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1. Background 

The Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) is currently being constructed 
and includes the Joule-Heated Ceramic Melter (JHCM) vitrification technology supplied by 
Energy Solutions for the immobilization of High-Level Waste (HLW) and Low-Activity Waste 
(LAW). There is, however, a drive to improve throughput within WTP to achieve a significant 
reduction in the lifecycle schedule for completing the Hanford tank waste vitrification mission. 
The Department of Energy (DOE) identified the need to improve melter throughput capacity as a 
key component to achieving this objective, as determined in an interim report by the National 
Research Council ("Waste Forms Technology and Performance, "2010). 

A DOE-funded development program is currently underway to evaluate potential options for 
next generation melters (NGMs) (for both HLW and LAW). This program aims to deliver 
improved melters for insertion into WTP as replacement for the first generation melters after 
completion ofthe first operationallifecycle, expected in 2024. The NGM development program 
addresses the development and evaluation of the following technologies: 

• A variant of the JHCM for HL W - supplied by Energy Solutions (ES) 
• A variant of the JHCM for LAW - supplied by Energy Solutions 
• A variant ofthe Cold Crucible Induction Melter (CCIM) for HLW - supplied by AREVA 

Federal Services (AFS) 
• A variant of the CCIM for LAW supplied by AREVA Federal Services 

The schedule for decisions about, and deployment of, (NGMs) is based on the following key 
dates: 

4& 2013 Evaluation of technology options completed to enable appropriate down-selection 
recommendation and support DOE decision milestone 

• 2014 - DOE decision regarding which technology or technologies to evaluate further 
4» 2016 - Pilot trials completed (TRL 6 achieved) 
• 2025 - Technology inserted in WTP (completion of design construction, installation and 

commissioning of chosen technology) 

The (NGM) development program is being managed by WRPS. In order to help the overall 
evaluation process and support the eventual down-selection recommendation, WRPS has 
recently requested DBD to apply its D20 decision analysis process to the (NGM) development 
program. As described later in this report, the aim is to establish a framework that will enable 
the D20 process to be applied progressively through the development program in order to 
optimize the overall evaluation process to completion in 2013. 

An important aspect of the overall framework for the application ofD20 to the (NGM) program 
is the need for a consistent approach among those involved in the program. As a result, it was 
decided to hold a workshop in September 2010, with WRPS, stakeholders (WTP staff) and the 
technology providers, to initiate the evaluation process. The output from this workshop is 
summarized in this report. 
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WRPS has indicated that an annual update of the evaluation process will be conducted to 
establish the progress of the technology development to the benchmark criteria (initially 
established in the 2010 workshop) and to increase participation by the decision making 
organizations (DOE's Office of River Protection [ORP] and Office of Environmental 
Management [EM])and other stakeholders. It is envisioned that as engineering and testing data 
become available, the process will be more conducive to scoring and weighting the technology to 
the success criteria. The first scoring workshop will be conducted in fiscal year (FY) 2011. 

Although the intention is to apply the down-selection process to HL Wand LA W (NOM) 
technologies, this report and the current work specifically focuses only on HL W options. Once 

the evaluation process is established by application to HL W, it is anticipated that it will be 
similarly applied to LA W options. 
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2. Summary of Generic DzO Process 

DBD Nuclear Ltd's D20 process is an established decision analysis process that has been used in 
many applications in the nuclear industry. 

It is an integrated, 12-step process with in-built quality check-steps at key points. It is rigorous 
and provides an auditable trail from inception through the final report and its conclusions and 
recommendations. 

The steps in the overall D20 process include: 

" Definition of the problem and identification of key constraints and assumptions 

~ Production and calibration of decision criteria reflecting the important attributes of any 
options that may provide a solution 

It Identification of options (solutions) representing as wide a range as possible and 
screening to establish feasible options 

III Developing information/data for feasible options 

III Using the information/data to evaluate feasible options against calibrated decision criteria 

and applying relative criteria importance weightings to compare options. 

Appendix 1 provides an expanded summary ofD20. 
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3. Application ofDzO Process to Evaluate NGM Options 

Figure 1 illustrates the intended framework for moving the decision making process forward in a 
phased approach to support the final evaluation of technology options in 2013. This overall 
framework was developed prior to the September 2010, workshop. It reflects the ability to 
include evolving NGM data and information as the development program moves forward, to 

optimize the quality of the decision support information (e.g. the criteria) by the time the final 
evaluation phase is reached. Initial and intermediate evaluation exercises in phases 2 and 3 will 
be used to provide guidance for the onward development ofthe HLW NGM options. 

Figure 1 - Overall Decision Making Framework 
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: 2010/2011 : -----,- -- --
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----,-.+ 

: NGM HLW options 
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- Refinement of criteria - Refinement of 
criteria - Intennediate 
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I 

- Final evaluation 
(completion of 
scoring and 
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Ongoing development ofNGM infonnation 1 data by technology providers 
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4. September 2010 Workshop - Objectives, Processes, and Products 

4.1. Workshop Objectives 

The following objectives were established for the workshop: 

III To achieve understanding and agreement between WRPS, the technology providers and 
stakeholders (WTP) about the decision making process to be applied. 

~ To establish a framework for applying the decision making process to technology 
development and evaluation between 2010 and 2013. 

III To confirm the ability of technology providers to provide information/data necessary for 
the subsequent evaluation phases. 

4.2. Workshop Process 

The workshops involved representatives from WRPS, WTP, AFS, ES, DBD Nuclear and other 
stakeholders (as shown in the record of attendees). 

The first day was used primarily for WRPS, DBD Nuclear and the stakeholders present to lay the 
groundwork for the following sessions (i.e. to identify the initial problem definition, constraints 

and assumptions, and define the evaluation criteria). 

The second and third days consisted of independent meetings with each technology provider, to 
refine the output from the first day in the context oftheir specific development programs. This 
was achieved through familiarization with the overall decision making framework: 

III Reaching a consensus on the initial problem definition information (e.g. constraints and 
assumptions). 

• Reaching a consensus on the evaluation criteria for HL W NGM options. 

In addition, the information/data requirements that technology providers should be able to 
produce for initial evaluation in 2011 were also outlined for specific criteria as appropriate. 
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The attendees at each session were as follows: 

Day 1 - Monday 13th September 

Name Organization Position 
Martin Wheeler WRPS WTP Operational Readiness Manager/Stakeholder 
Ron Calmus WRPS NGM Project Manager 

Jim Baker WRPS Senior Process Engineer 

Gene Ramsey WRPS NGM Technical Lead 
Michael Gray WRPS NGM Project Engineer 
John Lomax DBDNuclear Optioneering Workshop Facilitator 

Hugh Allen DBDNuclear Support Analyst 

Day 2 - Tuesday 14th September 

Name Organization Position 
Terry Sams (part time) WRPS WTP Support - Technology and Development Manager 

Ron Calmus WRPS NGM Project Manager 

Jim Baker WRPS Senior Process Engineer 

Gene Ramsey WRPS NGM Technical Lead 

Michael Gray WRPS NGM Project Engineer 

John Lomax DBD Nuclear Optioneering Workshop Facilitator 

Hugh Allen DBDNuclear Support Analyst 

Brad Bowan ES Vice President Engineering and Technology 

Eric Smith ES Senior Principal Engineer 

Bill Peiffer WRPS WTP operational Readiness/Stakeholder 

Day3 Wednesday 15th September 

Name Organization Position 
Terry Sams (part time) WRPS WTP Support - Technology and Development Manager 

Ron Calmus WRPS NGM Project Manager 

Jim Baker WRPS Senior Process Engineer 

Gene Ramsey WRPS NGM Technical Lead 
Michael Gray WRPS NGM Project Engineer 

John Lomax DBD Nuclear Optioneering Workshop Facilitator 

Hugh Allen DBD Nuclear Support Analyst 

Eric Tchemitcheff AFS Advisory Engineer 
Anthony Prod'Homme AFS Senior Technical Engineer 

Pat Lowery BNI Senior Engineer/Stakeholder 

Brooks Clements URS WTP operations Manager/Stakeholder 

4.3. Workshop Product 

4.3.1. Problem Definition 

The problem definition information (study constraints, assumptions etc.) produced during the 
workshop is summarized in Appendix 2. The information was used to help bound the scope of 
the criteria. 
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4.3.2. Criteria 

The evaluation criteria are listed in Appendix 3. Each criterion has a description to clarify its 
meaning and (where needed) a list of key points providing more detail about the information and 
actions required of the technology providers and WRPS to enable the evaluation of technology 
options against relevant criteria. The calibration section is used for recording descriptions of the 
meaning of the extent to which an option is judged to perform against the relevant criterion. The 
calibration range is usually on a one-to-five basis reflecting increasing performance. In some 
cases the criteria are calibrated around a benchmark representing an option performance relative 
to existing (first generation melter) capability. 

The technology providers were satisfied with the scope of the criteria, and the group reached 
understanding ofthe requirements of the NGM option development during the next phase 
leading up to initial evaluation. The group also agreed that, at this time, the option 
information/data package the technology providers need to provide for future evaluation does not 
have a prescribed format. A primary goal in developing a suitable format will allow AFS and ES 
to address the criteria as best as possible and produce information and data as they see fit, to 
support the evaluation of high level expectations. 

The set of criteria listed in Appendix 3 are for the initial evaluation of HL W N GM options in 
2011. The criteria will be refined, as appropriate, during the year with involvement from the 
technology providers. Future workshops will be scheduled to address issues encountered during 
option development and reflect the enhanced level of detail expected as the development 
program proceeds. 

The issue of criteria weighting was discussed at the workshop but it was agreed to address it later 
in the process. This process will ensure that the technology providers address all the criteria with 
equal priority when developing the options. 
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Conclusions and Results 

The workshop objectives were achieved. In particular: 

Ell Consensus was reached with stakeholders and technology providers represented at the 
workshop regarding the need for a decision making process and the application of the 
D20 process to NGM option evaluation. 

Ell A framework was established for applying the decision making process to technology 
development and evaluation between 2010 and 2013. 

Ell The criteria for the initial evaluation in 2011 were refined and agreed with stakeholders 
and technology providers. 

Ell The technology providers have the guidance required to produce data/information to 
support the next phase of the evaluation process. In some cases it may be necessary to 
reflect the data/information requirements and overall approach to the evaluation of 
technology options against specific criteria within updated Statements of Work for 
201012011. 

Access to the WTP engineering data has been identified as being very important for option 
development and evaluation due to the interface issues for the NGM and surrounding plant. 
WRPS efforts are ongoing to establish precisely data that is required and how to resolve this 
Issue. 

It is intended to apply a similarly structured decision making process to the development and 

evaluation of LAW NGM options. 
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APPENDIX 1 
DzO PROCESS OUTLINE 
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Appendix 1 - D20 Process Outline 

D20 is a systematic and rigorous optioneering process that has been used on many engineering 
and non-engineering tasks and allows the identification and evaluation of options to seek the 
solution to complex problems. It is particularly powerful where there is a high level of 
stakeholder interest or influence and conflicting requirements may need to be balanced. 

Implementation of this 12-step process is supported by software tools that enable multiple 

evaluations to be undertaken with relative ease. 

The D20 process gives: 

e Consistency and rigor 
• Transparency and auditability 
• Stakeholder input and ownership 
.. The ability to undertake multiple evaluations. 

The process is structured and comprehensive but remains flexible to meet the specific needs of 

individual clients. 

The 12 steps ofthe process are shown graphically in Figure 2 below, along with a brief 

description of each step: 
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Figure 2 - D20 Process Schematic 

Problem Definition Criteria Options Initial Sceening 

Pre-Study Review Study Options Readiness Revievi Scoring 

Output Review Risk Review Peer Review Report 

Problem Definition 

This step aims to achieve clarity and a common understanding on the overall objectives together 
with associated drivers, constraints and assumptions. A stakeholder analysis would also be 
undertaken to identify the key influencers. The choice of software to support the evaluation 
would be made at this point. 

Criteria 

Criteria must reflect issues of importance that represent the benefits of a particular option choice. 
They must be capable of measuring and discriminating between options. The approach to 
weighting of criteria would need to be agreed upon with decision makers. 

Option Generation 

Options may be derived by a number of methods including brainstorming, literature search and 
known best practice. They may represent complete solutions to a specific strategic objective or, 
for detailed engineering problems, discrete solutions to specific design features or unit 
operations. 
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Initial Screening 

This step initially evaluates options against relevant legal or technical constraints. It is 
effectively the identification of 'non-starters'. 

Pre-Study Review 

This step is undertaken to confirm the criteria and option sets prior to undertaking a study of the 
options to generate data. The scope of the study is also set at this point. 

Study of Options 

This step aims to produce sufficient information on each option to allow objective and 
representative scoring against the criteria. 

Readiness Review 

This step confirms that sufficient information is in place to allow option scoring. 

Option Scoring 

This step scores the options against the criteria and enters the data into the software tool. Criteria 
may be weighted to reflect a group view, views of particular stakeholders or neutral weighting. 

Output Review 

This step analyzes the model output to identify the favored solution(s). Further work is then 
undertaken to test sensitivity to specific weightings and understand the specific criteria that are 
driving the solution choice. 

Risk Review 

This step performs a high level review of risks to assumptions and specific option risks to further 
evaluate the robustness of specific solutions. 

Peer Review 

In this step, independent reviews are performed to confirm the robustness ofthe process and the 
decision reached. 

Study Report 

This step presents the outcome of the study and the audit trail. 
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APPENDIX 2 
PROBLEM DEFINITION INFORMATION 
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Appendix 2 - P:roblem Definition Info:rmation 

The following was produced at the workshop as context for the evaluation criteria: 

Background 

e WTP HL W vitrification plant has insufficient melter capacity 
• Current design capacity is 3 metric tons glass/day per melter cell at WTP start-up 
• The two options for study are the ES JHCM and the AFS CCIM. 

Overall Objective 

• To evaluate options and support the path forward with regard to the decision making 
process and actual decisions. 

Specific Objectives 

• To use a structured approach (based on the use of the D20 process) to perform and report 
the evaluation. 

Success Criteria 

.. In order to support the DOE 2014 supplemental treatment decision, a conclusion will be 
reached by circa July 2013. 

Constraints 

It Target throughput capacity must be at least 3.75 metric tons glass/day per melter cell (per 
the WTP contract feed vector) 

• Replacement melter must be operational by 2025 
GIl Must be compatible with upstream and downstream process plant and equipment 
@ Must physically fit within the existing HL W facility 
e Must be capable of being installed through the existing penetrations using the existing 

mechanical handling systems 
,. The NGM technology must be a process that is capable of producing a product that meets 

waste acceptance product specifications. 

Assumptions 

• WTP will go operational with first generation melter technology 
• NGM technology must achieve TRL 6 by 2016 
.. Borosilicate glass will remain standard for immobilized products 

• Non-borosilicate glass products must undergo Waste Form Qualification 
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Appendix 3 - Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria established after engagement of all workshop parties are as follows: (Note that the calibration descriptions for Nameplate Waste Throughput and Targeted Waste Throughput in the 'Technical' section 
have been updated since the September 2010, workshop by WRPS.) 

c 
~ I Operational 
00 Safety 

This criterion addresses the fundamentals of 
whether the technology introduces changes with 
regard to the process hazards and the general way 
in which they are controlled relative to the first 
generation technology. 

The level of challenge presented by the 
management of liquid effluents in a specific 
process option. 

The level of challenge presented by the 
management of aerial effluents in a specific 
process option. 

This is the total number of immobilized HL W 
canisters produced. (Note: Irrespective of the drive 
to increase incorporation rate for the first 
generation.) 

This addresses all radioactive and non-radioactive 
waste materials generated by the option throughout 
its lifecycle (excluding primary waste). It covers 
all activities from installation, execution and 
POCO/decommissioning and includes all waste 
types both radiological and non-radiological e.g. 
construction debris and equipment for disposal. 

- Process and hazards 
- Not authorization and paperwork 
- WRPS provide outline of talking points 

- Effluents generated impact on LAW (via pre
treatment) 

- Test data required to demonstrate off-gas 
system compatibility / degree of modifications 

- Solely dependent on the waste loading capacity 
of each technology option 

Requires a significantly 
enhanced level of 
control compared to the 
first generation 
technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents some very 
significant challenges 
relative to the first 
generation technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents some very 
significant challenges 
relative to the first 
generation technology 

Significantly more 
canisters relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

A very large amount of 
solid secondary waste is 
generated relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents some 
significant challenges 
relative to the first 
generation technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents some 
significant challenges 
relative to the first 
generation technology 

More canisters relative 
to the first generation 
technology 

A large amount of solid 
secondary waste is 
generated relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Achieves safety in a 
manner comparable with 
first generation 
technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents a challenge 
similar to the first 
generation technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents a challenge 
similar to the first 
generation technology 

Equivalent number of 
canisters relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

A similar quantity of 
solid secondary waste is 
generated relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents minor 
challenges relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents minor 
challenges relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Fewer canisters relative 
to the first generation 
technology 

A low amount of solid 
secondary waste is 
generated relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Design is inherently safe 
and requires a smaller 
number of safety 
controls compared to the 
first generation 

Effluent treatment 
presents minimal 
challenge relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Effluent treatment 
presents minimal 
challenge relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

Significantly fewer 
canisters relative to the 
first generation 
technology 

A very low amount of 
solid secondary waste is 
generated relative to the 
first generation 
technology 
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Criteria Description Key points Calibration 

1 2 3 4 5 
- WRPS to provide information to tech provider 

Modifications for assessment to be performed 
toWTP This addresses the impact on the HL W plant - Control systems, mechanical handling systems, 
HLW plant: structure (e.g. new holes in walls), services, power distribution, utilities, mechanical 
plant control systems, plant and equipment, etc. This is connections, process interfaces and A large number of Minimal number of 

.0 
structure I a relative scale between the two extremes. compatibility, spatial and orientation issues, EMF extensive modifications limited modifications 

= 
plant systems This area is reflected in the confidence in cost and implications, flowsheet implications (e.g. 

(:.I I plant schedule. phosphate flowsheet) 
eo: utilities - Work required to develop the structure of the ~ 
eJ) data package 

~ Modifications 
"-' toWTP .... 
~ - WRPS to provide impact assessment based on 
~ outside of This addresses the impact on the WTP plant tech provider data =: HLWplant: 
0 structure outside ofHLW (e.g. new holes in walls), - Flowsheet implications A large number of Minimal number of 
""' plant 

services, plant and equipment, etc. This is a Impact on transport system, interim storage, extensive modifications limited modifications (:.I 
eo: structure I 

relative scale between the two extremes. laboratory requirements, trim chemical feed and a plant systems 
storage system 

~ I plant 
utilities 

Impact on 
This addresses the impact of implementing an 

Moderate Impact. 
facilities 

option in terms of its impact outside of the WTP 
- WRPS to provide impact assessment based on 

Very high Impact. High High Impact. High 
Moderate volume and/or 

Low Impact. Low to Low Impact. Low! no 

external to 
envelope, e.g. additional secondary waste types 

tech provider data 
volume and problematic volume and/or 

moderately problematic 
moderate volume. No volume. No problematic 

WTP 
generated by implementing the option which are substances problematic substances 

substances 
problematic substances substances 

not compatible with downstream facilities, etc. 
----------- ------------
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This reflects the NGM design capacity 
requirements. Metric tons glass / day at 100% 
availability as per the WTP contract specification 
feed (high iron). This includes consideration of: 
Specific throughput (kg glass / m2 

. day) 
Scale (m2

) 

Waste loading (kg waste / kg glass) 
Number of melters 

This reflects the capacity for processing targeted 
wastes such as high chromium, high aluminum, 
high bismuth, high aluminum / sodium streams. 

Melter availability reflects a judgment on the 
overall technology availability based on 
consideration of main components / features 
backed up by the quality of supporting 
information. 

This addresses the confidence that a particular 
option can be successfully operated to achieve the 
desired throughput. As such it addresses issues 
such as the complexity of plant, reliance on 
operator intervention and the skill and competency 
levels required of the operating workforce. 

This addresses how much and how difficult the 
maintenance requirements of the technology are. 

This addresses the potential of the plant or 
equipment to fail and the level of effort and 
expertise required to recover the situation and re
start normal operations. It covers such things as 
the complexity of the unit operations and the ease 
with which any equipment can be repaired or 
replaced, along with the time and cost associated 
with that replacement / repair. 

This covers the predicted lifetime of the me Iter 
based on data and testing and 
provisions/parameters to indicate when the melter 
may be approaching the end of its life. 

This is concerned with the mechanical systems 
required to replace the melter. 

Consistent with WTP contract language and 
design basis 
- 3.7 m2 melter, with rating of 800 kg/m2/day 

producing borosilicate glass 
- WRPS will provide this waste simulant spec 
- Based on historical and test data and degree of 

rigor and validity of data to be considered 

- Redox issues 
- Bismuth issues 
- Metastable/second phases 
- Based on historical and test data and degree of 

rigor and validity of data to be considered 

- Based on historical and test data and degree of 
rigor and validity of data to be considered 

- Chemical process control strategy 

- Physical (and / or modeling) demonstrations of 
replacement required 

- Based on historical and test data and degree of 
rigor and validity of data to be considered 

- Modeling or engineering demonstration 
required to prove feasibility 
- Replacement outage impacts 

Achieves <7.5 
MTG/day 

I Achieves <7.5 
MTG/day 

Significantly worse 
than the first generation 
technology 

Significantly more 
I difficult to operate than 

the first generation 
technology 

Significantly greater 
maintenance 
requirements compared 
to the first generation 

Complex equipment 
requiring non-standard 
spare parts with long 
lead times. Equipment 
situated in a controlled 
area requiring the use 
of full suits 

Less than 4 years 

Significantly more 
difficult to replace than 
the first generation 

Achieves ~7.5,::;8 
MTG/day 

I Achieves 2':7.5, ::;8 
MTG/day 

Worse than the first 
generation technology 

More difficult to operate 
compared to the first 
generation technology 

Greater maintenance 
requirements compared 
to the first generation 
technology 

Complex equipment 
requiring specialized 
parts with long lead 
times. Equipment 
situated in a controlled 
area requiring some 
degree of personnel 
protection 

Achieves ~8, ::;9 
MTG/day 

I Achieves ~8,::;9 
MTG/day 

Comparable availability 
to the first generation 
technology 

Operational 
characteristics 
comparable to existing 
the first generation 
technology 

Maintenance 
requirements 
comparable to existing 
the first generation 
.j.. .......... 1. ............ 1,.,. __ ~. 

Equipment has some 
complexity but 
replacement parts are 
readily available off the 
shelf. Equipment 
situated in a controlled 
area requiring some 
degree of personnel 
protection 

Between 4 and 6 years 

Similar replacement 
issues to the first 
generation technology 

RPP-RPT-48005. Rev. 0 

Achieves 2':9, ::;10 
MTG/day 

I Achieves 2':9, ::;10 
MTG/day 

Better than the first 
generation technology 

Easier to operate 
compared to the first 
generation technology 

Less maintenance 
requirements compared 
to the first generation 
technology 

Simple equipment and 
replacement parts are 
readily available and 
easily interchangeable. 
Equipment situated in a 
controlled area requiring 
some degree of 
personnel protection. 

Achieves 2': 10 
MTG/day 

I Achieves 2': 1 0 
MTG/day 

Significantly better 
than the first 
generation technology 

Far easier to operate 
compared to the first 
generation technology 

Much less 
maintenance 
requirements 
compared to the first 

Very simple 
equipment with 
minimal moving parts 
which are off the 
shelf and easy to 
replace. Equipment 
situated in non 
controlled area 
requiring no special 

More than 6 years 

Significantly easier to 
replace than the first 
generation technology 
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Criteria Description Key points Calibration 

~. 
~ ~--------~--+--------------------------------------1------------------------------------~------------------~~----------------~~------------------r-------------------t------------------i a This is an assessment of the ability for the option 
« to reach TRL 6 by 2016 based on the current stage 
~.. of development. At successive evaluation points 
Q this may change. 
'S. This reflects the WRPS view of the confidence in 
~ the ability of the technology options to meet the 
H: required TRL. 

Confidence in 
to meet 

Includes all activities to achieve start of 
operations. I.e. design & development, license 
application, construction, commissioning. 
This reflects the WRPS view of the technology 
providers' program. 

This is primarily the cost of developing the 
technology by the vendor. 

This is the design, installation and commissioning 
project cost (supplied by the operations 
contractor) . 

This is an assessment of the impact of the 
technology on the WTP baseline operating costs. 

- 1I10th scale, prototypic system, simulated 
feeds tested by 2013 would give 100% 
confidence 

- Cost of development work (glass chemistry, 
melter experiments), design work, waste form 
qualification (for non borosilicate glass), etc. 

- WRPS to find out if there is an existing cost 
projection 

Generic Points 

Information from trials and development work 
will be factored into the evaluation against the 
criteria (e.g. trials on the range of feed simulants 
and their effect on criteria such as Nameplate 
Waste Throughput, Melter Availability and 
Melter Lifetime). This will include lessons 
learned from DWPF and other WTP studies. 

Very low confidence 

Very low confidence 

High 

High 

Significant increase in 
costs 

Low confidence 

Low confidence 

Some increase in costs 

Medium confidence 

Medium confidence 

Medium 

Medium 

Comparable to the 
baseline 

High confidence 

High confidence 

Can achieve some 
savings 

Very high confidence 

Very high confidence 

5 

Low 

Low 

Can achieve significant 
savings 

Page 23 of23 


	RPP-RPT-48005 REV 0
	DRF RPP-RPT-48005 REV 0
	RPP-RPT-48005 REV 0

	DBD_Report_App_3

