bill
before the Governor, a bill with
overwhelming support, both the State
Assembly and Senate, calling for an end
to new hazardous landfills where waste
will undoubtedly leak into surrounding
soil and water, water that is part of the
Great Lakes Water Shed.

The landfills in Olean and Model City
both compromise the safety of the Great
Lakes Water Shed. How is moving
Demonstration Project material to these
locations solving the problem of
cleanup? Such a quote unquote solution
is short-sighted at best.

Industrial waste and building debris waste
would be shipped to a landfill in Model
City, New York, or Angelica, New York,
where this type of WVDP waste is currently
shipped for disposal. Asbestos waste would
be shipped to a landfill in Model City.
Hazardous waste would be shipped to a
landfill in Indianapolis, Indiana, where this
type of WVDP waste is currently shipped
for disposal.

T-10

Third, the Coalition is very concerned
that some of the buildings targeted for
removal will be recycled in ways that are
totally inappropriate. Buildings on other
nuclear waste sites have been reused as
classrooms for children. The buildings
may meet the DOE standards for
cleanliness but our children should not
be exposed to a single milligram of
radioactivity beyond what is natural in
the environment.

We have to ask what independent
verifications will be done to insure that
the release or clearance of materials
from the Demonstration Project can
safely be moved to non-nuclear
destinations.

The facilities that are the subject of this EA
would be demolished and the resulting
waste would be removed from the site.
None of the buildings or facilities would be
reused.

And again, we expect some of the
buildings slated for removal will have
value during the next phase of
decontamination and decommissioning.

As noted above, based on a comprehensive
review, the Department confirmed that the
36 facilities that remain within the scope of
the EA are not now and/or would not be
needed in the future under any potential

D-38




Final EA — Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Certain Facilities at WVDP

Commenter /

Comment
Number Comment DOE Response
WVDP closure scenario. DOE did
determine that six structures (plus one of the
two Waste Tank Farm training platforms)
originally proposed for demolition and
removal could be needed under future
decommissioning and/or closure scenarios
or to address currently unresolved needs
and, for that reason, has eliminated those
buildings from the scope of the final EA.
They will be included in the
Decommissioning EIS.
T-12 We will not be satisfied until we see DOE has complied, and continues to
DOE documents that reflect respect for | comply, with the Stipulation. The
the Coalition, a sound understanding of | Department also continues to focus on long-
the problems associated with the term solutions at the WVDP and on the
Demonstration Project and long-term completion of the Decommissioning and/or
solutions that work for the people and Long-Term Stewardship EIS.
geology of the natural environment of
Western New York.
T-13 As a spokesperson for the Coalition on Thank you for your comment.
West Valley Nuclear Wastes, |
strenuously object to the draft
Environmental Assessment before us.
T-14 [ urge you to scrap this document along | Thank you for your comment. Regardless of

with others that do not call for a real
cleanup of the West Valley site. Thank
you for this opportunity to share my
views.

DOE’s decision with respect to the proposed
demolition and removal of unneeded
facilities, the Department will continue to
focus on the completion of the
Decommissioning EIS.
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60¢|

NYSERDA Lommenl\ on the

Drath Envieonmeniad Assassment for the De . Demolition, and Removal of Yarious

2,

Fa

ilities ut the West Valley Demonstration I‘m;m {DOE/EA-1552),
dated June 16, 2006

Decommissioning Assumptions are Needed

As NYSERDA has previously stated, we suppont DOE's effon to romove facilitics that arc
tw longer needed 10 complete the WVDP Act. The favilivics thar are needed (o support
WYDP completion, (ic. facilitiee that are needed to support decomamination and
decommissioning and/or storage and transportutivn of thee HE W cunisters) shoutd be retained
until these activitics are completed. DOE has not, however, provided a publically available
document, that would explain why the buildings that are still currently in use will no longer
beneeded o complete mmlcm ntation of the WVDP Act A publically available description
of DOE’s assumpti dec {oning and closure actions wonld hotp reviewers
of this EA understand w! I\v DO betieves the Iumuon\ served by these 42 huxldh\p are no
lm\gu needed and/or how these functions will be replaced during site d i
J.(.ll\'lll:ﬁ.

Somg l,A l}mldmn and_Stuctres are Still Needed 0 Suprort Decomy nissioning

Allgrpatives

The description of the 42 buildings and other structures at the WVDP that are the subject of
this Environmental Assemvsment (EAY as “unneeded and unused” is not entirely accurate.
White Footote: T on Page 1 of the draft EA acknowledges that some of the buildings are
currently used (o sture low-tevel radivactive waste and Table 2 describves in gencral temis
how functions served by certain of the EA buildings and structures will be replaced, the EA
appears to lack o thoughtful consideration of the nees of removing certain tacilities
or cambinations of teitities priov(e selecting wnd’or completing implementation of a WVDP
decommissioning altemative. NYSERDA docs not believe that xtmoval of venain facilities
ur the lemoval uf certain hinations of facylities can be ind denily justified trom the
actions that are cumently within the scope of the Dc\emmmmmug andfor Long-Term
Stewardship BIS. In addition. the “replacement impacts.” which were to have been
addressed in the KA for any function that would still be required (see DOE Rexponse t
NYSERDA Comment #1. 1/406) are not included in this draft EA. Comments 3 thrnugh
7 presenr specific examples of NYSERDA'S concemn.

FLPSML; Page 1ol g
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Comment Number: 0001 (continued)

006

Radioactive Waste Storage Capacity is Stiif Needed

Footote 1 on Page 1 of the EA acknowledges that some of the 42 buildings that are the
subject of this EA are ctuvently being Gsed to stote Jow -leved waste (1 of the 42 buildings
included inthis BA are curently used 10 store fow-fevel witste and/on are permitted o store
low-fevel mived waste) and further stites that when shipments of the wasie mventory
cosered by the WVDP Wisie Management EIS Record ot Decision (RODY L are complete.
the butldings wilt be eopty and ready for decontamination {if needed), demwlition. and
remeval from the WVDP site,”™ The footnote seems to imply that there is no future need for
low-fevel sadioactive wiste storage capacity once the current low-level waste inventory is
shipped off-site and/or the WM EIS ROD s folly implemented.  In addition, Table 2
Facility Functions w be Replaced. does not identify low-tevel waste stotage as s (unetion
that peeds to be replaced. NYSERDA belicves that future decommissioning actions will
continue 10 generate Jow level waste and that this waste will need 10 be stored in preparation
for oft-site shipment. This belief is supported by the information in Table 2- 1. Comparison
af Waste Generation Unider the Different Afrernatives, of the Predecisional Draft of the
Decommissioning andéoc Long-Term Stewardship EIS which present’s estimates of the
amount of radivactive low-level waste that will be generated under he different
decomunissioning altermatives, The fow-level wuste peneration estimates for the various
Deconunissioning EIS alternatives range from 27,000 cabic meters under Alieruative 3 o
1700000 cubic metees under Alernative 1. In addition to removing all the low-level
nudioactive waste storage sreus. (his also proposes to rernove afl other buitdings that
could potentialty be used to replace this function, excluding the Main Process Building. the
Vitritication Facitity, and the RHWF. Duc to the difficulty of moving wastes in and out of
these buildings as well as u much greater potential for dose and contamination concems,
these buildings should not be used as the primary low-level waste storage facifities, Any
assumptions that DOE will ship radioactive wastes as they are generated, without some
period of storage prior te shipment. are not supported by DOE's recent actions (i.e.. as DOE
emptied the viwiticaion cell, wastes were not packaged and shipped as they were generated:
instcad additional wasie storage capacity, in the firm of sboveground concrete vaults, were
constructed). NYSERDA urges DOE 10 reconsider the removal of all low-level waste
xn;mgc capacity. Some amount of low fevel waste storage capacity will be needed (o suppornt

of future d ioning actions and some portion of the existing low.
te \d waste storage capacity should be m:mwd W support these future decommissioning
actions,

Sanitary Sewage Facility is Stilf Nveded

Table 2, Facifity I-um Hons io he Replaced. indicates that portable samtary facilities to he
provided by an o jontractor once a4 week would be the replacemient for the sewage
treutment plant. NYSERDA questions the wisdom of closing all existing washiag facilities.
shower fucilities and 1oilet factlities that ase currenily tied into the sewage treatinent plant.
QSHA has specific sanitation requi s which are applicable o permanent places of
employmentisee 29 CFR 1910 1317 such as the WVDP. The OSHA regalutions require that
six water closets, which are defined a8 tofler fixwres that is ffushed with water, be
mantuned for every THE w 150 coplovees with one additional fixtere requised for cach
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additional 30 cmployees, The mumber of warkers estimated to be peeded for the various
Decommssioning EIS alternatives samges from 157 10 467 which means that 7 10 15 water
closets would need 10 be maimained on-site i ali these amployees were focated at the site,
QSHA also requises that favatories with bot and cold running waier be made aviddable jv al
permanent places of emplovinent. Regardless, ranning water is also needed for eye wash
stanions and decontaminativn showering: NYSERDA i aware that the existing sewage
treatment pland may be oversized for the size of the curvent work foree ind thas nu
function as well as it shoukd, but why would the WD efect (o reptace adl the ex
sanifation fucilifics with portable units instemd of just cominuing 1o use a contrited transport 1-4
and disposal service 0 hulk ship the sewape off-site, as is done now? In addition, there is

Ao assessment or discussion of the replacemen impacts.

5 Wurchause Capacity is Stll Nesded

There are three warchouses on the site that have been used by the WVDP (i the Old
Warehouse. the Bulk Storage Wurchouse and the New Wirehouse) and alt three are proposed

for iemoval, Table 2, Facility Functiony 1o be Replaced. indicates that the warehonse

function will be replaced by renting ov otherwise asing other locally available warchouse

capacity.  NYSERDA guestions the merit of removing afl three warchousex and would

propose that DOE retain the Jargest sod sewest warehouse located on the Project Premises

to support fure decomumissioning activities.  In addiion. there is nu assessment of 1-5
dixcussion of replacement impacts {e.g.. rental costs, el use and employee hours to

transport matenials (0 and from an off-site winehouse, cte.).

&, One WTF Training Platforn) Should Be Retned

NYSERDA helieves that one of the two WTF Training Platforms should by retained to
facilitate mockups of the instailation und removal of equipment from the HLW (aniks,
Additional cquiproens, such ay the ‘/,coli}c columns or tank puraps may soeed o be temoved 1-6
from the tanks.  Additional equig such as Ming i or waste removal -
equipment may need 10 be pat in the tanks, One of the WTF

retained to facililate proper plunning of this important work.

training platfonms should he

7. “Maintenanee-Type Facititios Will Still -cA Negsed

NYSERDA believes that one or more “maintenance-type” facilities (c.p. Fab Shop.
Maintenance Shop, Test and Storage Building, Vehicle Repair Shop, MSM Repair Shopy

should be retained 1o support future site decomnissioning activities. Radiological and non-
radinlogical equipment will still need v be maintained, modified, miocked-up. e dusing 1-7
dec nanon and issioning activities that wre within the seope of the
Deconuuissioning FIS. NYSERDA urg'c\ DOE w retain obe or more of the existing
“mantepance-type” facifities 1o fulfil] this fanure need.

PLENendiidd oig Page Tard
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b8 Page 7, Table I, Bulk Storage Warchouse - A waste votmne estiie for the Bulk Stoge
Warchouse iBSW appens 10 be missing from the table, The onby waste vohune estimared
for the BSW is the vahe saociatod wigh the conesete slabh Shanddo’ran estinited volune 1-8
of industrial waste be associated with the boilding?

9. Page 7. Table | Equalization Tank + A waste volume estimane Tor the Equalizanion Tnnk} 1.9
appears 1o be missing from the wble, h

0. Page 2. Tabke | Live Range - Based on the WVDF use of this arca and the eapected
hazardous waste contumination, why hasa’t the Tive fire range been dectared and ansessed 1-10
as a SWMUU under the RCRA 300S8¢h) Consent Qrder?

L. Page 7. Table 1, Old Sewage Treaunent Plant - The old sewnge trestment plant is known w "
have received radivlogicatly comaminated figuids from the Process Plam und i curenily
posted as a radiologically contaminated area, If DOE intends to remove this slab, bow docs
DOE plun to address contaminated soils?  What cleanup standard will be applicd w
determine when enough adiotogical soil has been removed? A predetennined exhumation &

1-11

depth or volume of soil is not an aceeprable way o demonsirate adeyunte cleanup,
NYSERDA does not want clean 1ill placed over contaminated soil in thi aren of the sewige
weatment plant or any other area of the site. This practice will lemt 10 the generation of
additional contaminated »>oil vohumes and may lead to the losy of instituliona) knowledge of
the presence of subsurface contamination. NYSERDA requests that contatninated soil i
contantipated surface features be completely characierized and/or remedisted so they ac not
left 1o be “rediscovered” m some pont in the e,

12 Appendix B, WVDP Facitity Map and Facility Name Crosswalk - The facility name
crosswatk table may lead 1o significant confision and misunderstanding because it inchudes
all of the site facilities, as opposed (o just the EA facilities.  In addition, the tollowing
acronyms are not defined and references of citsions o the relevant documens are not } 1.12
provided: “GOAT.” “SAR.”™ “ORPS" and "SUMP.™ Also, it is unclearit the RCRA column
was intended 1o list only the RCRA HWMUs or the RCRA HWMUs and RCRA SWMUS,
Lither way, the RCRA culumn is incomplete.
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TOWN OF ASHFORD ¢ masr
P.0. BOX 306 Cuh

WEST VALLEY, NEW YORK 14171
WILLIAM T. KING SUPERVISOR

COUNCILMAN JOHN N. SELTZER TOWN CLERK
CHRISTOPHER C. GERWITZ  RICHARD R. PRESTON & R!CHARD L. NEUMANN, Jr. JUSTICE
CHARLES B. DAVIS NNTE FRANK TAX COLLECTOR

JOHN A, PFBFFEK WILLIAM NELLIS ASSESSOR

BEVERLY R, HES: TIM A. ENGELS KIGHWAY SUPERINTENDE®
Community Center 1!6942-6016 Fax 716-542-3957 Town Garago 716-542-3243 ashfcrdwy@yahoo.cof

Bryan C. Rower, Director July 17, 2006
U.S. Department of Energy

West Valley Demonstration Project

10282 Rock Springs Road

West Vallcy, NY 141171-9799

Dear Mr, Bower:

is on Drufl Envi 4 for

of Various Facilitics at the West Valley
l)cmonsuuuon Project (DOE/EA-1552 June 26, 2006,

t. The Town of Ashford is in p with the 12 made by
NYSERDA, June 30, 2006, Weure an concerned with how the DOE will answer the
NYSERDA comments und want 10 be keep up 10 dite on the answers o the 2-1
Comments. W also nequest a time {rame (o allow for agreement or disagresment.

*»

We find that your reference to future use of off site local warehouses, il needed, is

anuther possibdility for aceidents and mare of a threat to our health 2nd safety, We

Strongly urge that uny possibie building that could be used for any fisture

Demonstration projects or any UNPORESEEN reasons must be left and maintajoed. 2.2
‘The EA does not include a tist of where these actual suitable warchouses are or what
‘Inay bave 0 be stored.

w

. We strongly urge that research be done on the small school house dat appears o e~
outside of the actual area where the anticipated reduction of building foot print is
Jucated. This is the only surviving building that the town has from the eriginal ke
aver. We feel that seatimental eftects and historica) vajues must be considered before 2-3
it is demolished. It certainty hus nothing to do with the removal of radicactivity. The
same goes [or the demotishing ot many oflhe buildings, 42 10 the uctwal reduction of
the real problem.

&

. As the local community to which the federal governnwent {208} has always siated they } 2.4

M2 74

Comment Number: 0002 (continued)

Rave beeu friendly with, we aic very disiprointad tat we have not tee or a feast
sonsidered tu be contgaed € & syudy to the clitinsion of wenatn suppost
projeciy, Including dhe sewer gtenn, water supply svstens, und cesttin kb,

} 2-4 cont'd

w

. \ru- s l‘g‘. Lxcad mmmumw Lo Sery c«'wmcd Wﬂh whart SRR 10 e S spuick
hi

mp-é ad pot ary hent rcmma! of approxinrasely 8O g
They witre movest w0 praparty within Zhe Tows witd
stivss of the focal Town Liw and Osdinance,

‘.mwd By o
wltice tailers fic
Pereits aad et vi

25

6. The Environmental ASSsmont s 601 el sbout what we food Iuporunt. Jssues stach
s vt reud fmpasts 1o our hocal health safety and sconowy! (o} Futiee mengtorisg of
Bl wofustecrs, withih o specificd perimter, t have physivals done asd recordad £by
santuvsing ¥ wite bt within the iromertiae arcs of Cocks, Siviagy, endergrounit .
watey vappiios, wildife, woaded sreas and alr, These e examples we feed tis EA 2-6
s ovesfooied. The e tat aur peaple s9 Hive in the area and The tights o Jovat
pratectiun of beulth, sty and ceenoroy e equal 10 all who live withiss e
United Sigtey, is wery i:upuﬂauu 0 us,

u

L Mesa effiver past be puton sotied retoval of eay dikd all vencaninants Gom iy site.

Yhiv BA wgpest thas by raduing & footprint we aee Waklog care « el problems, 2-7
~
s TN,
Wittig !
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Comment Number: 0003

£

UNITED STAYES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
VIASHINGTOM, D.C, 756550001

0003

RECEIVED

July 27, 2956
JUL 27 088
Bryan C. Bowsr, Diroetor
U.S, Department of Encrgy
West Valluy Rermnonstration Project
10282 Kook Springs Foad
Wost Valizy, NY 14171-979%

SUBJECT: NRU COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE
DECONTAMINATION, DEMOLITION, AND REMOVAL OF VARIOUS FACILITIES
AT THE WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (DCIVEA-1552), DATEDR
JUNE 26, 2006

Dear Mr. Sower:

The U.S. Nuciear Regutatory Commission {(NRC) has conducted & programmatic review of the
subject document and offers the enciesed commente 10 the U.S. Capartment ¢f Energy (DOE)
for considesation,

NRC supports DOE's timely siforts o decontaminate, dismantie, pnd remove faciities that are
o longer needed. Wo recognize that the faailitics sublect to the Environmental Assessment
e either fren of aadiclogical contamination or conamination is lmited In extent and's amount
and they arc from: tho fackities 10 bo ovak in tha "Ervitenmentat fmpact

8 1t for Decommissioning andor Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley
Demenstraton Projet and Westem New York Nuctear Senvice Canter” currantiy under
dovainpment,

i yos have any o+t g the anc . please contoct Chad Glenn of my
staff a1 (301) 415.8722. N

Sinr}uatyq

Al o

Keith 1, McConnell, Deputy Director

Division of Waste Mansgement
ang Enviroamental Protection

Office of Nuctesr Materiaks Satety
ant Sateguerds

Comment Number: 0003 (continued)

FASETTIRRE VY

8. C. Bowar 2

fongra

Enctosura: NRCG Corments on the Deasft Enviconmantat A

for the D wnton,

Demolition, and Removal of Varicus Faciities st the Wes: Valioy Damonstzation

Project (DOEEA-1552), Dated June 26, 2006

oo L Arengirong, Seneca Nation of ingians
P. Giarsing, USEPA
$. Mammond, NYSDEC
P, Plciuio, NYSERDA
A Satamn-Altle, NYSDOH

0003
RECEIVED
Jue 272006

1022 — v [0Ul

DULUD,
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Comment Number: 0003 (continued)

ST 1Y -

&0

NRC Commants on tho Draft i | for the O
Oemolition, and Removal of Varlous Facilities at ihe West Valiey Demonstration Prulect

1. Dismantioment of Wasit Vallzy Demonsteution Proleet Fagilities

During tha peried that the U.S. Departrment of Energy (DOE) has axclusive use and possession

of the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) farllmcs. it should ensure that prov's'ons 31
axist tor the contined monitoring and sur of site activities, and that facit Y =
for site decommissioning ate retained,

2. GlepouRr Leyale for Deafi Environmenial Assessment, {EA) and Decommissioning

Seution 1.1 of the dratt Environmemn! Assessmant (EA) statos thal DOE proposes to demolish

and remove 42 ur d and unuacd buiklings and othor at the WVDP, DOE would
decontaminate any facilities as needed, and the various wastes resulting from decontumnabon
and dermolition would be transported off-site for dis| at i ! or DOE
dispusyl facilitivs, DOE shoutd be mindful that ck p lovels 3 fur Jialion under
tho druft !:A may be differcnt from those ed (or site . Th , any
ducor tacitities or Suils that are not removed prior 1o sxte

dacommissioning may be subject 1o further remediation based on clcanup levals established tor 3.2
&ite dacommissioning. Further, clean soils placed aver such areas may need o0 ba exhumed
wotentlally rasulting in the goneration of additional waste.

3. Banofit o Budiation Suveyxte Supoog, Subsaquent Decommissioning.

Appandix A of the dratt EA describas ench of tha 42 faniliti d-provides genaral infe
an whether the particular lacility is radiolngically comtaminated. th lhu discussion of the
proposed agtion {(Soctian 2.1, page 15), the dratt A mdmnm. that Dot: would por!urm

radiation surveys/sampling before and a’ter to ot ize radiation

lovats. DOE should also consider |ho polamlal bmam of this type of information to sypport ‘l

sub ] ct {e.g., site , ¢t asion

surveys, ond finat amlus surveys) Il survey and samnpling actvities under this £A ¢an be us 3-3
‘ n:puml Lo} Q . thay should be designed with that bem.ln in j

m

0003
RECEIVED
Jui 27 2008

Enclosurg

TUTAL P

Comment Number: 0004

Page 1of 3
Sonja AHen - July 29, 2006 Comments on DOEAA-1552 Dralt EA on West Vubiey

[
_F'rum: "I)mm‘ A RECE ED
JUL 23 2005

TOD Bryan C Bower, Catherine Bohaa, Soiga Allen
West Vailey Bomonstrtion Project

LS Dept of Energy

HE2RZ Rock Springs Roed

West Valley NY 14171

ts e drafd BA DOY
LIoups Or

Attached and pastad below are vommen

frem our ovganizations. 1 yon newd fursher
infomuation please eorgact the signatory

Dieme W'Asrigo, NIRS, dimediinits.ong Jot-270-6477x 16,

Public Comments on

Environmental Assessment for
the Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Various Fucilities at the
Waest Valley Demonstration Project
DOE/EA-1352
draft June 26, 2006

US Department of Energy (DOE) West Vallev Area Office West Vallev, NY

Comments of?
« Center for Health, Environment and dustice (CHEDN
« Citizens Environmental Coalition (C
» Concerned Citizens of Cattaraugus County (CCCC)

SCGW OG0T TR0
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Comment Number: 0004 (continued)

& Varley

" RECEIVED

From:

To:

Date:

Subject; 208 Connrpenis oo QOB AIRSR Trall B4 or Wept Vatey
Oiare,

Y2V GOt 3 B0 RBIVEL SO Sigh Tom g,
Tranks,
~Gaey

Ciare [VAr1igo wrsie

> TC: finyan O Bawer, Cathering Babarn,

v

» Wagt Vallsy Damensirativn Proen

v

OB Lot of Erergy

10262 Regk Barings Raad

> West Vahey 8y 1Tt
=

> Atacnast and pastesd delow are <
» o prganizabons i yeu ned Luthe
> §igHANeHy Q0SS O

»

» Biane O'frngy, NS, 4é
> J03-2T0-G47Tx 18,

S B MBI < By

E
~ Phs Commants oo

HMENSE AVBEdTmE

> Epwir
>

» the De 3
> fhe Waest Vatiey Dersonstration £

s Faginties a

> DOEEANI G5
> Deaft dune 28, 008
»

= UG Copdriment of Bnorgy {DO) West Valiey Assa O
N

» Qoenmants of

>

>« Conter o Haalh, Enwronmen and Justos {0

West Vadey, NY

>« Cuizens Saviroe

» « oncemes Citirens of Catmauy a1y 1 CCEG)
-

>« Kusheae information and Resource Serdce (NIRS;

JUL 29 2008

A
L LI’

Comment Number: 0004 (continued)

COOL

RECEIVED

Public Comments on JUL 2 9 1006
Environmental Assessment for
the Decontamination, Demolition, and Removal of Various
Facilities at the West Valley Demonstration Project
DOEAIA-1352
Draft June 26, 2006

US Department of Energy (DOE) West Valley Area Oltice
West Valley, NY

Comments of:
« Center for Health, Environment and Justice (CHED)
» Citizens Environmental Coalition (CEC)
+ Concerned Citizens of Cattaraugus County (CCCC)
+ Nuclear Information and Resource Serviee (NIRS)

July 29, 2006

JdAAM 1D S2UIID. SNOLIDA JO [DACWIY pup UOIJOUIa(] ‘UONDUIUDIUOIZ(] — P [oul]




Comment Number: 0004 (continued) Comment Number: 0004 (continued)

gooy St
RECE]":‘ED RECEIVE
JUL 2 9 2008 Jul 29 2006

Fhe elaim i mude that the 47 st tares 1o be rempval sne aatasd will i e -~
ireediod it the site, bat that b Bghly gaestinnable as NYSERDA s commuents daail. 4.2 contd

This Envirenmental Assessment (EA) DOEEA-I3S2, wan pre
environmental impacts of removing 42 structures trom the West
waste site including an estimated 50 curies or $0.000 millicuries of radioactivity SPREADING RADIGACTIVITY FROM THE SITE
be sent to various locations over the next 4 vears. Sume of the materiai is )
radioactive wastet some is being dutermined by instiwtional knowicdge or by O of' the st sliftiestt sd eaponsive pridbles
survey to he clean enough to go to destinations that are not designed or licensed the detection ami i

ed o the
Hey nuclear

with msnrile 1
evel of ¢

o Sinee e b arosale

tor radivactive materials, it is pradent to miniptie upnocssry dispersal and sproasiiry
smaterind aod contmminstion. DOE an the faderad Jovel, bas dotorentaed unilutendly
OPPOSE SEGMENTATION and againgt the mponity of gifvened public conment and sther industries”
comment, that som sk of radiactivigy van b rele < d rom

. it ary o W s % o gidirig PO VILY uomtots it oy eby i
aes the spirit and the fetier \ repidatery _u!xusuf, ‘l 1 ss'spmulx. mhwmim) (voatniney ot Waels tha
EPAY. The combined are exparsive ol u.)‘u-,urmmamg W <4} it the ;,uH..‘ SR (i \h."
shasvd eovironmmenl, i orbes to more chiaply pot oid of i sty

Y8 B h
sadivactive materials and wasies. This has been chaliengod ropeatediy by the
public ond sfucrad indesites thar coutd ond wpy adth puclear mstosials i shalr

Segnenting ov splitting off a puition of the cleanup vi
of the Tasw, the Nutional Environmental Poficy Act 3
impacts of the fult cleanup planned and required for this facility shonld be
considered prior w approving disposal of debris from these 42 structures.

e

5 N . T fIrvIew,
W oppaose the continued segmentation of' the Envi ! impaet Staement on
the cleanup and final disposition of the West Vailey nuclear waste stie. We > 41 This A sbmply roters to 19 CEFR §33 a5 the reterence for refeasing ntat: w
appused the splitting of the coriginat Environmental Impact Statement inte two unregulatod disposat o1 vante B cegulation b S Oweupations) Redlation
separate provesses. (This is still being chullenged in court.y The Departient of Prowetion and iy not fvused on pudlic pratestion sor shouid it b ased 1o ulfow
Encrgy faits 1o muke a case for the uddisional separation uf this getivity from the suclesy maerials o got out o the public,
| engoing environmental analysis being done. We advouate and support the full
| o] cleamip of the West Valley site but both federal law and common sense require Uhe nurbiess tay are presutiably beiug ased rons DOES regulad ;7 4.3
A that the cleanup be done comprehensively taking ine consideration the full PR 833 : fo b thessan s ‘)L ; i *"}?‘“»‘f{‘ 1934 ’?
< impacty of the activns, not addressing cach piccemenl. J Comission gitidante (Regulatory CRAGE 1.36) which was anginally avited 1o
Femusve resteietions from sadiation sreis in reactons, The capasines fron those
. - . I VT INTE, TION . re tevels conld enveed what the public neeeps and the pudlic would have s waming
INADEQUATE, INCORRECT INFORMATION and ANALYSIS or opponuniny o alfeu. Thise cuﬂ‘.uts:in’:nix»n lc\‘cztsp\\:mt sust i )
. ) N R . alowable contendnation for everyday consanser girxads with which mentbers of the
Funthermore, there is not eniugh informumtan provided in this docament o 3\ PuBHE Cnn2 B PN SRR e TOr Telelde uf tuclei eontinni
determine the impact of removal of some facilities as they could be needed tor s regaker ash o mived wiste 1o 3ites with Bazacdons-ondy permite, Ui
maintenance and clennup depending on future seenarios. This is an exaniple of the equipme ather matertals from the s are seot off, with no lbellug o
conscquences of unnevessary amd iftegal segmentation of eavironmentul decisions, ingfication that thay were ot this Site, they eovtdenid up anywhere, I nmtegints

Removing buildings and roads gives the illusion of clusure 1o the site cleanup fomn the site go I pecycling, divetty nr indivectly fiv averngig ae landsiib,
when the reafity is that no Jinal decisions have been made on what activities wilf e ek frono than with rsided fovels of canirmiagson 17 ey

| take plice and what tacilities might still be needed tur long wem clemp and 55 of which lak, iy coul a e feachase
stewardship. DOE states in the EA that services of structures heing removed can 4-2 eerbiating the exisiing problous.'f il

 radiaion and hasurdous pugerield Reaking wigetur can b mose than

be provided by oftsite facilitics but provides no anatysis of how mach " f 4
but sy nergistically grenter. This poetential finps

radivactivity would be spread into the community and to other oftiite oeations by
those activities, 1t full or partial exhumation of the site is carried g, suine of' the
sienctures cowld stilt be needed. Even i it made sense to pursue this portion of the
work independendy, the aliematives w and conseguences of removal of some
structures have not been fully explored to justify a Fisding o' No Signiiicant g
[mpact. J

ot f e evens mnstioned o

e FAL
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Comment Number: 0004 (continued)

5% $his
SEHS

sofnd waste §
IR gelion, NYs e i

the openger’s Hykied Landtifl ¢

CHy iy Lewision,

red e

Serviees iy Indlanspohs, Ind o cfene from the £ s anahyps
e dooe oF Bre RN, The het that waste from the Waest Vi LEEEN
afready wissse going o those s oy m moan 1 pegept

substantial additonal satesial o g theee Iy S0t B rdioes questh fuant the
sdequacy Of those sites i fout § vt Viadiey, !

"

B B g0 Tl 3
wasde appears o v the puebdic anpectatons that seciy ol
Isolated ot tar eavirenment.

D5 it 2rd not reys

We oppore e deregulat
swaterials to anregal

processing that fends s enreguisted redense and dlapessal o
- . i
Degzar s atiowing y N
powntatty mdiosstive materks posesiad; o etal W e j 4-3 cont'd

sebmnseid oneleascd as &

W
suppasid W g0 o comeraial reeyviing,
paciear aboyt the i ious heing ¥
and what :

R SS RN
o paBlowcties

ween whist
i hote miueh SNt CREA
acardoas {nem-rrliarotive  waste fasiiiy
waiy, W b sent {0 roeyvl
o438 st Indudieial marerinds

whatt Can o s estion for rease in

and subsegrons fibriciivn Into sonsumer

A shear waukress 10 the BOE < nu “efomrises’ sebienwe i onvereredumee o
~institutional Muwledge™ for wh 30 s fH Hesy
radioactevity o huzandouns maedals varsus that whinh
Instinniorisl MOmOry Y Serve SORI [urN wiind uyton sions
For chearing maseris ar $3es sinee sult ol mid mr one inows ot
the exposures shat materials have cneostercd, espeefnlly ofd sirocturey und
Bazveys are fabasions ved potentially expensive. When i Souby, et
st sl Keep thos santradiod

ioris

i sonhimt

CONCERN FOR WORKER PROTECTION

struvities il ve E
WrReT CKSRITS, j

Comment Number: 0004 (continued)

aiu
RECEIVE
SION JUL 29 2006

CONCL.

DOE shoutd incorparate all aspects of site cleanup into one comprehensive plan

which prevents miclear materials from being decegubated and tremed o non-

radioactive, DOE should not send any potentindly radivactive materials 10 sites that

du not have radioactive beenses amdfor contrds, DOE a1 West Valley should be 4-5
more rmsparent about how decistons are being miade that release materiads and

structares (rem radiceion and hazardaws contral,

Diane D' Arrigo
Nuclear Information und Resouree Service
3012706477 x 16

e

Brian Hillery

Titizens Environmental Coalition

T16-8BS-6848
e o

C.OrE

Anne Rabe
Center for Healtls, Environment and Justice
518-7324

iary Ahraham
cermed Citizens of Cattaraugus County
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Comment Number: 0005

Som Aten - Puble Commaents DOBIEA. 1552

From: JHanvsater weham@hutinet net>

To: Sonya Alleh <50N:a MenTWVNICo Loms
Date: TIINGS $:25 31 PWY

Subject: Pupke Gorients GUEEA-1582

Sonya,

| iave attachad the somamenis from ihe Condtion on West
Valtey Nuciest

\Wasies

D¢ you peedrenurt & s:gnod copy? 1 s, i wiiakend o
thotin the
B OGUDIO Of HdvD,

Thank yo:

100 the pppGrumly

Joanne Hametstor

o0y
RECEIVED

Jua 29 Wit

Comment Number: 0005 (continued)

Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes
PO Bax 603
Springville NY 14141

1S, Depatment of Energy
West Valtey srea Onice JuLzs e
West Vallgy, New Yurk

Via Eimail 10 Sonva Allen

Public Comments on O]
Juty 29, 200
fA nt for the De imation, Demotition and Renwval
rifities at the West Vatley Demonstrstion Project, dated June 26, 2066,

The Coalition on West Valles
dssessinent for the Decontam
the West Valley Demsnstretion Pro,

disagrees with the Zvast Erivi
emolitfan and Redwival of Variots Favdl.
L June 28, 2006,

The Coalizien comnsends the Departracnt of Encrgy (DOE) for the exciting development
of borosilicate glass technology and sees the potential 1or the DOE 16 develop ather
exCHInNg technaol, that wit! aid in the comuinment and storage ol nuclent wiastes s
West Valley and othee nuclear waste shes.

However. the Coalition does nit
that we balieve has oo legisimac
Enviromnental Assessment (£,
i al fimpact §

While we do not agree or disagree with all th
i nddor aiternatives rightly belong in the E1$
v this Draft EA were included in the 1999

1w directions. The C
A process. The Dr:
disrepard for the spirit and intent of
that parts.of th vovered in the 1996 Dt EIS sudidenty o longer nced 1o be
covered hy sy BIS. which is an erroneous ussumpsion cleardy evident i this dralt

Yet another reason for the C
actions lald out in the draft

000
RECEIVEE

06

o

> 5-1

5-2

L.v._)\
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Comment Number: 0005 (continued)

/" $-2 cont'd

<t e cost of mainteninse of the subciares bt que

e this dove:

L sepenn s NG Acnion”

NS
L

RECEIVE
JUL 29 2088

Comment Number: 0006

OOtk

RECEIVED
JUL 2 9 2006

guvi

ERAI

WEST VALLEY CITIZEN TASK FORCE

July 28, 2006

Bryan C. Bower, Director

Waest Vatley Demonstration Project
3.8, Departinent of Energy

2 Rock Springs Road

West Valley, New York 13171.9798

RE: vireamenial dssessmeat for the Decontaminadion, Demolition. and Removatl of Varians

t the West Valiey Demonstration Prajecr (Draft BA), DOIFEA-1552, dated June 26, 2006
Pear Mr. Bower:
The West Valiey Citizen Task Force (CTF) apprecintes this opportunity to comment on the subject

document. We also thank the U.8. Department of Energy (BOE) for the recent extension of the public comment
deadtine on the Draft EA.

Qur main concern s that the Draft BA does not meet the requirements of tederad tuw such as the Nationut
Enviromnental Pulicy Act {NEPA) and the Oceupational Satety and Health Act (OSHA).

‘The Draft EAL by allowing premature remaval oF buildings and other tacilities that wonld be needed to
carry out cenain alicmatives in the Docommissioning and:or Long-Term Stewaridship Environmenial Impuct
Statement (Decommissioning EIS), would prejudice the e of the Decommi ing EIS nnd therehy
vialdte NEPA. Inour view, this is a very tundamental problem. On page 4 of'the Diatt EA, DOE suggusts that
the Draft EA is compatible with the D issioning EIS because ©1 would not affect whether the
decommissioning eriteria for the site could be met by any of the EIS altemnatives. We disagree. Premature
removal of buildings and other facitities under the Draft EA would not entirely prevent any alternative from
being carried out, but it would bias the costs, In effect, it would be an irretrievable commitmen of resourees.
The concem is that some of these same Bacilities would need to he rebuilt or replaced w achicve certain
alternatives. The eosts ot rebuilding orreplacement would prejudice the Decommissioning EIS and thus vialate
NEPA.

The June 30, 2006, comment letter from the New York State Energy Research und Development
Authority INYSERDA) provides examples of fucilities proposed for removal that would nead to be rebuittor
repluced to achieve cenain decommissioning alternatives, Such facilitics include waste storuge struciures,
wareh capacity, mai ce tucilities, and training platforms for installing/retmoving equipment in tnks,
The NYSERDA fetter also indicates that the proposed removal of wilet, shisver, and washing facilities may
viotate QOSHA. NYSERDA points out that the Draft EA fails o idemtify the “veplacement impacty™ of sane of’

WYCTF & g Matinda Holtand # Hulland & Associste? @ 31 Bessie Lane ¢ Columbus, )

AT ¢ (RIDSTTANEY

6-1

wosa( — v [vul]

DuUD,

1]

JAAM 1D S2UIID.| SNOLIDA JO [DAOWBY pUD ‘UOIIOWI(] ‘U0




1s-d

Comment Number: 0006 (continued)

RECEIVED

Mr, Bryan C Hower

Dy 27, 2006 JUL 79 2008
Pukc of2 [elel ot in

these promature renioval
vuteeme of the Decemnus

Weagree and also radse the relote
miny RS

Since we have not yet seen dratts of the Decommissioning EIS, we cannot say how farge a wark foree
winhd be needed o carry outany o its altermatives, However, based on 1990, it i reasanable
to assunre that some of the decommissioning alicmatives would requize a much larger wink firee tun is
currenmily amployed on the site. For these aliernatives, some workers with likety be handli S i Storage
structures while others will be handling equi ipmint inwarchou ervicing equipment inmaintenance riciities
and training Inr(unhu waste mnuul activities. AR such workers will need adequate sanitary facilitics, l’nnl
the Deconm ot the necessary work force has been identitied, DOE should
take no steps to remove tiilities lh.n this work torce would need for its variuus decommissioning tasks .

Wi

k DOE w withdraw the Dratl £ and 1o focus instead on completion of the Decomymissioning FIS,
Sincerely,
@‘L‘”L c/\;lr\___——J

§

Raymond C. Vaughun
Ou Behalt of the West Valley Citizen Tusk Force

IS8 Samuet W, Bodman. Secretury of the .8, DOE

James A, Rispoli, Assistant Seoretary for Environmental Masagement at DOE
Bryan €. Bower, DOE Director/West Valley Demonstration Project

.8, Senator Hillary R, Clinton

ULS. Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Represeative Brian M. Higyins

U.S. Represeatative John R, Kuhi, fr.

U.S. Representative Thomas M. Reynolds

U.S. Rep ive Lauise M. Slaugh

New York Sue Governor, George 13 Paaki

Peter R, Smiith, President, New York State Energy Research and Development Authority
Paul L. Piciule, Ph.1., Dircctor/West Vatley Site Managemen Program. NYSERDA
Catharine M, Young. New York State Senate

Joseph Giglio, New York State Assembly

Puul Gianlina, U.S. Eovironmental Protection Ageney

Jeanette Eng, GBS, finvirommental Protection Agency

Chad Glenn, 11.S. Nudlear Regultory Commission

Tim Rice, New York State Department of Environniental Conservation

Put Concanson, New' York State Departinent of Envinamental Conservation

WULTE & ¢o Melinda Holland # Holiand & Atseciates ¢ 3t Hespe Lane ® Colurabag, N IE0I2 & (0 8170808

d concern that these removais would prejadice the
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Comment Number: 0007

New York State Department of Environmentat Conservation
Division of Solid and Hazardous Materials

.Bureau of Wasto & I

625 Broadway, Albany, New Yark 12233-7253

Phone: (518) 402-8579 » FAX: {518) 202-8646

Website: www.dec.state ny.us

Mr. Brian Bower, Director cell
Department of Encrgy

West Valley Demonstration Project
10282 Rock Springs Road . ¢ 408
Wost Valley, NY 14171-9799 Bt

Dear Mr. Bower.

The New York State Department of Lunmmnmml Conservation (the Department) has reviewed
the Draft Eavi 1A for the Dect ion, Demolition, and Removal of Variaus
Facilitics at the West Valiey Demonstration Project, (OOE/EA-1 552} dated June 26, 2006 (the EA). We
would like to express out appreciation for the apportunity o review and comment on this docuinint,

The Departnenat supports the concept of decomtamination and removal of facilities that will no
|un[,cr he necdcd to carry out l\mw\ nof po\\lhlc furu’c .xumlu:\ at lh. site, Hv\wur \\-.(Ixs gree wi ith
ed,”

can not l;\‘ r:.alx v
g has yut to tre chosen Ihmu[,h the Enviromnental Imp‘lu Statement
(H\) process. Of particular umcun 10 the Depariment are the proposed removat of all waste
management and storage fucilities, and the removal of all warchouse, fabrization, sanitary, emeryency
response, and specialized training facBies. Several of these facitities would be best leit i place under
sy scenaric for ongoing work, Depending upon the closure alternative chosen for the site, some or all of
the facilities are likely % be necded t support that wotk,

Encloscd are our detziled comment. We look forward ta receiving the response i eomments
document for this A, 1 yon have any questi ding our please contavt Tim Rice trom
our Radiation Section at (318) 402-8579,

Sincerely,
8

Edwin E. Dagsani
Buareau Director

«c wienc: P. Picinlo, NYSERDA
E. Dassati
B. Youngberg
R. Phancuf’
M. Sheen, Region 7
P. Concannon. Region 9
T. Rice
1. Zeh
L. Winterberger
V. Minocha

Oense M. Shoehan
Commussinnar

RECEIVED
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Comment Number: 0007 (continued)

NYSHEC Comments on DOEEAL1552
Eavironmental Assessment fur the
De inatinn, D fitign, and Removal of Varisus Facilites
at the West Vatley Demunstration Project, June 26, 2006
8206

GENERAL COMMENTS

i With this Frvisonmentad Asseasment {EAY DOE proposes & demotish sod renove 42 sanceeded and
unused huildings snd other stnetares. The NY S Department of B Huent O patic {ihe

Department} supports the convept of removing wineeded facitities. However, we cannin suppart
removal of the wiide sange of facHities listed in this Enviconmental Assessarent. Bepuriment does
st agrse that 11 i appropriate 1o remove ficibides thar cleady Lm'h. Suppos §i

more of the site closare alternatives under consideration,

7-2

wder one of

2 The EA focuses primarily on the endiosctive conaminmtion o the site. There (s some mmention of
hezardous contamination, but it 15 not addressed cansisientdy, This documuent rust abbost fl NEPA
neds. Adoguately addressing hazarious eontarmination wsdes the Resturce Csmservation and Reauve Ty 7.3

Act {RURAY regulations i Title 40 of the Cwde of Federal Regalations {46 CFR) eded do i
NEPA requirements. Please uoie thal. oven though New York Siate is authorieed o wdaninister the
federal RCRA progeant under reguimtions found in Tide 4 of the New York Cade of Rulos and
Regulations (6 NYURR). the fedua! regulations «iilf apply o the facility,

3. DOF is obligated to meet ¢f
Solid Waste Maoagement Uni
engoied at the site.

8 {SWAMLGL rgardless of whether ar not a “No Action™ alicmative is

7-4

sy und Correetive acten sequiremients Yor laterim Statss (15 saits wnd }

None ofthe Bueilites referred to in the BA ay Hazardons Waste Maragement Units {HWMUstare
permitted by Federal or State RCRA prog because the permitiing process b the site has aot been
cnmmmx! The WML bave Interim Status In zecordance with hogh Federsd sad Stare repulation. In }

rader 10 ensipe the tse of consistent tenminoligy tor the repudutors, DOE. NYSERDA, and the puddic,
;\iw su pefer fu hese aniss as Berim Statss or IS waits, 1t should be understons that the ies, and any
subacgquendy penmitted units, see asomatically SWML. Discassion of the closure reguirensenss for th
18 anits should be included in the dovum ont. Adiitionaily, the BA should explain tha the repulitions
comain refevant investigation and i g for the SWilis

7-5

wn

‘ﬂw:* QI STV &’!“| units discussed within the docunent that may be W . The Deparument reguiests
ERAL iin an andfor s on the folbowing units: Bguatica Tind, Expansded
Erwirmmental Laberatiny, Fabrication Shop. Laundry ‘{oum. Master Slave Manipy (VSN Kepais,
New Cooling Tower, anid Ofd Warchouse, Addisionatly, the Live Fire Range is subject to Rl R A
Corsectvie Avtion sogultions. Typl

76

in West Milton, a Sining mage ix trested g5 an Arva of Concern (ADCY However, the sfi’bl;\im:h}ﬁ of
AOC sidorad o SWAMLEL :

is not wsad in corjunction \snh 133::
assessment repn iy souiced fort

- RECEIVED
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Comment Number: 0007 (continued)

6. In the BA the DOE states shat 10will “Perfonm siveys of residuat nidionctiv ity pray 1o sprasiug or
printing a sealant over swrdaces.” and that “epeunding on the smount and level of contapmnativn, jpue:
dentition preparatian coukd include de comival, washing o sipig of stvteees, and apphication of
seatants or fixatives” and “Exeavate contiminated soils ay necessary.” It goes o o cleazly describe the
regulatory requirements for exposires of warkers unid the general public duering cicamp aciions,
including the application of the As Low As Reasenably Achievable IALARAG cancept. However, there
is no dese iption of how DOE will determting when it has reachad aveeptabile fevels of residual
contzmination in these varfous circamsstances, Nor is mention made of what woukd constétate a il
aceeptabie cleanup Jevel, Withow Clear guidence on the need to comply with conseevatively Ciosen
cleanuy fovels, DOR feaves open the potential 1o have w revisit some of these freilities amd ey eut 7-7
additional decontomination work once a site clisioe option i3 chisen and aceeptible cleanup Jevels aee
estbiished. Without thig clear gaidunie the Depantment i surable (0 Sappart a0ions 0 omse
stracnmes wad feave waspeciited tevels of contamination in place.

SPECIFIC COMME?
3 Seetion il The
adidition 1o NEPA,

aw York State Environmental Quality Revi

W ACE{SEQRA)Y shomld be setercneed in }

7-8

ar

Waste Starsge Fectliics In fomaie 10 DOR states i th 154 that yone buillinga are canr
used (o store Jew-foved mdicactive wastes (LLRW sind thit as thase building:

utly being \
s e empiied of stored
wistes, tey woutd he ready tor decontamination, dumotition, and emoval, This decigsion appears w b
Based opan she belier thay fanare stivith e wild ot requite stosge of mare than o small
voluse of LLRW ar any given tie, € {xnsiJcring past Waste managyment priwtives a the Siwesand the
farge seade of potential waste geterting sedvities under same of the potential site closune sheratives, it
i5 Tikely that interim Storage space for LLRW will be noeded during site decommissioning uctivities.

Reduction of sterage nesls is pessible, tn part, theough use of an on-time shipy
o h o waste which is a vast effective npproach that conld
that conditions

-

g (op shigrus you go)

utilived w the extent

sv, However, if alf ar even most LLRW SIS CURICIY were renoved, any

piion in sitipping schedules would resultin short wrm defays or long tenm stoppages of work i the
ite bocnuse of i lack of LLRW stosage space anesite, Such diseuptions coult come in many furng, sieh 7-9

a8 severe weather events, fegal actions, secunty threats, the fhilure of DOE & et commitments 1y

Staees hosting 14 actd 48 trans-shipping poing of ol disposal sites, or her impedimems, The

retention of substantal onssite Stonige capivcity i o retsonable and necessay procaution againt such

intersaptions.

»

Given the likely need for future LLRW storage spuce, the prisposed renvavisd of this space conhd
wistccessarily resudt in o need to britd now LLRW stirage fucilities, Such constriiction, ot any

significant defays iy decommissioning work cmsed by o faek o storuge space, woudd likely fnercise the
costs, and patenticlly the risks, associatest with any decommissioning alteraative that regulted in

of agy but 1 volumes of LLRW. Without further strany suppirt 103 deitsion to
remove the LLRW storage feifities, the Depanment has to view such an action as Dinsiny the IS
process, )

L7
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Comment Number: 0007 (continued)

not include

e This map g

it ericntogy o, Pape b asd Sigures Laand 2. The Project Premises iu:!chs wi st and
structitees over s hich DOE Bus sule use and control, In wddition o the a ibed i
ard figuee  question, the rail sput, live-tire range. aesenvoirs, and Budh \uxmu Warchouae
2%, bath writtes and izl should nade thix ‘.Icun

the Praject Premises. Desergiins of the Bromi

s in Waste Masugement Avens (WMAG Hasd 12 As
g of the entire West Valley Demonxtration Project {WVDEP) premises should be provided,

Sevtivnaal This seeton states that “DOIE necds i elimi oF
are nnuexuskcn i those fucilities” bomyg ph\px’)wd 1ot rentval og e B

oy tal eapliin why i

“peids o remove afl LLRW stozuge capastty, te opsite g &
the specialived tuining and maintenance

new warch ‘Fhe ony languag
trdo s iFthere were mo reasongbiy expeotd Tature use for th

%

e LERW storige issue wis addivssed i comment 1, above,

B DO does ot explain why it no longer sees o need tor an on-sits emergems

EA daes notinclads language stating whether the local BEMS servicesars

facilities, DOE dovs no state wh
servises to ke ever these regpon
altematives coukl resul in dee inati mi S|
Ut those nlnrznly windertaken at the site,

fchudes insafticien jp
Justabout uny seenario, i
peaple for many yoms, ' this wore 3 facility withtout 83
upan oumie Services far sansitary needs, Howev
ol shower and Fush tnlet fazkities for the o
personned B 0ot a reastnsble action, and may be fn viele
Frrthermore, meaneviil uf aa opssite sanitary systens winld serious,
Tor the Center,

13, The progosal o reon ¢ speeiatizad iraining and srintera
possible fiture remedial iiornmives 18wt a renvonable deci
cineldd e b roundily duplicated through £

LLRW ston
vlosure options thin do not nead these servk

.

Ihere i 1 seasonable st

cation for seaoval of the new warchouse,

site, i would be advantageous te e a siotage ficiliy i \u;\:\].u and u,mrmvm

RECEIVED

Aub O 2 2006
U0

Hties, Nog wc\mwhm uu. i
supporting rnoval appears 1o be the stoiement that DOE
¢ fctiities, then $wo
say that their continucd use was no fonger newded, Hawerer, that s st the case fir tese facifities,

abe ter provide a congp
tevel or speed of e In respaniding 1o on-site emergeneies with stiological oot u*\%m'x'un m‘vic:i"xs\ it
her it has conflomed the wiflingness and ¢
dlifes, i une! |s‘.|r why, .~hm SATC R u;.xl
¥ nidar or guen x‘mu e wfrp«:

V4

sificativn for removal of the onesite sanimes treatines
site wil] rensain o permment place of crploymsent tr s
sary fscilistes, 1migi e 'xmzinuhlf to *c!x‘
iven the present site dirce f
g CreWs, suppoen staf t. wut ,mn:ogcs:\rm
fon of safety amd hea H
Timat poteotial future e sectirios

cs noeded 1 gt tany of the
st The taising Deitities in passical
A otThsite rexonrves. As with the propossl © rembve ::’3

¢ eapacity, removad of these faeilithes woull be viewssd o blisiog the IS process wow

inclusive™}
B 7-10

7-11

> 7-13

> 7-14

7-15
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Comment Number: 0007 (continued)

sndvrstanstable that the older oz mare empic stomgs uuh!lr\ wonkd be cansidernd St rome
However, o newes, refatively bow maitecsanes siorge Sicility in chose prandasity joarce o ongoing site
tvsties winld ppear 1o b o bearefit o futey site sctivities neber tan an abstacte hit needs o b
repmroved aad replacesd by ofFsite stosage facitities. Additunaily, the Cittmes Tk Porce and athess

g o poteatind it vee scemarioy dor the sie hase reguested that s straclire e sanined,
“iiwn x‘m—w cunvemns the Depariment befieves that 3t s pradeat toretain the new worchowse wa! sech

ar that eiher i an phsarsesios Lo poeossaey sie decomaissioning aciivities,
<~§~\ et i\ iy foxgger ntcdnd due e onmplotion of s fey sl letermaation
s gt viable to retsbi i for Raure site use

b Sesiipn .l This section curreetly veplisay that the potorsial impacts has woald be desarited wua Ying

qr'x-mgwd Ea tm personsed, the puilic, and the envirenmenty for ressosal of 4 I 42 faibiniox ;\mp\wd for
the impaits f work porfanmed to reme a odaeed g 1 ot sy ot
\\'bas 5 i h!\i«,us'tf presenisd bece or vlsewhere ss the dilTerence o patensal implications
1S provess of oy s 4 Preforred ARersarive HWeentatn factiitivs o of am not removied, A
stateed above, renswai of cor! of thee fidinies Listed in Vable 1. would have significas: bnplicaticns for
the Presarmad Alwoative selection provess, This sould quite probabiy bas tha process tovausds
sebeetinn of ahemumtives hut woahl o reguire re-develnping Goilitien or services fos a3 n rekalt of
removat of ol 42 taitities, e et 10 be addressed, either e FA or i seferencad

t £ the seope ol feilies

supporting di a0 sutbisg seveds e b iven o redy
& be dumolivhed.

7 Sentien 333 The contninants iz the sofl o the Bive Sre vange neod vr e idestified in e A
3. ushasee must he porformed i vomipli with afl upplicable NY'S
< the surfine s sogines wu isf alfocs s,n«w:.hn.uu B
m,.;m.\ sho ,;nw\m'\ oF pﬂm..n:s;' rechange arvas be developod e th This is panticudnely
Empontant piven the ko prosenes af grounsbaater costanstian,
% 30 Spants s will aewd mingutiin o1 perodtng

wetlands sre pot &
This scetion s
disenssed, Addi
i

nd proper. per sir, but woukd also Inciuded regatated bufer aneus
oy g wethind pey " shuahd by
sonatly, @ wap Nweaving te Bedlies onder considesion {o cemoval AND the
sintisied wesksnds on vhe site, shoudd be included G this docunsent,

4, ;;;;m 8.3 The foet sentence in u,z swasion
§ Pitshurgh Rai
gmbersianding tog far zl -i
spur x]::n fods the ate flenn the sourh. This lclales tiw postion of 2 & cithine the Westemn
Now York Nochar Ssrvive Comes et of the Profecs Promises, Ths, i only 3 o this Sine
wirshd be sohen raid cars are broogbt © the site o the sawsh for waste shipping purposes. Please

clarify this discusaion.
HE S o it T srction siates tha urater thiy alternative “The conBition o unesed and unneeded
S voukt mn e [ deesenae,” l‘rx x?v\ {ihis B % i o Wt saean i

Ftam, it s vensonabic }
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Comment Number: 0007 (continued)
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Comment Number: 0008

UNITED STATES ﬁNV‘RONMtNYAL PROTECTION AGENCY
GION 3
MGRCAD‘ VAY
NEW YORK, BY 100071866

AUG 02 2006

Un.m €. Bower, Acting Discowe
s

. Ry

West Villey Demansteation Project
0382 Rewk Sp

Wem Valley, New York 141719769

Dieas M. Hawes.

The hmrmmcmnl Pmtmmn Ageney (EPAY hus reviewed Lhc l)cpwx:cm of Energy's
(O} draft envi P
Semnolition wnd vermoval of varion fasilities u the West Valley Demoenstration projeat.
The BA proposes that 42 buitdings are cithes unused of wanevessary and should te
dematished, ﬁmv Ea f\u ther states that keaving the anneeded structures in plave would
require conil Teading ¥ eap Based on our neviaw o
the deafl EA, v have the Tollowing concerns.

While we support DUE's desire to remove tacilities that are not needed for the continued
operativn of the Rrger facitity, we Belicve that an averall assessntent of the Wea Valley
Premronstiation Projedt $ise’s noeds anid functions for decontmissioning and clowure is
c.swru;ai fise thas mepport. W scfer Dor 1o aus COmments on the West Valley
fon project pre-decisionat o, 1 impact Stale In thase
ts, we raiaed converns that same of the setiens birnefly distussed ju shat BIS, sueh
s baitding demolition, removal snd replacement, were not Ma) evaluated and 1hat the
retionslc sad disvussion fr waste nestment favilitivs 1o be removed oaly 10 be replaced
by newly consitected facilities was insuificient. There appeats to be o gap between what '}_
demolition and removal aclicns e anticipated in the presdecisionsl RIS sad this EA, "

841
This £A does net vcontain enough intormmian to atlow the reades W0 understand why these

Taotlitios i be removed as well as mesking it elear that the functions of thase tacilivies " 8-2
witl not be aceded in the future ax part of the devonimissio

Ing, Also, the EA was not
consistent in desesibing how much of each of te 42 Yae witl be remved, We
recomanend thn DO produce criteria for building demalition, nemoval, and reuse, with
8.3

an evshistion af'the functions and Rty siructares and refate that evidoation 1o the
awverall needs of B Siciliy to sshieve decommissianing. We belivve that such an
evatuation wintd better inform the wmoval decisions at this rcxm and would minimize
enviroamental imprsets by teduving e amesm of deeonunsetion and replocernent
aefvuen,

et ACOTSS (WRL Fo Rieee Bpe gee
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Comment Number: 0008 (continued)

We dan’t beliove that the EA kas iy evalusted the range of eavirdnmeatal impacts
from rervoving $00.000 square (ot of buildings and structures, while generating over
VOG0 cubic fevt of fow level waste, We are mast concemed with the Impacets t surface
warers from the propoted amount of deceastraction and removal activities, The EA
should contain s evaluation of the potentisl amount of seif disturbunce thay will oceer on
the shie and the potentiad foe soil loxs and sediment in vunoff'{e.g., the equalization dasin,
equatization tank, Dieve! fuel off bullting and the test wells will alf involve thundation
amad i-groamd strvture removal that the BA did aot directly address in the evatustion af’
impazts). The BA shuufd also identity and evaluate whiat Best Manspemens Praction can
e cmployesd 10 conte! and minimize these eiteets onee huildings are demolihed and
cither the foundations remain o1 are remuaved. Though some messwcs we briefly
discusaad tn the wetlands section, these shuuld be expanded upon to deteaning if they
will et the needs for a broader sedinient contzat program for the site. In a refuted
mler, o would assume Bt sonte Just fuppression Wchnigues, such as the use of water,
would be used during demalition and structure removal howeves, that is ned discussed
e b8 the patential for bazardous of radieactive materind to enter susfice water in
demotition raneff fully evaluated with umsopriate mitigation measwes offvred, The EA
stares generaliy i the plaat sediment canud sysiems can bandle the addiiiona)
sochement lowd, bowever, no further analysds is offered with a deseription of these

systems, Nasetheless, thouph these systems may have vapseity, we would not asswne
that they are set up to redvive the rmod? Hem e remmoval of sl of these duildings and

. These isaues will need Rt ovahuation snd disclosure.

Additionally, this EA is lacking an evaustion of the variouy impaais (o replace some of
these Susilities, (i.c., construction and aperutional effbcts 1o air, naice, runofl). Asan
example, we are concemed with the prapasal ta lose and then replace the seswuge Meility
oanthe vite. The BA does not explain why this fwility would aeed 0 be sesnnved enly to
be replaced w8 some later date by temporary-pontable faeilities. Of partienlsr porc is the
tuck of distussion o determing what partable facifities woukd be broupht in Juring the
decompissioning phose, whot ere the impacts fram thuse fachitios, und 3T those we
suticient w hamdiv the sunitary nesds for the workers betier than leaving the sewage
tremtnwent pland io plave. The EA also states that aw Facility construction iy required,
which would contradics the pre<decisional multi-agency KIS that sdemtified that functi
and Onilities that were removed, a pan of this setion, wauld need w e replaced.

We ahio question whether the remivad of same of these faeitities, panisularty low-level
saste treatment und storage and Waste Tank Farm training plottorm, at this time is
immediutely necessn v ox pradent given that a decomosissioning slternative has yet to be
Wentified. Given these concems we don’t bekivve that the Depariment of Fnosgy san
proceed 9 a Fioding of No Significant Iapses for this segment o the action withou

atitional infs i parding the vavi ] hinpacts from the actions and that
measuses wil) be in place to mitigaw tor these impacts.

86

> 8.7

88

Comment Number: 0008 (continued)

Y

Fhank you for the appontunity o comment. IFyou ave any questions pieasc call David
Carlson of my staff a1 0123 6373502,

Sineerely vours,

/yx,n,cg . 7“«‘5'«**«,«.___‘

Cirasce Musamicsi, Chief
Enviranmental Review Seetion
Strutegic Planning snd MuttiMdia Programs Branch

peer  J. Filippalli, DEPP-SPAMPR
J. fny, DRERFP-RIAR
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Comment Number: Transcript (T)

3
3
%
5 e e e
8
7 ?RONMEN‘{‘A%_, ASGESSMENT POR
8 THE DECONTAMINATION, DEMOLITION, AND
2 REMOVAL OF VARICUS FACILITIES AT THE
148 WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
1L PUBLIC COMMENT SRSSION
1z JULY 19, 0898 7:00 PLM.
13
E S R R ]
15
15
17
18
19
23
a3 KEPORTED BY:
2 DOREEN M. SHARICK, Ceurt Reporior
23 SDITH E. PFORBES COURT REPORTING SERVICE
24 21 Woocdevest fDrive
5 Batavia, New York 14029

EDITH E. FCRBES (58%) 343-8612

Fage

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

APFEARANCES ¢

JOEN CHAMRERLAIN,

WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

SONYA ALLEN,

WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

CATHY BORAN,

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,
WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

EDITH E. FORBES ({$8%) 243-6612
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

1
k] MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Goed
3 evening, I'm John Chamberlain., On
4 behalf{ of the Department of Energy. I
% welecome each of you to this meeting.
6 L want vo begin by apelegising
7 tor any inconvenience due to the
3 changing of the achedule of the meeting
9 last week.
134 As you know, this comment
11 seanion here at the Ashlord OMffice
12 Complex on Route 219 is being held as
13 part of the 30 day public review peried
14 for the drafr Environmental Assessment
15 {or the Decontamination, Demolision and
16 Reroval of Various Facllities at the
12 Wost Valley Demenstration Project, which
i8 I will refer to the draft ®
iy For the record, this evening's
26 scngion 18 scheduled from 7:00 p.m. to
23 9:00 p.m, Today is July 15, 2006,
22 Thip sessicn is being held to
ik provide individuals the opporcunizy to
24 submit oral comments on the draft BA,
s In addition, comments can be

UDITH B. FORBES (385} 34i-8612

fage ¥

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

2 filed in writing, by mail or

3 electreonically through the internet,

4 Information including directions on

b1 £iling commenta ig available on the

& table to my yight. All comments whether

cen or oral will veceivs the same

] congideration and review and will be

u

responded to in the Final Bnvironmental

10 Aggensment .

13 The draft BA evaleares the

12 potential environmental impacts of

13 demslishing and removing a get of 4%

14 structures and other facilities which

1% have been or arxe currently used by the
18 West Valiey Demenstration Project. Than
37 bezsuse of sheir design, function and

18 lack of significant radicactive scurce
1% term are nol expected, eithexr

28 individually or collectively, to affccy
2% long-term site management decisiocna.

22 faong-term site management igsucy will be
23 addrensed in a Decommissioning HIS

24 currently under development that will be
25 igsued at a later date.

EDITH B. PORBES (SB3) 343-8632
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

Z wWhen I have cospleted this

3 cpening sratement, Cathy Bohan, from ths
Rl Deparnment of Energy, will provide a 13
5 to 2D minute presentation regarding the

8 drafy FA. Feollawing that, we will

2 immediavely begin the public comment

8 pervios of the meeting.

g This drafc EA was made

841 publiciy available on June 23, 2083, for
I3 review and comment. The 38 day public
i rveview pericd will cfficially end on

13 July 2%tn, 2008, and DOE will consider
35 ¥ nts received after July 29th to the
15 axvent practical.

18 Commenters for today's session
3% have boen rogistered in the order that
18 their requests have been received. ALl
1e individuale thar have signed up av the
20 deor will be sliowed to speak in the

21 order that they have signed in as long
2z as time is available., If you wish to
3z present a comment and have not signed
2% ug, 1 encourage yoﬁ Lo d0 so now.
25 Finally, I wari ip thank @il

BRITE 2. FORRES (58%} 343-881Z

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

2 of you here for taking the time to
3 astend thia meeting and for those
4 providing comments, thank you for your
8 interest and involvement.
& Av this time, a gsneral
? overview of the draft BEA will be
k] pravided for the record. Those
g providing comments this ovening [ am
10 sure axe familiar with the content of
1 the BA; therefore, guestions will be
12 limited to claritying questionn, and wo
13 ask that you hold any questions you may
H have until the presentation is complete.
B4 If anyone wouid like to
1 discuss in more dotail any topies
17 related to the drafrs BA or tha Woest
i3 Valley Demonstration Project in general,
1% peraonnel from the Project will be
2¢ available after this meeting.
23 AL this time, 1 want to
22 introduce Cathy Bohan, who works for the
N Nepartment of Energy. here at the West
24 Valley Project. Cathy.
2% MS. BOHAN: Good evening.

EDITH B. FORBES (58%5) 343-8612
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

e

6

Thank you all for coming tenight,

i'd like to start chis
evening's presentacion with a brief
overview of the approach that has
historically been taken here on site
with regard to the implementation of the
National Environmental Pelicy Act
requiremants as they relate ko project
activities,

For thaose of you who perhaps
aren't as famiilar with the reguirements
of the Natienal Environmental Bolicy
Act, it requives that any time a Federal
agency wighes o undeytake a potential
action, that agency must evaluate the
potentisl envirenmontal impact from that
proposed action along with any
reanonable alternatives to it

There are three major types of
documents that usually ceme from those
evaluations which can include
categorical exclusions, environmental
assesosments and environmental iwmpact

aatemence.

EDITH B. FORBES (SBS} 343~8612

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

Kere at the 2roject in 1896, a
draft Envirenmental Inpagt Statemant or
EIS was lgsued to wover the completion
of the WYDP and the closure and/or
long-term management cf the Project and
center premises. That was a vary
eomprehensive document that included
avery facility on the propervy. It
contained no preferred aliernative.

As sueh, in 1997, the Citizens
Tagk Force was foxmed to assisr in
providing input toward developing a
preferred alternative. In 1999, DOE and
NYSERDA began negotiations to try to
come to a reselution on lomg-term
stewardohip vespongibilities.
tafortunately, those negsotiations were
concluded in 2001 without reaching chat
agrecment .

In 2002, the Viutrification
Project was completed and the systen was
shut down., It hap always been cur geal
e safely continue pregress here at the

Project. B¢ with that in mind and given

EDITH E. PORBES (%88} .343-88:i%

Page &
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

S R S S S U R S
R R TR R Y S

Ny

the cirgumstances atv the time, 3 sli

ravision vo the approach toward National

Environmental Po ¥ ATU

requirements becane necessary.

As such, a Notice of Iatent oo
explain that revised approsch was
published in the Pederal registoy. That
Notice of Invent, or NOI, explained in
particular twe things, The first was
that an Environmental Impact Statemen

weuld be prepared Lo cover waste

management operasions and a second more
focused Envirommental Impact Statement
would he isasued to cover the
decommissioning of those faciliticy
respansible for the contributien of a
radicactive source ‘term on the site. In
pazticular, those facilivies are the

underground tanks, the precess puilding

ard the dizposal areas,

In June éf 20653, a Record of
Decision was issued for the Wante
Management IS and since then, waste nas

been shipped in accordance with those

EDITH B. FORBES {(38%) 343-5813

Page ¥

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

fagae 10
documenta.
In March of '03, the Né:xcc ef
intent was ispued for the
decommiseioning and/for long-term
syewardghip EIS. And in Szprember ol
‘85, a preliminary draft of thet

document was issued for review and

compent to the cooperating sguncies
invoived. That draft as promised
focused on xey facilicies with
significant radioactive source torm on
aite and the evaluations that gupport
that draft document assumed that the
smaller poncontaminsted or lees
centaminated facilities would be ramavad
prior to iniviatien of the {inal

decommi ssioning activity.

Ramoval of those
noncontaminated or less contaminated
facilitvies was originally evaluated
primarily in two categorical exclusions:
however, for the gake of conssrvancy, it
was decided that the cumilative impacts

of removal of those facilivies would be

EDITH E. FORBES (985} 3543-8612
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Comment Number:

-

conpidered in one single decument, which
ig the HEnvironmental Agsessment that
brings us alli here this evening.

The ghaded facilities
represented on this map show those
facilities that are currently undex
conaideration in the draft Bnvirommental
Ansengment. This map can be across
refevenced against the one found in the
appendices in the back of che drafu
document .

In particular Appendix A& gives
a brief description of each facility
considered for action under the drafe
Environmental Assessment and Appendin B
reprosanta thig map along with a key to
the names of cach facility on site.

80 where ¢an you oblain & copy
of the Environmental Assessment if you
don't have one? Wo do have a few copies
availablie here this evening. You ean
digo download it from the web site thas
is listed here or view it at the Congord

Library. Copies can alss be roequested

EDITH E. FORBES (583} 242-8612

Transcript (T) (continued)
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

L N Y S S I
WA e D@

-

by contaeting Senya Allen at the e-mail

and phone nusber listed on the slide in
your hand oug.
As John mentioned, we ara

surrently, and ay you all know becoause

you are here, we are in the midst of
public review periad which rune until
the end of this month and alonyg with the
coemments given here tonight, comments
may @lse be submitrted in writing to
either the mail addyess or e-mail

address provided here.

¥R. CHAMBERLAIN: Thank
you, ¢ this time we'll kegin the

public comment swssion. Speakers will
ve called in the order they signed up.
I would ask each speaker to keep their
comments concise and focused on the
issues relative to the drafc
Environmental Assessment undey
consideration. And also ask, if
pessible, you speak and try to Xeep
their comments to about five minutes.

Te asaist the

FOREEE 585! 343-8612

Page 12
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

2 tranguriptionisc, Doreen, you'vm asked
3 o speak clearly and ave encouraged Lo
4 submit writvten copies of their commenns
% i€ they are availablie. I would also ask
& chat the speakers 5egiu by aiving sheir
¥ firer name, last mame std 4 maili
8 addresgs for the record.
% At this time I'd 1 ne oall
1D sur firsc commenter, Kay Vaughn.
i3 MR, VAUGHAN: My nawe is
12 Ray Yaughan., I'm gpeaking on behalf of
13 the West Valley Citizens Task force and
14 I wiil aiso have brief comments of my
18 own e make afterward. 1 can pithexr be
1€ the fourth in line or dust give my cwn
17 brief comments diredely afver this,
18 8o I'm agpeaking on behalf of
15 the ¥West Valley Citizen Task Foroe.  The
20 Task Force appreciates this cpportunivy
23 te cemment on the Drafc Znvironmental
22 Asseasment for the Decontaminabion,
W Demwlizion and Removal of various
24 Facilities at the West Valley

25 Temenatration Project, alss known ag the

EBITH E. FORBES (B85} 343-8812

B s g
© w @

24
25

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

Page 14
draft EA, which is dated June 26th,
2006. We algo thank the U.S. Deparument
of Energy for the recent extensicn of
the comment deadline on the draft EA.

Qur main concern is the draft
EA dees not meet the requirements of
Federal Law such as the National
Environmental Policy Act known as NGPA
and the Occupational Safety and Health
Act known as OSHA.

The draft. FA, hy allowing
premature removal of buildings and other
facilities that would be needed to carry
out certain alternatives in the
Decommispioning and/or Long-Term
Stewardghip Environmental Impact
Statement, otherwise known aos the
Decommiooioning EIS, the draft BA would,
thercfore, prejudice the cutcome of the
Decemmissioning EIS and thereby violate
NZPA. 1In our view, this ls a very
fundamental problem. On puge four of
the drzalt EA, DOE puggests that the

draft ER is compazible with the

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612

T-1
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

5

,.

Page %

P Oeeormigvioning BIS bucause It would not \
3 affect whether the decomnissioning
4 origaria fOx the pite could 2e met bty
& any of the RIS alteraativew.
¢ We digagree. Promature
r removal of buildings and other
8 facilitlen under the draft BA would nov
2 entiraly pravent any alternat:va trom
i Leing cavried out, but it would biaw the ,
1t coatr.  In effect, it would ke an ; T-1 contd
12 ivretviovable commitmant of rescurces.
EN] The concers o thot some of thoege same
pE] fanilitiae wenid need to be uehuil: or
1% veplased to achieve certain
H alvernatives. The <odts of rebuilding

or replacament would prajudics oh
13 Lecamnigsioning BIS and thus, violubte
9 NRFX.,
il The Juue 30vh, 2058, commaad h
n 1 from the New York &rabe Energy
22 Research and Devnlopment Autfority,
23 NYSERDA. provides examples of facilizies > T2
24 froposed for removal thot would need Lo
a5 be vebuilt or replaced to achieve

EDUTH E. FORBES {585} 343-3612

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

1 Page 16
4 cevtain decvamisaioning albemnalives.

3 Such faciiitics fnclude waste stocags

4 RETCEIMTES, WAralOUSe CAPALLTY,

& waintenance facil

& piatforms for installing or remawving

K sguipoent $5 Lanks.

L] The NYSERDA letier also

3 indizasen that the propoged ramoval of
i veilet, shewer sod washiog favilities
3 may winlate OGHA. NYSERDA points aul
) that vhe drafn BEA fails to identafy the
i1 impaceo of sune of these

14 premature removals,  We would agree and
1% aleo vaise the relatwd concern th
14 these removals would prejudice the

1 cuteome of the Decomaigeioning EIS.
pt Singe wotve a5l yel suen

o drafis of the Cecommivaioning BIS, we
2 CANNSt Fay how lasgye a work furce would
3 be needsd Lo gAYy oul any of e
€2 alternatives. However, pased on the
23 drafe imsued in 1996, it o reasceuuble
24 te ssaume thar geme of the
23 decummlgaioning alternabives would

EDITH £, FORBES (Sa$? s43-8612

2N

> T2 cont'd
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

4

Page 1

requizg a pueh lexger work {esve than is \

expiioyed on the site.
FOr nhese Algarnatives, sons

workews will Iikely b ba

L WaELeE

in waste storage siructures while of

will be bandling equ
warehouses, servieing eguipment is

maintenance fRCilivies, and training fow !
further waste roxmval activitias,

ALl ouch workers will

adegquate sanitary facilivines.

Uecommissioning BIS ig igsuud,

size of the necesgary work force ks

@

begn ideatilisd, UCE should teks no
i

avepy 1o remove Lo

13
i

work foree wauld ness

N § oy d o d N /

Aol sdioning Yuska. 7
Re agk MOT to withdraw the NI

draft EA and Lo focus inatead on J’

srplecion of the Decosmivaio

Thank yo and choags complete
en behalf of the CTF.

Shall ¥

Give @y Wen Qosments

? T-3 contd

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

2

12
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page 14
MS. ALLEN: Sure.
MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Sure.
MR. VAUGHAN: Just. briefly,
speaking for myself, Ray Vaughan, I
agree fully with the comments of the
CTF. I would aiso add with regavd to
one of the facilities that is proposcd
for clcsure in the draft EA, namely, the
hydrofracture test well area, that it is
important before any of tho
hydrofracture test walls are closad, hto
use those wells for geophysical teshting
auch as downhnle geigmic to
characterize the structure of the local
bedrock.

Thie is especially important
due to the existing evidence for major
vertical and eubvertical fractures in
bedrock bencath the West Valley site,
and alsc duc to the fact that a fault,
perhaps the southwest extension of the
Clarendon-Linden fault, has bown
identified by seiswic testing near

Sardinia, For these reasons the

EDITH &. FCRBES (585) 343-8612
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

w

hydrofracture teat well area xhould nat
be claoed untdl ira use for geophyaical
testing har pasn fully adaresped.  Thank
you.

MR, CRAMBERLAIN: Hext
commuentar ia Jasnne Hamelster.

ME. HAMBISTERY Tim Joanne
Hamhigrer, 1053 Sweet Rzad, Ragt Aurora,
Few York.

T am a member of the steering
comaittes for the Cualition on West
Valley Ruclear Waste. My coemmonts
tonight will he very brief. TI*i1 he
pusting togerher svitten ones Yo by
aubmigved by the ebd of the deadiine.

i wag more than digmaves when
this dvatl Envirommental Astesumenit wiws
valmaned at the last CTF meeting.

West valley frum the begioning

«

has heen a demongtration.  The origin
planc waR o he A demonstration that
fuel rodu could be recycled and
undepleted uranium could be regovered,

That demonalration was Dot was a success

=

DITH B, FORBES (58%) 343-3513

Page 13
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

21
22
23

24

Page 20
and left a witch's brew and which left
us to yet another demonstration. That
is thar we could be successful and clean
up the site.

The development of
borosilicate glags rod technology was
exciting to follow and a demonstraticn
of which BOE could be proud.

What has been lacking is a
demonstration of sincerity and
dedication to the NRPA process,
Following the issuance of the draf: EIS
10 years age, DOB fragmoented the next
stops of the procedure into two
directions, which is, in my mind, in
direct contravention of the spirit of
NEPA.

This Environmental Assessment
is yet another contravention and insult
to the spirit of the laws which we, as
stakeholders, necessarily have Lo rely
on to make sure that we have access to

the process and assurance that the best

decisions are made for the West Valiey )

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8812
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Transcript (T) (continued)

1 fage 2
“ Bite,
k) The Coalition will be
@ RUDMILTING WYitTen Comments Defsre tvhe
& doxdline, but our firat and most
& imporvant comment fa that the issuanen
? oI an Bie nial Asseasssent (o the
& middle of an on-going 18 PIOCRES 1T
bl wrang and his dosument should never
45 have been developed and releswed and wi
1y hope thai it is withdrawn. Thank vou
2 fox Thank \y-x;-.x for the
13 GPPOYLUnivyY.
14 MR. THAMBSRLATN:
% Einach.
CJ (21 H8. BINAOH: ¥y nawe in
1]
g i? Judizh Einach, 192 Peniield Strear,
g Fuffalo, New York I4Zid,
}3 Fivey of all, vhank vou for
25 the ¢pportunity te sprak and leb me say
21 Y went on 3 towr of the
22 Wess Valley Bem:nsl:rat:mn Project and
43 what is guing e there is incredibly
k& impressive and xeally speskz to whay we

van accomplish when we really gut our

BOYTH B, FORBYS {888} 332-881%

}' T-6 cont'd

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

1

2 minds te it.

k] Right now, I'm speaking &8 the

4 Campaign Director of the Coalition on

s West Valley Nuclear Wastes. The

6 Ccalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastcs
7 has been closely involved in the

8 activities of the West Valley

9 Demonstration Project since the mid

10 sevenries.

n The Qcalition eeceks full

12 remediotion and decommigssioning of the
12 gite for unrestricted use. We clearly
14 support clean up. Howevar, the draft of
15 the EA in question is not without
i8 problems. In fact, there arc aeriousn
17 problema.
18 Firat, there is the ilssus of
19 procedure or process. If this draft EA
20 is adopted and acted upon, the DOE will
21 be in direct violation of a vontract
22 reached with Lhe Cualition and gpelled
23 out in the stipulation of compromise,
24 DOE consulted with NYSERDA and the
25 Seneca Nation during the preparation of

EDITH E. FORBES {585} 3413-8612

Paga 22
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Comment Number:

wooa

»

o

e 0 o

the dratt FA but nab with the Coalition
with whom the DOR has a contract.

Secund, the Coslition s
troubled that waskes of potentially
contaminaved debris 19 siated o be
moved from the Demonstration Project to
landfiils in Western New York,
opecaiacally, sites in Olcan and Modeld
City, Mew York. The Coalitien han
always been very conceznad that the
problema in our backyard do not bhecome
probloms 1 someone wlen'e backyard.

Furthermore, what thig
witectively dons 18 fet the precedoent
that it'g ekay to keep unlcading
potentially o actually hazavdouc
aucloir wuotun on Western New York, an
area that already has the distinction of
being our nation'a capital {or nuciear
and hazardous wautes.

This comes ar a vime when
theee i o hill belore nhe Sovernsr, a
P11l with overwhelming support. both the

State Assembly and Senase, calllny for

EDITH E. PORDES (585 343-8613

Transcript (T) (continued)

Yo

Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

2

ar end to new hazavdous landfillc where
wagte will undoubtedly leak inte

surrounding s0il ard water, wites

8 part of ine Great Laxes Water

The landlitls in Qlean and
Model Tity bonh comprosise the ssfzty of
the Great Lakes Wateyr Shed. How s
snvigg Demonstration Broject marerial to
theas IonRtime B0 Lhe pudblem ol
wleanup?  Such a guone unguote asiution
i shory-aighted at best.

Third, the Coalinian is very
concerned vthat aome of the nuildings
sargered for removal will be reocyzled in
ways that arw totally inappropriate.
Buildings on other nuclivar vaste sites
nave heon raysed se slassrooms fov
children, The buildings may meet the
0% srandards for cleanlincas bur ouy

i Lo

n whould not be exposed ta g
single milligram of radisactivity heyond
what ie natural in the onviromyend,

We have to ask what

independent verificaviona will be do

BUITH B. FORBES {SEZ) 3438832

Puge 24
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H 235 H Page 26
3 o insure thav rhe velease oy vlearanse 2 Toug-tetm sulutions that work for the ‘L
3 @b materials fram the Desonstvation K paople and geology of the natural T-12 cont'd
“* Profunt zan safely be moved 4 anviranment of Wssters New York. J
men~nuciesy destinarions. % Au & spokespersen for the
3 And again, we expect aome of & Coalirion an Wast Valley Nuclear Wantes,
. K the duildings olated v pemoval will ? 1 ostrenuously sbiect to the draft T-13
% have valoe during the next & Bnviromental Assegsmuent belose us,
s decentamination and d 3 Trank you. 1 will send you an e¢-masl
¢ Iv s ndl the goal Ox purpose e cORY .
i of the Cealition to stand wn the way of 1% MR, CHAMRERLAIN: Next
1% sican-up of the Remonstration Proiest. b3 commentur im Lew Lambert.
13 1T anything, the Coalititsm 15 anong Ghe 11 NS, LAMBERT: Thunk you., 1
13 strongest advovates for decontaminavion 14 am Lee Lomdert. T live on 451 South
13 and decommisnioning of cthe size, 18 Surest, Easl Aurons, New York 14092
-U ¢ Cur foous isn wn the 18 First, I just want to make a
% 17 Duemonstravion Projecr, but wis soe the ¥ short comment on behal? of the vorters o2
18 ipguan there in The Contexs $E & mugsh B BulfalofMtiagura, Wn approsiate the Lack
1% largee problem i Western New York and 15 that che comment period wap extcended
41 in the navion. ) is {rom the original time period of two
23 We will oot be satisfied unuil 23 woeks, which, of courso, has allowed
23 we pee DOE decuments that reflisct 32 wAVE CLelreny TO Lecome mire aware of
a3 raspect for the Cualition. a sound 52 the material in the decument ap well ap
24 anderstanding of the problems asscsisted e} bricfly conment.
2% with the Demcnsiration Project and I've bwen to alsost every

EDITH B. FOREBES {483} 3al~§s13% BUITH E. FORBES (58%) 143.8612
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Comment Number: Transcript (T) (continued)

20

2

s
I

moeting of the CTF since its inceprion
in January, 1997, However, T do not
speak for the CTF, although I'm a
member, but as an interested citvizen,
And this is what I have noticed.

This entire precess started
over 20 years ago with the declaration
of FONSI, that the material on this sitve
would have ne significant impact on the
environment. Dask then, buried and
leaking kerosene drums laden with
radioactive waste wers found to he
sealed with duct tape. How, we are tolid
that the material leaving the site ia
aafe with ohyink-wrap. %o we have
advanced from duct taps to plastie wrap.

Through the years, whenever
memblerg of the CTP or bystanders drew
comparison to decisions being made
elsewhers, in particular the use of the
WIR determination at DOE sites in other
parta of the countey, we were told not
to worry. Those sites are different.

Yot the appendix of the dralt 8A quotes

EDITH P, FORBES (885} 343-8812
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a secticn of the REDAA, Ronald Reagan
Defense Authorizagion Act, of 2003,
envitled Defense Sites, which, of
tourse, we are oY, yet. Stilil, in this
document, we are grouped with South
Carolina and Idablw, both of whom
kauckled under vo allow the WIR
determination te result in radicactive
wagte to be left behind at their sites.

Tarough the years, alad, we
have been through numerous plana that
were supposed to aget the job done:
Risk-Bayed End-State, End State Vigion,
Interim End $tate, Avcelevazed Cleanup
and the latest last fall, che SUMP,

sometimes called Sum Plan, the Sice

Ut

ization Management Plan. The CTF
and athers concluded the plan wag really
a plan to stay within a small budger for
the next few years and then leave.
Speaking of budget, the draft
EIS of 1998, cronciuded that a complate
clean-up would cost $8 billion. Ar tha

rate of funding this site has been

EDITH . FORRBS (38%) 343-861%
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genring, thar would take 8¢ yoars.

Meanwhile, the gtrontium plume msanders,
and the DOE asys nor oy job.
According to Chapter 4 of the

draft EA, DOE consulted HYSERDA's

management team and the Seneca Ravion.
Since consulting carries no obligation
of following the advirve of thaose
consulted, we must assume that either
DOE did net consuls che Srafe of New
York, or which thu§ must have, or they
would not have included that statemeny
in their document, ofr that NYSERDA
representatives warned DOE
representatives that certain stepn wevre
net acceptable and DOBR chese to ignere
the advice. Hence, the lstter trom

RYSERDA to DOR filled with quest

about the EA. It's legality, prudence,
wisdow and foresight or lack of same.
As for the Seneca Navieon, I await a copy
of their comments on the EA.

At numerﬁus meetings and in

often written doecumsnta, we have asked

EDITH E. FORBES |
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Qage 3¢
for o vedd cleanup, a0l gross oveyw

contarinated grousd as in Love Janal. 1

for mue am gensi

g rired of name games,

pereiculariy calling highly radicactive
wante incidencal.

1 ourge you Lo sorap this
docurant alony with others that de ot
mell for a real cleanup of the Wong
Vallwy site. $hank yeu for thie
cuportunity to share my wiews.

MR, CHAMBERLAIN: ™hat e
21l che conmenters that have sianed up,
Is there anyone elge that wants o make
a comment fox the record av this time?
R one else?

Okay. @ will just racap.
Toare arg aver on the tadle fact oheeto
vhat give where you csn submly resawmnts,
The official comment period runs thyough
the end of the month.  B-mafl them, you
con gend them in by regular mail or you
<an ¢all us.  You can piek onu of thoae
MID OF YBUY WAY OUN.

There are acme copies of the

ELOITH €. FORSES (585} 343-6412
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Page 3%
prepentation from tonight. There are
still eome copies of the EA available
for unyone who would like one.

The rest of us {rom the
Project will be here for a while
tonight. 1I1f you have any gquestions or
anything you'd like to discuss, we'll he
happy to discuss tham.

When the trangseript is dene,
that will be available as well. And
that will aive us a feow weeks for that.

Any last pecple who would like
to make a comment befere we gteop at this
paint? No cemments?  Anyone elde want
to make @ communt? Qkay. We will close
the comment period then.

{Whereupon the proceedings

were then concluded.)

BDITH H. PORBES (%65} 3428612
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I, DORREN M. SHARICK, do hereby certif
that I have reported in stenotype shorthasd
the proceedings in the mattexr of the Public
Cowment Session on the Dratt Environmentasl
Aszponsment at the West Valley Demonstranion
Projest, Ashford Off{ce Camplex, 9930 Rouie
219, wWest Valley, NHew York, on Suly 19, 2806.

That the transeript herewith numbered one
through thirty-one is an agcurate and complete

vecord of my stenoutype notes.

LTIy /TP,
Al it ital /2 R AE LA

DOREEN M. SHARICK

Notary Public,

ERITH £, FORBES (585) 343-3612
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