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AGENCY: U S. Departnent of Energy

ACTI O\ Fi nding of No Significant Inpact

SUMVARY: The U.S. Departnent of Energy (DOE) has prepared an Environnental
Assessnment (EA), DOE/ EA-1276, for w dening unused Trench 36 in the 218-E-12B
Low Level Burial Gound, Hanford Site, Richland, Washi ngton. DCE has
determ ned that the proposed action is not a major federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environnment, within the
meani ng of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Therefore,
the preparation of an Environnental |npact Statenment (EI'S) is not required.

ADDRESSES AND FURTHER | NFORMATI ON:

A single copy of the EA and further information about the proposed action is
avail abl e from

H E. Bilson, Director

Wast e Prograns Division

U S. Department of Energy
Ri chl and Operations Ofice
P. O Box 550 S7-41

Ri chl and, Washi ngton 99352
(509) 376-1366

For further information regardi ng the DOE NEPA Process, contact:

Carol M Borgstrom Director

O fice of NEPA Oversight

U S. Department of Energy

1000 I ndependence Avenue, S. W
Washi ngton, D.C. 20585

(202) 586-4600 or (800) 472-2756

PURPOSE AND NEED: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs cost-effective
wast e di sposal capacity to acconmmodate bul k category 1 Low Level Waste (LLW,
and to facilitate segregation of LLW

BACKGROUND: LLWis disposed in active Low Level Burial Gounds (LLBG, which
are located in the 200 East and 200 West Areas. Exanples of waste disposed in
the LLBG are process waste, |aboratory waste, construction debris,

contai neri zed waste, and bul k waste. Typical containers used for disposal of
LLWare nmetal drums from3.8 liters (1 gallon) to 416.4 liters (108 gall ons)
in size, and boxes nmade of wood, concrete, netal, and fiber-reinforced
plastic. Current bul k (uncontainerized) waste forms disposed in V-type LLW
trenches typically consist of vegetation (e.g., tunbleweeds), wood scraps,
soil, and other types of waste as stated in the Low Level Burial G ounds

Di sposal Plan. In addition, large itens are received periodically at the
LLBG  These itens include tanker trucks, cover blocks, cranes, and failed
equi prent, which al so are di sposed of as bul k waste.
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Because the existing V-type LLWtrenches were desi gned before 1976 and
anal yzed i n ERDA-1538, the V-type trenches are insufficient for current
di sposal operations of bulk waste. The V-type trenches are narrow at the
bottom and are generally |l ess than about 5 nmeters (16 feet) deep. Current
procedures require 2.44 meters (8 feet) of clean fill dirt over all waste
di sposed in the LLBG The LLBG area can be nore efficiently utilized by
di ggi ng trenches as w de as possible. Gven trenches of equival ent depth, the
wi der trenches would allow nore waste to be placed per square feet of surface
area. This not only saves on trench construction costs, but al so decreases
cl osure cover size and cost for a given volunme of waste.

Typi cal operations in the LLBG include receipt of LLWfrom DOE approved
generators. The vehicle carrying the LLW such as a standard sem -trailer
truck, flatbed truck, dunp truck, or other conveyance, is positioned within or
besi de the receiving trench. The LLWis dunped directly or unloaded using
forklifts, a crane, and/or an alternate approved nethod. D sposa
docunentation is conpleted, and the trench is backfilled to cover the LLW
Trench stabilization will occur before final closure.

The existing trench designated to receive only bulk LLWis being filled
rapidly. LLWcould be disposed in presently configured trenches; however,
this would result in both higher short-term (stabilization) and | ong-term
(final closure cover) expense. Any efforts taken to increase the waste
capacity per unit surface area for the trenches receiving this waste type wll
reduce closure costs.

LLWgenerated onsite or by offsite generators is disposed in the 200 East
and 200 West areas of the Hanford Site. An assessnent is nmade by Operations
to verify that generators have the appropriate procedures, systens, and
operational capabilities to neet the LLBG waste acceptance criteria. The
generators conpile a waste profile sheet for a waste stream proposed for
di sposal

Because of uncertainty associated with forecasting, emerging needs, and
actual generation of waste, it is necessary to nmaintain a certain |evel of
cushion to have the capacity to support all waste types. The l|atest avail able
i nformati on for expected volumes of LLWbul k waste indicates that the baseline
bul k LLWvol unes forecasted for onsite and offsite would result in essentially
filling the current bulk LLWTrench 42 by the end of fiscal year (FY) 1999.

I f the maxi num proj ected volune of LLWwere added, Trench 42 probably woul d be
filled around mdyear. In addition, acceptance of bul k shipnments per year
which were not identified in the forecast, is required. These annua

unf orecasted vol unes typically ranged from about 142 to 1,133 cubic neters
(5,000 to 40,000 cubic feet). Therefore, to ensure that sufficient capacity
is available to support generator requests, Trench 36 would need to be w dened
in FY 1999.

In 1975, Hanford Site burial ground activities were evaluated in the
Fi nal Environnental |npact Statement on WAste Managenent Operations, Hanford
Reservation. In May 1997, DCE issued the Final Waste Management Programmatic
Envi ronnent al | npact Statenment (WWPEIS) exam ning the DCE conpl ex-w de
managenent of current and antici pated vol unmes of various waste, including LLW
DCE has begun preparation for a Hanford Site Solid (radi oactive and
hazardous) Waste Program EIS (HSWEIS) that exam nes the nmanagenment of various
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wast e vol unes subject to the alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS, including
but not Iimted to, the disposal of LLWand closure of LLBG The Record of
Deci sion for the WMWPEIS for LLWis being prepared. This environnenta
assessnment is an interimaction to, and would not prejudice any alternatives
or decisions that would be made in the HSWEIS. Final closure and any

nmoni toring i ssues of trenches in the LLBG woul d be addressed in future

envi ronnental docunentati on

PROPOSED ACTI ON: The proposed action would wi den Trench 36 within the
218-E-12B Low Level Burial Gound for disposal of LLW The base of this
trench woul d be wi dened on the east side fromapproximately 1.5 neters

(5 feet) to 9.1 nmeters (30 feet) with the sane slope (1.5:1) along the entire
275 neter (900 foot) length of the trench. Existing bulk LLWdi sposal
capacity in Trench 36 woul d increase alnost six times from approxi mately 1,050
cubic nmeters (37,200 cubic feet) to 6,320 cubic neters (223,000 cubic feet).
Bul | dozers using standard construction practices would nove soil to the east
side of the length of the current trench configuration to be used as backfil

during operations. Backfilling operations would cover the bulk LLWw th a
m ni mum of 2.4 neters (8 feet) of soil. The proposed action would begin in
FY 1999.

The bul k LLWwoul d be unl oaded into the di sposal trench by dunping off
t he back end of a dump truck, or by use of a forklift, crane, or other
approved nethod. Typical LLWoperations on the Hanford Site woul d not change
as a result of the proposed action. Wdening Trench 36 woul d provide for nore
cost-effective land use and woul d i ncrease the capacity of the LLBG without
an increase to the footprint of the LLBG The cost of w dening Trench 36
woul d be approxi mately $29, 000 based on excavati on costs of $2.73 per cubic
nmeter ($2.10 per cubic yard).

ALTERNATI VES CONSI DERED: No- Action: In the No Action alternative, DCE woul d
continue to dispose of bulk LLWin existing trench space. Trench 42 would be
used until full (by the end of FY 1999). Existing trenches designated for

ot her waste types mght be used for bulk LLWdisposal. Additional V-type
trenches might have to be added to the existing LLBG This would result in

| ess efficient use of trench space at a higher cost for eventual disposal of
Category 1 LLW

Alternative to Wden Trench 14 in the 218-E-10 Burial Gound: This
alternative woul d extend and w den existing partially fillTed Trench 14 in the
218-E-10 Burial Gound for disposal of bulk LLW However, because this trench
is partially filled, this trench would provide | ess volunme than the Proposed
Acti on.

Alternative to Wden Trench 37 in the 218-WA4C Burial Gound: This
alternative woul d w den the existing and unused Trench 37 in the 218-WA4C
Burial G ound. Because Trench 37 is not as long and is nore shall ow t han
Trench 36, this alternative would not provide equivalent capacity for bulk LLW
di sposal

Alternative to Dig a New Trench: An alternative to dig a new trench to the
size of the proposed action was consi dered. However, at a cost of about $2.73
per cubic meter ($2.10 per cubic yard) to excavate soil and dig a trench in an
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exi sting LLBG of simlar size to the Proposed Action, the new trench woul d
cost approxi mately $60,000, nmore than twi ce the cost for the Proposed Action

Alternative for OfSite Disposal: An alternative for offsite disposal was
considered. [If this alternative was taken, the excavation nmight be simlar to
t he proposed action. However, this alternative would not take advantage of
the using the existing LLBG and rel ated infrastructure owned and operated by
DCE. Thus, the cost for disposal of bulk LLWmay be nore expensive. In
addition, there would be increased transportation risk of sending Hanford LLW
offsite.

ENVI RONMENTAL | MPACTS:  All soil disturbances woul d occur on previously

di sturbed soil within the 218-E-12B Burial G ound. Because Trench 36 is an
unused trench, the associated soils are free of pre-existing radioactive or
hazardous material. Soil noverment during backfilling activities would be
acconpani ed by watering down, or other dust suppression nethods. Snal
gaseous, particulate, or thermal discharges fromtrucks, fork lifts, and other
equi prent woul d be generated during routine operations. No hazardous or
dangerous waste is expected to be present or generated. Therefore, it is
anticipated that inpacts to the environment woul d not be consequenti al

It is expected that there woul d be no adverse effects on cultural resources
fromthe proposed action. In addition, no Federal or State-listed, proposed,
candi date, threatened, or endangered species are expected to be affected.

Safety Inpacts: No significant inpacts are expected. Construction and
operations will conformto recognized safety codes and regulations to ensure a
saf e worki ng environment. Because the proposed action would take place in a
cl ean area, no contam nation, radionuclide releases, or direct radiation
exposure during trench widening activities would occur. The potenti al

radi ati on recei ved by workers during the operations of the proposed action
woul d be typical of exposure in other LLBG and be administratively controlled
below DOE | imts of an annual effective dose equivalent (EDE) of 5 rem per
year.

The reasonabl y-foreseeabl e acci dents under the construction phase of the
proposed action for wi dening Trench 36 woul d be typical construction
accidents. Al construction personnel would foll ow approved safety procedures
for the trench-widening activities. Public health and safety would not be

af fected because the area is closed to the general public. Typica
construction hazards woul d exi st, however the risk of severe accidents would
be smal |

A reasonably foreseeabl e acci dent considered during operation would be a
di spersal of contam nation from breach of a waste bul k soil contai ner
[21 cubic neters (27 cubic yards)] (abnormal operation with stable
nmet eorol ogy), as analyzed in the "Solid Waste Burial Gounds Interim Safety

Anal ysis." For this scenario, a waste bulk soil container is one typical dunp
truck | oad of bulk waste. It is postulated that a single container of waste
bul k soil is spilled because of an operator error that results in an unpl anned

dunpi ng or a vehicle accident that breaches the container. The contents of a
breached contai ner are assuned to be ejected fromthe container with
sufficient force to create an anount of fugitive dust conparable to the anmount
rel eased from dunping the contents of a contai ner down the trench worKking
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face. A plume would originate fromthe point of the release, which is
presuned to occur on or adjacent to a facility road or transfer pad. Sone

additional fugitive dust would be created in the process of spill cleanup
this release is assunmed to be conparable in magnitude to the rel ease resulting
from spreadi ng one container of bulk waste soil in the disposal trench

Because waste handling woul d not occur at w ndspeeds of greater than 24

kil ometers per hour (15 miles per hour), the contribution of w nd suspension
to the release is considered to be negligible. The consequences of this
accident would still be well bel ow radiol ogical risk conparison guidelines.

The respective maxi num onsite worker and of fsite dose consequences for
this accident scenario are 9.40 x 10°° rem EDE and 4.95 x 10°° rem EDE
respectively. This would result in 3.76 x 10'° | atent cancer fatalities (LCF)
to the maxi numonsite worker and 2.48 x 10*® LCF to the offsite popul ation
At a nedium probability with a | ow consequence |evel, the onsite risk
acceptance is | ow and woul d not be exceeded.

Hazards conmon to earth-noving and crane-operating projects would exist.
Qperations in Trench 36 woul d be typical of waste handling in the LLBG and
woul d be conducted in conformance with recogni zed safety codes, regul ations,
and approved procedures. Adnministrative controls would reduce the chance of
acci dents.

Nonr adi ol ogi cal risks to workers from occupational illness or injury are
based on statistics for DOE and DOE contractor experience. The average ‘total
recordabl e case rate’ for the years 1990-1994 was 4.1 per 200, 000 wor ker
hours. Using the standard assunption for DOE and contractors of 1,830 hours
per year for a full-time equivalent (FTE) worker and DOE s total recordable
cases in 1995; 0.06% were fatalities and 45% were | ost workday cases. There
has been one | ost workday case reported in LLBG over the |ast 2 years.

Because the average LLBG worker would not spend a full FTE actually working in
the trenches of LLBG it is expected that there would be less fatalities and
| ost wor kday cases.

Soci oeconom ¢ I npacts: Existing Hanford Site construction and operations
personnel woul d be used during construction and operations, therefore no
soci oeconom ¢ i mpacts are expected fromthe proposed action

Envi ronnental Justice: Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Mnority Popul ations and Low | ncome Popul ati ons,
requires that federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate,

di sproportionately high and adverse human health or environnental effects of
their programs and activities on mnority and | owinconme popul ati ons.
Mnority and | ow i nconme popul ati on groups are present near the Hanford Site.
The anal ysis of the inpacts in this EA indicates that there will be m nimal

i npacts to both the offsite popul ation and potential workforce by inplenmenting
t he proposed action, because the proposed action will occur predom nately on
the Hanford Site and the offsite environnental inpacts fromthe proposed
action in this EA are expected to be minimal. Therefore, it is not expected
that there will be any disproportionate inpacts to any mnority or |owincone
portion of the comrunity.
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Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative environmental impacts were considered but no
significant cumulative impacts are expected from implementation of the
proposed action.

DETERMINATION: Based on the analysis contained in the EA, and receiving no
public comments, I conclude that the proposed action to widen Trench 36 in the
218-E-12B LLBG does not constitute a “major federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment” within the meaning of NEPA.
Therefore, an EIS is not required.

Issued at Richland, Washington, this Q{ day of February, 1999.

0 e

James C. Hall
7 Acting Manager
g Richland Operations Office
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