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Agreement and Consent Order defined a target milestone to achieve fuel removal
by 2002. :

Evaluation Process

The goals of this evaluation were to establish the basis for a high
confidence path to: (1) expedited fuel and sludge removal from the K Basins,
relieving safety an environmental concerns, and (2) safe, cost-effective, and
environmentally sound interim storage of these materials pending establishment
of the criteria for their ultimate disposition.

In developing a recommended path, WHC considered a broad range of
alternatives including: _

1. Containerization of the fuel and sludge in K-East Basin and storage
of these materials in the K Basins until facilities are available
for the transition to dry interim storage.

2. Removal of the fuel and sludge from both basins at the earliest
possible date to a newly constructed temporary wet storage basin
that meets dern safety and environmental requirements until
facilities are available for the transition to dry interim storage.

3. Expedited transition directly to dry interim storage based on the
process developed by the ITA team.

4., Processing the fuel overseas based on the concepts developed by BNFL
and providing for retrieval and disposition of the sludge at
Hanford.

5. Variations within and among the above alternatives.

The evaluation process included analysis of cost, schedule, regulatory
and stakeholder drivers, and affected tribe values; independent assessments by
outside experts and the use of decision analysis techniques to assure a
comprehensive, balanced treatment of the various alternatives. An important
aspect of this rocess was the identification of issues, their potential
impacts, and how they might be mitigated. The decision evaluation included:

. Screening of alternatives against technical and safety requirements

. Programmatic risk assessment

J Health, safety and environmental risk assessment

. Multi-attribute decision analysis

A number of assumptions were made as bases for requirements and used as
discriminators in evaluating the four alternatives. These assumptions were
approved by DOE and are as follows:

1. Spent nuclear fuel is not waste.

2. Sludge is considered to be spent nuclear fuel.
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1. Urgent need to move fuel from the K Basins and away from the Columbia
River

This issue stems from concerns voiced by the Hanford Advisory Board,
affected Tribes, the DNFSB, and others. It also reflects Westinghouse's
desire to lower safety and environmental risks within their operations as
quickly as possible. In formulating the Recommended Path Forward, rapid
removal of fuel and sludge from the K Basins was given high priority. The
issue is the lack of an existing facility to receive the fuel and sludge.
The Recommended Path Forward minimized the impact by expediting construction
of a fuel Staging and Storage Facility, which is similar to well established
technology available in the commercial nuclear industry.

2. The nged to_achieve stable, 1ow—co§t interim (40-year) storage for the

The fuel will continue to corrode and degrade as long as it remains wet.
Wet storage is also somewhat more costly to maintain than dry storage. Dry
interim storage has thus become an important objective to the DOE Integrated
Spent Nuclear Fuel Program. Achievement of dry <torage at |' 1ford requires
construction of both a dry storage vault and Sti ilization Facility.
Issues arise in developing the drying and passivation process selected for
stabilization, and providing the technical basis for process licensing. These
issues could extend schedules for startup of the Stabilization Facility and
would lengthen storage time at the K Basins unless adequate new temporary
storage is provided in advance of the process step. The WHC recommendation
prov;des the needed temporary storage in the form of a Staging and Storage
Facility.

3. National Environmental Policy Act Requirements

The DOE Programmatic EIS for Spent Nuclear Fuel Management (DOE 1994) was
issued for public comment in June 1994. That EIS sets forth alternatives
which address management of all DOE spent nuclear fuel including K Basins
fuel. It will be difficult to proceed with a Hanford technical strategy, that
prejudices or eliminates alternatives in the Prc -ammatic EIS. Removal of the
fuel and sludge from the K Basins could be constrained by the Record of
Decision (ROD) for this and the related site-specific NEPA actions. The
Programmatic EIS is also vulnerable to continued litigation and other delays
which could delay early resolution of the K Basins safety and environmental
concerns. The WHC recommendation proposes a phased NEPA strategy which
minimizes this vulnerability.

4, Regulatory Uncertainty

DOE has provided draft guidance that new facilities needed for processing
and storage of Hanford spent nuclear fuel must meet the intent of NRC
regulations. This guidance will add additional burdens, since NRC regulations
have not been previously applied to dry storage or processing of fuels similar
to K Basins fuel. Development of a licensing requirement equivalency basis
for dry storage should be relatively straight forward. However, the basis
for processing is likely more complex and could require considerable
characterization and process development to support a safety basis. This
issue threatens Stabilization Facility schedules and indicates a need to
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3.0 RECOMMENDED PATH FORWARD

3.1 OVERVIEW

The Recommended Path Forward utilizes the fuel containerization, drying,
passivation, and vault dry storage concept developed by the ITA team.
Construction of the proposed vault storage facility is accelerated to
accommodate staging of wet packed fuel and sludge while the more complex
Stabilization Facility is constructed and brought to a fully operable state.
The vault storage facility also serves the 40-year dry interim storage
function as fuel and sludge overpacks (multi-canister overpacks) are cycled
through the Stabilization Facility for drying and passivation and returned to
the storage vault.

The recommendation combines technical, NEPA, and regulatory strategies to
accomplish two compelling goals:

1. Rapid removal of fuel and sluc : from the K Basins and relocation
away from the Columbia River, and

2. Placement of the fuel in safe, economic, and environmentally sound
dry storage until the ultimate final disposition of the fuel is
itermined.

Each goal is to be in compliance with current DOE requirements and the intent
of pertinent NRC requirements as well as applicable state and local
requirements. The resulting strategy removes fuel and sludge from the

K Basins by the year 2000 at a cost (through the year 2012) of approximately
$1,150 million (unescalated) including operation and deactivation of Project
facilities (including the K Basins).

The framework for the recommendation is a workable NEPA overlay which
requires division of the Recommended Path Forward into two phases: the
expedited response phase and the interim storage hase. The goal of the
expedited response phase is to move the fuel and sludge into a new facility
for temporary storage away from the Columbia River as soon as possible. This
phase, which would be evalu: :d as the preferred alternative in an interim
action EIS, rapidly improves protection of the public, the environment, and
Hanford workers. The interim storage phase is structured to implement the ROD
for a Hanford Site Spent Nuclear Fuel Management EIS which is compatible with
the Programmatic EIS ROD. It is recommended that the Hanford Site Spent
Nuclear Fuel Management EIS set forth several alternatives including drying,
passivation, and storage of fuel as nroposed by the ITA team. Foreign
processing (SAIC 1994), as evaluate in Volume II, offers no schedule
advantage for expedited removal of tuel and sludge from the basins. However,
if supported by policy and the Programmatic EIS, it remains viable as an
option in the interim storage phase. Other alternatives described by the
Programmatic EIS are also retained.

The key elements of the Recommended Path Forward are shown in Figure 3-1
and are described below.






























Figure 3-3
K Basin Fuel Removal, Processing, and Storage

Fiscal Year Cost Profile
(Dollars in Millions)
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Objectives

The WHC Path Forward Evaluation process, discussed in Volume II,
identified the fundamental objectives important to making a decision relative
the Recommended Path Forward. The criteria associated with the objectives
were then developed. The premise is that if the individual criteria are
realized, then the objectives will be achieved.

The fundamental objectives relative to removing spent nuclear fuel from
the Hanford K Basins and the necessary stabilization for suitable interim
storage are:

1. Minimize total costs.
2. Minimize public, worker and environmental health risks.

3. Minimize the schedule in relation to the time for removal of fuel
id sludge from the K Basins, the time for placement of fuel in
interim storage, and the time for disposal of 1 ther waste.

4. Maximize affected tribes and stakeholder confidence relative to the
safe management of spent nuclear fuels and associated waste by
minimizing its transport, maximizing its removal from near the
Columbia River, and meet, or exceed, the Tri-Party Agreement 2002
target milestone.

5. Maximize technical performance by maximizing the stabilization of
spent nuclear fuel, maximizing available technology transfer,
minimizing generated waste, and maximizing the use of available,
demonstrated technology.

6. Maximize the 1ikelihood of programmatic success by considering
uncertainties in costs, schedule, available technology, and
important external constraints.

An evaluation of the above objectives and the relative importance of the
associated attributes Tead to the conclusion that the important stakeholder
values could be succinctly summarized as:

Remove the fuel and sludge from the K Basins, away from
the Columbia River, with a high probability of meeting, or
exceeding the 2002 Tri-Party Agreement target milestone;
paying attention to worker health risk and total costs.

The following information describes how the Recommended Path Forward meets the
above objectives and, specifically, the above affected tribes stakeholder
values.

Evaluation of Recomm~--“2d Path Forward Relative to Obje~*+i‘es

The Recommended Path Forward, as defined, focuses on:

. Separating the process of removing fuel and sludge from the K Basins
from the operation of the Stabilization Facility.
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. formal siting evaluation;

) interface identification with other site systems (i.e., 1iquid and
solid waste systems);

. permitting plan and quality assurance plan development;
] Architect/Engineer selection.

WHC would manage the aforementioned actions in concert with other Hanford
contractors and offsite vendors as needed to maximize application of
commercial technology and services and minimize in-house engineering and
construction.

WHC recommends that DOE take the necessary action to expedite approval of
the required 1ine item funding to support timely design and construction of
the Staging and Storage Facility, and acquisition of the multi-canister
overpacks and the transportation system.

Preparation of the validation package for the -~ = Stabilization Facility
would also be initiated in FY 1995. Acquisition of tnis facility would occur
under an expedited 1ine item budget cycle and would be proposed as a FY 1997
line item. Process development and preliminary design for the fuel
Stabilization Facility (both expense funded) would be initiated in FY 1995 to
develop necessary interface requirements for the Staging and Storage Facility
design.

4.2 IMPLEMENTATION OF NEPA, REGULATORY, AND AFFECTED TRIBES AND PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT

NEPA Actions

The Recommended Path Forward was designed around a workable NEPA
strategy, utilizing an interim action EIS to fulfill NEPA requirements for the
expedited response phase. This requires an aggressive NEPA schedule,
including immediate initiation of the interim action EIS and several
Environmental Assessments. Approval to proceed with definitive design of the
Staging and Storage Facility and the multi-canister overpacks prior to the
completion of the record of decision will also be required. Expeditious
handling of the entire NEPA process will be required to meet the recommended
schedule.

WHC recognizes that most of these actions, such as approval to proceed
with definitive design, publishing the Notice of Intent, and hiring a
contractor to prepare the EIS are solely within the purview of DOE. WHC would
provide support as necessary and appropriate, including preparation of a draft
Action Description Memorandum and Notice of Intent if requested.

Requlatory Actions

WHC recommends several actions take place in support of the Regulatory
Recommended Path Forward. Initially, the specific requirements of the
applicable DOE directives will be verified to assure timely and efficient
actions.

28














