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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Determination for the Waste 
Receiving and Processing (WRAP) Fac111ty Modu1e lat the Hanford Site 
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Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management 
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This 1s in response to your request for a determination on the need for a 
supplement to the 1987 environmental impact statement (EIS) DisoosaJ or 
Hanford Defense H1~b-LeyeJ. Iransuran1c. and Tank Wastes (DOE/EIS-0113) 
before construction and operation of the subject WRAP Module l facility. 
On July 16, 1992, EM-341 sent EH-251 a rev1sed Supplement Ana1ysis (SA} in 
response to EH comments dated March 23, 1992 1 regarding the SA you 
originally submitted to me by memorandum dated January 14, 1992. EH-25 
received further rev1s1ons from EM-341 on October 6, 1992. We have 
rev1ewed the SA, which compares the environmental impacts that would 
result from the proposed WRAP Module l to the originally proposed WRAP 
facility design impacts as described 1n the 1987 EIS, and have considered 
your recommendation that a supplementa1 EIS is not ~equired. This review 
1s 1n accordance w1th the provisions of Section 1502.9 of the Counci1 on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA, 
Section 1021.314(c) of the DOE NEPA Regu1at1ons, and DOE Order 5440,10, 
Section 7 .d(l7), 

The proposed modifications to the WRAP facility were a result of 
engineering studies that 1ndicated retr1eva1 and cleanup activities could 
be expedited and conducted in a more cost effective manner through a 
modular approach to construct1on of the TRU waste processing raci1ities. 
Two separate waste processing systems ca11ed Modu1e land Module 2 are 
planned, with respective Tri-Party Agreement comp1etion dates of September 
1996 and September 1999. The proposed Module 1 wou1d handle on1y certain 
types of contact-handled transuranic (CH-TRU) wastes that meet specific 
size and we1ght criteria. The rema1n1ng CH-TRU wastes originally 
envisioned for the WRAP faci11ty (pr1mar11y oversized containers requiring 
size reduction) and remote-handled TRU wastes wou1d be managed in a future 
Module 2 facility. The NEPA review for Module 2 w111 include an ana1ysis 
of the cumulative impacts of both Module 1 and Module 2. 

g'\0111213 
The proposed act1on is to design, con~truct and operate the Module 1 
fac111ty, which would provide capability for examining, processing, 
repackag1ng and certifying certain CH-TRU for shipment to the Waste 
Isolation Pi1ot Plant for disposal, Modu1e 1 wou1d also have the 
capability to decontaminate reusable overpack containers and items 
containing lead. 
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Our attached markup contains changes required to improve the accuracy and <-°6'~e. ~~;ft, 
clarity of the SA. Based on our review of the SA as modified, we have ?t~gzgi~~ 
determ1ned, after consultat1on w1th the Office of General Counse1, that 



... 16 : 55 003 

the impacts of the subject proposed action to construct and operate 
Module 1 are adequately covered 1n the HOW-EIS. The proposed action does 
not involve substantial changes to the or1g1na1 proposed act1on that are 
relevant to environmental concerns, and there is na significant new 
circumstance or informat1on relevant to environmenta1 concerns and bearing 
on the proposed action or its impacts, w1th1n the meaning of NEPA and CEQ 
ragu1at1ons. Therefore, a supplement to the 1987 EIS 1s not required for 
tha proposed action. 

Based on our review of prel1m1nary planning materials for Module 2, we 
have concluded that procaad1ng w1th Module 1 pr1or to consider1og the 
impacts of Module 2 would not be an inappropriate segmentation because the 
modules are not so closely related as to be a single course of action 
within the meaning of NEPA and C£Q regu1ations. In reaching this 
conclusion. we note the fo11owing: l) construction and operation of 
either module would not automat1ca11y trigger construction and operation 
of, or force differences 1n, construction and operation of the other; 
2) either module could proceed and would serve 1ts useful function without 
the other; and 3) neither module 1s a dependent part of a larger action. 
We understand that you are contemplating for Module 2 changes from the 
waste management processes that were envisioned in the 1987 EIS. Please 
be advised that, if these contemplated changes are not adequately covered 
by the 1987 EIS, a supplemental EIS or a separate NEPA document would be 
required for Module 2. 

A copy of this memorandum, together with the SA as mod1f1ed, should be 
p1aced 1n your files as a record of the NEPA determination for this 
action. Add~t1onal1y, please notify the State of Washington and the 
public of the ava11ab111ty of the SA, in accordance with the provisions of 
DOE Order 5440.lD, Sect1on 7.a(l7), and of the determ1nat1on that a 
supplement to the EIS is not required. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please direct them to 
Carol Borgstrom, Director, Off1ce of NEPA oversight, at 586-4600. 

Attachment 

Paul L. emer, Ph .D. 
Assistant Secretary 
Environment, Safety and Hea1th 

cc: R. Scott, EM-20 NEPA Compl1ance Off1cer 
P. Dun1gan, RL NEPA Compl1ance Off1car 
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