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A contrast of the cap used over shallow-land burial trenches in humid regions (left) versus that used over arid regions (right). The
cap on the left is at the Barnwell, SC and the cap on the right is at the Richland, WA site. The clay cap in Barnwell is monitored for

subsidence for a few months and then covered with topsoil and planted with vegetation.

drainage ditches that carry surface runoff either
offsite or to onsite retention ponds for monitoring,
possible treatment, and subsequent offsite dis-
charge.

Monitoring System

Past problems with radionuclide migration high-
light the need for long-term monitoring of disposal
facilities and sites. NRC or the respective Agree-
ment State can independently monitor sites at its
own discretion to ensure the accuracy of measure-
ments taken by site operators. At a minimum, the site
operator or custodial agency must continue periodic
monitoring during the 100-year institutional period
following site closure.

A monitoring program during site operation may
include monthly or quarterly measurements of
radiation levels in open and filled disposal units and
periodic measurements of radionuclides in sur-
rounding soil, vegetation, wildlife, air, surface
water, and groundwater. The number of monitoring
stations at a site and the sampling frequency may
depend in part on the amount of annual precipitation
and the past performance of the facility—the lower
the rainfall and the better the performance, the less
frequent the monitoring needs to be.

The best means for tracking the potential
migration of waste constituents is to monitor the
movement of precipitation over, around, and
perhaps (in worst cases) through disposal facili-
ties. As facilities are currently designed, the vast
majority of precipitation falling on a disposal site is

diverted away from the buried waste by the cap
covering each disposal unit. Any migration of
contaminants from the waste would be associated
with small amounts of water that might infiltrate
through the caps; if there is no leakage through the
cap, there should be no migration of contaminants
(assuming the disposal site is far removed from
groundwater). 17

Three primary locations for collecting and moni-
toring infiltrating water are often included in new
disposal facility designs in humid regions. Sumps in
the loading pads or vault floors collect water moving
downward through the disposal units. Sumps in the
gravel layers under the loading pads or vault floors
collect water moving through the backfilled material
surrounding the disposal units. Monitoring wells are
also typically located around the perimeter of
disposal sites. However, disposal facility designs
have yet to incorporate a monitoring system into the
lower layers of a cap so that leaks in the cap can be
quickly detected and repaired before much water
enters a disposal unit.

To minimize the migration of contaminants
away from disposal units, any infiltrating water
must not be allowed to accumulate in the disposal
units and to saturate the waste. Infiltration can be
prevented by pumping accumulated water out of
disposal units or passively draining water (via
gravity) to collection basins for monitoring, possible
treatment, and offsite discharge. Most disposal site
engineers believe that passive drainage that mini-
mizes the dependence on human or mechanical

17~c ~ewlatiom ~rohibl[  tie dispos~ of Wmtes wl~ mater  ~~ 1 yrcent  of fr~ ]iquldS; dl liquids must & evaporated, solidified, or retained
in absorbent material prior to disposal. Some States may also restrict the use of absorbent material and require the .wabilizauon  of all wastes.



Chapter 6-Disposal Technologies ● 135

measures is preferred. In some facility designs, the
internal drainage collection pipes all run into a
6-foot-diameter concrete monitoring gallery under
the site with a monitoring port for each drainage
collection pipe. The more sumps there are, the easier
it is to pinpoint the source of any leaks. However, it
may be more difficult to maintain a more complex
drainage and monitoring system.

Other Engineered Features

Many other engineered features can be incorpo-
rated into disposal facility designs to minimize the
infiltration of surface water and to keep the waste as
dry as possible. For example, the outside of concrete
vaults can be covered with synthetic membranes,
epoxy resins, bentonite panels, etc., to increase their
resistance to water. The insides of vaults and
concrete containers can be coated with epoxy resins,
asphalt, synthetic liners, or other waterproofing
materials. Open disposal units can be covered with
some sort of mobile roof during filling to shelter the
waste from precipitation.

General Designs of Near-Surface
Disposal Facilities18

Most engineers who are familiar with the disposal
of LLW and hazardous wastes believe that accepta-
ble near-surface disposal facilities for LLW and
mixed LLW can be developed anywhere in the
country using readily available materials and
widely applied construction techniques. Further-
more, they believe that significant breakthroughs
in technology are not necessary, imminent, or
worth waiting for. The probability is high that
disposal facilities that are well-designed, well-
constructed, and well-maintained can safely iso-
late LLW and/or mixed LLW for a few hundred
years and perhaps even longer. Incremental im-
provements will come from construction experience
and the long-term monitoring of facility perform-
ance.

Disposal facility designs now being developed by
States and compacts often incorporate many of the
natural site characteristics and engineered features
described above. The use of these features to
prevent water infiltration, especially at sites
located in humid regions, tends to increase the

level of public confidence in the long-term per-
formance of disposal facilities. However, facilities
that do not incorporate these features, especially
those facilities in arid regions, should not necessar-
ily be considered unacceptable.

Although disposal facility designs have improved
over the last decade, States must create an institu-
tional process to ensure the proper siting, design,
construction, and management of disposal facili-
ties. Using a more sophisticated and/or expensive
facility design will not necessarily improve the
long-term containment of the waste if the facility is
not properly developed and managed. The conse-
quence of inadequate design and shoddy construc-
tion and/or management may not be evident for
many decades after a disposal facility has been
closed. Moreover, adapting a good general design to
fit the natural characteristics of a specific disposal
site can be as or more important than choosing the
general design itself.

Below-Grade Facilities

With below-grade facilities, the elevation of
adjacent surface drainage channels is above the
highest level of buried waste. (See figure 6-8. )

All commercial LLW disposal facilities in the
United States have used trenches, a disposal tech-
nology commonly referred to as shallow-land
burial (SLB) (see figure 6-1). Typical trenches may
be 20 to 60 feet wide, 20 to 40 feet high, and several
hundred feet long. Trench floors are usually sloped
a few degrees toward pumpable sumps located along
the sides and at the ends of the trenches and are

covered with a uniform layer of gravel for internal
drainage. Once a portion of the trench has been filled
with waste, it is normally covered with 3 to 10 feet
of compacted soil from a newly excavated portion of
the same trench or another. In many cases, a
multilayered cap may be constructed over this fill
material. Depending on the site characteristics,
trenches may be spaced as close as 15 feet apart.

In light of the inadequate performance of SLB
facilities in New York, Illinois, and Kentucky,
nearly 80 percent of States and compacts have
banned or restricted the use of SLB for isolating
LLW (20). “Improved” SLB is now practiced at

l13This di~ussion  IS bad primarily on reformation from the U.S. Depanment  of Energy, “Conceptual Design Report: Altematlve Concepts for
Lmw-Level  Radloacuve  Waste Disposal, prepared by Rogers & Assoclatcs Engineering C’orp,  for the Nalional  bw-bvcl Waste  Managemcn( Program,
DOE/LLW-60T, June 1987;  and from the Ncw York State Energy Research and Development Authori~y, < ‘Handbook oi Disposal Technologies for
bw-1-evel  Rachoactive Waste, ” June 1987.
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the three existing commercial disposal facilities
in South Carolina, Washington, and Nevada. The
primary improvements mandated by NRC’s 10 CFR
Part 61 regulations involve segregating Class A, B,
and C waste, stabilizing Class B and C waste, and
using an intruder barrier or deeper burial for Class C
waste. To date, there has been no offsite migration
of radionuclides at any of these three facilities.

Due to past problems with SLB, some States and
compacts have expressed much interest in using
below-ground vaults. As shown in figure 6-8,
below-ground concrete vaults are underlain with a
layer of gravel, and typically have sumps and a
pump-out capability for removing infiltrating water.
After the vaults have been filled with waste and
sealed, the trenches are backfilled and typically
covered with a multilayered cap.

Below-ground vaults measuring 100 feet long, 50
feet wide, and 20 feet high have been used at DOE’s
Savannah River National Laboratory for the disposal
of defense LLW, which is comparable to commer-
cial Class B and C waste.19 Below-ground vaults
have also been used for the retrievable storage of
transuranic and other LLW at the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory, in Canada, and in other foreign
countries.

Above-Grade Facilities

With above-grade facilities, the elevation of
adjacent surface drainage channels is below the
lowest level of buried waste. (See figure 6-9.)

An above-grade tumulus is now being used on a
demonstration basis for the disposal of Class A
waste at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. A
concrete pad measuring 100 feet by 65 feet was first
poured at ground level on top of a layer of gravel.
Compacted waste is being placed into reinforced
concrete containers measuring about 5 feet by 6 feet
by 7 feet. These containers are then placed in two
layers on the concrete pad. The stacked containers
will be covered with layers of clay, an impermeable
membrane, and soil to form a low-gradient mound
with a relief of about 20 feet. Vegetation will be used
to prevent cap erosion.20

A tumulus has also been proposed (see figure 6-9)
for the disposal of Class B and C waste generated by

the cleanup of a now-defunct spent fuel reprocessing
operation located at the West Valley, New York,
facility. According to present plans, the final dimen-
sions of the tumulus over the vault will measure
about 30 feet high, about 250 feet across at the base,
and about 500 feet long. Slopes on top of the tumulus
will be a few degrees; slopes along the sides of the
mound will be about 15 degrees.21

In cases where additional long-term stability is
required, the waste can be disposed of in earth-
covered, above-ground vaults. With this type of
facility, the waste is placed inside a concrete vault
constructed at ground level. Once the vault is
covered with a cap, the facility will have the contour
of a gently sloped tumulus. Such facilities have been
proposed for waste disposal in humid regions of the
United States, especially for Class B, C, and mixed
LLW.

Earth-Mounded Concrete Bunkers

Earth-mounded concrete bunkers (EMCBs) have
been developed and successfully used in France over
the last two decades. Trenches are first filled to
ground level with Class B and C waste, which is
encased in concrete. Reinforced concrete is poured
over the uppermost layer of waste, thereby forming
large monoliths. Metal drums and/or concrete con-
tainers of Class A waste are then stacked on top of
the concrete monoliths and covered with soil, giving
the facility its tumulus shape. (See figure 6-10.)

There are two potential problems with this dis-
posal scheme. First, EMCBs may have to be
monitored and maintained for the 500-year lifetime
of the Class C waste in the trenches even though
Class A and B waste will have decayed within 100
years and 300 years, respectively. Second, dealing
with potential problems with Class B and C waste
might necessitate removal of the overlying Class A
waste.

DEVELOPING SITE-SPECIFIC
DISPOSAL FACILITIES

There are probably many acceptable ways in
which different features can be incorporated into
site-specific disposal facility designs. Due to differ-
ences in site characteristics, especially annual

lgO’Rear,  Op. cit., foomote 10.
z~o~a Slmmen, us. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, personal communication, June 16, 19M.
zlHe~  Walter, tJ.S. ~p~ent of Energy, personal communication on scpt. *8, 1989.
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Figure 6-8-Below-Ground Vault Cross Section

Figure 6-9—Above-Grade Tumulus Cross Section
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Figure 6-10--Perspective View of an Earth Mounded Concrete Bunker
REINFORCED CONCRETE BLOCKS

CLASS ‘A”& "B" - WASTES \
TOPSOIL

_  “. ,  NATIVE VEGETATION

PERVIOUS LAYER

ABIL ITY  BACKFILL

A perspective view of the Earth Mounded Concrete Bunker depicts the approximate Iocations of wastes which are separated according to level of activity

Class “C” wastes are embedded in concrete monoliths belowground while Class ‘B’ wastes and stabilized Class ‘A’ wastes are stored above-ground
in earthen mounds over the concrete monoliths. A drainage network is provided within and around the structure to prevent the contact of water with

the wastes and to provide collection and monitoring capabilities

SOURCE. U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Alternative Methods for Disposal of Low-Level Radioactive Wastes Technical Requirements for an Earth
Mounded Concrete Bunker,” contractor report prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterways Experiment station. NUREG/CR-3774,
Vol. 4, Oct. 1965, p.6.

precipitation and time-of-travel of groundwater,
there is no one disposal facility design that is
optimum for all regions of the country. For
example, a facility design that might be suitable for
a site in an arid region might be inappropriate for a
site in a humid region, and visa versa.22 With
increasing experience and long-term monitoring,
some disposal facility designs will undoubtedly
prove superior to others.

Selecting an Appropriate Facility
Design for LLW

Both below-grade and above-grade facility de-
signs have advantages and disadvantages when used
in regions of the country with high or low precipita-
tion. Regardless of the design chosen, it is of utmost
importance to keep LLW and mixed LLW dry.23

JZW1nd ~ro~lon ~d in(enw  ~riods of rainf~]  Me ~on~ems  in Mid environments, An ab~vc.grade  s~~(urc  ma) rc,qulrc  more active m~ltlt~nMl~c  In

arid climates  than a below-ground structure. Furthermore, a clay  cap used in humid regions may dry out and crack m and rcgmns.
Z~Mmy o~her Pwmc(ers  cm ~ Used [0 ~va]uate  ~c dcslrabl]lty of dls~s~ facility designs, nese p~~ctcr$ include: pro(ccllon Of the genera]

population, protection of inadvertent intruders, worker protection, land requircmcnts,  costs,  long-term stability, development IIMC, prcvlous  operating
experience, momtorability,  licensability, ability to remove the waste after disposal, etc. More dctallcd comparisons of disposal faclllty  designs arc
provided in U.S. Department of Energy, “Conceptual Design Report: Alternative Concepts for Low-bvel  Radioactive WAC Dqmsal,’ prepared by
Rogers & Associates Engineering Corp. for the National I.mw-Lvel Waste Management Program, DOE/LLW-60T,  June 1987; Ncw York State Energy
Research and Development Authority, ‘‘Handbook of Disposat Tldmologies for Iaw-Level Radioactive Waste, ” June 1987,  and Illinms Department
of Nuclear Safety, ‘ ‘Technical Considerations for bw-hvcl Radioactive Waste  Disposal in Illinois, ” draft summary, November 1987.
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Regions With High Precipitation

As engineered features decrease the potential for
water infiltration, many of these features will likely
see extensive use in humid regions of the United
States, principally the East. In fact, the level of
public confidence in the long-term performance of a
waste disposal facility may depend on incorporating
more of these design features, Design engineers
generally agree that “passive” features, such as
natural down slope drainage, are generally more
reliable over the long-term than “active” fea-
tures, such as pumps.24

If a disposal site is located in an area with a long
groundwater time-of-travel and far from flood-prone
areas, infiltration of precipitation will be the most
likely cause of buried waste coming into contact
with water. Therefore, a well-designed and well-
maintained cap is used to prevent this scenario. If the
cap is 100 percent effective, there should be no
post-disposal migration of waste constituents from
either below-grade or above-grade facilities. How-
ever, if infiltration occurs, the facility design will
likely affect the rate at which water accumulates
inside the facility, the rate at which contaminants
leach from the waste, and the subsequent migration
of contaminated water from the waste disposal
facility.

Precipitation leaking into below-grade trenches
tends to accumulate in sumps located at the ends or
sides of the trenches. If water accumulating in the
sumps is not pumped out, the trenches can fill with
water like a “bathtub.” Water in the trenches will
eventually saturate the waste and will leach contam-
inants from it, Contaminated water will then perco-
late through the floor and walls of the trench into the
groundwater and/or overflow at ground level. The
same sequence of events can occur with below-grade
vaults, but perhaps to a lesser degree. Any water
pumped from trenches or below-ground vaults can
be monitored and treated for contaminants and
subsequently discharged offsite.

The “bathtub” effect is not a problem with
above-grade tumuli or earth-covered, above-
-ground vaults. Instead. any water infiltrating
through the cap is usually collected above an
impermeable barrier (e.g., concrete loading pad, or
a synthetic liner/clay layer below the disposal unit)

that prevents downward migration of water below
the lowest level of waste. Rather than accumulating
inside the facility and saturating the waste, this
collected water is typically channeled passively (via
gravity) through buried pipes to external collection
ponds, where it can be monitored, treated if neces-
sary, and subsequently discharged offsite.

The ability to account for any water that infiltrates
through the cap and into the disposal facility also
varies between below-grade and above-grade facili-
ties. With above-grade facilities, precipitation will
either run off the cap, drain through the facility and
into external collection basins, or remain inside the
facility. With below-grade facilities, infiltrating

water might also leak laterally through the vault or
trench walls or downward through the vault or trench
floor, if it is not immediately pumped out. Only
monitoring wells around the disposal site perimeter
would be able to detect any such leakage. Lining
trenches and vaults with impervious natural or
synthetic material will probably help contain infil-
trating water inside below-grade facilities. but liners
may also aggravate the bathtub effect and increase
the likelihood that the waste will become saturated
with water.

As shown in table 6-2, certainty about the
performance of a disposal facility is high if the cap
sheds all precipitation from the facility. However, if
the cap is less than 100 percent effective, the
potential for accurately determining the fate of
infiltrating precipitation is high for above-grade
facilities with a good monitoring system, moder-
ate for below-grade facilities with a good moni-
toring system, and low for any facility with a poor
monitoring system.  In addition, in-cap monitoring
systems would significantly improve engineers’
ability to evaluate both the effectiveness of caps and
the overall performance of above-grade and below-
grade facilities.

Since the bathtub effect is an unlikely problem
for above-grade facilities, they probably have a
greater potential for keeping buried waste dry if
the cap leaks. Given comparable monitoring sys-
tems, above-grade facilities also provide a higher
level of certainty about disposal facility perform-
ance than do below-grade facilities. However,
above-grade facilities do have disadvantages rela-

Zqsomc dl$w~  exw~s  ~]icvc  tia( Including  too many engineered features Into a faclllty  design simply adds to its complexity ~d cost  wlhout

nwessarily  improving its long-term performance. However, given the limited experience with dlffcrent facility designs, engineers do not know at what
pmnt a facility may be considered overdes]gned.
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Table 6-2—Lsvels of Certainty About Disposal Facility
Performance in Regions

of High Precipitation

Good monitoring Poor monitoring

Facility performance good Facility performance good
Disposal facility design not Disposal facility design not

critical critical
High certainty about facility Low certainty about facility

performance performance

Facility performance poor Facility performance poor
Above-grade facilities: Above-grade facilities:
High certainty about facility Low certainty about facility
performance and the need to performance and the need to
treat infiltrating water treat infiltrating water

Below-grade facilities: Below-grade facilities:
Moderate certainty about the Low certainty about the
nature of surface and/or nature of surface and/or
groundwater contamination groundwater contamination

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1989

tive to below-grade facilities. First, disposal sites
with above-grade facilities occupy about 70 percent
more land area than sites with below-grade facilities
(10), as shown by the wider cap in figure 6-9. Due to
increased land requirements for above-grade facili-
ties, unit disposal costs are higher. Second, the
broader surface area and steeper side slopes for
tumuli could be more prone to erosion. Third,
eventual unrestricted use of the disposal site may be
limited by the ridge-swale topography.

Regions With Low Precipitation

Where there is no precipitation, there will be no
infiltration of precipitation and no migration of
waste constituents from either an above- or below-
grade facility. In regions of the country where
annual precipitation is very low today and will
probably remain so over the next few centuries,
principally in the West, there seem to be no
technical reasons for using the more elaborate
above-grade facilities to dispose of LLW; below-
grade facilities are adequate and likely prefera-
ble25 in most arid regions.

Selecting an Appropriate Facility
Design for Mixed LLW

As described in chapter 3, NRC’s 10 CFR Part 61
regulations emphasize physically stabilizing LLW
to minimize cap subsidence and the subsequent

infiltration of water. However, NRC-licensed facili-
ties are not expected to contain all the waste (i.e.,
‘‘zero release’ for any period of time. Instead, the
hydrogeologic environment surrounding the dis-
posal facility is expected to dilute, disperse, and
adsorb any leaking contaminants to acceptable
levels during facility operation and after facility
closure. NRC requires an institutional care period of
up to 100 years following site closure (10 CFR Part
61.59). This period is to ensure that no undue risk is
posed to public health and safety from the disposal
site.

EPA controls the disposal of hazardous wastes in
landfills through its regulations found in 40 CFR
Part 264. The goal of EPA’s regulations is to totally
contain hazardous wastes. To do this, the bottom and
sides of EPA-licensed facilities are lined with layers
of clay and double synthetic material, forming a
double-lined bathtub. Leachate collection systems
are situated between the double liners to prevent any
leaking contaminants from escaping into the sur-
rounding environment. If leaks develop in both
liners during operation or pose-closure, pumping
and treating contaminated water from remediation
wells surrounding the site can hopefully be used to
control the migration of waste constituents. In such
a case, EPA would likely require extension of the
standard 30-year post-closure care period (40 CFR
Part 264. 117).

Over the last few years NRC and EPA have
developed joint guidelines and joint guidance for
siting and designing mixed LLW disposal facilities
(22, 23), These guidelines propose an above-
grade facility as an acceptable design. A multilay-
ered cap forms an ‘‘umbrella’ over the waste, rather
than a bathtub under the waste. EPA’s double liners
and leachate collection systems are located beneath
the waste where they can intercept infiltrating water
and channel it via gravity to collection basins for
monitoring, possible treatment, and offsite dis-
charge. 26

A few humid eastern States are planning to use
earth-covered, above-ground vaults for mixed
LLW disposal, since these facilities appear to be
more reliable for isolating waste in humid areas
than below-grade facilities..

Xl-he ~cate~t envlromen~  risk t. ~ arid site may be from wind erosion and intense periods of rainfall; therefore, an above-gade structure would

more likely be damaged than a beiow-ground  faeiiity.
~State  and cornp~t  pm~ss in &VdOping  mixed LLW disposal units is generally well behind their progress in developing disposal units for their

nonmixed LLW. There are several technical and political factors causing this delay,
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Arid States seem to prefer less elaborate, below-
grade facilities rather than above-grade facilities. If
precipitation is not a problem, there seems to be
no technical reasons for using above-grade facili-
ties rather than below-grade facilities, or for
using double liners and leachate collection sys-
tems beneath the waste, as required by EPA’s
regulations. In fact, an above-grade facility could be
inappropriate in arid regions due to wind erosion
and/or water erosion from periods of intense rainfall
that could damage it much more than a below-
ground facility .27

Development Schedules

Designs for nonmixed LLW facilities must be
approved by NRC or by Agreement States; designs
for mixed LLW facilities must be approved by NRC
or by Agreement States, and by EPA, or by a State
with mixed waste authorization. Most host States are
planning to obtain licensing/permitting authority
from NRC and EPA for both LLW and mixed LLW
facilities, since this approach appears to be the most
expeditious. An optimistic schedule for developing
a waste disposal facility, barring nontechnical
obstacles, is shown in table 6-3. U

Regardless of the general disposal facility design
chosen, there are no technical obstacles prevent-
ing all States and/or compact regions from
finding acceptable sites within their borders and
designing, constructing, and licensing waste dis-
posal facilities for LLW and mixed LLW. There
are, however, institutional and political obstacles
hindering facility development. This is particu-
larly true for mixed LLW facility development.
Potential regulatory conflicts and inconsistencies
and regulatory overlap and duplication between
NRC and EPA have hindered mixed LLW disposal
facility development (see chs. 1 and 3). Lawsuits
have and likely will further delay development of
both nonmixed and mixed LLW disposal units.

Phased Facility Development
in Humid Regions

Multilayered caps have the greatest potential
for diverting the vast majority of precipitation
away from waste disposal facilities. However, caps
must be compatible with site-specific facility de-
signs and climatic conditions. For example, shallow-
rooted surface vegetation must have an appropriate
amount of precipitation and/or soil moisture for
survival and growth.29 Layers of clay within the cap
also have to be buried a few feet below the lowest
level of frost penetration to maintain the cohesive-
ness of the clay minerals.

It should be possible to develop a multilayered
cap that is 100 percent effective in diverting
precipitation away from a disposal facility for
many decades or even centuries. However, devel-
oping such a cap may require experimenting with
different combinations and arrangements of natural
soils and synthetic membranes. The results of
generic research could be applied nationwide. How-
ever, subjecting prospective cap designs to several
years of testing under actual conditions would have
to be conducted at or near actual disposal sites. In
fact, it may require a decade or so to find the most
appropriate cap designs for a particular humid region
of the country.

Development of waste disposal facilities in humid
regions need not be delayed while the performance
of caps is tested in site-specific, long-term demon-
stration projects. Waste disposal units can be COV-
ered with a cap that could be replaced or covered
over later if an alternative cap design proves more
durable. If vaults are used, it may be possible to
leave them uncovered until a cap that has performed
well in a demonstration project is constructed. When
effective caps are constructed and their performance
verified over a few decades, it may be possible to
eliminate some engineered features from later dis-
posal units, thereby reducing future disposal costs.

ZTEpA ~llev~~ ~~t dou~~e  ~~ers ~d ]eacha[e  col[~(ion  systems we necessq  in ~d qjons  &,ause  of few, but intense periods of ralnfali (written
comments from Glen Galen, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Sept. 13, 1989). In comrast,  arid site developers bel~evc  that  these features will
unnaturally trap water and increase contaminant migration (comments from Tom Baer, US Ecology, Inc., OTA Review Panel, Washington, D. C., Aug.
18, 1989).

zgIt ~ould  b noted fiat  Iawsui@ will likely impede this schedule significantly.
z!?Riprap may have t. & us~ instead of vegetation on st~per,  highly erosive slopes  or in places  where pWlpltNIOn is insufficient to suPPofl

vegetation.
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Table 6-3-Optimistic Schedule for Developing a Disposal Facilitya

Year

Development activity o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Screen State and select numerous sites
for evacuation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0- – – –-o

Select most appropriate site . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : o
Characterize site . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : o- – –
Develop conceptual designs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : :
Develop operating plans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : 
Perform safety analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : : o-
Develop detailed designs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : :
Prepare license application and environmental report . . . : :
Submit license application . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : :
NRC/EPA/State reviews license . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : :
Preliminary licensing decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : :
License granted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : :
Prepare site . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :
Construct facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : 
Begin  operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :

o--D
: o—-o :

o- -– –- - o
o-–– – – 7-o

o-–– -- o“
o

; — -
0

o
. 0- -—. 

o-– – – - 4

0

W IS likely that Iawsults WIII be filed  and that this  optlmlstlc  schedule WIII be slgrmflcantly  delayed

SOURCE: U S. Department of Energy, “Conceptual Design Report Alternate Concepts for Low-Level Radloactlve  Waste Disposal,’ prepared by
Rogers & Associates Engmeermg  Corp. for the National Imw-Level  Waste Management Program, DOE/LLW-60T, June 1987

REMEDIATING LEAKING
DISPOSAL FACILITIES

Preventive Measures

Waste constituents that leak from disposal sites
into the environment are often very difficult and
expensive to cleanup. Under certain contamination
scenarios, the waste may have to be removed from
the facility, treated, and “redisposed” in a new
facility. To prevent waste migration and costly
redisposal operations, it will likely prove cost
effective to invest in any one of the following,
sequential activities:

1 Careful facility development: Waste disposal
facilities will perform best if they are properly
sited, designed, and/or constructed in accor-
dance with widely accepted engineering prac-
tices. Whenever possible, ‘‘passive’ features
(e.g., downslope drainage) should be used
instead of “active’ features (e.g., pumping). If
a disposal facility has not been properly devel-
oped, correcting some problems with available
engineering techniques may be possible (18);
otherwise, a facility may never function as
intended.

2. Monitoring and improving the cap: Monitor-
ing operations that quickly detect any leaks in
a cap can avoid costly redisposal operations.
Since a cap is only a small percentage of the
cost of an entire disposal facility, a cap can be
improved or replaced at a fraction of the cost of

removing the waste from an inadequate facility
and redisposing the waste elsewhere. Repair-
ing, replacing, or recapping leaking caps (or
sections of caps) is probably the best route to
long-term remediation.

3. Water removal and treatment: If the bathtub
effect saturates below-grade trenches, it may be
necessary to periodically pump the water out
and treat any contaminated water with availa-
ble water treatment techniques prior to offsite
discharge.

The likelihood that a facility will need remedia-
tion increases where the annual precipitation is
higher and when waste remains harmful longer.
Although longer-lived radioactive wastes and mixed
LLWs with environmentally persistent hazardous
constituents account for only a small percent of all
LLW, it may be prudent to build into the disposal
fees the costs of potential remediation.

Removing Waste From Disposal Units

The public’s acceptance of a waste disposal
operation will generally increase if the waste can be
removed from a disposal facility at a later date if
necessary, Waste packed in high-integrity contain-
ers or concrete overpacks would make removal
easier. However, the more isolated the waste is after
disposal, the more difficult and expensive removal
becomes. Overall, the ease and cost of waste
removal depends largely on the design and size of
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the disposal units and the timing of the removal .30 In
general, the removal of waste from a capped
disposal facility should be considered only as a
last resort.

Disposal Units Without Concrete Vaults

Waste containers are easily removed from a
trench or tumulus prior to the emplacement of a
permanent soil cap. After this time, the ease with
which the waste can be removed depends largely on
the integrity of the containers holding the waste.
High-integrity containers and/or concrete overpacks
will generally make waste removal easier for the first
few decades after disposal; much later, however,
waste removal will be increasingly difficult as the
waste containers or overpacks gradually degrade.

Cement grout can be poured or injected into and
around all the waste packages or overpacks em-
placed in a trench or tumulus. Although grouting
will increase the stability of the waste packages and
help prevent any infiltrating water from percolating
around or through the wrote, grouting makes it very
difficult to remove waste from a disposal unit.

Disposal Units With Concrete Vaults

It is usually quite easy to remove ungrouted waste
from a concrete vault before vault closure. If the
vault is designed to be loaded through an open side,
the waste can be removed in the same manner in
which it was emplaced. However, removing a
specific container of waste from inside the vault may
require first removing many containers around it.
For top-loaded vaults, a stack of waste containers
can usually be easily removed before the roof is
emplaced. 31

Removing ungrouted waste from a vault after
closure may be relatively easy or very difficult. For
top-loaded vaults with roof segments that can be
lifted off (he vault with a crane, waste removal may
be quite easy. For most other vault designs without
removable roofs, waste removal would involve
breaking through a 2 to 3 foot thick concrete roof or
vault wall. Waste removal would also involve
stripping away all or part of the permanent cap.

For vaults where the space between waste pack-
ages or overpacks is grouted, waste removal would
be extremely difficult. Grouting, however, probably
would not be necessary because of the high level of
stability provided by the vault itself.

Long-Term Monitoring

NRC regulations require up to 100 years of
institutional control of disposal sites after closure to
ensure that the disposal facilities are performing as
designed and to provide some protection against
inadvertent intrusion (10 CFR Part 61.59). At the
end of this post-closure period, the license will be
terminated and the site released for restricted or
unrestricted use, depending on the nature of the
disposed LLW and past performance of the site.
According to EPA regulations, land disposal facili-
ties for hazardous wastes must be monitored and
maintained for 30 years after facility closure. De-
pending on the performance of the site, this period
can be shortened or extended by EPA.

The level of public confidence in the long-term
performance of waste disposal facilities can be
increased by long-term monitoring. Since Class B,
C, and some mixed LLW will remain harmful
well beyond 100 years, some States plan to
monitor the disposal facilities containing these
wastes for as long as the waste remains harmful.

Disposal facilities, especially those in humid
regions, may perform well over the short-term
but may deteriorate after a few decades. The
frequency of monitoring disposal facilities may have
to be increased with time as the concrete and other
structural components used in the overpacks and
vaults degrade with age. It may be prudent to
incorporate any assumptions about the necessity for
long-term monitoring into the disposal costs for
these long-lived wastes.

POTENTIAL AREAS FOR
TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENT
Due to the low cost of caps and their accessibility

(compared to other components of a waste disposal

~~~e Iem ~e~r~eka}  ~OmmOn]y  ~cfcr$ t. the rcmo~,al  of Was[c from a dlsp[>~a]  unit prior  to tic insta]~:l[i~n Of a ~>rn]ancn{.  nlullt]a}  crcd L’ap  During

this time, wrote containers or overpacks would probably rcmaln Intact. Ea\y rcmcvab]ll[y  provldcs the optlorr of rcmo~lng  [hc u a\Ic from a dIspo\al
umt If ~he waste  needs to be moved tor some reason. Reco~ery  commonly  refers to the rcmo~al  of w astc from a disposal unit M \omc IImc after d
permanent, multilayered cap has been cmplaccd and usually well after closure of the disposal faclllty. Depending on t-he t]mmg of recove~,  wiis(c
containers or o%erpacks may or may nol be totally intact,

~ I Slncc  ~aulti ~,111 ~r~bably  Prol ~dc al] the s(abl[lt>  nccess~ for a di~powd fac[ltt}, the usc of high-rn[cgrit! conwwi for w ~~~c packagc~  mv h-

unnecessary. However, high-mtcgrlt) contalncrf  may make rt wmewhat  easier [o load or unload the waslc,
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facility), it is relatively inexpensive to repair, recap,
or replace a leaking cap. However, to begin with, cap
designs should be tailored to regional climate
conditions. Developing better combinations of soil
layers and synthetic membranes, particularly for
humid regions, probably holds the greatest po-
tential for improving the performance of past and
future near-surface disposal facilities. These de-
velopment efforts as well as long-term, onsite
demonstrations may also benefit from advances in
containment systems for hazardous waste landfills.

Additional studies could also focus on im-
proved monitoring systems that can be located
inside the lower portion of a multilayered cap so
that leaks in the cap can be identified and
repaired as quickly as possible. In addition, if
settling of a facility was significant, the integrity of
any drainage pipes that run under disposal units to
monitoring ports could be damaged or completely
crimped so that they are rendered useless. If this
problem occurred, any water migrating from a
disposal facility without an in-cap monitoring sys-
tem would not be discovered until it reached the
monitoring stations surrounding the facility.

Small-scale or prototype disposal units at each
disposal site offer an opportunity for long-term,
onsite demonstrations. In addition, closely moni-
tored test facilities may be useful to better evaluate
the overall and long-term performance of all dis-
posal units within a site.

DISPOSAL COSTS32

The average cost per cubic foot of waste, or unit
disposal cost, has increased significantly for all
LLW over the last two decades, For example, unit
disposal costs for most Class A LLW steadily
increased from about $1 per cubic foot in 1975 to
about $15 per cubic foot in 1980; disposal costs
tripled between 1980 and 1986 (1 1). These cost
increases stem primarily from two causes. First,
compliance with NRC and State regulatory require-
ments developed in the early 1980s added to
disposal costs. Second, the LLRWPAA created an
optional schedule of increasingly higher surcharges
for waste originating outside a disposal site’s
compact. As shown in table 6-4, there are additional

penalties for generators if their respective compacts
do not meet the milestones established in the
LLRWPAA.

At the beginning of 1988, the minimum fees
(including surcharges) charged by the three different
LLW sites ranged from about $38 to $46 per cubic
foot for dry Class A LLW (see table 6-5).33 Disposal
costs will likely increase substantially in 1990
when the surcharge increases from $20 to $40 per
cubic foot.

Unit disposal costs are especially sensitive to the
facility design, the annual waste capacity of the
disposal facility, and the mode of financing used for
facility development. As shown in table 6-6, more
elaborate facility designs can cost almost twice as
much as shallow-land burial now used at all three
commercial sites. Table 6-6 also indicates that unit
disposal costs increase significantly as the capac-
ity of the facility decreases. For example, unit
disposal costs increase by a factor of two as facility
capacities decrease from 350,000 to 150,000 cubic
feet per year. Moreover, as shown in figure 6-11, unit
disposal costs increase by a factor of four as facility
capacities decrease from 60,000 to 10,000 cubic feet
per year. Finally, private financing will increase
disposal costs about 10 to 31 percent over public
financing, depending on the design and capacity of
the facility (see table 6-7).

Unit disposal costs for LLW will undoubtedly
increase over the next few years for four reasons.
First, as shown in table 6-4, the surcharges on waste
disposal will increase before States and compacts
develop new disposal facilities. Second, as LLW
volumes decrease, unit disposal costs at disposal
sites will increase to cover fixed operating costs.
Third, unit disposal costs at new disposal facilities
may be higher, especially if: 1 ) more expensive
disposal technologies are used, 2) new disposal
facilities are smaller, and/or 3) waste packaging
requirements are more stringent. Fourth, disposal
costs for Class B, C, and mixed LLW may increase
due to a recognized need for long-term monitoring
and potential remediation.

Unit disposal costs will probably vary signifi-
cantly from one State or compact to another for
three reasons. First, the volumes of LLW generated

320Va~I  dispos~  costs cover  the  following items: disposal facility construction and operation; any surcharges (table  6-4); and extended custodial
care, monitoring, possible remediat  action, and administrative costs, The LLRWPA and its 1985 amendments do not set legal limits on fees that a disposal
site may charge.

qq~ew  fms n= drarnatica]]y  with increased radioactivity in the wste.
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Table 6-4-Surcharges for LLW Disposal (dollars per cubic foot)

States achieving milestones States failing milestones

Normal Revised
Milestone Year surcharge Year surcharge

7/06 ... , . . . . . 1986-1987 $10/ft 3 1/86 to 7/86 $10/ft3

7/86 to 1/87 $20/ft 3

l/87—site access
may be denied

1/88 . . . . . . . . . 1988-1989 $20/ft 3 1/88 to 7/88 $40/ft 3

7/88 to 1/89 $80/ft 3

l/89-site access
may be denied

1/90 . . . . . . . . . 1990-1992 $40/ft 3

1/92 . . . . . . . . $80/ft 3 $120/ft3

1/93 . . . . . . . . . Site access States take title to LLW or refund to generators
denied 25% of surcharges paid during previous

3 years.
1/96 . . . . . . . . . States take title to LLW.

NOTE: See also table 2-1
SOURCE” Office of Technology Assessment, 1989

Table 6-5-Approximate 1968 Disposal Costs for Class A LLW (dollars par cubic foot)

Volume disposed
Site location (ft3 for 1988) Disposal charge Surcharge Total cost

Richland, WA , . . . . . . . . . . . . 403,303 $18 $20 $38.00
Barnwell, SC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 931,602 26 20 46.00
Beatty, NV . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100,852 24 20 44.00

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,435,757 Average $42.67

SOURCE Lawrence P Matheis, Nevada State Health Division, letter to Leonard SIosky, Rocky Mountain Low-Level Radioactive Waste Board, Feb. 29, 1988
U S Department of Energy, Draft, “Integrated Data Base for 1988: Spent Fuel and Radioactive Waste Inventories, Projections, and
Characteristics,” DOE/RW-0006, Rev 5, August 1989 p. 157.

Table 6-6-Approximate Unit Disposal Costs Without Surcharges (dollars per cubic foot)a

Facility capacity in thousands of cubic feet/year

Disposal facility 10 60 50 230 350

Below-grade facilities
Shallow-land burial . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $460 $110 $55 $40 $30
Concrete containers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Concrete vaults . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $590 $140 $ 8 0 $55 $40

Above-grade, earth-covered facilities
#

Concrete containers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , .
Concrete vaults . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $670 $160 $ 9 0 $65 $50

Above-ground vaults (no earthen cover)
Earth-mounded  concrete bunkers . . . . . . . . . . . . . $780 $180 $105 $75 $55

aCosts assume pubhc financing of the disposal facMy.

SOURCE” U S Department of Energy, “Conceptual Design Report: Alternative Concepts for Low-Level Rad~oactwe Waste Disposal,”  prepared by
Rogers  & Associates Englneermg  Corp. for the National Low-Level Waste Management Program, DOE/LLW-60T, June 1987, pp. 12-24, p. 25, U.S
Department of Energy, “1 987 Annual Report on Low-Level Radloactwe Waste Management Program,” August 1988, pp 17-19; EG&G Idaho,
“Facthty  Life Cycle Cost and %erage User Fee Projections for Small-Volume Low-Level Radtoactwe Waste Dwposal Faclllttes,” DOE Contract No
DE-AC07-761D01570, February 1989; Rogers & Assoaates Engmeermg Corp , “Conceptual Designs and Prel!mlnary Economic Analyses of Four
Low-Level Rachoactwe  Waste Dlaposal FacMes,”  October 1987; US Ecology, Inc., “Proposal for Development and Operation of the Appalachian
States LfIw-bwel Radloactlve Waste Compact Regional Disposal FacMy,” prepared for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvama,  Vol. 1[: Executive
Summary, p. 18, and Vol Ill” Techmcal Presentation, October 19fM; Juhe Conner, EG81G Idaho, personal communi~tlon,  May 1989,
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Figure 6-1 l—Effects of Waste Volume
on Unit Disposal Costs

Dollars per cubic foot
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SOURCE: EG&G Idaho, Inc., “Facility Life Cycle Cost and Average User
Fee Projections for Smell-Volume Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Disposal Facilities,” prepared under DOE Contract No. DE-AC07-
76D01570, February 1969.

by different States and compacts vary considerably.
As shown in appendix A, the Southeast Compact
generates about 500,000 cubic feet per year, whereas
the Rocky Mountain Compact generates about 4,000
cubic feet per year. Second, disposal facilities
located in humid regions will probably be more
expensive than facilities in arid regions of the
country due to the added design features required to
minimize the infiltration of precipitation. Third,
disposal facility costs vary according to local
economic conditions, such as land values and labor
and material costs, and according to State and local
regulations .34
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Appendix A

Volumes of Commercial LLW Shipped for Disposal by State
(as reported by disposal site operators)a

Annual volume in thousands of cubic feet

State 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Northeast Compact
New Jersey (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . 128 116 66 56 50 38
Connecticut (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 58 63 56 40 40

Subtotal . . . . . 195 174 129 112 90 78

Appalachian Compact
Pennsylvania (H) . . . . . . . . . . . 270 219 262 188 145 145
Maryland b . . . . . . . . ., . 47 42 38 19 20 26
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 1 1 1 1 1
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 319 263 302 209 166 172

Southeast Compact
Tennesseeb . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159 240 237 81 239 161
South Carolinab . . . . . . . . . . . . 198 255 136 121 118 96
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167 98 147 71 68 64
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . 166 100 102 82 79 62
Alabamab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154 151 102 58 70 51
Georgia b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69 87 78 48 30 39
Florida b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 89 59 60 46 31
Mississippi b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 15 22 19 14 18

Subtotal . . . . . . . ., . . . 1!013 1,035 883 540 664 522

Midwest Compact
Michigan (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 38 55 36 35 25
Ohio ., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 19 34 16 19 20
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 70 47 28 20 14
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 7 11 24 23 10
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 29 16 6 9 18

Iowa b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 12 30 10 19 7

Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . <1 3 1 0 2 2

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 189 178 194 120 127 96

Central Midwest Compact
lllinois b (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219 227 360 227 190 126
Kentucky b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 2 4 4 <1 2

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 229 364 231 191 128

Central States Compact
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 5 11 50 83 28
Louisiana b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . <1 <1 11 23 28 18
Nebraska b (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 31 37 20 17 13
Arkansas b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 33 25 4 20 7
Kansas b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 7 5 5

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66 71 86 104 153 71

Rocky Mountain Compact
Colorado. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 9 10 1 4 3
New Mexicob . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 1 3 0 1 <1
Nevadab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 0 <1 0 <1 <1
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 0 0 0 0 0

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 10 14 1 6 4

(H) =States  plannlng  tohost  adlsposaJfacMy
aPre-1980 volumes are inaccurate In that waste brokers dtd  not attribute the waste they shipped fordlsposal  back to the orlglnal waste generator
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Annual volume in thousands of cubic feet

State 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Northwest Compact
Oregonb . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 60 58 109 82 84
Washingtonb (H) . . . . . . . . . . . 45 45
Utah b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

63 53 38 36
3 5 5 3 3 5

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 3 1.1 2 3 4
Idahob . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o 6 1 0 <1 <1
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . <1 1 <1 1 <1 0
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 0 0 0 <1 0

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 120 139 168 129 129

Southwestern Compact
Californiab (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133 159 251 114 99 74
Arizona b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 4 5 17 28
North Dakotab . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 0 0 0 <1 0
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . <1 0 <1 <1 0 0

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Unaffilliated States
New Yorkb (H)... . . . . . . . . . .
Massachusetts (H) . . . . . . . . .
Texasb (H) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine(H) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshireb . . . . . . . . . . .
District of Columbia . . . . . . . . .

133

199
167

57
22
12
2
2
3

160

147
193

13
13
12

1
2
2

255

161
106

11
20
13

1
2
1

119

107
67

4
12

8
1
2

<1

116

70
55
69

8
5
1

<1
<1

102

65
47

9
7
6
1

<1
<1

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 383 315 201 208 135

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,709 2,619 2,681 1,805 1,845 1,436

(H) -States planning to host a disposal facility.
W@eementStates.

SOURCE: Datafor1983  through 1987takenfrom  The 1987State-by-State Assessmentof~w-level  Radioactive WastesReceivedat  CommercalDisposal
Sites, National Low-level Radioactive Waste Management Program, December 1988, DOE/LLW-69T,  pp. 141. Data for 1988 taken from tables
prepared by EG&G  Idaho m May 1989 for the U.S. Department of Energy, Integrated Data Base for 1Q99: Spent Fuel and Radioactwe Waste
hventoms,  Propdions, and Characteristics, RW-0006, Rev. 5, 1989.
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Appendix B

Decommissioning of Nuclear Power Plants

Although most nuclear power plants are licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to operate for 40 years,
there is no absolute age at which they become unsafe or uneconomical to operate. In fact, it may be possible to
economically extend the operating lifetime of many reactors simply by replacing aging internal components. Once a plant
has been shut down, it can be decommissioned (e.g., dismantled) within a few years, placed in safe storage for 30 to 50
years prior to decommissioning, or permanently entombed.

There are two reasons for delaying decommissioning once a reactor has been shutdown. First, as shown in the table
below, the overall radioactivity of the LLW from decommissioning will decrease by 30 to 45 times, if decommissioning
is deferred five decades. Deferral could therefore reduce worker risks and decrease dismantling costs. Second, the volumes
of Class A, B, and C LLW generated from immediate decommissioning can be reduced by about 10 times if
decommissioning is deferred five decades.

Effects of Delayed Decommissioning on the LLW Generated by
Commercial Nuclear Power Plants

Plant type 30-year 50-year
[1 ,175 GW(e)] No delay delay delay

Radioactivity of all LLW in thousands of curies:
Boiling-water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,600 180 140
Pressurized-water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,900 210 160

Volume of all LLW in thousands of cubic fact:
Boiling-water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 670 670” 60”
Pressurized-water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 630 630” 65*

“Includes wastes from both preparation for storage and decommissioning

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Energy, Integrated Data Base for 1988. Spent Fuel and Radioactive Waste Inventories,
Projections, and Characteristics, DOE/RW-0006, Rev. 4, September 1988, p. 185.

For these reasons, many of the 113 operating nuclear plants, especially the approximately 70 plants that are colocated
with other units, may be placed in “SAFESTOR” for five decades prior to decommissioning. It is not clear, however,
that decommissioning of all nuclear plants will be deferred. If costs for LLW disposal continue to rise as they have over
the last 15 years, it may be more economical to immediately decommission some plants. For example, older plants (i.e.,
constructed prior to 1970) that do not have well-documented designs and are not colocated with multiple units may be
more economically decommissioned shortly after permanent shutdown before plant engineers are reassigned or retired.
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