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Description/Justification of Change (continued)

M-34-28 Complete K West Basin water removal. 3/31/04
M-34-29 Complete K West  sin stabilization. 3/31/05
K Eg—* ™--*r ™ -nsitic
M-34-30 Complete K East Bas~ deactivation. 12/31/05
M-34-31 Initiate full scale K East Basin water removal. 9/30/03
The start date for the removal of water from the .East Basin
will be six months following approval by Ect« gy of the 105 K
East End Point Criteria document.
M-34-32 Complete K East Basin water removal. 4/30/05
M-34-33 Complete K East Basin stabilization. 9/30/05
M-34-34 Complete transfer of K East and K :st B ins to DOEs' 12/31/05
Environmental Restoration Program.
M-34-97.01B
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. FacilitieS that may be a Iressed in junction with any ¢« er
facility which qualifies as a key f ity.

Upon identification as a key facility, E id Ecology will designate a
lead regulatory agency in accordance with Sec 5.6.

Key facilities do not include uncontamin structures (i.e., contains
no hazardous substances), or facilities which are fully dispositioned
followi a decision to remove thi from use.

Only with the agreei t of DOE and the 1ead regulatory agency may key
facilities (or portions thereof) be used for . ternative beneficial uses, and
be addressed independent of Section 8.0.

8.1.3 | :ommissioning Relationships and Key | 3 iing Documentation

Table 8-1 shows the relationship between ses, processes and key
planning documents—atien that support the ove decommissioning process. A
general description of key planning documents is included here. Additional
information is provided in followir text spec { : to the indiyv iual phases.

Definitions specific to the facility decommis: oning process are included in
Appendix A of this document. The process described in Section 9.3 will be
used to modify applicable documentation.
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Reactor Pre-Neg iations

Infcm tigh ™a et

Hanford Advisory’s o0: 1
Environmental Restorati Committee

January 22, 19

Pre-Negotiation Pre zntation

Prior to formal negotiations for the Hanford 10( t surplus production
reactors, a series of meetings were held to prese, tinent information to be
utilized as a basis for the negotiations. The pres ‘on material was obtained

from reviews of the Final Environmental Impact ment. Decomn*~~“oning of
Eight Surplus Reactors at the Hanford Site, Rich Washington (DOE/EIS-
0119F, December 1992) and of a draft conceptu. ign report for one-piece
removal (1994). The technical assumptions and ‘nformation from the two
reports were compared and the differences noted in the presentations. A review
was conducted of the baseline assumptions in the IS to evaluate any significant
changes since the drafi was issued in 1989. It is DOE's conclusion that the
assumptions from the EIS are still valid and the  y difference is a half-life of
radiological decay of Cobalt-60, a major contan  ant of concern for the reactors.
The following information package was providec » ' Hanford Advisory
Board's Environmental Restoration Committee meeting during an update on the
reactor negotiations.
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EIS General Ass c~tions

Disposal Site will ave barrier, gw monitc ng, and
a marker system, an may have  1er leachate in
the 2C Area)

All f 1 basins are considered en 'y and dry
wl1 dwill follow existing 1 dways

100 years institutional controlt  d on low-level
burial ground regulations 40 C1 191

Costs estimated on an overlapp 1 schedule and
consider benefits from prior wc ; Contingencies
range from 12 - 30 %

No Actio

Continue with present actions (S&M)

Evaluated for 100 year institut; control period
for comparison purpose

Dose: 24 person-rem
Total cost $ 43.5M
— Cost basis (per reactor):

* initial repairs $904k

* ] jor repairs $  cevery 20 years
* Minor repairs $ every5 years

* S&M annual $ 23k
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Environmental 1 1pacts

* Assumptions
— Hanford abandoned after 100 years
— Exposure by D&D, accidents, post-D&D release

— Public exposure due to inhalatic of airborne material
from accidents

— Occupational exposure from exter | gamma; 6 hr worker
exposure

— Seismic event does not exceed accident scenarios
— 500 year flood does not reach reactor core

— Long-term pathway is via GW; w  dose is from well
between reactor and the river (m  dose in 240 years)

Enviror mental = npacts

 Support personnel assumed 50% of worker exposure

e Acci :ntscenarios selected as : st serious and
likely to occur during and post - alternative

* Co-60; Cs-137 impact to workers

* Cs-137; long-term public dose

» Mitigation measures include:
— Dosimetry and protective equipment
— Archeolog” ~surveys forf sites
— Barriers for water migration
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Reactor Disposit n Cost
Co parisc

e Infrastructure

— Transporter
— Haul Road
— Disposal Facility

Waste L ;posal

- Ancillary Structures

e leactor removal

Miscellaneous

* (Engineering, Contingency, Project Management, etc.)

Infrastructure - Tra sporter

 EIS
— Two Transporter system base on Niel F
Lampson estimate (KEH-1986)

— Exact design uncertain; Need onsideration of
weight per area for haul road

— Design Based on KE and KW Reactors - 11,000
tonnes
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Infrastructure -} | Road

° (*nk

— Phased road construction, begin with C Reactor

— Recompact top 2 feet of soil, crushed Rock
and Road mix (WDOT specs)

— Road is bermed, 120-150 ft wide, grade below
5%, designed for 39 metric t n2

— Cost includes road maintena; = ($1 M) and
final restoration ($2M)

Infrastructure - Disp s¢ Facility

* EIS
— Cost includes protective barrier | marker
system
— Cost inc 1des liner and leach : collection system

— Cost in EIS included 12 % C  ingency
($46.6M)
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Waste Disposal - icillary
Facilities

— Radioactive wastes include: 1 :d concrete and
contaminated equipment

— All reactors fac ties are the sai
— Waste costs based on WHC1 BG ($60/cu ft)

— 1407 cu m (49,700 cu ft) of Low .evel Waste
per reactor facility

— Only structures effected by I actor removal were
considered

Waste Disposal - ncillary
Facilities
. (

— Waste forms estimated from C Reactor
— 3540 cum (125,000 cu ft) of LW er reactor
— Cost based on LLBG ($60/cu 1)

— Only structures effected by I ictor removal were
considered
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Reactor Removal

e F'S and (CPR:

* Scope includes:
— Concrete cutting and support gi ers
— Packaging of the reactor core and shiel ng
— Loading of core on the trans rter

EIS: $4.5 M/Reactor CDR: $6.8 M/Reactor

USACE Esti 1ate Review 1994

* Project Time and Cost, using MCASES cost
model

e Or y compared costs that were directly
comparable with the CDR - d ot include
all costs
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consideration has already been disturbed as a result of other radioactive waste

management activities and nuclear facility operations.

2. No Action: The no-action alternative is to continue the present action ¢
routine surveillance, mon )ring, and maintenanée of the reactor structures for
an indefinite period. These activfties are the same as those_reqqired.by safe-
storage followed by deferred one-piece removal. Over the 100-year analysis
eriod considered in the Environmental Impact Statement (and over any subsequent
100-year period), the cost to continue the present action was estimated to be
appfoximate]y $44 million in 1990 dollars. The occupational radiation dose over
the first 100-year period for surveillance, monitoring, and maintenance was
estimated to be about 24 person-rem; short-term public radiation doses were
estimated to be near zero. At the end of the 100-year surveillance, monitoring
and maintenance period, decommissioning would still be required and subsequent

environmental impacts would be similar to those from the other alternatives

discussed.

Also considered was a second no-action alternative: doing nothing further, which
would include the closure of the facilities and the discontinuation of all
related activities. Thi§ no-action alternative was not ana]y;ed in detail,
because it would not: 1) properly isolate the remaining contaminated materials
in the facility from the environment, 2) provide any maintenance\or repair of the

structures and 3) make any other provisions for pri i of humi health and

safety. -

3. Immediate One-Piece Removal: Immediate one-piece removal involves

transportation of each reactor block, intact on a tractor-transporter, from its
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cc: Mary Lou Blazek, ODC .

jurke, CTUIR
k™ r EPA .egionl0
Russell 1, YIN

Donna Powaukee, Nez Perce
Maril Reeves, HAB

Doug Sherwood, 1 ARe; 1
Mary M. Thompson, CTED/SHPO
John D. Wagoner, D' ! RL
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