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Paducah Waste Disposal
Alternatives Project

May 15, 2014

PRE-DECISIONAL



Project Background

Waste Created at PGDP

Approximately 3.6 million cubic yards of waste is expected to be
generated from the demolition of over 500 buildings and facilities
and continued environmental remediation of the Paducah site

Progress of the demolition of C-340 Metals Plant
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Project Background

Waste Volume Over Time

Volume

Time
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Alternatives Being Evaluated

Off-site alternative

Make a sitewide
programmatic
decision to ship
waste that does not
meet the on-site
landfill (C-746-U)
disposal criteria to

licensed off-site AN e
disposal facilities . e ’-l
= R : — “‘c‘ Potential On-site

Landfill

Paducah wastes currently are disposed of at the on-site
C-746-U Landfill and the Utah and Nevada disposal sites.
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Other Off-Site Considerations

Will off-site facilities accept other waste in the future?
* In three recent notable cases, states sought to control what types of wastes can be brought within their borders
for disposal

Is it fair for wastes to be disposed of in locations far from where they are generated?
* |ssues involved—examples

— Economic conditions around generating/disposal site

— Fairness of transporting waste through communities

— Fairness of turning to less populated states to solve nation’s waste disposal needs

* Oak Ridge, TN, residents recommended DOE build an on-site facility for waste disposal

— Partial justification: unfair to other states that Oak Ridge reaps the economic benefits of waste generation while leaving others
to dispose of waste

Risks associated with transporting waste offsite through other communities.
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Alternatives Being Evaluated

- | Potential site locations D~ .........
On-site alternative ! a1/

* Design, build, and operate on-site
waste disposal facility (OSWDF) that
accepts CERCLA waste L el TN 2 il

* May continue to dispose of waste B s
that meets the facility disposal e /& - L TR
criteria in the existing C-746-U _ il
Landfill : , 4P

* Ship waste not meeting OSWDF or
C-746-U final waste criteria to
licensed off-site disposal facilities
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‘ On-Site Disposal Effectiveness

Construction and operation of an on-site waste disposal facility has been done at a
number of DOE sites, including these:

Hanford, WA, which remains an active DOE facility
Oak Ridge, TN, which remains an active DOE facility
Fernald, OH, near Cincinnati, which is now part of a wildlife refuge

Weldon Spring, MO, near St. Louis, now part of a recreation area

safety <« performance ¢ cleanup % closure PRE-DECISIONAL www.energy.gov/EM 8



~ CERCLA Process

(Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act )

Continuous Regulatory Oversight

Remedial Investigation (RlI) Feasibility Study (FS) Selection of Remedy

Screening
Alternatives

* Proposed Plan
+* Formal Public
Comment

Project Scoping

* Site
Characterization * Analysis of

Alternatives * Record of Decision

+* ldentify Remedy
YOU ARE HERE

* Risk Assessment
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p
Threshold Criteria

(1) Overall protection of human health and the environment
(2) Comply with federal and state regulations or obtain a waiver(s)

Balancing Criteria
(3) Long-term effectiveness and permanence
(4) Reduction of contaminant toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment
(5) Short-term effectiveness
(6) Implementability
(7) Cost

Modifying Criteria
(8) State acceptance
(9) Community acceptance

safety & performance ¢ cleanup < closure PRE-DECISIONAL www.energy.gov/EM 10



RI/FS Cost Alternatives and Estimates

/" Off-Site

* Project by Project

. . * Single Programmatic
decisions

decision
* On-site disposal of waste el s el el et T
. - acceptance criteria * On-site disposal of waste
meeting the existing meeting the C-746-U
waste acceptance criteria e Construct a new on-site waste acceptance criteria
(C-746-U) disposal facility (OSWDF)
* Off-site disposal of waste Sl g el s © Offsite d.i sposal of waste
acceptance criteria not meeting the C-746-U

not meeting the C-746-U

waste acceptance criteria | | « Off-site disposal of waste not
meeting the C-746-U or
OSWDF waste acceptance
criteria

$1.3 Billion S800 Million

$1.3 Billion
\ (Net Present Value) / k (Net Present Value) j \ (Net Present Value) /

waste acceptance criteria
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Community Input To Date

* Impacts to Future Site Use
* Economic Impact
* Transportation Risks

 |Increased Communications
— Oak Ridge Tour

— Off-site specific discussions
¢ Transportation

— On-site specific discussions
+* Design
¢ Location alternatives

www.energy.gov/EM
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