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Appendix C

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

C.1 APPROACH TO ASSESSMENT OF SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

The socioeconomic impact analysis developed in this report gives particular emphasis to

changes in local employment and population attributable to the construction and operation of

a waste management facility. A model for projecting individual components of population and

employment change over the life of the facility has been constructed. In addition, changes

in demands for public services that are closely related to population and employment change

are examined.

Each of the alternative waste management facilities considered generates socioeconomic

impacts through 1) the employment requirements of construction and operation, 2) the demand

generated for locally supplied material and service inputs, 3) the secondary economic growth

generated by the project, and 4) the public revenues resulting from project operation. The

first three of these impact sources affect the character and magnitude of private and public

service demands of all kinds; the fourth affects governments' capacity to provide public

services. In addition, project labor demands affect local labor markets by competing with

labor employed in other activities in the site region and through a reduction in local

unemployment.

For purposes of estimating socioeconomic impacts associated with each of the reference

waste management facilities, only the employment requirements associated with facility con-

struction and operation are considered. Other attributes of each alternative are not con-

sidered for three reasons. First, employment requirements more directly affect impact

categories than do other input requirements or revenue generation. Examples of impact

categories directly affected by employment and population change are demands for housing,

education, and health services. Second, locally supplied material inputs are likely to

contribute only minimally to the local socioeconomic impacts of the facilities in question.

Considering the rural or semirural locations of the sites, most material inputs are expected

to be imported rather than locally supplied. Finally, tax structures and prospective

revenues vary widely across potential sites, making it difficult to provide estimates of

revenue impacts in a generic study.

C.l.1 Socioeconomic Impact Categories

The identification of socioeconomic impact categories for this report has been guided

by several considerations. The first of these is the legal requirement under the National

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The Act itself, as well as subsequent interpreta-

tions by the courts and clarification by the Council on Environmental Quality, has provided

a minimum guide as to what must be treated in environmental impact statements. Accordingly,

this report examines in considerable detail the impact of waste management strategies upon

population concentration and population composition. Second, changes in population and

employment are emphasized because of their certainty or inevitability. In contrast, the

identification of more precise categories of impacts depends upon which mitigating strategies
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are adopted. In a generic study, especially, the adoption of specific mitigating strategies

cannot be anticipated. Finally, the report adopts impact categories for which objective and

creditable forecasting methodologies are available and it neglects categories for which

impact forecasts could be only speculative. For example, the report does not attempt to

evaluate impacts related directly to mental illness, juvenile delinquency, educational

attainment, or quality of life.

The generic nature of the study limits its ability to provide specific estimates for

some categories of impacts. Important site-specific attributes essential to an estimation

of more specific impacts include economic composition and tax structure of the site com-

munity, availability of community assistance funds to compensate affected communities, and

extent of prior capacity utilization or excess capacity in capital-intensive public service

areas such as utilities and transportation. Lacking such information, it is not possible to

predict accurately how a major population addition to a community would affect requirements

for new schools, hospitals, roads, water treatment facilities, and other community services.

Neither is it possible to judge the fiscal capability of the community to provide the

services called for by the new population, or the likelihood of taxes or community impact

assistance being available to compensate for the additional cost of these services. For

these reasons, the report's treatment of impacts beyond population and employment change is

limited to an indication of the project-associated demand for various categories of public

services that either are likely to have distributional impacts (especially upon the native

population, which does not benefit from project operation and construction) or are closely

linked to changes in demographic components included in the forecasting model. These ser-

vice requirement estimates are based upon observed per-capita service ratios in the three

regions considered.

C.1.2 Impact Forecasting: Population and Employment

A refined population projection model is used to generate a distribution of population

by age and sex over time. The analysis provides for a projection of the baseline population

in 5-year increments beginning with the assumed construction start-up date in 1980 and

running through the operation phase of the project, which varies in duration depending on

the facility being analyzed. The in-migrant employees and dependents associated with the

project are estimated and distributed residentially throughout a commuting region. Migrants

are allocated to the site county with a gravity model that takes account of distance, ini-

tial population distribution, and housing availability. The numbers of migrants who take up

residence in the site county are then projected, separately from the baseline, over the same

period.

In this study, impacts result solely from in-migrant primary and secondary* employment

and associated dependents who relocate in the site county. Persons who commute to the site

* Primary employment is that employed directly by the project in question; secondary employ-
ment is indirectly caused by primary employment. The components of secondary employment
are described in greater detail in Sectio (.3. [For a fuller discussion of these
concepts, see Richardson(!) and Mertaugh.?25.I
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county from residences outside the county are assumed to have no measurable or important

impacts on the site county except, perhaps, on the provision of improved transportation

systems, which are not considered in this analysis.* Additionally, workers and their

families who resided in the site county prior to the project and remain there while employed

on the project exert no new impacts on the county.

The size, rate of growth, and age and sex composition of the project-related migrant

population are projected over the life of the project. The size and age structure of this

population varies over time as a result of employment turnover and replacement and reloca-

tion of workers formerly employed on the project. Assumptions regarding the standard

components of population change (fertility, mortality, and net migration) are also incor-

porated in the projection model. They, too, influence the size and structure of the popu-

lation over time.

The projection of regional baseline population and employment begins with a population

projection that uses information regarding the age/sex composition of the local population

in the site regions and recent patterns of net migration, also differentiated by age and

sex. These regional baseline projections provide estimates of the population change that

the respective site regions are likely to experience in the absence of waste management

facilities. The population data are transformed into labor force estimates through the use

of the 1976 national labor force participation schedule for males and females of each adult

age group. This labor force provides a portion of the manpower to meet employment demands

of the project, depending on skill distribution, levels of unemployment, and availability to

work on the project.

The projection model distinguishes primary and secondary employment resulting from

construction and operation of waste management facilities. The migrant and nonmigrant

components of primary and secondary employment are estimated from available labor supply and

known employment requirements for each of the project alternatives using the projection

model. Innovative features of this model are that it explicitly incorporates the elements

of worker displacement from other regional jobs to project construction, excess migration,

dependent additions to local labor force, turnover in the project operational staff, and

propensity to leave the area after job separation.

C.1.3 Employment Multiplier Derivation

The accuracy of the primary and secondary employment estimates is critical to the

quality of the impact forecasts provided in this report. Primary employment is actual

employment in construction and operation of the facilities. Estimates of primary employment

requirements for each of the technical alternatives are shown in Table C.l.

Secondary employment is the labor force generated by a project but not directly em-

ployed on the project. Although secondary employment is often described simply as "house-

hold serving," or meeting the consumption needs of the primary project labor force, there

* See Kasarda(3) for evidence that suburban population growth produces growth in central
city service functions.
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TABLE C.l. Manpower Requirements (in man-years per year) for Construction and
Operation of Selected Waste M1anagement and Production Facilities
and Reference Facility Components

Mean Annual Mean Annual Impact
Construction Operation Forecasts:

Facility Employment(a) Employment(b) Table No.

FRP production facility 1630 1000 C.6-C.11

FRP waste management reference system
HLLW vitrification 165 54 C.12-C.17
Fuel residue packaging without compaction 38 15
Failed equipment packaging 55 13
Incineration of general trash and combustible
waste 35 52

ILW and LLW cement immobilization 35 7
Group III filter module FRP 29 4
Dissolver off-gas treatment 75 22
Vessel off-gas treatment 82 9
Krypton storage (Phase 1) 194 26
Fuel residue storage 130 4
Outdoor surface storage LLW 2 3
Indoor subsurface ILW 65 6
Water basin storage of SHLW 290 60

Total 1195 275

FRP combined system 2825 1275 C.18-C.23

MOX FFP production facility 571 300 C.24-C.29

MOX FFP waste management reference system C.30-C.35
Failed equipment packaging 4 5
TRU LLW incineration 14 7
LLW cement immobilization 34 2
Outdoor surface storage of LLW 2 2

Total 54 16

MOX FFP combined system 625 316 C.36-C.41

Independent spent fuel storage facility
(ISFSF): once-through, prompt disposal C.42-C.47
Vent off-gas treatment 17 5
Spent fuel storage modified for packaging 800 150
Spent fuel packaging 533 146

Total 1350 MOT

Extended fuel storage system (ISFSF, SFPF, and DSCF) C.48-C.53
Vent off-gas treatment 17 5
Spent fuel storage (ISFSF) modified for packaging 800 150
Spent fuel packaging (SF.PP colocated with ISFSP) 533 146
Dry caisson storage (DCSF) 340 60

Total 1690 361

Retrievable waste storage facility (RWSF) C.54-C.59
Sealed cask storage for SHLW 800 127
Fuel residue subsurface storage 168 7
ILW indoor subsurface storage 88 22
LLW outdoor surface storage 4 8

Total 1060 164

Waste repository, salt formation: U and Pu Recycle 1570 1000 C.60-C.65

Waste repository, salt formation: once-through 1430 688 C.66-C.71

Waste repository, granite: U and Pu recycle 3140 1200 C.72-C.77

Waste repository, granite: once-throuqh 4290 800 C.78-C.83

Waste repository, shale: U and Pu recycle 1860 1000 C.84-C.89
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TABLE C.1. (Contd)

Mean Annual Mean Annual Impact
Construction Operation Forecasts:

Facility Employment(a) Employment(b) Table No.

Waste repository, shale: once-through 2000 722 C.90-C.95

Waste repository, basalt: U and Pu recycle 3710 1170 C.96-C.101

Waste repository, basalt: once-through 5290 760 C.102-C.107

a. Construction manpower estimates were obtained from DOE/ET-0028 expressed as total man-years
for the duration of construction. Mean annual construction employment was derived by
dividing the total manpower estimates by the assumed duration of construction to yield
average person years per year as follows:

* FRP - 4 years

* MOX-FFP - 3.5 years

* ISPSF - 3 years

* ISFSF, SFPF and DSCF - 10 years

* RWSR - 15 years

* Repository - 7 years.

Since the projection methodology utilized in this impact forecasting procedure is based on
a 5-year construction period, variation in the actual duration of construction is difficult
to handle. See Section C.1.5.3 for further discussion of this issue.

b. Operation manpower estimates were obtained from DOE/ET-0028. For the waste management
facilities, these estimates included operators, radiation monitors, and maintenance and
craftsmen. In order to take account of supervisory and other overhead and administrative
personnel, a constant factor (1.87), derived from cases where complete data were provided
by field personnel, was used to inflate the data obtained from DOE/ET-0028.
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are at least two distinct economic processes linking primary to secondary employment. The

first of these is indirect employment expansion, which occurs as plant construction creates

demands for locally supplied materials. The second determinant of secondary employment

expansion is the stimulus to output and employment resulting from spending and successive

respending of the wages and salaries of primary employees.

To transform these primary employment estimates for construction and operation into

secondary employment estimates, a technique for secondary employment estimation developed by

Stenehjem and Metzger(4) at Argonne National Laboratory has been utilized.

This technique combines the simplicity of economic base analysis and some of the

industrial disaggregation of input-output analysis.* Stenehjem and Metzger provide a set of

region and industry group-specific** secondary employment multipliers for each of 21 regions

in the contiguous United States. Each multiplier is estimated by a cross-sectional regres-

sion of employment data by county and represents the change in secondary employment that is

expected to accompany an exogenous change in employment in the respective industry groups.

The advantages of this technique are that it 1) is easily implemented, 2) distinguishes

between major industry groups, 3) includes the experiences of counties with diverse indus-

trial mixes and at different stages of development, and 4) accounts for regional differences

affecting secondary employment generation.

The source of the secondary employment multipliers used in deriving population and

employment impact projections differs according to the projection series in question. For

the construction phase (1980 to 1985) for each facility alternative, the "expected impact"

multiplier is the Stenehjem-Metzger regional multiplier for manufacturing and construction

employment for tne respective reference sites. The "maximum impact" multiplier for con-

struction is the maximum of the regional manufacturing and construction employment multi-

pliers reported by Stenehjem and Metiger; it is, therefore, the same magnitude for all three

sites.

The industry group breakdown adopted by Stenehjem and Metzger in estimating their

regression employment multipliers does not offer a viable category for plant operation. For

* Economic base analysis discerns two major components of employment and output in a region:
basic or export industries, whose output is sold primarily outside the region and is
therefore independent of local demand conditions, and nonbasic or "household-serving"
industries, whose output is prlmarily locally sld and depends upon local demand condi-
tions elaborated in Richardson Il and Mertaugh. 2) Growth of total regional output and
employment is characterized by economic base analysis as being narrowly linked to exogenous
changes in demand for the output of export industries. According to this view, growth of
export industries is the source of all regional output and employment growth, bringing
into the region external funds which are then spent and respent for locally provided goods
and services. A major deficiency of economic base analysis is its artificial distinction
of only two categories of output and employment. Essentially, all basic industries in a
region are assumed to be identical in their characteristics affecting secondary employment
and output generation. But important differences among basic industries in a region may
lead to sizable errors in secondary employment estimates derived from economic base
analysis. Input-output analysis, in which production technologies for all the industries
of a region are represented in an input-output matrix, fully accounts for such industry
differences, but is unwieldy and expensive to implement.

**The industry group that represents construction in the model combines manufacturing and
construction.
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this reason, the simple economic base multiplier was used as the basis of the employment

estimates for the operation stage of each of the facility and process alternatives. These

multipliers, again, are taken from Stenehjem and Metzger,(4) and were calculated from

county employment data. The expected impact multiplier in each case is the simple economic

base multiplier for the site county, and the maximum impact multiplier is the maximum of the

simple economic base multipliers for all the counties in the respective site states (see

Table C.2 for a detailed presentation of these multipliers).

TABLE C.2. Employment Multipliers

Impact Reference Site
Work Phase Condition Southwest Midwest Southeast

Construction Expected(a) 1.7 0.6 0 .2(b)

Maximum(c) 1.7 1.7 1.7

Operations Expected(d) 1.4 1.0 0.7

Maximum(e) 4.2(f) 2.5 3.2

Source: E. J. Stenehjem and J. E. Metzger, A Framework for Projecting
Employment and Population Changes Accompanying Energy Development, pre-
pared for the Assistant Administrator for Planning Analysis and Evalua-
tion, U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration, Argonne National
Laboratory, Argonne, IL, August 1976.
a. Regional multipliers for manufacturing and construction.
b. The regional multiplier for the Southeast site region was zero; the

lowest nonzero multiplier for a nearby region was substituted here.
c. The largest of all the estimated.regional multipliers has been applied

to each reference site to represent the maximum impact condition.
d. County-specific simple multiplier representing the reference site

county.
e. Largest county multiplier for state containing reference site.
f. Largest county multiplier considered too large (>17) compared with

other sites; therefore substituted next-largest county multiplier
for site state.

C.1.4 Social Service Demands

Primary and secondary labor force and associated dependents who reside in proximity to

the construction site will require the support of a wide range of social services. Interest

in this study focuses on demands (expectations) for social services by the in-migrant

population residing in the site county.

The mechanism by which in-migrant population size and age composition are translated

into social service demand in the model is a set of social service ratio multipliers

(Table C.3). These multipliers are expressed as a ratio of units of the service to units of

a relevant population. The product of these ratios and the projected net in-migrant project

population will provide a measure of new demand for selected services over time.

There are several assumptions and important limitations related to this procedure.

Although it is clear from casual observation that large populations have larger, more com-

plex social service infrastructures than small populations, it is not necessarily clear how
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TABLE C.3. Social Service Impact Demand Ratios by Site

Social Service Southwest Site Midwest Site Southeast Site

Health

Physicians/lOO0(a) 1 1.3 0.9

Nurses/1000(b) 2.6 5 2.9

Dentists/lO00(c) 0.3 0.6 0.3

Hospital beds/1000(d) 3*3 5.9 3.7

Nursing care beds/1000 aged 65+(e) 40.8 105.1 38.3

Education

Teachers/100 students: K-8(f) 4.3 4.3 4.3

Teachers/100 students: 9-12(f) 5.3 5.3 5.3

Classroom space: sq. ft./100 students 9-12(9) 15,000 15,000 15,000

Sanitation

Water treatment: gal/person/day(9) 150 150 150

Solid waste: collection vehicles/1000(9) 0.1 0.1 0.1

Solid waste: garbage men/1000(9) 0.3 0.3 0.3

Liquid waste: gal/person/day(9) 100 100 100

Fire and Police

Firemen/1000(9) 0.7 3.7 0.7

Policemen/1000(9) 2 2 2

Recreation

Playgrounds: acres/1000(g) 1 1 I

Neighborhood parks: acres/1000(g) 0.8 0.8 0.8

Community parks: acres/fO1O(9) 1.2 1.2 1.2

Social Problems

Crime index: crimes/l000(h) 58.4 43 46.4

Government

Administrative btaff/10,000(g) 9 9 9

a. Active nonfederal physicians providing patient care in state containing site. AMA Center for Health Services
Research and Development, Distribution of Physicians in the U.S., 1973, Table 9, G. A. Roback, ed., American
Medical Association, Chicago, IL, 1974. As cited in the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Health: United States 1975, DHEW Publication No. (HRA)76-1232, Public Health Service, Health Resources Admini-
stration, National Center for Health Statistics, Rockville, MD, 1976 (hereinafter referred to as HRA 76-1232),
Table 8.I.12.

b. Registered nurses employed in nursing in state containing site. American Nurses Association, Statistics Depart-
ment, 1972 Inventory of Registered Nurses, Kansas City, 1974. As cited in HRA 76-1232, Table B.1.19.

c. Active nonfederal dentists in state containing site. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Division of Dentistry, Bureau of Health Manpower, Health Resources Administration. As cited in HRA 76-1232,
Table B.1.15.

d. Nonfederal and nonprofit hospital beds in state containing site, 1973. U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, National Center for Health Statistics, Hospitals: A County and Metropolitan Area Data Book, 1973,
Rockville, MO, 1976.

e. Beds in nursing care homes, personal care homes with or without nursing, and domiciliary care homes in state
containing site, 1973. National Center for Health Statistics, unpublished data from the Master Facility Census.
As cited in HRA 76-1232, Table B.11.6.

f. National teacher/student ratios. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1975
(96th edition, Table 211: Public Elementary and Secondary Teachers, 1974), Washington, DC, 1975.

g. E. J. Stenehjem and J. E. Metzger, A Framework for Projecting Employment and Population Changes Accompanyinq
Energy Development, Phase II, report prepared for the Assistant Admitrator for Planning and Analysis and
Evaluation, U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL,
October 1976.

h. Number of "index crimes," referring to seven major offenses known by the police, in state containing site.
U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States: 1975, Uniform Crime
Reports, Washington, DC, 1976.
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population fluctuations over time are translated through political and fiscal mechanisms

into changes in the quantity or quality of services provided. As a case in point, a careful

study of the impacts of the construction of a large steel facility in a rural community

concluded that even a 10o increase in the local population resulted in no significant

difference in public expenditures for most social services compared with similar neighboring

communities experiencing less than 2% growth in population.(5) It will not only be assumed

that population is directly related to service demand by way of the ratio multiplier, but

also that this relationship is described by a continuous function that ignores both economies

of scale and the discrete nature of services. Stenehjem and Metzger(6) focus on population

size as one of the more important of 11 primary variables determining social service pro-

vision, but they emphasize the importance of unique local conditions in influencing this

relationship between changes in population and changes in service levels.

The selection of an appropriate ratio multiplier is problematic, especially in a

generic study. The actual demand for services involves a balancing of local expectations

with potentially higher expectations on the part of the in-migrants. It is difficult to

estimate either local standards or standards existing in the migrants' communities of origin

that could be said to properly represent their respective demand. In this study, the county

is taken as the unit of analysis, and standards for communities within these counties may

vary considerably from the county average. State standards will be utilized where available

and either national or other empirically estimated standards where state data are lacking.

In-migrants will probably expect a higher level of services than is likely to be provided in

the relatively rural reference sites, since most of these construction and operation workers

will be coming from nearby urban areas where more adequate services are available. The

state's level of service provision thus becomes the best estimate of the in-migrants'

service demands. The use of a ratio multiplier also assumes that added incremental service

demands are distributed uniformly throughout the area--clearly a simplification of reality.

Finally, these multipliers will be applied to in-migrant populations only, and will not

reflect the unique demands for service support exerted on the site county by the facility

itself.

Service demands take the form of new capital and operational requirements. The former

refers to the need to expand a system's capacity by adding buildings and equipment. The

latter refers to the addition of personnel within an existing capital structure. Personnel

needs can be satisfied more readily than capital needs as, for example, teachers versus

schools, or doctors versus hospitals. The use of ratio multipliers in a generic study

ignores the extent to which a system is operating at or near capacity. A system forced to

expand capacity will suffer larger impacts than one that can absorb new demand with existing

excess capacity. The multiplication of these ratios and net new in-migration can only

estimate the size of new demand, not how that demand will be met by the system. Projected

impacts are, then, only potential, or implied, impacts.
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C.1.5 Limitations to Approach

The approach adopted is limited both by the nature of the task and by the methodology

employed. Some of these limitations are discussed in some detail elsewhere in this appen-

dix; therefore, the more important issues in this regard are briefly presented here.

C.1.5.1 Focus of the Study

This is a generic study of socioeconomic impacts. In this context it is not possible

to use information on service system capacity to absorb additional impacts; to analyze local

tax structures and specific fiscal impacts; or to anticipate mitigating strategies that

might be adopted in response to impending impacts. The objective of this study is to

forecast the demographic structure from which impacts are derived and to estimate demand for

services. The accuracy of impact forecasts will depend upon the model's specifications and

on the validity of the assumptions incorporated in the model. The assumptions are judg-

mental and are presented in Table C.4. (See Pittenger(73 for a discussion of standards by

which to evaluate forecasts of this type.)

C.1.5.2 Sensitivity Testing

The model used in this analysis has not been subjected to extensive sensitivity test-

ing. Therefore, it is not possible at this time to specify precisely how parameters of the

model (for example, fertility rate, secondary employment multipliers, distance elasticity in

the gravity model) affect the forecasted level of output--namely, the size of the in-migrant

population at a future time. In any case, multivariate models are complex and subject to

interaction effects, such that the specification of precise relationships between parameters

and output values may not be possible. While it would be convenient to say that a doubling

of employment demand on the project would result in a doubling of impacts, it is not clear--

in the absence of sensitivity testing--that the relationship between input variables and

forecasted impacts is linear.

C.1.5.3 Projection Methodology

The projection methodology is based on a 5-year projection cycle, as opposed to a

l-year cycle, due to greater ease in data handling and implementation of the model. There

are, however, several inherent drawbacks associated with this approach.

First, the construction phase of the project is constrained in this model to the first

5-year period (1980 to 1984). Construction, however, may be completed in less than 5 years.

In addition, for certain storage facilities, the construction of facility components depends

upon the volume and rate of flow of wastes to be managed. This means that construction

activities may be spread out over a long period while those facilities first constructed are

in the maintenance or operation phase. These difficulties are dealt with by estimating the

mean person-years per year required for construction and by assuming that all construction

is completed during the 1980 to 1984 period. In the few instances when construction is

planned to take place after 1985, the construction employment in the later period is absorbed

into the operation employment estimate for purposes of impact forecasting.
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TABLE C.4. Selected Assumptions Incorporated in Impact

Data
Model Component Source Baseline

Fertility rate a,b State rate

Projection Model

Expected
Impact

Same

Same

Same

Same

National rate

Mortality rate

Net migration rate

Sex ratio at birth

Labor force participation rate

Unemployment rate

Total construction employment

Proportion of labor force in
construction

Ratio of regional construction un-
employment to national unemployment

Housing vacancy rate

Proportion of housing dilapidated

Distance from county to site

Proportion of females in labor
force

Proportion of wives of male em-
ployees employed in secondary
activities

Age-specific proportion of women
married, spouse present, of all
married

c

d,e

b

f

g

State rate

County rate

State ratio

by Site,

Maximum
Impact

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same

Impact Condition, and Data Source

Commen ts

Fertility rate converges to re-
placement by 1990.

Constant rate throughout.

Converges to zero by 1990.

Total labor force as a percentage
of noninstitutionalized population
aged 16+. Assume constant over-
time.

Assume 1975 rate. Converges to
1970 rate by 1990.

1970 county levels aggregated.

1970 county levels aggregated.

State rate

a

h

a

Regional level

Regional level

2.04 2.04

i

County rate

County rate

Miles

k 0.45

Same

Same

Same

0.45

0.45

Same

Input to gravity model.

Input to gravity model.

Site assumed to be in geographic
center of county.

Assumed constant over time, though
it is rising slowly.

Assumed to be the same as propor-
tion of females in labor force.

Intercounty movers 1975-76.

k 0.45

I National



Model Component

Nonspouse dependents of male by age

Age/sex distribution of dependents

Age distribution of never-married
females in civilian labor force

Age distribution of male employees:
* Primary construction

Secondary construction

* Primary operation
Secondary operation

Age-specific male employment turn-
over rate

Proportion of unemployed construc-
tion labor force who work on project

TABLE C.4 (Continued)

Data Expected
Source Baseline Impact

I National

I National

I National

Maximum
Impact

Same

Same

Same

Same
Same

Same
Same

Same

0.05

m
m

1
1

k

Western region
Western region

National
National

Same

Comments

Intercounty movers 1975-76.

Intercounty movers 1975-76.

Intercounty movers 1975-76.

Based on responses of workers on
selected coal projects.

Intercounty movers 1975-76.
Intercounty movers 1975-76.

20% age 15-19 to 10% age 60-64,
then 100% age 65-69 over 5-year
period.

Empirical data bearing on this
item (and the next five items)
are either scarce or nonexistent.
Estimates are conjectural and
may be easily altered by the user.

k 0.20 "3

Proportion of construction employ-
ment displaced (of project employ-
ment)

Proportion of construction employ-
ment displaced (of regional labor
force)

Proportion of displaced construction
employment replaced by migrants

Proportion of construction employ-
ment constituting excess migration

Proportion of region's unemployed
available for secondary employment

k 0.20

k 0.40

0.05

0.10

0.85

0.20

0.05

k 0.50

k 0.10

k 0.10

4



TABLE C.4 (Continued)

Model Component

Distance exponent in gravity model:
* Primary construction
* Secondary construction
* Primary operation
* Secondary operation

Household dependency multiplier:
* Primary construction
* Secondary construction

Data
Source Baseline

Expected
Impact

Maximum
Impact Comments

m
n
k
k

0.85
1.50
1.00
2.50

m 2.28
3.47

Proportion of migrant construction
employees who stay after 1985:

Primary construction
* Southwest site
* Midwest site
* Southeast site

,Secondary construction
* Southwest site
* Midwest site
* Southeast site

1.60
2.60
2.00
3.00

2.28
3.47

0.10
0.71
0.32

0.32
0.81
0.50

0.34

Exponent for each category of
operation worker is assumed to
be larger than for construction.

Intercounty movers 1975-76.

Proportion staying is a function
of estimated net migration in
1985, and Mountain West Research
findings on workers who planned
to stay.

Assumed zero net migration by
1990 for all sites.

0.10
0.71
0.32

0.32
0.81
0.50

Proportion of migrant operation
employees who stay after turnover

0.34

Proportion of operation dependents
who independently leave site at
age 20

Employment multipliers

k 0.50 0.50

0 See Table C.2

a. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population (state volumes), U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1973.

b. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics of the United States,
Vol. 1, Natality, Table 1-54, Rockville, MD, 1970.

c. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Center for Health Statistics, U.S. Decennial Life Tables for 1969-71:
State Life Tables, Rockville, MD, June 1975.

d. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population Estimates and Projections, Series P-25, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, 1976-1977.



TABLE C.4 (Continued)

e. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Net Migration of the Population, 1960-70, by Age, Sex, and Color, University of Georgia Print-
ing Department, Athens, GA, December 1975.

f. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings, Vol. 24, No. 1, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC,
January 1977.

g. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, PWEDA Area Employment and Unemployment, 1975 (Annual), U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC, November 1976.

h. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Tables 87 and 123, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1973.

i. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, Housing Characteristics for States, Cities, and Counties (state volumes),
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1972.

j. Straight-line miles from county center to site.
k. Estimated by authors.
1. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Series P-20, No. 305, "Geographical Mobility:

March 1975 to March 1976," U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1977.
m. Mountain West Research, Inc., Construction Worker Profile, Final Report, a study for the Old West Regional Commission, Denver,

CO, December 1975.
n. F. L. Leistritz and S. H. Murdock, Research MethodologLyAppjjcable to Conmunity Adjustments to Public Land Use Alternatives,

discussion paper for presentation at the Forum on the Economics of Public Land Use in the West, Reno, NV, March 10-11, 197I,
North Dakota State University, Fargo, ND, 1977.

o. E. J. Stenehjem and J. E. Metzger, A Framework for Projecting Employnient and Pulation Changes Accompanying Energy Develop-
ment, prepared for the Assistant Administrator for Planning Analysis and Evaluation, U.S. Energy Research and Development
Administration, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL, August 1976.
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The second protlem here is that construction employment is differentially phased over

the construction period such that a marked peak occurs about two-thirds of the way into

project construction. The use of the mean person-years per year during the first 5-year

projection cycle essentially ignores the peaking of employment. However, it is reasonable

to assume that workers who come onto the job during peak periods of construction tend to be

specialists who are transient with respect to their employment histories. They have a

particularly low probability of residing in the site county and are most likely to coirmute

to work. If these assumptions are correct, then mean employment is a good, unbiased esti-

mator of construction employment.

C.1.5.4 Level of Analysis

The last limitation to be discussed reflects the level of analysis chosen for this

generic study. Based on the relative availability of secondary data, the county has been

adopted as the unit of analysis. Impacts are felt and managed at different levels, all the

way from the nation to the household. But most of the important socioeconomic impacts

likely to be generated by the construction and operation of waste management facilities will

be exerted at or below the county level. Once demographic effects and service demands have

been forecast at the county level, individual communities or school districts, for example,

can readily assess the likelihood of localized effects and develop mitigating strategies

accordingly. In the context of a county-level analysis, it is also apparent that the total

effects attributable to a project are not being addressed. Some portion of the total

project-induced impacts will accrue to other counties and communities within the impact

region (and perhaps outside the region also). While the methodology adopted here could,

with minor alteration, address total regional impacts, attention is limited to impacts on

the county containing the site.

C.2 REFERENCE ENVIRONMENTS

A generic assessment of socioeconomic impacts incorporates the assumption that a

variety of sites may be under consideration for development of nuclear waste management

facilities. Since the potential sites may differ considerably in terms of their distinguish-

ing characteristics--especially population size, composition, distribution, industrial

composition of the labor force, and availability of social services--it is necessary to

examine the potential effects of energy facilities on a number of alternative sites. For

example, it is reasonable to assume that a highly urbanized community offering a wide range

of services to residents will experience fewer negative effects from the construction and

operation ot a project than will a sparsely populated rural community. In the latter, even

a relatively small project could produce disruptive effects.

In addition to considering alternative reference sites, it is also necessary to assess

the effects of several types of nuclear waste management facilities. These facilities

differ substantially in terms of the number of workers needed for construction and opera-

tion, the potential hazards created through storage and transportation of noxious materials,

and the amount of land occupied. It is thus reasonable to expect that socioeconomic impacts

will differ in type and degree according to the facility in question.



C. 16

C.2.1 Criteria for Reference Site Selection

Three reference sites were chosen from a larger number of possible locations for

nuclear waste facilities on the basis of several criteria.

* Geologic conditions: One reference site offers sufficient salt deposits to be used as

a waste disposal facility. Another is underlaid by granite.

* Population size: The three sites vary markedly in terms of the total number of inhabi-

tants at the site and in the surrounding region.

* Population distribution: The three sites exhibit variations in population density and

degree of urbanization.

Although it was not feasible to consider a sufficient number of alternative sites to exhaust

all possible combinations of the above criteria, the three sites selected for analysis

permit an assessment of a wide range of variation in impacts to be expected.

C.2.2 Characteristics of Reference Sites

In order to emphasize that the reference sites are hypothetical, they are labeled

Midwest, Southeast, and Southwest. Each reference site consists of a single county. The

region within which the county is located is defined as the aggregation of all counties

falling substantially within a 50-mile radius of the site. If more than half of a county is

included within that 50-mile radius, it is included in the region.

Regional populations are important for assessing site impacts because a sizable portion

of the project employees may commute to work from regional localities. Fifty miles repre-

sents the maximum commuting distance that most workers are willing to undertake. Further-

more, population redistribution within the region may result in project-related impacts.

Summary data for the site counties and surrounding regions are presented in Table C.5.

Two types of comparisons can help in interpreting these data. First, there are marked

differences among the sites, whether based on county or regional comparisons. Second, there

are important differences between the county and region for each site. From the population

data it is evident that the Southwest and Midwest regions are highly urbanized when compared

with the Southeast region. Differences among the three counties are even greater. While

the Midwest site falls within the most urbanized region, the county containing that site has

the smallest urban component. In fact, each site county is less urbanized than its cor-

responding region, reflecting the likelihood that disposal sites will be situated away from

urban centers and densely settled areas. The density figures also support this observation.

The sites vary dramatically in terms of population change over the 1965 to 1970 period,

with the Southwest site showing a marked decline. the Midwest site showing a comparable

increase, and the Southeast site remaining relatively stable. From 1970 to 1975 all sites

gained population, and the differences among the rates of change are smaller than in the

preceding 5-year period. These changes over the decade can be attributed to two components:

natural change and net migration. Natural change is the difference between births and

deaths. Net migration is the difference between the number of persons moving into an area



TABLE C.5. Selected Data Characteristics of Three Reference Sites

______ Characteristic __ _

Population:
Estimated total population 1975(a)
% Change 1965-1970
% Change 1970-1975
Unemployed construction labor force, 1980(b)
Net migration rate 1965-1970(C
Net migratior fate 1970-1975(c)
% Urban 1970?d
Density 1970 (Persons per sq. ni.)(d)
% Nonwhite 1970?d)
% Families with children under 18, 1970(d)
Median age 1970(d)

Employment:
Nonworker to worker rtjo(d)
% Employed in farming 4)
% Employed i construction(d)
Z Unemployedld)
% Below poverty level(d)
Median family incone d)

Education:
Median years school completed(d)
% High school graduatesNd)

Housing.:
% Housing unit, renter occupied(f)
% Units vacant f)
Trailers as % of housing its(f)
0t Units lacking plumbing(T)
X Units built 1939 or earlier(f)
% Units with 1+ persons per room(f)
% Units using public sewer service(f)

Southwest Site
County Region _

Midwest Site
County Region

Southeast Site
County __ Reio n

41,000
- 8.5
3.2
. . .

-14.9
- 0.9
76.9
9.9
2.9

56.8
27.2

1.7
5.7
7.7
5.1
17.8

7,870

134,000
- 8.6
5.8

390.0
-14.6

0.5
78. 9
9.2
5.0

59.3
26.3(e)

1.7
5.8
5.6
5.1

16.6
7 ,9 6 5 (e)

1 2 .0 (e)
51.3

25.7
18.2
3.3
3.6
17.6
11.6
82.1

47,000
15.0
24.9

7.4
18.4
8.4

57.8
0.3

59.4
25.6

1.6
13.6
6.0
4.5
10.8

8,936

12.2
56.0

15.8
6.4
6.5
8.7
53.3
9.5

39.3

2,154,000
11.1
3.8

10,660.0
3.0
-0. 7
85. 1

246.8
2.4

59. 7
25. 6(e)

1.3
2.2
3.7
3.3
5.5

11 22e

12. 3(e)
64.5

31.5
3.4
1.8
4.0

41 .1
6.9

82.7

17,000
-1.4
11.9
. . .

-6.6
6.1

40.9
31 .1
41.3
57.6
24.9

1.4
8.5
5.2
4.6
24.6

6,997

9.8
29.8

33.4
9.4
7.2

29.3
36.8
15.1
45.8

487,000
4.2
2 .6

2,42().0

-2.2
50.1
60.1
38.3
57.6
24.5(e)

1 .5
4.9
5.8
4.3
22.3

7,166(e)

10 .6 (e)
37.0

33.2
8.3
5.8

19.7
30.6
13.1
46.3

11.9
49.3

25.9
16.1
2.5
5.0
19.2
11.7
77.8

a. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population Estimates and Projections, Series P-25, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1976-1977

b. Estimated in population impact projection model.
c. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Net MInfation of the Population, 1960-_ 7__y__e, Sex, and Color, University of Georgia

Printing Department, Athens, GA, December 1975.
d. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population.:_1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, U.S. Government Printing

Office, Washington, DC, 1973.
e. Weighted estimates.
f. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, General Housing Characteristics, Final Report, U.S. Government Printing

Office, Washington, DC, 1971.
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and the number moving out. Each site has experienced an excess of births over deaths, thus

serving to moderate the population loss due to emigration from the Southwest and Southeast

sites over this period while increasing the growth experienced by the Midwest site. Pop-

ulation change has important consequences with respect to the capacity of a site to absorb

impacts. Counties which are experiencing rapid population growth may be more likely to plan

to accommodate excess demand on local services than would counties that are not growing. On

the other hand, counties which are losing population may have underutilized service sectors,

which would then be available to serve the needs of project-related in-migrants.

While the Southwest county has a high urban component compared with the Midwest county,

it is only one-fifth as densely populated. In the Southwest region most people live in

towns just large enough to qualify as urban by the U.S. Census Bureau (2500 or more). The

nearest metropolitan center (population 50,000 or more) is over 100 miles from any part of

the Southwest region. The Midwest region, however, contains a very large metropolitan

center, though the site itself is primarily rural.

Looking briefly at the data related to employment, it is apparent that the Midwest site

residents enjoy the highest standard of living. This is true for both the county and the

region and is reflected by relatively high family income, low percentage of unemployed, and

low percentage below the poverty level (defined for 1975 by the U.S. Census Bureau as $5500

for a nonfarm family of four). In contrast, almost one-fourth of the Southeast site resi-

dents are below the poverty level, and the median income for the Southeast region is less

than two-thirds that for the Midwest region. Similar regional differences are reflected in

the data presented on education. The Southeast site residents are substantially less

educated than residents from the other two sites--a condition to be expected from the more

rural character of the Southeast site.

Housing variables are critical because they reflect the ability of a community to

adequately accommodate a substantial population influx. Vacancy rates and housing condi-

tions determine the ease with which the incoming workers and their families can find ade-

quate, affordable living space. In this regard, the Southwest site is apparently best

situated to accommodate a population influx. It has a higher vacancy rate and its housing

units are both newer and in better condition than are those at the other two sites. In

addition, a very high proportion of the Southwest site housing facilities is connected to a

public sewer service.

The three reference sites selected are each distinct in terms of demographic, economic,

and social service characteristics. I' the waste management facilities to be considered are

to result in significant socioeconomic impacts, this should be evident at one or more of

these sites.

C.3 WASTE MANAGEMENT REFERENCE SYSTEMS

The model used in this generic study postulates that social and economic impacts are

caused by the settlement of new migrants in the site county. Therefore, projection of the

in-migrating, project-related population is based on a determination of the construction and

operation manpower requirements specific to the waste management system to be built and
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operated. A fuel reprocessing plant, for example, can oe configured in a variety of ways,

depending uoon the size and types of facilities whicn will manage waste by-products. The

major systems and tneir alternative configurations to be analyzed include the fuel reprocess-

ing plant (FRP), tne mixed-oxide fuel fabrication plant (MOX FFP,, the independent spent

fuel storage facility (ISFSF), the extended spent fuel storage system (ESFSF), the

retrievable waste storage facility (RWSF), and waste repositories in three geologic media

for two fuel cycles.

In the case of two systems, the FRP and the MOX FFP, waste management represents only

a part of the total facility. The manpower required to construct and operate the production

components of these two systems will be analyzed separately. It will then be possible to

integrate this projection with the respective waste management reference alternative to

determine the impact of waste management both alone and relative to the total impact attri-

butable to the whole facility.

Each of the major systems is assumed to have a construction period lasting a maximum of

5 years (1980 to 1984) and an operational life expectancy prior to decommissioning ranging

from 25 years for the waste repository to 35 years for the ISFSFs. The manpower require-

ments associated with decommissioning are typically smaller than those for operation; given

uncertainty in the timing, nature, and duration of the decommissioning phase, their require-

ments are not treated specifically in this study.

Table C.1 depicts the size of the construction and operation employment for each

reference waste management system and its component facilities. This table indicates how

colocated facilities are aggregated to produce the employment inputs to the impact forecast-

ing model. The employment estimates for 15 different waste management systems will be

examined over each of the three reference sites, producing 45 separate forecasts of impacts

(Tables C.6 through C.107).

C.4 THE FORECASTING MODEL

The demographic forecasting model uses a cohort-component projection methodology. This

technique precisely forecasts the size and structure (age and sex) of the population. Such

precision is a critical aspect of the model, since impacts are viewed as being responsive to

changes in both of these demographic variables. The initial projected population serves

both as a comparative baseline and as a source for a portion of the future project labor

force. Employment demand associated with the project is met in part from the baseline

population and in part from new in-migrants. The following description deals first with the

construction phase of the project (1980 to 1984) and then with the operation phase (from

1985). A brief discussion of output from the model concludes this section.

Figure C.l illustrates the principal components of the demographic forecasting model,

and shows the interrelationships of demographic and economic characteristics of both the

impact region and the site county. The determination of employment-generated in-migration

and the projection of baseline and project populations over time, as outlined in Figure C.A,

are discussed in the following sections.
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C.4.1 Construction Phase

The model first determines the size of the regional population in 1980, which is the

startup date for construction. These figures are projected from 1970 census data through

the use of independent assumptions about the future course of the three components of popu-

lation change: fertility, mortality, and net migration. Specifically, fertility is assumed

to converge from the observed 1970 state rate to a replacement or zero-population-growth

level in 1990; mortality is assumed to remain constant at the state level in 1970; and net

migration is assumed to converge to zero in 1990.

The selection of a schedule of migration rates for the initial period, 1980 to 1984, is

subject to substantially more error than is the case for rates of fertility and mortality.

The selection of assumptions regarding future trends in net migration is even more diffi-

cult. Part of the difficulty is that net migration, being responsive to economic oppor-

tunities outside of the project under investigation, subsumes all future opportunity in the

region, including other construction activity.

Migration rates for counties by age and sex are available for the period 1960 to

1970.(8) More recent rates are available from the U.S. Census for counties,(9) but these

data do not provide sufficient detail on age and sex to construct a fully disaggregated

model. The problem is further complicated by the fact that migration patterns at the county

level have departed significantly from historical trends.(10)

A comparison of aggregate, county-level net migration rates across the two time periods

illustrates the pronounced trend toward rural net in-migration. Table C.5 presents these

rates as 5-year rates, assuming that net migration changed in a linear fashion between 1960

and 1970. To attribute an age/sex structure to the new rate pattern, the site county

migration rate for 1970 to 1975 was matched with that of another county (or set of counties)

that had the same rate in the 1960 to 1970 period. In addition, counties chosen were of the

same relative rural/urban character in 1960 to 1970 as the site county was in the 1970 to

1975 period.

The age/sex composition of net migrants for the matching county (county group) was then

adopted as the appropriate age/sex composition for the site county. Although the overall

rate of net migration is allowed to change over time (convergence to zero by 1990 is the

best guess in the absence of more information), the age/sex structure of the changing rates

remains the same. That is, each age/sex specific rate changes by proportionately the same

amount until all reach zero by 1990.

The size of the regional labor force is determined according to the labor force par-

ticipation schedule observed throughout the United States in 1976. It is assumed that the

project construction labor force will be filled sequentially as follows. The first source

of labor for the project is unemployed construction workers in the region. The number of

workers available from this source is estimated by multiplying the proportion of the region's

1970 labor force that was in construction by the total regional labor force. The number of

unemployed is projected as the product of construction labor force and the regional unemploy-

ment rate in 1975, inflated by the ratio of national unemployment in construction to national
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unemployment in all industries. Finally, an estimate of the proportion of unemployed

construction workers available to work on the project is applied. The result indicates the

component of the construction labor force that is made up of unemployed local construction

workers. Reduction of local unemployment is usually interpreted as a positive impact.

If this component does not satisfy the project employment demand, the next source taken

irto account is the construction workers in the region who will leave other jobs to work on

the project. It is necessary to estimate the proportion of these "displaced" workers who

will be replaced by migrants, since it is only the migrant component that produces the

impacts of concern.

If demand for the construction labor force is still unmet, then it is assumed that

migrants from outside the region will fill the remaining jobs. In addition, an assumption

is made regarding project-induced "excess migration"--migrants who come to the region

seeking employment on the project but are unsuccessful in obtaining such jobs. The total

primary construction employment migration is thus composed of new migrants who work on the

project, migrant replacements for local workers who are displaced from other jobs, and

excess migrants to the site county who are unable to find work on the project.

The second important migration component includes migrants responding to secondary

employment opportunities arising from project construction. Secondary employment expansion

is computed by applying a multiplier to project construction employment. The migratory

component of the secondary labor force is also computed in a residual fashion. A fixed

proportion of the region's unemployed labor force, less those who will be employed in the

primary construction labor force, is assumed to be available for secondary employment.

Residual demand is assumed to be met by migrants. It is also assumed that a portion of

these migrants will be spouses of primary construction workers.

The model next allocates the primary and secondary migrant labor forces to the site

county using a residential allocation model* that incorporates housing vacancy rates and

* The residential allocation model ("gravity" model) as applied in this study assumes that
in-migrants will choose their residence in direct proportion to the population size of
the county of residence and inversely proportional to the distance between the project
site and the county of residence. The population size of county i is weighted by the
proportion and condition of vacant housing units in the county. The form of the model is:

Di VA

M.
[PVA

E: [9i]

where: M1 = proportion of in-migrants residing in county i

Pi = population size of county i

Di = distance from site to center of county i

a = distance exponent (see Table C.4)

Vi = housing vacancy rate in county i

Qi = proportion of housing in good condition
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housing quality in communities in the site county as indicators of the residential attractive-

ness of the site county. This model also incorporates the assumption that secondary workers

will locate closer to the site than will primary workers. Estimates of the number of

dependents who will accompany primary and secondary workers are based, respectively, on

construction worker studiest ) and U.S. national data.(9) To expand these numbers into age

distributions of workers and dependents, age and sex schedules. which are derived from the

same sources as the dependency multipliers and which indicate how many males and females are

in each five-year age group from ages 0 to 4 through 85 and over, are then applied to the

primary and secondary construction migrants.

The result is an age/sex profile of the migrant construction employment for 1980.

These workers are assumed to remain on the job until 1985, at which time it is assumed that

a portion enters secondary employment with the operation phase of the project, and a portion

settles in the region without further involvement in the project. The proportion of primary

construction workers remaining in the site county after 1985 is assumed to be a function of

the level of net migration experienced in the county, a summary indicator of employment

opportunities in the area, and the expressed preference of workers to remain in the area as

reported in a recent survey.(11, Out-migrating construction workers are assumed to be

accompanied by their dependents. The proportion of secondary construction workers that

remains in the site county depends on the demand for secondary operation employment as

discussed below.

C.4.2 Operation Phase

In 1985, the operation labor force is assumed to replace the construction labor force.

Because of the specialized skill requirements for primary operation work, it is assumed that

all of these workers migrate from outside of the region. In addition, it is assumed that

all primary operation workers are males. Application of a modified gravity model (described

above) determines how many workers are allocated to the site county. These workers are

assumed to be accompanied by their spouses and other dependents and to reside in the site

county at the outset of the operation phase in 1985.

The operation phase is expected to last from 25 to 35 years, depending on the type of

facility. This relatively long period necessitates the consideration of social, economic,

and demographic forces which will alter the composition of the operation employees over

time. Specifically, the projection of the migrant labor force over the operation phase

incorporates job turnover (from separation and retirement) and replacement in addition to

the standard projection components of fertility, mortality, and migration. Additionally,

the projection is complicated by the fact that workers leaving the project will also be

likely to leave the site county. That is, some of those who no longer work on the project

will settle in the area and some will leave.

In order to take turnover and replacement into account properly in the projection

model, it is necessary to treat three components of the labor force separately. These

include the primary workers, their spouses, and their other dependents. Turnover and

replacement must be incorporated into the model for two reasons. First, it is untenable to
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assume that all employees will stay on the job for 25 to 35 years, disregarding retirement

and separation other than through death (which is taken into account through the mortality

schedule used in this projection). Second, replacement of deceased, separated, and retired

employees will have a significant impact on the age distribution of project workers over

time. The reasons for treating these components of turnover separately are: 1) only

employees of the project are subject to separation and retirement, 2) spouses are linked to

the employees by an age-specific set of multipliers, and 3) other dependents of these

employees are directly affected by primary labor force changes until age 20, at which time a

portion of them is assumed to leave the county. (Other dependents aged 25 and above operate

independently of primary employment, subject only to the prevailing forces of fertility,

mortality, and migration that apply to the baseline population during this period.)

All primary operation employees are assumed to be male. The gravity model that deter-

mines the size of the site county migrant male employment produces only the total size of

this component. In order to treat this population in the projection model, it is necessary

to determine both its age distribution and the number and age/sex distribution of all

associated dependents. The age distribution for the primary operation employment males was

derived from the distribution of civilian labor force males who lived in a different house

in a different county in March 1976 as compared with their residence in March 1975(9) A

smoothed age distribution in 5-year intervals from 15 to 65 years old was derived by fitting

a curve to the cumulative age distribution as determined from the U.S. Census report,(9)

which reported only five age groups in the labor force years.

The number of spouses accompanying this labor force is determined by multiplying age-

specific multipliers times the male age distribution. These multipliers indicate the pro-

portion of the male civilian labor force classified as intercounty movers who had a spouse

present in their new residence by age of the male mover. The spouses obtained in this

fashion assume the same age distribution as their husbands. This process assumes that both

husbands and their wives are in the same 5-year age interval.*

The U.S. Census provides information pertaining to the number of persons per male

family head by age of the male head who was classified as an intercounty mover. Although

these data are not specific to members of the civilian labor force, it is assumed that the

number of dependents for all males who are heads of households is distributed in a similar

fashion. Dependents other than spouses include children of the primary male as well as

other related individuals who live in the same household.

The age distribution for males is derived from the total numbers of intercounty male

movers who are not in the labor force by age.(9) Since the ages considered run from 16 to

65+, an additional age and sex distribution for ages 1 through 14 was determined from

U.S. Census data,(12' Table 5) which provides a complete age distribution for intercounty

movers by sex. Five-year age intervals in the labor force years are determined by fitting

* In fact, wives are, on the average, about 3 years younger than their husbands but this
distinction is not considered critical in the context of this 5-year projection model.
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a curve to the cumulative age distribution determined for the abridged age categories as

provided. Persons above age 65 are distributed in 5-year intervals through 85+ by taking

the U.S. life table proportions of the stationary population at age x who survive to age x+5

and multiplying by the number of persons at age x. The female age distribution was derived

in a similar fashion, except that the female age distribution for spouses in the labor force

years was composed of intercounty female movers not in the labor force and not classified as

married, spouse present.

These computations provide a complete component profile of the in-migrating primary

operation employees, their spouses, and their other dependents in 1985. In addition to the

primary operation employment and its components, the model projects the secondary employment

effects generated by the operation phase of the project. An empirically derived secondary

employment multiplier is applied to the primary operation employment. Secondary operation

employment is assumed to be met sequentially, first by the nonmigrant component of the

available secondary construction employment in the region. Secondary construction employ-

ment is assumed to be associated with primary construction employment. This association is

maintained for that portion of primary construction employment remaining in the region after

termination of the construction phase in 1985. Only those secondary workers who have

become "disenfranchised" by the departure of a portion of the primary employees are con-

sidered to be available for secondary operation employment. Other unemployed workers in

the region are then considered for any remaining positions.

Computation of the unemployed labor force in the region in 1985 involves application of

the unemployment rate estimated for 1985 to the projected 1985 baseline labor force. If

this source satisfies the demand, then a portion of migrant secondary construction employ-

ment is projected to remain in the region. This figure is calculated in a fashion similar

to primary construction employment that remains; however, a different assumption regarding

the proportion staying is used, based on a survey of nonconstruction workers in an area

experiencing construction activity.(ll)

If the demand is still not satisfied, then migrant secondary construction employment is

drawn upon. Any residual unemployed migrant secondary construction employment is also

subject to the above assumption about the proportion remaining in the region. Finally, if

new migrants are needed to satisfy the remaining demand for secondary operation employment,

the model assumes that they will be added to the migrant secondary construction employment

in the region in 1985.

The primary and secondary operation employment are next distributed to the site county

according to a gravity model specifying residential location. Members of the operation work

force are assumed to reside closer to the site than are construction workers, because of

the longer time they can expect to be on the job. Although the primary operation employment

is assumed to be all male, the model allows for a portion of the secondary operation employ-

ment to be composed of females. The female component is first filled by spouses of both

primary and secondary operation workers. Their participation rate is the same as the over-

all female labor force participation rate. That is, if 45% of the secondary operation
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employment demand is met by females, then 45, of the spouses of primary and secondary male

employees will be considered first for those positions. If more female positions remain,

then new in-migrating females are assumed to fill them. These additional female labor force

members are assumed to be unmarried initially. This assumption substantially simplifies the

model, since it is assumed that additional females are not accompanied by dependents. These

women will, however, be subjected to the same rates of fertility and mortality as the

spouses of male employees.

To obtain an age distribution for single female employees, data on never-married

females of the civilian labor force (who are intercounty movers) is multiplied by the dif-

ference between female employment demand and the number of Participant spouses. Labor force

participation for these women is concentrated in younger ages compared with the participa-

tion of spouses, whose childbearing competes with labor force participation. The incorpora-

tion of female labor force participation by spouses reduces the effective in-migrating

population, since some families account for two members of the labor force.

The model next projects the resulting population forward in 5-year intervals, taking

into account fertility, mortality, job turnover, retirement, and employment replacement.

From this point on, the primary and secondary migrant employees and their dependents are

treated identically in the projection routine. Each of the three components (employees,

spouses, and dependents) is survived forward 5 years. The baseline fertility schedule is

applied to spouses and female dependents; births during the 5-year projection cycle are

survived forward; surviving births to both components are distributed by sex using the

baseline sex ratio at birth; these births are added to the dependent age/sex distribution in

the 0 to 4 age categories. An age-specific schedule of job turnover is applied to the

employees and their spouses. This schedule assumes that higher rates of job separation

occur at younger ages and decrease until retirement age, which is set at age 65. At that

time, all project employees are assumed to retire. Spouses continue throughout the projec-

tion to be associated with their employed husbands in the same proportions indicated by the

distribution of multipliers by age. Although this assumption fails to take differential

mortality by sex into account, the resulting errors are small. For employees and their

spouses two new age distributions are produced. These involve employees and spouses who do

not turn over during the projection cycle and those that do. The dependents are more

complicated to take into account, since it is not possible to derive a one-to-one cor-

respondence between employees and their dependents by age as the projection moves forward.

The best approximation of the dependent turnover age/sex distribution can be obtained by

multiplying the dependent age distribution by the proportion of the male employment turning

over in that period. Those who remain on the job are obtained as a residual.

Given the turnover/stayer split for each of the three components, the next step is to

determine what portion of each of the turnover components remains in the site county and

what portion leaves, since only those migrants who stay will continue to exert impacts

locally. A factor based on the estimated level of net migration in the region--a proxy

measure of economic opportunity in the area--is multiplied by each of the turnover com-

ponents to determine the portion of each component that will remain in the site county.



r

C. 27

Dependent children are treated differently at this point. Upon reaching age 20, a fixed

proportion of decendents in the 20 to 24 age category is assumed to emigrate, independent of

parental resicential nobility. Employees who leave the job during the 5-year projection

period due to separation or retirement are added to employees who die during the period.

These persons are assumed to oe replaced by new in-migrant workers with the same age and

dependency characteristics as the initial 1985 employment. The replacement male employment

is multiplied by the age-specific spouse multiplier schedule to obtain the new spouse age

distribution and by the age-specific dependent multiplier schedule to obtain the number of

new dependents. These dependents are distributed by age and sex according to the original

age-and-sex-specific proportional age distribution.

It is now possible to define the total number of migrants associated with the project

in 1985, or at the end of any future projection cycle running from year t to year t + 5, in

terms of the three components of employment: spouses and dependents, the subsets of each

component representing turnover stayers and nonturnovers, and turnover replacements.

Summing across these groups provides the total migrant age and sex distribution at year

t + 5.

The subsequent projection cycles begin repeating at the point at which each component

is subjected to the survival schedules. The only difference is that the turnover stayers

are no longer subjected to turnover and replacement. They are, however, subject to fer-

tility, mortality, and net migration rates for the period in question. Nonturnovers and

replacements continue to be subject to these schedules, as well as the specified schedules

of turnover, leaving and staying, and replacement.

C.4.3 Model Output

Output from the model provides two projections for each combination of reference site

and facility as shown in Tables C.6 through C.95. The first projection provides a most

probable estimate (expected impact) of future employment associated with the project and is

based on the most likely value for each variable component in the model, based on prior

research and best judgment. The second projection incorporates a set of extreme but plausible

assumptions that serve to maximize the forecast of the project-related in-migrant population

(maximum impact). The less confidence that can be placed in a given assumption, the wider

will be the range between the expected and the maximum impact estimate; this range will

increase with the length of the projection period, reflecting diminishing confidence over

time in the result. Some estimates are considered sufficiently accurate that they will

remain unchanged (e.g., mortality). Others incorporate wide variation (e.g., distance

exponent in the gravity model). The true value of the projected outcome is assumed to fall

within these limits, though this method clearly is biased toward the high end of impact

estimates. This is considered appropriate since policy intervention must be designed to

deal with maximum impacts. The accuracy of the projected output may also be influenced by

unforeseen changes in volatile component relationships, policy accommodations to estimated

or experienced impacts, and by misspecification of component relationships and assumptions.



TABLE C.6. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, FRP Production Facility

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2015
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TABLE C.7. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, FRP Production Facility

AYEAR ANU IMPACT CONDITIUN
SOC I L
SERVICE 1980 20 0o 20 1 5
UNI 1

EXPFCTED MAXIM MIJ4 EXPECTEO D 4AXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMJM kXPECTk.D MAX IU 4

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS 4,9 7.3 5.6 11.7 b.7 14.0 7.4 15.2
NURSES 13.? 19.7 1S.? 31.3 1.1 37.7 19.8 40.8
DENTISTS 1.6 2.4 I.A 1.8 2.? 4.5 2,4 4,9
HOSPITAL BEDS 17.0 25.3 19.5 4o.3 23,3 4AR,5 25,5 52.5
NURSING CARE BEOS Sl 7.3 H,8 17.6 15,2 30,b 23.7 447.7

EDUCATION
TEACHERSt K-A 33.5 50.7 53.6 107.6 U45 .4 101.8 34.7 71 a
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COMMUNITY PARKS (") 2.6 3.8 2.9 h-1 3.5 7.3 3.8 7.9

SOCIAL PR08LEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEY) ?9.6 4445.6 3443.4 70Q,3 409.2 852.7 448.2 923.7

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 4.h h.9 5.3 1A0q h.3 131h

.

^ J * a 1,} X 7



TABLE C.8. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, FRP Production Facility

YEAN AND IMPACT CONDITION

IqAo 19F5 2000 2015
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TABLE C.9. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Sit9, FRP Production Facility

YFAR AI' IMPACT :ONDITrION
SODC IAL
SERv ICE 1QP; 1Qfl(0 201%
UNI T

FXPFCTFO MAYTMllM TXPEC.TFf) MAXIMum fPF C r mAXIMUlM FXPFCTE0 m A xI m

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .3 3,u .h 0 . 7 7.1I 78
NURSES .9 11.b 2?. 2.? ?.44 9,o 2O.5
DENTISTS .1 1.1 .2 1.Q . . .2 2.4
HOSPITAL aEDS 1.2 I4.7 2.h 2%.Q 3.0 31.* 3.' 33.7
NURSING CARE REDS .1 3-7 * 9.2 I-o 15.3 2.5 ?3.5

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: - ?.9? b.7 .e.5 b 57.0 u.3 41.5
TEACHERS: 9-12 19J% 3- A S. 5.2 "5
CLASSROOM SPACE: S07.0 645s.7 10n1.9 127bh.5 1sbq9.? 13133.0 H97.4 9l5*.3

(SrWuARE METERS 9-1?)

SANITATION

WATER TREATMENT

(CubIC METHiS/OAY) 17%.9 ??L2l. 3M9.A 394141.a 4 455.9S a71 .I4 511.2 5122.9
SOLID wASTE (VEHICLES) .0 a .l .1 .9 .1 1.0
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 1.3 .? 2.3 .3 2.7 .3 3.0
LIQIJID WASIE 117.3 14941. 4 ?59.Q 2629.t 303.7 314b.3 3S0 . 4 IP.

(CU1 IC ETE RS/0AY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .2 2.h6 5 4.1 .5 5h
POLICEMEN , 79Q 1.4 13.9 l.h . l.H

RECR EATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTAPES) .1 1:. .3 ?.7 .3 3. .
NEIGHHOWHO0D PARKS (0) .1 1.3 .2 ?.3 .i ?8 * 3.0
COMMUNITY PARKS ('") .2 ?.0 .3 i.5 aU '.1 * '.5

SOCIAL PR(MLEmS
CHImES (7 CRIHE INDEX) 4.4a IA3.2 31.9 32?. a 37.? 785.7 4J1.P 419.0

GnvE RNMFNT
AVMINISTRATIvE STAFF . 7 7 RR

.' 
IJ. .S s- * . I I . I , . n 11 I



. TABLE C.l0. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, FRP Production Facility

YFA9 ANI) IMPACT CONDITION

1 0Ao 1985 2000 2015

t XPF U. I F D MAXIMUM FXPECTEI) 4AXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

mANPijMEk NL(,,IUMEMkNT
84SELINE

PROJECT IN-MIGRPATTiN
(LUMIJLAT I Vt )

BASELINE PLUS PkUJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PEMCtNt OF

BASELINF PLUS PROJECT

MEDI AN AiE
HAStLINE
kk(JJFCT IN-tLGRA TIUN

BASELINE PLUS PkOJFCT

DEPENDENCY RArI0
OASFL I NE
PROJECT [N-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PkOJECT

SEX RATIO
hASEL I NE
PROJECT IN-MIGWATIO)N
6ASFLINP PLUS PROJLCT

I h30

I 30

I 830
60376

I 39Q

I 000

1 58h'

n0o0
724Q7

3A75

1 000

1 857

91401

1 000

45 60

1 000

2093

1 000
98006

51 a40

oSO b 61771 75972 94104 100099 103146

2.3 2, 1

22.2
29.?

5.1

23,0
29.0

q. 8 2.1 9.0

35.1
23.1
773.8I

23.3
27.7

33.4
35. 1

33.5
35.1

'43 *.
SI .2

157 . 7
Q 5

91.0Si .0

44.4
149. a

tOO.?

62.6
47,.7

130.9
99.R

47.4

99.3

58 .9
4e. 0

28.6
42.2

3q.2
3b.2

27. 3
4707

12S,0
97.1

36.1
38.8
36,3

48.2
30 . 0
47.2

96.6
124.0
97.8

1 34. I
i1n.8

127.7
99.4a

98 .9
128.8
100.2

PEWIOD AND IMPACT CUNDITION

19A0-2015 1980-1 989 1985-2000 2000-20 15

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXI1UM

ANNUIAL RATF OF PUPOLiTION
GROw TH (PERCENT)

MASL SELN "f
PROJECIT INMIGRArIkIf4
BASELINE PLUS PkJJkCT

I . AA 3.71 1.39
7.93 3.73 50.00 20.44 1.05
1.44 1.46 4.10 4.30 1.38

.60
1 .09 .80 .80
1 .37 .61 .61



TABLE C.ll. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, FRP Production Facility

YEAR A4ND IMPACT CONDITIUN
SOC I AL
SERVICE 19R0 19q5 2000 2019

UNIT
EXPECTED MAXIMIJM FXPECIED MAXIMUM EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTFI) PAXIMJM

HE AL TM
PHYSICIANS .? 1.9 2.1 5.2 2.5 .1 Z.8 h.A
NUPSES .6 6.9 7.Q Iq.2 4.2 22.6 In.4 25.4

DENTISTS .1 .8 .4 ?.2 1.1 2.6 1.2 2.9
HOSPITAL REDS .I 8.? 9.3 22.8 J0.9 26.8 1?.3 30.2
NURSING CARE 8EDS .2 2.2 6.3 13.5 11.2 26.1 17.7 45.2

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 I9 10.0 15 .4 36.7 10.1 8.4c 9.5 24.8
TEACHERS: 9-12 .8 A.3 9.1 20.P 12.2 27.8 7.6 18.b
CLASSROOM SPACE: 213.1 2185.9 2399.5 5S485.6 3202.0 7325.2 2011.1 4897.5

(SQUARt METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
MATER TkEATPENT

(CU8IC mETERS/DAY) 73.9 7Q1.9 900.6 21q9.q 1054'.2 258h.8 118S.4 2918.3

SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .n .2 .2 .4 .2 .5 .2 .6
SOLID WASIE (PERSONNEL) .0 .5 .5 1.3 .6 1.5 .7 1.7
LIQUID MASTE 419.3 527.9 600.4 1466.6 702.8 172S.8 792.3 19415.5

(CU9IC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .1 .Q 1.1 2.h 1.2 3.1 1. 3
POLICEMEN *3 P 8 3.2 7.7 3.7 9.1 4.2 10.3

RECREATION
PLAYGPOIJN0S (HECTARES) .1 .5 .h 1.5 .7 1.8 .l4 2.0

NEIGHBORHOOD PAkKS (") .0 .5 1.3 .6 1.S .1 1.7
COMMUINITY PARKS (U) .1 .7 .8 1.9 . 2.3 1.0 2.b

SOCIAL PRORLEMS
ChIMES (7 CHIME INDEX) 5.6 h0.0 h8.2 lbh.6 79.8 196.1 90.0 221.0

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTHATIVE STAFF .1 1.3 1.4 3.5 1.7 4.1 1.q 4.b



TABLE C.12. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, FRP Waste Management Reference System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

19A( 19g5 2000 P015

FxPFCTP1) MAXIMUJM FxPECTED MAXImUM EXPECTED MAXIMuM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPU^FP RE(LJIlRMtNT 11Q5 1199 27S 275 275 275 275 275
BASELINE 442j3 4b133 50382 54613
P40JF-T IN-MI(CA1Ik1N 1;hsu 5920 2382 4n39 ?b59 4864 3106 5261

(CUM1IL AT 1 jE )
BASELINE PLUS PHUJLCT 47R97 4q7h3 L&8515 5017? S1241 55246 57718 59873
IN-MIGRANrS AS PERCENT UF

8ASLLINF PLUS PRP0FCT 7.6 11.1 4.q A.1 5.4 A.8 5.4 8.8

MEDIAN AGE
3ASELINE P7.0 ?A 3 31.0 34.0
PRUJECr tN-mI(GATION 23.S 23.9 22.0 ??.0 32.5 32.4 38.7 38.b
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT 2h.6 26.4 77.4 27.6 31.2 31,2 34.3 34.4

DEPENDFNCY -ATIO
oASFLINF 14 6 7 . 1 S3.3 46h.B
PRUJkCT rN-MIGPATIUN 17.0 3M.0 54. SI .7 33.2 14.1 26.5 26.5
bASELINE PLOS PROJECT 59.? 98.4 h6.4 bLS.9 S2,1 51.4 45.6 44,8

SEx RATIO
BASELINE 94,0 93.9 94.4 95.9
PROJECT IN-MIGkArI(-l 101.Q 107.3 108.3 109.7 113.2 111.6 114.5 113.!
8ASELINF PLIOS PROJECT q4.F 95.4 94.9 94.8 95,3 45.8 9b.9 97.3

PERIOn ANn IMPACT CONDITION

1Q8n-?015 1980.19A9 1985-2000 2000-2015

FXPFCTFD MAXhIMM FxPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RrTE UP POPHILA fN
GROwTH (PERCENT)

BASELINE hO .84 .59 .S4
PHOJ;FCT IN-MIGRPAT 10h -. 146 -. 14 -.8es -6.25 1.22 1.24 .55 .52
bASELINe PLUS PWROJECT .91 .93 .6h .62 .e64 .54 .54



TABLE C.13. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, FRP Waste Management Reference System

YFAR4 A N1 IMPArT C(rINQ IIIUN
SOCIAL
SERVICE 19q0 19Ps 2000 201b
UNI I

F PFCTFD MAX IMIi4 FxPFCTFD MAXIMIuM EXPECIFO AX1III4 EXPECTK a MA>I4dm

HEALTH

PHYSICIANS 3. S '. 2.5 3,4 7.7 4.7 A.0 5.1
NURSES 1 4 1u.2 b.1 10.4 7.' 1?.b M.0 13.h
DENTISTS 1.1 1.7 .7 1.3 .9 1.', 1.0 1.b
HOSPITAL SEDS 1?.1 1R.3 7,4 13.4 9.c) 16.1 1O.3 17.5
NURSING CARE HEDS 3.h 5.2 '.II 5.7 b.0 10.0 9.5 1S.

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 9 36.7 ?1.2 35.5 19.7 34.4 14.2 ?4.0
TEACHERS! 9-1? ??.6 331 lb.S, ?8.6 17.0 ?4.5 12.0 20.5
CLASSROOM SPACE: 5q35.9 8810.b 4590.2 753'.7 4479.6 7494.5 5169.q S+89.7

(SQUARE METERS 9-12) n

SANITATION
wATtR TREATMENT

(CLIHIC 4E.IRS/')AY) 2074.5 3134.0 1352.h 2293.? 1b?3.? ?761.7 1763.? ?48h.7
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .4 .b .3 A. .3 .5 .3 .
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) 1.? 1.A .8 i.j .9 1.e! 1.0 1.7
LIQUID WASTE 133.0 ?nk9.4 901.7 1S?S4.R 109.2 1841.2 1175.5 19q01.2

(CUBIC METLRS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN 2.0 3.7 1.h 9.7 1.9 3.3 2.1 3.5
POLICEMEN 7. 11.( 14.8 8.l 5.7 9.7 6.2 10.5

RECREAT ION
PLAYGQUuN0S (HECTAWES) 1.4 ?.R .9 1.6 1.1 1.9 1.2 2.1
NEIGH4HURHOD PARKS (") 1.? 1.q . 1.4 1.0 1.6 1.0 1,8
COMMbUNITY PARKS (") 1.M 2.7 1.2 2.0 1.4 2.4 1.b 6

SOCIAL PROHLEMS
CRIMES (7 CkImE INDEX) 213.4 3??.4 139.1 ?35.4 16I.0 284.1 181.u 307.2

GOVERNMENT

ADMINISTRATIVL S1AfF 3. s.n 9.1 n.e 2.h .4 2. 7



TABLE C.14. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, FRP Waste Management Reference System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1 990 1985 2000 2015

FXPFCTED MAXTMIJM FXPECTEO) MAXImUm EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOWER REDGAREmENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIG6ATION

(COMiULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN.MIGkANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
HAStLI NF
PROJECT IN-MIGRAIIUNH
bASELINE PLUS PROJECt

1 195

1 q 2

? 144 4

I19S 275
23102

275 2 75
2h273

7h4 2572

275 275
28 60 4

2794?Q5

2 3b66 26537 288 45

R,9

28899

l. 0

31398

8.9,4 I I1.A I.n 1. 0

* .8 30.2 33.2
23. I
PS . C,

23.5
?5.1

P3.?
P2b . 8 26 .4

33.1
30.?

32.3
30 .4

37.8
33.2

38 , 0
33.7

DEPENDENCY RATTO
HASkLINF
PROJECT IN-.MGRATIUN
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATTO
bASELI NE
PROJECT INMI GRAI(I0N
6ASELTNk PLUS PROJECT

43 . ,

s9 . 7
37 . I
C57,0

57.5
.o 6

1 35.?
94 * 4

60 . 7
53.2
60.0

9, 1
110.2
95 , 4.

28.1
4a.5

127,6
5,.4

49. 7
3?.6
48,0

951
113.5
96* 6

29.6
£45'.4

120.7
95.8

45 , h
26.7
443.7

95,5
1t 13.2

97 , 0
157,7
Q $ . M

q 3.1
1 0?. 0

91:4 * 3

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

I 980-2015 1 q80-1985 1985.2000 2000-2015

EXPECTED MAXIMJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
rGkomTH (PtQCENT)

4ASkLINk
P4OJECT IN.MIGRATTON
BASELTNE PLUS PROJECT

I .23
.IPC,

I .67
.19 3.22 -3,90 1.05
.78 1.68 1.13 .86

.57
1 .19 .7 4 .55
.89 .57 .57



TABLE C.15. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, FRP Waste Management Reference System

YEAf AND IMPACT CtNDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 19RS 2000 ?2015
UNI T

XPFCTt D MAX ItIM FwPECTE0 MAXIMUM EYPECTFO MAXIMUM EXPLCTFD M AXI UM

HEALTH
PHySICIANS .2 .? 1.9 .2 ?,2 .3 2.4
NURSES .6 7.7 *7 h.3 ,8 7 . .9 M.2
DENTISTS .1 .7 .1 .b .1 .7 ,1 .8
HtSPITAL REDS .7 98 .8 8.0 1.0 9.6 1.1 0.4
NlURSING CARE HPDS ,1 2,4 .3 2.7 4.6 .9 7.4

EDUJCAT ION
TEACHERS: K-F 1.t0 17,1 ?.1 19.0 1.5 17.6 1.5 13.2
TFIACHERS: 9-12 1.? 16.1 1.2 14.5 1.b IS.0 1.1 11.0
CLASSRUOm SPACE: 314.4 4iJ5S.9 311.0 3807.8 424.5 3954. 294.0 2883.3

(SOIIARE mE7ERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TRtATMFNT

(COJMIC METrES/DAY) 10Q.I 14A4.5r 1 2.2 1221 .6 1589.9 l4bO2? l7*,.4
SOLID ^4ASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .3 .0 .2 .0 .3 .0 .3
SOLID WASTE (PFRSONNEL) .1 .9 .1 .7 .1 .8 .1 .9
LIQUID WASTE 7?.7 9FQ.7 85.4 F1t4. 100.0 973.5 111.7 1057.h

(CUHIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POJLICE
FIREMEN .1 l.A .2 1.4 .2 1.7 .2 1.9
POLICEMEN .N 5.? .5 0.3 .5 S.) 5.6

RECREATION
PLAYGRUUNDS (HECTARES) .1 1.0 .1 .8 .1 1.0 .1 1.1
NEIGHMnkfOnO PARKS (") .1 .9 .1 .7 .1 .9 .1 .9
CUmMUNI TY PARKS C") .1 I .1 1 .1 1.3 1 1.4

SOCIAL PRORLEmS
LRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) R.9 1?1.3 10.S 9.e, 12.3 119.3 13.7 124.7

GOVERNMENT
AUMINISTRATIVE STAFF 2. .2 19 2 2 . 2.5

. . .



TABLE C.16. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, FRP Waste Management Reference System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 201S

FxPFCTED MAYXtIJmM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPO0E h REIUJRNF NTr 1195 1195 275 275 275 275 275 275
9ASELI N hO37b 7Pe97 89545 q8006
PRJJECT IN-MTHL ItIUN 3S 781 436 1330 510 157b 575 1777

(C UmLIL ATIVy)
8ASELINk PLUS PROJECT n4011 61157 73133 740?7 90054 91121 98581 99783
IN.MIGRANTS AS PEPCENT OF

PiASFLTNE PLU)S PROJECT .1 1.3 .3 h . 6 1.7 .6 1.8

mEnIAN AGE
bb SE LI NF c7 . 23 35. 1 3b I
PROJFCT IN-MIrkATION '3.1 23.1 22.2 24.0 33.4 33 .5 39.2 38,3
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT ?7.R 27.7 ?9.3 29.2 35.1 35.1 36.2 36.2 )

DEPENr)ENCY RA AIc
HASELINE 51.2 47.4 47.9 4R.2
PR OJECT lN-FMI ATIrtN 5 . f f 3 . 6.b 5 4 * I 2 7 .? 3 0 .5 2 7 . 2 3 3, 9
BASELINE PLUS PkilJECT SI.? 51.1 47.S 1J7.5 42.8 42.7 48.1 47.9

SE x PAI Jl
MiASEL1NE 99*0 99.3 9(8,9 96.6
Pw OJECT IN.mlGRATION I'i7.7 157.7 130.8 13P.6 127.7 130,3 125.0 122.b
HASELPJNE PLUS PROJECT 9Q,0 99.9 99*o 99.4 99.9 99q*4 9b.7 97.0

PERIOD ANI) IMPACT CONDITION

l9Ft-2018 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2015

EXPECTEI) MAXIM'IM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RAtE UF POPULATION
GkRotT (PEfCthNT)

bASFL JINI 1.38 3.71 1.39 .bO
PQJFCT Ct IN-mTGA1I1N ( .0 n 2?.5 S 0o. 4 I O . t, I .05 1.13 .80 .80
BASELINE PLUS PROJtLT I un 1.0(I 3.8? 3,8? 1 .39 1.38 .60 .61

-J



I

TABLE C.17. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, FRP Waste Management Reference System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONOITION
SOC I AL
SERV ICF
UNIT

1 9A0 1985

FXPECTEO MAgIMUM

7nno

EYP§CTEO MAIMUIM

?o I S

tXPtCTEO Mhx I mmEXPECTFfl MAXIMiJM

HEAL rH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DFNTISTS
HUSPITAL eEDS
NURSING CAPE REDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSRUOM SPACE:

(SGIJARE ME ERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER rRFATMENT

(CU6IC mETERS/DAY)
SOLID wASTE (vEHlCLES)
SOLIO WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC 4ET7ES/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREAT ION
PLAYtROUNDS (HECTARFS)
NEIGHRL)HRUOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PAPAS (")

SOCIAL PROALEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDfX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRAtIVE STAFF

, n
.2

.n

.0

. 3

I 9.9

.0
, 0

I I.?

.0

.1

.n

.0

i ,*n
3.9

4.6

'JL 3. b

.9

S.3
4 . 4

I I *6

i4 4S5. e

.3

.3
''4

, 6
2.?

2,e
1.7

h .?

P.0

?, I 7. I

.n
. 1

h4 .9

.3

.0

. I

.2

1 8 .7

I * Mi
e , h

12.2

1 70Q.e

7 'S . I
.1
. i4

.9
2. 7

. I

. Li

. 7

57.?.

.7

, )

S . I

P 7 9 . 7

2?9 .5
. I

.2

A.0

2. 1
7.8

.9
9, 5'4. a
8. 4L

9. 1
8 . 7

225* 9

Al 9,4 .4q

.2

.5

I . I
. 2

.8

.3
J . L4

4 . 9

2.1

Y32h . 3

. I

Y2 1 73

.1

I , I

.2
1.1

. 3

? .7

2 . 4
A . 8
I .0
h .4

I b 4. I
h.4

I b 7 4lk. F1

. 2

h.4

Z 7 ? . 5

1.2

.7

. 6

.9

7 b . 4

. 2

.2

I .5 1.9 h7 .8

. O . 7 X .2 . 11 .4 . 1. h



TABLE C.18. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, FRP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

I 9M0 198E 2000 2015

Fs PCTEI) MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOMER RErJOIREMENr
bASLLINE
PROJECT JN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIvE)
bASELINE PLUS PROJECr
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

bASELINE PLUS PROJECT

44?43
1 3429

1 27r

91109183

1275
461 33

1 6742

62874

26.6

1215

1 0901

b I 282

17.8

1275
503H2

20 144

70526

28 .6

1275

h6493

17,9

1275
54613

21799

76411

28.5

57672

17.2 2 3. I Ib.S

MEDIAN AGF
bASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIrRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPtNDENCY RATIU
dASE LINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATI(IN
8ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
bASEL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGWATION
MASELINE PLUS PROJECT

?3.5

it, * 9
56.b

95.2

27.0
2?. 9
25. 7

61.4
37.8
55.?

a.0
I 6. 5
96 .

22.0
27.0

S5.9
65.1

o11.n
9h.4

21.9

67 .1
6 3
63.5

93 .9

9b.9

32.6
31.5

3?.*3
49.1

I 114.4
97.7

31.0
32.4
31.6

53.3
33.7
47.1

94. 4
1 1 1 .6
99.0

38e 8
34, 9

26,2
42, 7

115,6
99, 2

34 , 0
38 . 7
35.4

4bR
26.1
40 , 3

95 , 9
I 13.b
100.7

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

eQ8A-?0i5 I 80-i98q 1985-2000 2000-2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUIM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POJPUJLATITON
GHOWTH (PERCENT)

dASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
8ASEL IjE PL'IS PPOJtCT

.60 .59 .54
, 7 t 1. *

.80
-. 16
.h7

4.41
1.73

I .20
*69

1.23
.77

.57
*54

.53

.53



I

TABLE C.19. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, FRP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITIUN
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

98 O

EXPECTED MAXIMIUM

1 985 2000 2015

EXPFCTED MAX1MUMFXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-A
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(COBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE ANO POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGHRORHOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PARKS (")

2.8
30 .5

q . 1

59,9
5h .P

14950, 1

521 3.h
1.n
3. 0

3'475. 7

h.2
1 A.4

3.6
3.1
(a.6

12.9
34. 6
4.2

44.6
12.8

89.1
P1 I6

91487.0

76?Q .6

1.5
4. 4

S083 .0

9.n
2h.9

5.3
a .S
b.7

8.7
2 3.5
2.8
30.2
13.3

8 1 *
62.5

16463.I

S172. 0
1 .0
3.0

34a.0

6 . I
1,.2

3.6
3.1
4. 5

16.1
43.2
5.2
55.b

24 .i

147 .7
119.3

31397.7

950 0.o
1.8
5.5

6336.7

1 1. ?
33.5

6.6
5.6
8.3

10,5
26.1
3,4

3e'.2

73.2
66.2

1741 3.8

hl88.8
1.2
3.h

41 ? .9b

7.3
21.8

4.3
3.7
S.4j

19.3
52.0

6.2
b .9
42 .0

141.5
119.3

31 404.8

11436. 7
2.?
6.6

7624. S

13.5
40.3

7.9
6.A

O.0

11.4
30 .7

3.7
39.4
36.3

53.8

1205?. 4

h745.0
1.3
3.9

"49b.6

8.0
23,H

4.7
4.0
5.9

20 .9
56.2
6.8
7?.u
65.6

98.b
84.9

22333.9

12376.1
2.4
7 .?

8250.8

14.6
43.6

8.6
7.3
10.9

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 536 .3 7A493 977.7 h36.6 1176.4 693,8 1273.0

GOVERNMENT
AOMINISTRATIVE STAFF 12.1 8.2 IS.I 9.8 IA.I 10. 7 19. 6



TABLE C.20. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, FRP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

148n 1985 2000 2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOwER REQUIRIEMtNT
tlASELINE
PROJECT IN-41GRATION

(CUMULATIvi)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT nF

hASELINE PLUS PROJECT

2825

6b3

21AAS

7611

28863

1275

958

24060

4.0

1275
23102

10704

33806

31.7

1275

t120

27393

4.l

1275
26213

1283?

39105

32.8

1275

1254

29858

4.2

1275
28604

13898

42502

32.7

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINF
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJEC1

DEPENDENCY RATIO
bASELINE
PROJFCT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEx RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT INMI(;RATIUN
oASELINE PLUS PROJEC.T

P3.1
25.4

413.6
59.3

*9 5

5Q, 8

231.5
24.6

36. 3
52.9

.97.7
94. 5

22.9
26.7

5A.9
6n.6

133.9
95.4

26.8
22.1
25.0

60.7
53.5
S.3

94*.1
106.0
97.7

33.1
30n3

27.5
48.7

127.3
96.3

30.2
32.3
31.1

49.7
32.8
43.7

95.1
1t1.3
100.2

33.2
38.0
33.4

38.1
34.9 C,)

28.5
44.8

25.5
38.4

157.7
44.P

121.3
96,5

95.5
112.4
100.7

PFRIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

19Q0-2015 1980-1985 198S-2000 2000-2015

EyPtcaEn mAXIimJb EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMLIM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GRO)WTH (PfVCFNT)

8ASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIrHATION

dASELINE PLUS PROJECT

.85
1.5
.$9

1.67
1.7? 8.?7 b.A2 1.04
1.11 1.90 3.16 .86

.57
1.21 .75 .53
,97 .57 .56



TABLE C.21. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, FRP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONOlTION

SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1 980

FXPECTED MAXIMJUM

1985

FXPECTEO MAXkIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUMN

2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUO

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CAkE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERSS K-8
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACL:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUSiC METERS/1AY)
SOLID WASTE (VLHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PL'AYG~OUNDS (HECTAHRS)
NEIGH4ORHOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PRUOLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAF-

.5
1.9
.2

2.a
.3

4.6
3.q

1036.3

159.*6
. 1
.2

239.7

.4a

1.3

.?

.3

9.g

6.S

2.1
28.4
7.3

49.1
47.b

12537.4

43?1 .4
.8

P .s
28sn.g

5.1
15.?

3.0
2.6
3.9

.8
?.a
.3

1.2

9.1
5.2

1357.3

543.7

.3
362.5

.6
1 ,

9.?
31.5
P.9

39.9
14.0

93.9
75 G'

19881.3

6076.Q
1 .?
3.5

4051.3

1.0
3.3
.3

4.2
P.2

6.2
7.0

1852.7

h3S.8
.1
*4

423.8

1.0n
37.7
3.5

47.9
23.3

Bq.6
76.0

19997.1

7285.5
1.4a
4.2

4857.0

'3.6
25.7

5.0
4.3
b.4

1.1
3. 7
.3

4.7
3.6

6.2
4.7

1249.3

711.9
.1I
.4

474.b

.8
?.5S

. 5

.4

.6

12.0
40.9
3.8

51.8
36.1

64.0
54. 9

14423.8 r,
4.J

7.?
21.4

7890.6
1.5
4.b

5260. 4

9.3
27.8

5.5
4.7
6.9

644.9

. 4

.3
.4
.4

.b

496.6 52. 0

h.4 .9 9.6 1.0 l1.S 1.1 12.S



TABLE C.22. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, FRP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1 980

FXPFCTFD MAXIIJM

1985

FxPECTED MAXIMUM

2000 2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUMEXPECTED MAXIMUM

tANPOWER REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT lMMIGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN.MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
tAStLINE
PROJLCT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
IASLLINL

PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
bASELTNE
PROJECT IN-MIGW4AIIUN
bASELINE PLUS PkOJECT

20PS

43?

.7

23. I
P7.8

S1 .1

157.7
99.7

28?2
60376

5204

6S610

8.0

27.8
?3.5
27.3

$1.2
38.4
50.1

99.14
110.0
100 .2

1275

2??7

74924

3.0

22.6
29,1

60.6
47.8

1 32.5
100.1

1275
72697

9852

82550

11.9

1275

2614

92159

2.A

33.5
35.1

1275
89545

11759

101304

11.6

1275

2947

100953

2.9

39.0
36.2

1275
98006

13014

111020

11.7

29.3
22.6
28.4

47.4
55.9
48.4

99.3
120.1
101.5

35.1 36.1
3209
34.8

38.8
36.5

F,

28.0
42.5

31.8
41.6

2807
47.6

28.7
45.6

128.3
99.7

98.9
120.5
101.2

124.5
97.3

96.6
119.0
99.0

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-1985 1985-20001980-2015

EXPECTED mAXIMllm

2000-2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPgLATIOnN
GROWTH (PEWCFNT)

BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MlGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1.3A
5.U1F

1.45
?.60
1 .50

3?. 79
4.18

3.71
12.65
4.59

1.39 .60
1.07
1.38

1.18
1.36

.80

.61
.68
.61

Id



TABLE C.23. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, FRP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 1985 2000 2015

UNIT
EXPECTFO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAx IMM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .6 7.0 3.0 13.1 3.5 15.6 3.9 17.3

NURSES 2.1 25.9 11.0 40.8 1?.9 58.2 14.6 64h4

DENTISTS .? 3.0 1.3 5.6 1.5 6.7 1.7 7.4

HOSPITAL BEDS 2.5 30.8 13.1 57.9 15.4 69.1 17.3 76.5

NURSING CARE BEDS .5 12.6 a.3 34.4 15.3 b4.4 25.4 109.0

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 3.1 35.1 ?1.3 89.9 14.4 74.6 13.8 61.4

TEACHERS2 9-12 2.7 31.S 12.4 60.5 1I.5 69.0 10.7 49.0

CLASSROOM SPACE: 707.3 82A1.9 3256.6 15923.9 4347.3 1t173.4 2819.0 12895.0

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
mATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 245.4 2971.6 1264.4 5S93.6 1484.1 667h.3 1b73.0 7388.b

SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .6 .2 1.1 .3 1.3 .3 1.4

SOLID iASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 1.7 .7 3.3 .9 3.9 1.0 4.3

LIQUID oASTE 163.6 1981.0 842.9 37?9.1 989.4 4450.9 1115.3 4925.7

(CUBIC METFRS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIRFMEN .3 3.5 1.5 6.6 1.8 7.9 2.0 8.7

POLICEMEN .9 10.S 4.5 19.7 5.2 23.5 5.9 26.0

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HFCTARES) .2 2.1 .9 3.9 1.0 4.6 1.2 5.1

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (") .1 1.A .7 3.3 .9 4.0 1.0 4.4

COMMUNITY PARKS (") .2 2,6 1.1 4.9 1.3 5.9 1.5 6.5

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 18.6 225.1 95.h 423.6 112.4 505.6 12h.7 559.b

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTQATIVE STAFF .4 4,7 2.0 8.9 ?.4 10.6 2.7 11.7



TABLE C.24. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:

Southwest Site, MOX FFP Production Facility

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

I s~o 1985 2000 2015

FXPFCTFO MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOwER O FOUIREMENT
BASELI NE
PROJECT IN-4IGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
8ASELINE PLUS PROJECT
INeMIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

571

1537

45780

3.U

571
44243

249?

4673S

5.3

300

1 3??

300
46133

3129

300 300
50382

3752

300 300
54613

40791562 1730

47455 49262 51944 54134

6.9

56342

3.1

58692

7.03.0

MEDIAN AGE

BASEL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

OASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO

HiASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGtRATIUN

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

27.0
23. S
26.7

61h.4
Vt.?
60.n

q4.0
I 08.9
94.7

22.0
28. I

59.6
66 .9

120.6
944.5

2R.3
Z2.0
?7.R

67.1
55,4
66.3

93.9
108.5

944.7

33.0
31.1

29.3
52.4

120.9
95.1

31,0
32.5
31.2

53.3
32,8
51.7

94.4
1 13.4
9S.h

38.9
34.2

26.6
46.1

120.1
96.6

34.0
38.8
34.4

46.8
26,2
2h5.2
4S.2

95.9
114.9
97.1

SEX RATIO
*ASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATIOiN
BASELINE RLUS PROJECT

I03. 4
14.,3

PEPIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-?015 9M"-198% 1985-2000 2000-2015

EXPECTFn MAXI4UM EXPECTED NAXIMUM txPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPILAl ITON

GHU&TH (PECF Nr)

UASFLINF
PROJECT IN-AIGkAlION
OASELINE PLUS PHO.JtCT

.b0 .59 .54

1.41 -3.02 4.55 I.'l
.65 .72 1.0O h0.

1.21 b.
.63 .54

.56

.54



TABLE C.25. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, MOX FFP Production Facility

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980

ExPFCTEn MAXIMUM

1985

FXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

FXPLCTED MAXIMIM

2015

EXPECTEFD '4AXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCAtION
TEACHERS: I-A
rEACHERS: 9-1.2
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
wATFR TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTF (PERSONNEL)
LIn101D WASTE

(CUPIIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICF
FIREMEN
POLICLMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNOS (HECTARES)
NEIGHOORHOOD PARKS (")
COMMUJNITY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

GnVE RNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

1 .5
4.0

.S
5.1
I 5S

10.1
9. 4

2 '85.0

172.8

.S
*1S

Sk1 .9

1 .0
3.l

.6

.S

. '

2.4
6.4
.8

8.3
2.3

I 6.6
15.0

141 5.0
.3
1 .8

94 3,;

XS. (

f.30
1.7

S. 4

5*fl

1 .2

1.3
3.4

.4L
4.4
?-n

12.4
A.3

91AU1.U

.t

.4
500.3

.9
2.6

. 5

. a

.7

3.0
8. I
1.0

10.4
4.6

28.0
21.A

5726.9

1776.8
.3
1.0

i 184.5

2.1
h.3

1 .2
I .1
1.6

1H7.A

1.5
4.0

.5

3.5

9.S
10.0

2h28 . R

886.9
.2
.5

59 1. A

3.6
Q. 7
I.?

1Z.5
1.9

?5. 6

22.6

2130.1
.4
1.2

1420.0

1.7
4.5
.

S.7
5.5

7.9
6.5

1 71b. 1

9sp. 1
.2
.6

IS . 2

I . L

.7

.6

.9

3.9
10.5
1.3

13.5
12.4

I P . S
1S.8

4152.0

2315.9
. a

1.3
1543.9

2.7
M.2

1 .6
1.4
2.0

1.0
3.1

.46
*6,3

.8

91.2

1.5
1 .1
1.9

21q. 177.? 101.0

I .ua 1.2 1.0 1.2 ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~3.1 1 .6 3.7



TABLE C.26. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, MOX FFP Production Facility

YtEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 2000 2015

EtPFCTEI) MAXIM11M FUPECTEU MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MAP(vE. RE4wiPEmtNr
BASE LINE
PROJEC1 IN-AItG#ATION

(CUMULATIVE)
8QELIN'E PLUS PHROJECT
114W.MGOANTS AS PERCLNT nF

LASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
8ASELINE
PQOJECT IN-MlGkhTIOJv
"^ASEL IE PLUS PkOJECT

OFPENDOENCf RATlO
ibASf L I
P/ROJECI IN-MIGWATIIJN

hASELINt PLUS PPOJECT

SEX FA r TO
BASELTNF
PROJECT IN-MIOGPATIIN
BASELINE PLUS PROJfCT

571 300 300 300 300 300
2310? 26273

300
2Ah04

105639

? 1290

.25

?3. I
25 * S

43.6
50 *

IS?.?
43.4

702

21Q54

3.2

187 805 219 941 246

23290

I .e

23908 26492 27214 28850

.9

29660

3.63. 3.5

2eso*i
23.5
25.4

*9 8
40.3

93.4
121.8
94.2

?2.2
26.A

62.4
60.7

131.0
94,3

26. 8
22.6
26. 7

ha.?
60,5
60.?

94,1
132.h
94,?

33.2
30.2

25.9
49,5

126.6
95,4

30. 2
33.1
30.3

49.7
26 * 8

95.1
127.0W10

38.4
33.2

26.0
45.4

33.2
38,2
33.4

45,6
2?74
44,8

95.5
121.9
96.4

1??26
9507

PERIOD &NO ["WACT CONDITION

1980-2015 1980-I985 1965.2000 2000-2015

EXPEC IFD P^AXIMLI EXPECTED MAPKIRUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNIJAL RATE (iF P(IPIILATlON
GH(jTri (PERCENT)

hIASFL JNF
VknJECT IN-MIG4ATIUM

PASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1,67 .86 .57
5I29

*R7
1.I 7

I 46

31.55
1.90

1.05
.b6

1.04
.86 . 77

.57
,77
.S7



TABLE C.27. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, MOX FFP Production Facility

YLAR AND IMPACT CONDITIdN
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT '

E XPFCTFD MAX I14llP FXPECTEO MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMIUM

2015

FXPECrEn MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL $EDS
NURSING CARE OtDS

EDUCA1ION
TEACHERS: K-8
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CU8IC METERS/D)AY)
SOLID OASIE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID OASTL

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE ANI) POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGHORHOOD PARKS (")
COMMIJNITY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PRCHLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRAFriv STAFF

.0

.1

.1

.0

.3

.2
63.3

.0

.0
14.b

.1

.0

.0

1 .8

.6
2.1
?.I
2.6

4.8
'4.1

1071.A

J9R.R

. 1

.2
265.7

1.4

.3

. 3

32.6

.6

.7

.3

I.IA
1.1

2A2,4

1 06.3
.0
.1

70.9

. 1

. 4

.1
I I
.1

8.7

.7
2.4

.2
3.0
1.1

7.7

11 73.7

4S7.3

. 1

.3
3t4,4

.S
1 .h

.3

.3

37. 4

.2

.6
. 1
*8
.4

1.2
1 .5

386. 4

I24.1
.0
.1

P2 .I

. 1

.U4

.1

.1

. I

10.1

.8
2.'

.3
3.5
1.9

.2

.7

.1I

.9
.7

. 9

.3
3.9
3.0

5.1
6,1

1603.9

534. 3
.1
.3

356.2

.8
1.9

a43.
. 3
.5S

1 3. 7

1.1
.9

245.2

139.h
.0
,1

93.1

.2

.5

.1,
I 1

11.4

5.1
4.0

1 052.h C-)

5994 *
.1
.3

3q9. 7

.7
2.1

.4

.,4

.5

49.0

. 0 .7 .Z2 .8 l I.o



TABLE C.28. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, MOX FFP Production Facility

YLAW ANt) IMPACT CONOITION

I 9140 I985 2000 2015

F xpf r TFI) A X IMI# f'XPtCT t O ?AX1MIJM EXPkCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUi*E REWuIREMENT
HASELINE
P~nJtCT IN-MIGR&ATION

(1:UMULA r lvE)
F3ASEI.INE PLUJS PROJECI
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENI nF

,AS:LINE PLIUS PROJECT

MEDIAN A(^
8ASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIIRAIt0N
6ASELINF PLUS PFU-ItCt

DEPENDENCY 4ATIO
bASELINE
PROJJECT IN-'tGIAT[(IN
hASEL~t4E PLOS PtR.JECT

SEX RArTIO
6ASELINE
PRtOJF.CI I%-MIGRATINJN
BASELINE PLOS PMIJJI*CT

571

1 7

c571 300 300 300
hO376 72b97

300
89545

1159

300 300
98006

13062'47 1454 9hh 536 h6s

h0393 606?3 75196 736h3 90703

1.3

98611

.6

99312

1.3,n .6 I.3 .6

P9.3
21.I
?7,A

23.1
27.R

22.0
29.3

1A 3 * 6
,1.2

157.7
90.1

St.?

94. 4

47, 4

4 3. 1
S 1.1

2?.8
29.2

447,6

133,4
99.h

33,4
35.1

2h.4
42.8

127.5
99.1

35.1
33.5
35.1

42,9
28.3
42.7

12896
99. 3

39*2
36,2

36h1

26.7
48.1

38.9
36.2 Cl)

n
C)

99,3

57.7
Q9,5

130.?
99,4

125.3
96.7

96.6
1211.2
96.9

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1 9M0-P0R 1; 2000-2015

EXPF CrF(U MAXI mlM FxPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL kATE OF PUPOILATION
GROwTH (PFHCINt)

MAES L I NE
PesoJECT j.l-MIrkAT10N
HASFL1Nt I LUIS PWOJEC1

I .A
1 n . 2cE

1 .4n

4.7h
1.'41

3. 71

3.90
1.04
I . 39

1.39 .bO
1.08
1 .39

.80 .80

.60 .60



TABLE C.29. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, MOX FFP Production Facility

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

SOCIAL
SERVICE 19AR C9)5 P000 2015
UNIT

fyPtCeFn MA X 1IMI4 FrPECTED MAxIulm EXPECTfE 4AXI.M1II14 EXPECTFO MAKxlJm

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS *° * . 1.3 .7 1.9 .8 1.7

NURSES .1 1.? 2.3 4.9 2,7 5.7 3.0 b.5

DENTJSTS .0 .1 .3 . .3 .7 3 .7
HOSPITAL REDS .1 1.S 2.7 5.Ft 3.2 b.8 3.h 7.7

NURSING CARE BEOS on .1 ,.9 3.5 3.3 b.7 S.1 11.4

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 .1 .A 4.5, 9*.4 6.q .4 2.7 h.2
TEACHERS: 9-12 .1 1.5 2.7 5.4 3.h 7*2 2.2 4.7

CLASSROOM SPACE: 27.3 u0o.1 703.3 101b.5 938.4 1891.2 5A1.9 124b.8

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
nATE.R TREATMENT

(CURIC mETERS/DAY) Q.S 1Jan.2 ?60.4 559.7 30'.5 O57.8 343.3 741.b

SOLID wASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .) .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1
SOLID 4ASrF (PERSONNEL) .0 .1 .2 .3 .2 .4 .2 .4

LIOLIDO WASTE h.. 93.5 173.6 37.3.1 203.0 438.6 ?28.P 494.4

(CURIC METERS/nDA)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIRL1EN ,n .2 .3 .7 .4 .H .. 9
POLICEFrN .0 .5 00 2.0 1.1 2.3 1.2 2.b

RECREAI ON
PLAYGR0UNDS (NECTAPRS) .0 .1 8.4 ..5 .2 .5

NEIGHRORMJID PARKS C") .0 .1 .2 .* .2 .4 .2 .4

LOMMUIJNTY PARKS (") *0 .1 .2 .5 .3 .6 .3 .7

SOCIAL PROILE"S
CRIMES (7 CRIME INULEX) .7 10.6 19.7 4£.U 23.1 49.8 26.0 Sh.2

GOvERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAF1 .0 .2 ..4 .5 1.0 .I 1.2



TABLE C.30. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site MOX Waste Management Reference System

YEAR ANO IMPACT CONDITION

14qo 1995% 2000 2015

FxPKCTFD MAXIMUM FYPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUwth NFIJU1ENLNT 54 54 16 1l Ih 1h 16 16

BASELINE Uq?4A 46133 50382 54613
PROJECT INMIGRATI(UN h h4 34 S2 40 60 45 68

( CUMUL ATIvt)
BASELINE PI.'JS PRfJJECT 4a?49 4431? 4bth67 41b1^4 50421 50442 546S7 54680

IN.MIGRANTS AS PERCFNT OF
HASfLINF PLUS PROJECT .n .2 .1 .1 .1 , .1 .1 .1

MEDOIAN AGE
6ASELINF 27.0 ?8.3 31.0 34.0
PROJECT IN-MIGRtATION ?3.1 23.1 22.( 22.5 33.4 33.3 39.1 38.8

HASELINE PLUS PROJECT ?7.0 27.0 28,3 2H.2 31.0 31.0 34.0 34.0

DE4EN1)EfNCV RATIO
.ASELINF 61.4 h7.1 53.3 46.8

PRnJLCT IN-MIRi1AION 4136 4U3.6 63.6 60.9 2b.4 27.6 26.4 28.5

OASELINE PLUS PROJFC7 61.1 61.4 67.1 67.1 53.3 53.2 46.8 46.8

SE) RATIO
BASELINE q4.0 93.9 94.4 95*9
PHOJECT IN-MIGRATJIN 157.7 157.7 130.0 132,4 126.H 127.5 124.4 123.4

8ASELJNE PLUS PROJkCT 94.n 94.0 95.9 93.9 94.4 94.5 96.0 96.0

PERIQO AND) IMPACT CONDITION

1480-2015 1980-198S 1985-2000 2000-2015

FXPFCTED MAXIMUM 'xPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE UFF POPULAI*IN
GHuuusTH (PENCtNT)

hASELINE .60 .84 .59 .54
PkOJECT IN-i1GRAIION %.14? -. 03 35.30 -S.72 1.04 1.06 .77 .7

HASELINE PLUS PROJECT .60 .60 *15 .83 *59 *59 *54 54

Id



TABLE C.31. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:

Southwest Site, MOX Waste Management Reference System

YEAR ANO IMPACT CONDITflN

SOCIAL
SERVICE 199n tQ0 2noo 2015

UNIT
EXPECTEI) MAXIMiOM FwPECTED MAEIMU4 LXPECTMD MAXIM41, LXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .0 .1 .0 *0 .0 e1 .0 .1

NURSES *0 .2 *1 , .2 .1 . 2

DENTISTS *. .0 .0 en .0 .n .0 ,0

HOSPITAL hEDS .0 .2 .1 .2 .1 .2 .1 .2

NURSING CARE BEDS .0 en .1 .1 .1 ,1 .1 .2

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-B .n Is .5 S Is .2 .3

TEACHERS: 9-12 .n .4 .2 .1 .3 .u .2 .2

CLASSROOM SPACE: 4.5 112.? S2.3 71.5 70.7 102.4 43.4 6S.7

(SOIuARE METERS 9-12) U,

SANITATION
RATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC MElERS/DAY) 3.3 3A.9 19.3 P9.3 22.6 34.3 ?S.3 38.5

SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .n .0 .0

SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .0 .n .o .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

LIQUID WASTE 2.? 26.0 12.9 19.S 1S.0 ?a.9 16.9 25.6

(CURIC METERS/I)AY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .0 .0 °0 .0 °0 .0 .0 .0

POLICEMEN .0 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .0 .0 en .o .0 .0 .0 .0

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS e" .0 00 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

COMMUNITY PARKS (") .n .o .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

SOCIAL PRuBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) .3 4.0 2.n 3.0 2.3 3.5 2.6 4.0

GOVERNMENT
ADmINISTRATIVF STAFF .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .1.



TABLE C.32. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, MOX Waste Management Reference System

YFAR AN[) IMPACT CONUITJON

1980 1985 2000 2015

FXPFC~fl) mhximUM FxPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED 4AXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPO4Ek4 QEt4JIkEmENT Su 16 lb 16 16 16 16
PASELINE P15? ?3102 26273 28604
PROJECT 1N-MIGRA1IUN 1 7 10 27 11 31 13 35

(CUMBLATIVE )
HASELINE PLUS PRUJErT 21?53 21259 ?311? 23129 ?6284 26304 28617 28639
IN-mIGNANtS AS Pt1.CENT (IF

iASELINF PLOIS PP(JECT ,n .0 .0 .l .0 .1 .0 .l

MEDIAN AGE
A SELI NE 25.5 26.8 30.2 33.2

PWrJLCT IN-MIGRATION 23.1 23.1 2Z.1 22.3 33.2 33.2 38.5 38.4
OASFLINF PLUS PRUJECT P5.5 Z5.5 26.8 26.8 30.2 10.2 33.2 33.2

DEPt NDENC Y P A * I I)
"AStLINE sA)9 60.7 49.7 45.6
PROJEcr IN-MIG;RArIu '*3.6 43.h 62.9 h?.O 25.7 ?6.i 25.7 26.4
eASELINE PLJS PROJECT S9.8 -9q. 60.7 60.7 49.7 49.7 U5.6 45.6

SEX RATI1(
8ASELINE 93.4 94.1 9451 95.5
PRUJECT IN-"MGRATlIFN 157.7 157.7 130.6 131.4 12h.5 126.6 122.8 122.5
IASFLINE PLUS PRO)JECT Q3.4 93.q 9U.1 94.1 95.1 95.2 95.5 95.6

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

IQAO-?015 19AO-19P5 1985-2000 2000-2015

0PECTL) MAXIMtuM EXPECThO MAx'IMUM ExPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE Ofl POPLULATI(ON
PU*RMH (PEWCEN1)

PIASEL INE .8'5 1.67 .86 .57
PROJFCI IN-MtGR4ATIIN h.21 43.56 38.01 ?6.45 1.03 1.03 .79 .78
bASELINE PLUS P&IOJECI .8c R53 1.68 1.6Q .8h .86 .57 .57

_4



TABLE C.33. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, MOX Waste Management Reference System

YFAR *ND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SE9vICF 19A0 1q8S 70no 2015
UNIT

EXPECTEn "AX I Ml ' tqXPECTED MAxI Mum EXPLCTEO MAXI MOM EXPECTLD MAXIMUM

hEALTH
PHYSICIANS .0 *e .0 *0 *00 .0 .0
NURSES .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .1 .0 .1
DENTISTS .o .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 a .0
POSPITAL REDS .0 .0 .n ,1 .0 .1 .0 .1
NURSING CARE REDS .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .1

EDUCATION
TLACHERS: K-8 °0 . 11 .*1 .2 .1 .9
TEACHERS: 9-12 . .1 I .1 .2 .0 .1
CLASSROUm SPACE: P.1i 11.7 14.9 11(,3 ?0.3 55.1 12.8 35.. S

(SQUJARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
nATER TREATMENT

(CI"HIC METERS/OAY) .A 4. 5.E, 15.3 b.5 17.9 7.A p0.1
SOLID HASTE (vEHICLES) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
SOLID WiASTE (PERSONNFI) .0 .0 .0 .o . o en .0 .0
LIQUI1D WASTE .6 2.7 3.7 10.? 4.3 11.9 4.9 I,.4

(CUHIC mETERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .0 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
POLICE4EN *0 .n .0 .1 *0 .1 .0 .1

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .n .D .0 .n .0 .01 .0 .0
NEiGHRORHHOD PA^4KS (0) .0 en .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
COMMUNITY PARKS ") .n .n .n .0 .0 .0. .0

SOCIAL PRIRLE4S
CRIMES (7 CRIME INOEX) .1 .3 .5 I.P .5 1.5 .u 1.6

GOvFRNMENT

ADMINISTRATIyV STAFF .D . .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0



TABLE C.34. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, MOX Waste Management Reference System

YEAR ANn IMPACT CONDITION

19AR t4AS 2000 2015

XF*PECTFfl mXIM1jM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUEt REUIJIREEtMNT 54 5 16 tb 16 lh 16 1

8ASELINE 60376 72h97 89545 98006

PROJECT IN-mIGRA1ION 2 CS 2S4 29 57 33 h4

(CUMULATIVE)
8ASELINE PLUS PROJECT 6037A b0384 727?2 72746 A9574 89hO1 98039 98070

INbMGRANrS AS PERCENT OF
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT .0 ,o ..1 .0 .1 .0 .1

MEDIA% AG;E
HASELINE 77.8 29.3 35.1 36.1

PRuJECT IN-MIGRATION ?3.1 231.1 22.5 33.4 33.5 39.2 39.0

HASELINE PLUS PNuJECT 27.8 27.A 29,3 29.3 35.1 35.1 36.1 36.1 2

DEPENI)ENCY RATIO
tbASELINE 51.4 87.4 42.9 '48.2

PROJECT IN-MIGNATION a3.6 433. h2,9 61.2 27.1 27.7 27.0 28.2

PASELI4E PLUS PROJECT 51.2 51.2 47,4 47.4 42.9 42.9 48.2 48.2

SEX RATIO
hASELINE 99.4 99.3 98.9 96.6

PROJECT IN-M'lGATION 557.7 157.7 130.6 132.0 127.6 128.1 125.1 124.b

tASELINE PLUS PROJECT 49.4 9,4 99,3 99.3 98.9 98.9 96.h 96.6

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1960-201S 1480-19H5 198S-2000 2000-2015

EXP.CTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANJIJAL *A rE ioF PUPIILA1 I(N
GRUitH (PERCENT)

FASELINF 1.38 3.71 1.39 .60

PkOJECT IN-IGRATT(,N 6.b8 b.03 55.22 36.63 1.05 1.06 .80 .80

bASEL1NF PLIIS PtROJLCT 1.38 1.39 3.72 3.73 1.39 1.39 .60 .60



TABLE C.35. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, MOX Waste Management Reference System

YEAR ANO IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 19P5 - 000 201S

UNIT
EXPECTED OAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTtD MAXIMUM FXPECTE MA.XIMUM

HEALTH
PHVSICIANS .0 n. . 0 . .0 .1 .0 .1
NURSES '° .0 .1 .1 .3 .2 .3

DENTISTS .0 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
HOSPITAL OEDS .0 .0 .1 .3 .2 .3 .2 .4

NURSING CARE REDS .0 . *1 ,2 .2 .3 .3 .5

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 .0 .1 .2 .5 .2 .3 .I .3

TEACHERS: 9-12 .0 .0 .1 .3 .2 .4 .1 .2

CLASSROOM SPACE: ?.b 12.7 38.0 71.S3 50.7 9S.5 31.7 b1.3 2
(SQUARE METERS 9-1?) -J

SANITATION
NATER TREATMENT

(CUJIC mETEWS/DAY) .9 4.4 14.Z 27.5 16.h 32.2 18.7 3h.3

SOLID WASIE (VEHICLES) .oI .0 .0 .0 .0 .n on .0
SoLID wASTE (PERSONNEL) .0 .0 *0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
LIQUID %ASTE .6 2.9 9.5 IA.3 11.1 ?1.5 12.5 24.2

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE

FIREMEN .0 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

POLICEMEN .0 .0 .0 ,1 .1 .1 .1 .t

RECREATION
PLAYGRUUNOS (HECTARES) .0 .0 ,0 ,0 .0 .0 .0 .0

NEIGHAORHOOD PARKS (0) . .n .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

COMMUNITY PARKS (J .n .o ,n ,o .0 .0 .0 .0

SOCIAL PHORLE"S
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) ,1 .3 1.1 2.1 1.3 2.4 1.4 2.8

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE SIAFF .A *0 .0 .n *0 .1 .0 .1



TABLE C.36. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, MOX FFP Combined System

YfAR ADI) IMPACT CONDITION

I 980 1 485 2000 2015

FXPFCTFr) MAAX|IMIJ FxPECTED MAX JIti, EXPECTEn MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

M*ANPltER REIJUIiIItNT
BASFLINE
PROJECT IN-?lMIGOTIJN

(CUJMULATIvE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJkCT
INMI(jANTS AS PERCENT OF

HASELINt E PLUS PROJECT

625

a4243
2 754

316

144P1

316
4h6133

3376

31h 316
90382

1754 40491 720

316

1937

56550

3.4

316
54b13

4400

59012

7,5

4h997

*.a

4761 4

3.1

44509

h.8

52135

3.4

54431

7.4

MEMIAN AGE
MAStSL I ME
PROJFCT IN-MIjGUATItN
VASELINE PLUS PROJECT

27.a
23.S
26.7

27.7
27.7

32.9
31.1

DFPfNDEN(.Y WAIlU
HASELINE
PROJtCr IN-(IGWATInN

dAStLINE PLUS PhUJECT

SEX PA7111
hASEL INE
PNU(JFCT P4-MI6GiATl(IN
BASELI gF PLUS P4RO)tCT

61 . a 67.1
37.3
60.3

Inill
Q9.3

59.0
6h.8

29.A
5? 4

31.0
32.5
31.2

53.3
32.9
51.6

94.4
113.3
45.7

38.9
34.2

26b5
4h6.0

119.4
96.7

34.0

4h6,8

95.9

38,8
34.4

I')

26.2
45.1

114.H
97.2

94.0
1 06.6
94.u

118.9
94.6

93,9
108.3
94.8

119.8
95.?

PERIOD ANO IMPACT CONDITION

19so-201% 19H0-1 V85 19P5-?O0O 2000-2015

FXPFCTED MAXIMBI i EXPEcTED MAXIMUJM tXPECTDO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

AN'aoAL RAT: O1F POPUILAT ION
GPOpe17i (PFRCENT)

hASELINf
PNAJELC r ILN-M IGATl1EN
"ASEL INI- PLUS PPhUJECT

.60 .59
.3a
. %Q

1.1 -.sno 4.n7 1.13
.65 .71 1.04 .60

1.21 .66 .St
.63 .54 .54



TABLE C.37. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:

Southwest Site, MOX FFP Combined System

YEAR AND IMPACT CtJNOITION

SOC I AL
SERVICE
LINT I

I q9fn 1 904S

ExPECTED mAXIM(Im

2000

EXPECrEI) MAXIMUMJ

2015

LxPE~CTko MOXIMumEXPFrTEO MAXIM1UMI

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEOS
NURSING CARE 5EDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: A-b
TEACHEtS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACt:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANI TATION
AATER TREAlmENT

(CUBIC METERS/OAY)
SOLID OASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PLRSONNEL)
LIQUID WiASTE

(CINRIC METEIS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
P OLICE4EN

RECREATION
PLAYGRO)UNDS (HECTAWIS)
NEIIIHtH)R(IUI) PARKS (")
COm4mIINITY PARKS (i)

SOCIAL PwOHLEMS
CRIMES (7 CWTOE INLtX)

GOvERNMEN r
D MINISTRATIVE STAFF

1.7
".4
.5

5.7
1.7

1 1. A
10.h

27P3.7

Q7h.8
.2
.6

651 .2

1.?
S.4

I I.h

. *6

nn.9

2.h
7.1

9.1
?.6

1 bi. a

4 S77 7 7

1563.7
. 7
.4

1 .3
5.5

.4
1.4

1 t1?0I4

1.4
3.A

4 .9

2 2

1 iI A
9.U

2481 .I

AUIO.

.2

.5
560.5

1.0
3.0

.6

F. 5
.7

Phb.5

3.?
".7
1 .0

I I .
4.9

30.I
?;.5

e1 92.?

1 9j 6 *' I

.4
1I .1

1277.8

2.3
6.8

1.3

1.1
1.7

1.7
4.5

*s
5.A
3.9

10.7

1 1. 1
?427. n

995.6
.2

663.8

IS

.t7

.9

3.9
10.4
1.3
13.4
8.6

27.7
24.3

b401.4

2298.?
.4

1.3
1512.5

2.7
8.1

1.4

2.0

1.9
5.0
.6

6.lI

h.1

7.3
1928.4

099 .9
I2
73.3

7 3 3I3

'4.2

1 1.4
1.4

14.6
13.Y

19.9
1 7.0

481 .4 U.
*n
%O

24t gm.0
.5

1.5
1 h6S. 3

1.3
3.9

I.6
I.7

1.I0

1.7
'.5

z.e

Io?. Lu 113.1

I I I. . I I h 3.6 I 4.I0



TABLE C.38. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, MOX FFP Combined System

YfAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

198n 19AS 2000 2015

kXPECTEO MAXIMUM ExPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

4ANPOWEW QtLOI1EMENr
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-1G(ATIOeN

(cJMUL.AT I vE)
BtASELNE PLUS PRuJECT
IN.MIGARNTS AS PERCENT OF

RASELINE PLUS PPRJECT

625 316 316
60376 72h97

10ba

316
89545

1251

316 316
98006

1410I P 293 566 638

60394

.0

60669

.15

73181

.7

7-5761

I .4

90110 90796 98644 99416

.6 , 1.4 .6

MED1AN AGE
8ASEL INF
PkIOJECI IN-4IGRAI UN
tASELINE PLUS PRUJtCI

23.1
27 .

DEPENDENCY RATIO
A St LINE

PROlJECT IN-MIlGPATJON
OASELINE PLUS PskOJfC

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
POJrCr IN-MIGRArI(VN
HAStLINE PLUS PROJECT

113.b
51?.

IS7.7
99.4

S1t.?
43.6
S1.1

99.0
157.7
996.

22.0
29.3

63,.
47.5

1 30.2
99.4a

?9,3
2?.9
29.2

47.4

'17.6

99.3

49.7

33.4
35. 1

35.1
33.5
35.1

26.9
42.8

28.5
42.7

39.2
36.2

26.7
48.0

125.3
96h.

36, 1

48.2

96.6

38.9
36.2 na6h

0>

29.7
47.9

124.1
96.9

127.5
9Q.1

98.9
128.7
99.3

PERIOD ANO IMPACT CONDITION

I QR0-?lI 5 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2015

ExpFnCntn MA"XIM(I EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTE0 MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANSuAL RATE U1 POlPIJLATItIN
GROYTH (PerCFNT)

AASELINF
PHOJECT IN-MIGRAT[U'
4 ASE L1NE PLUS PRIJJECT

1 0. I 1
1.00

3.71
4.49 65.50 2'5.77 1.04
1.41 3.84 3.91 1.34

1.39 .60
1.04 .80 .80
1.3Q .60 .60



TABLE C.39. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:

Midwest Site, MOX FFP Combined System

YEAR ANO IMPACT CON.Di)ITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 19 19P Z0 20100
IJNIl

FXPErTED VAXI"1"4 EXPFC10O Maximujm EwPtCTFD MAXIMUM FXPECTEO) MA14UM

HEALIH
PHYSICIANS .0 '4 .6 1.4 A8 1.7 .h 1.9

NURSES .1 1.5 2.4 %.S .PA 6.2 3.2 7.0

DENTISTS .0 I° .3 .6 *5 .7 *0 58
HOSPITAL BEDS .1 1.7 2.t 8.3 3.3 7.4 3.7 8.3

NURSING CARE NEDS .0 ,3 !.O 3.F 3.4 7.2 S.3 12.4

EDUCATION
TEACIERS: K-A .1 Z.1 4.7 10.1 *.1 7.0 2.9 6.8

TEAC"ERSI 9-1Z .1 1. 2.8 5.fl 5," 7.7 2.3 5.1

CLASSROOM SPACE: 29.9 479.8 741.3 151b.5 989.1 2025.0 613.6 1344.9
(SQUARE METERS 9-1?)

SANITATION
WATER TREATME1T

(CU"IC "ETtRSDAY) 10.4 166.5 ?74.6 o03.9 3Zi.l 710.3 3b2.0 800.7

SOLID WASTE (VE"ICLES) .0 .n .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .2

SOLID WASTE (PERSONIEL) .0 .1 .Z .4 .2 . .2 .5

LIQUID sASTE 6.9 111.0 163.1 402.h 214.1 473.5 241.3 533.fl

(CUSIC PETERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .0 .2 .3 .7 .4 .8 .94 9

POLICEMEN .0 .6 1.0 2.1 1.1 2.S 1.3 2.8

RECREArION
PLAYGROUNOS (hECTARES) .0 .1 .2 .4 .2 .s .s .h

NEIGHBORmOIjO PARKS (e) .0 .I .2 .4 .2 .4 .2 .5

COIMMUNITY PAkIS () .n .1 .2 .S .3 .6 .3 .7

SOCIAL PROHLE"S
CRIMES (7 CRIME IOEX) . 12.6 20.8 4S.7 24.1 53.fl 27.4 hO.6

GOVERNMENT
AOMINISTRAI1vE StAFF .0 .3 .4. 1.0 1.3

. ---



TABLE C.40. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, MOX FFP Combined System

.YEA ANP ) IMPACT COND)ITION

I q1f 14A5 2000 201t

EXPFCTFD MAYIMilM EXPECTLO ¶AXlMUM EXPECTED MAXI 4Lfl LXPECTED MAXIMUM

MA1JPO4IEQ REQJIHME 4N1
I4ASLL 1Nt

(CUMULA T Ivk )
eASELINE PLUS PWOJECT
14-MIG4ANfrs AS PFWCENI OF

nASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
AASE L INE

PsOJECT IN-MIGRAFION
BASELINF PLUS PHUJtCT

DEPENDENCY ATrI)
.4ASELINE
PROJECT IN.MIGOA1IOIN
H ASELINE PLUS PhOJteCT

SEX iAT1r6r
eASEL INt
PeOJECT IN-MIGRAITt)N
BASELINE PLUS PRllJtCI

6?5 316 316
?310?

316
26273

1165

316 316
28h04

258 1298I qh 99?

2?1 1q

3 .9C

?3299 27438 29903

.8 .9 .9 4.3

23.1
?5.5

33.2
30.?

43h.

197.7
03 *4

S9.A
39.4a

93 * 4
1 1 h I 3
Y4,2

6?.5
60.7

130.9
94.3

S Q. I

918.1

94.1I

1 27. 2
9S. I

25.9
49.5

1?h.r
9S.4

10.2
32.9
30.3

49. 7
27.9
4A. 7

95.1
123.8
96.2

38.14
33.?

26.0
45,4

122.7
95.7

33.2

45.6

9505

38.2
33*4 .

oM

27.1
44. 7

170.0
9b.5

PERIOD AND) IMPACT CONDITION

1oh0.p0ns 1 n80-jp5 19h5-2000 2000-2015

EyPFrTFI) MAXIMUM EXPECTED M AXI-NUP FXPECTED MAXiI mUM EXPECTED MAX IUM

ANIVIAL HATE Of PUlP0LA1I 1r
GRlUmTH (PLHCFNI)

4ASEL INE
PRQ.JECT INM-lGkAjIIIN

mASELINk PLUS PH(IJFCI .0 h7

1.6h7
1I S 3?.9? ?. h 1.03
.86 1.80 1.71 AMh

,S7
1.07 ,79 .72
.67 .57 .57



TABLE C.41. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:

Southeast Site, MOX FFP Combined System

YEAW" ANNn IeMPAcr COlNDjITION

SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1 980 I 985

EXPECTED mAiJxt I u

POOO

ExPECIFn 4AXIaUM

2015

EXPFCTEI) M4XIMUMEXPFCTED MAXIMI1k

HEAL TH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
Nu1RSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATIfN
TEACHERS: K-8
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-1?)

SANITATlnN
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/)AY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID "ASTE CPEPSI1NNLL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC METFRS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICt
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGRnIJNDS (HECTAREFS)
NEIGHBOP'RHflOD PAPKS ( )
COMMUNITf PARKS (")

SOCIAL PROALEMS
CRIMES (7 CRlME INDEX)

GOvERNmltNT
AOMINISIRAIIVE STAFF

.n
.1
.n
.1
.0

.3

ed .9

21 .S
.0
.0

lItu. S

.0

. I

I.n
I 0

I A

I .R

.7
2.6

.2
3.?

.7

5.9
5.1

l 346.5

492. 5
.I1

I3
3?8.4

I.6
1.7

.3

no.3

.2

.1

.3

I .I
1.1

296.5

111.4
I 0
I 1

74.3

. 1

.11

.I1

. I

.1

I 7

i .3

Q. .3

%.8
SE*fi.9

sfh S. I
.1
.3

175.S

.7

.1

.S

.?
I.5
I so.

1310 * 1
.0
.1

86.7

1.0
3.4

.3
4.3
2.3

6.7
7. a

1951.5

b6 1.u
. 1
.4

440.9

.2
A

. I

1.0
I.7

1.2
1.0

257 . 0

14b.3
.0

97.6

I.1
3.8

.I4
45.8
3.6

h.2
5.0

1304.0 Caa'

. 7
eIn

I 8
2. 3

737.2

.4
491.5

.9
?.b

I.4
I6

60.2

.*4

. i

.11

. I
I I
I I a b

534 .1

.1

.I1

.1

12.09.1 i nC.

. 0 .9 I . n 1 .2



TABLE C.42. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility (ISFSF)

YVAR AND IMPACT CONOITION

1980 200t 2015

kXPECTFO MAXIMUM FXPECTED MARxImJM EXPEClED MAXIMIJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPPje.tR Rr Ulk.MENN
iHASkLJ't
PROJECT 1N-M 16I* TlON

(CUJ"ULAtIlVt)
8ASELINE PLIES PROJECT
IN-MIGRANtS AS PERCENT OF

kASELINE PLUS PROJECT

I *50

4180

1 350
44213

6?72

301

2765

301 301
46133

3322

301
50382

5511

55892

1 9.9

301

%051S a8898 50707

9.0

53704

6.2

3604

58217

6.2

301
54613

5956

60569

9.88.6 5.7

MEDIAN A(;k
HASIL 11
PR'IJF.Ct IN.MIG;FArlrIN
iAASELINE PLUS Pl)ioJECT

DEPt:NOENCY RA1IO
8ASFLINE
PROJtECr IN-MIGRATION
HASkLJNIE PLUS P9()JECF

SLY 4ATIS1
RASEL1NE
P5'0.JEC1 IN-MiHA ION
B8ASELINE PLUS PPOJECI

?I. :,
26.5

i7.0
58.9

1 01.7
94.6

p7.0
23.5
2h. 3

61.a
37.9
58.1

94.0
07.1
95.5

22.0
27,8

32.5
31.2

67.1
54,5
66. 3

107.6
94.6

33.4
51.9

31.0
32.4
31 .

53.3
34.2
51 .2

94.4

111.4
96.0

38f.7
34,3

26,5
45.4

114.2
97.0

31*.0

46.8

95.9

38i.6
34,5

.P

26.5
44.5

113.1
97.5

93.9

94.9
112.7
95.5

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-?O 1 5 1990-19s 1985-2000 2000-2015

XPfr.TTFD MAXIMtJM EXPECTED MAX[MLUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL QAIE OF POPULATION
GkOh1TH (PFRCENT)

HASELINF.
PliI.ltCT 1N-1I46kATriJN

ASLI Nt PLOS PRO JECT

.59

.5s
-6s.32

.Om
1.22

.h2
1.24 .54 .52
.65 .54 .54



TABLE C.43. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility (ISFSF)

.YEAk An IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1?R0 j9Ms 2000 7015
UNIT

EXPECTED MAXIMUM ExPECTED IAXlMUM kX~tCTEI) MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS 4.0 6.0 2.7 U.4 3.2 5.3 3.S S.7
NURSES 10.P 16.2 7.1 11.A M.b 14.? 9.3 15.4
OENTISTS 1.1 1.9 .9 I.L 1.0) 1.7 I.l 1.8
HOSPITAL REDS 13.9 ?0.8 9.2 15.2 11.0 18.3 12.0 19.8
NURSING CARE BEDS 4.1 6.0 3.9 6.4 6.9 11.4 11.0 18.0

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 27.3 p1.7 24.5 isn.1 23.o 39.1 1e.4 27.2
TEACHFRS: Q-12 25.A 38.1 19.3 57.5 19.7 37.? 14.0 23.2
CLASSROOM SPACE: h74$.1 1001h.0 5083.U 955h.** 5104a.? A*47S.9 3676.3 b107.0

(SQlUARE METERS 9-1C)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUIJIC METEWS/DAY) 2373.n S9h1.n 1570.1 ?SLhf. 1Mt,.0 3128.6 ?O'46.2 3381.7
SOLID WASTE VFWHICLES) .5 .7 .3 .5 . .6 .4 .7
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) 1.U 2.1 .9 1.5 1.1 I.A 1.2 2.0
LIQUID WdASTE 1582.0 ?374.0 10*5h.7 1731.? 1257.U 2085.8 1364.1 2254.5

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN 2.A 45.2 1.9 A.1 2.2 3.7 2.4 4.0
POLICEMEN R.4 12.5 5.5 'l.1 b.6 11.0 7.2 11.9

RECREATION

PLAYGROUNOS (hECTARES) 1.b ;.5 1.1 1.S 2.2 1.4 2.3
NEIGHBOR.G(D PARKS (") 1.0 2.1 .9 I.S 1.1 1.9 1.2 2.0
COMMUNITY PARKS (") ?.1 3.1 1.11 I.3 1.7 2.7 1.8 3.0

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INbtX) p4d.I 366.3 161.5 267.1 194.0 321.8 210.S, 347.9

GoVERiqmENr
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 3.A 5.h 7.5 i.I i 5.0 3.e 5.4



TABLE C.44. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:

Southeast Site, Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility (ISFSF)

YE A' nai: IP PACT CONO31TION

I 980

E)'PFCTEn MAXIMUM

2000

tXPECTEl) MAXIMUM

2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUMF XPEC IED MAI. vI mgp.

MANPOnn R RE 4U1REMtNT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PkUJEkCt
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

9ASELINE PLUS PRWJECT

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGWRAIJUN
BASEL1NE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIU
IASEL INE
PRUJECT IN-MIGRATIUN
HASLLINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX kATI0
bASELlNE
PROJECI IN-MIGRATION.
HASELINE PLUS P*UOJECT

1 550

?34

21*48h

1.1

23.1
s5.5

1350
2125?

3090

24342

17.7

?5.5
23. 5

301

255

23358

1.1

23.3
26.8

57.0
60.6

135.6
94.5

5it) I
251 ('2

?615

25717

I0.2

30}1

299

26572

1.1

33.0
30.2

301
26273

3130

29403

10.6

301

334

28938

1.2

37*8
33.2

26.A
p?.3
26 .3

hO.7

301
28604

3394

31998

10.6

36.9
56.S

28.3
49.5

50.2
32.3
30.5

49.7
32.9
47.7

95. 1
112.7
96.9

33.2
38.0
33.8 o0'i

0'i

30.0
45.4

26h5
43.3

I57.7
P .9

93.4
1 01.0
94.3

94.1
108.7
9505

127.7
45.4

120.5
9508

95.5
112.7
97.2

PERIOD AND I

1980 149R5

MPACT CONDITION

1985-200019A 0-2015 2000-2015

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GRrMTt4 (PERCENT)

OASLLlr'E
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
AAStLINE PLUS PROJECT

1.01
.' 8 5

.27

.7A
1.73
1.67

I .7
-3. 34
1.1 0

.86 .57
1.05

.86
1.20

.89
.74
.57

.54
.56



TABLE C.45. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility (ISFSF)

YFAW AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 19AS 2000 2015
UNIT

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .2 2.7 .2 2.2 .3 2.7 .3 2.9
NURSES *7 9.1 .8 7.7 .9 9.2 1.0 10.0
DENTISTS .1 .8 .1 .7 .1 .8 .1 .9
HOSPITAL REDS .9 11.5 1.0 9.8 1.1 11.7 1.2 12.7
NURSING CARE BEDS .1 2.9 .3 3.3 .h 5.6 1.0 8.9

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 1.7 20.2 2.4 22.9 1.7 21.6 1.7 16.0
TEACHERS: 9-12 1.5 14.1 1.3 17.8 1.R 18.2 1.3 13.3
CLASSROOM SPACE: 383.0 5034.4 348.8 4bq2.3 475.3 4794.3 332.3 3S10.2 P

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/OAY) 132.9 1754.3 144.9 1480.5 169.6 1777.0 189.4 192h.9
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .3 .0 .3 .0 .3 .0 .4
SULID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 1.0 .1 .9 .1 1.0 .1 1.1
LIQUID WASTE IA.6 1169.5 96.6 989.6 113.1 1194.7 12b.3 1284.6

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .2 2.1 .2 1.8 .2 2.1 .2 2.3
POLICEMEN .5 6.2 .5 S.2 .6 6.3 .7 h.8

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECrARES) .1 1.2 .1 1.0 .1 1.2 .1 1.3
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (") .1 1.0 .1 .9 .1 1.1 .1 1.1
COMMUNITY PARKS (") .1 I.S .1 1.3 .1 1.6 .2 1.7

SOCIAL PRORLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 10.9 143.4 11.R 121.3 13.9 145.2 1l.5 157.5

-GOVERNMENT
ADmINISrRATIVE STAFF .2 2.8 .2 e.u .3 2.8 .3 3.1



TABLE C.46. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility (ISFSF)

YEAH ANI) IMPACI CONDIlION

R90n 2000 2015

EXPFCTtD MAXIMJM EXPECTED MAXI MUM FXPECIEID MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPU.SJ. HkJUlkEmENT
HASELINE'
PkOJECT IN-"MI;rAIJON

ICUM"U AII vEJ
PASELINt PL*JS PHUJECtC
IN-MIGQANTS AS PENCENT (iF

?4ASELT1IE PLUS PPRIJLCT

MEDIAN AGE
HAS+L INE
Pk(IJECr VI -NI GRtJicto
hASELINE PLUS PRUJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
ISASt L I NE
PkUJECT jN-MLRATt)N
hASfLINF. PLUS RR(JJECT

SEX WAITO
HAStLINE'
PkoJErr IN4-MIGRHATIO(N
t)ASELINF PLUeS P4tIJECT

1 350

U0

1 350
60176

91u

301 301
72b97

iso)1

301 301
89C515

1780

301 301
98006

2006478 560 631

604th

.I

61290

1.5

7 3176

.7

741Q8

P.O

90104 91324 98637 100012

I , & 1.9 2.0

?7.8 29. 3 35.1 3h.1I
23.1
?7 .0

23.1
27.7

?2.?
29. 3

24.1
29.2

33.4
35.1

47.4 42.9
'1A. to

51 .?
13.e

51I.1I "7.5

33.5
35.1

30.7
42.7

130.5
99.5

39.2
36.2

27.3
4A.1

125.0
96.18

38.3
36.2 .

Ch
CO

34.2
47.9

157. 7
09 .(

99*04
1 57.7
1 00. 0

130.9
99.4

99.3
1 31A.9
99.9

98.q
127.7
99.1

96.6
122.5
97.1

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

I1QAO-?0t5 1980-19AS 1985-2000 2000-2015

FXP~CTFI MAYIMIUJ EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTFD MAXIMUM

ANNOAL RATE OF PUPUILATIlN
SpwfwT H ( PtkCF ~t l

HASELI N
PWDJECT IN-M4I(A1I(lnN
nASteLINE PLUS PP(JJt.T

1 .3A 3.71 1.39 .60
7. 07
1 . q

P.25
1 .40

499. 7
3.83

9.9?
3.8?

I I OS
1.39

1. 13
1 .38

.80
.60

.80

.61



TABLE C.47. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility (ISFSF)

YEAR AND) IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNI1

1980 2000

FXPECTEn MAXIMUM

?OS

EXPECTFD MAXIMUMFXPECTFD) MAXIMuM EKPECTtD M4AXIMUM

HEALTH
PMYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL REDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
WtACHFWS: K-A
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SOUARE METERS 9-1?)

SANITATION
WAtER TREATMENT

(CUIIHC ME7EWS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (vEHICLES)
SOLID mASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID HASTE

(CUOIC METEMS/DAY)

FIRE ANO POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGRUUNOS (HECTARFS)
NEIGHHIJPHOUI) PAkKS (t)
COMMUNITY PARMS ()

SOCIAL PROJRLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

.1

.0

.0

.3

.2

.0

.0
15.?

.nA

.1

.0

.0

' .7

1.Z
4.5

.5
5.4

1.1

.6
2.4

.3
Z.R
'.9

P.n
7 .q

*.2
4.2

8.6
).I

I 495.P

1 j.P
7.3

141 .Q

519.0
* I*.1I3

I.6

I.4

I.5

39. 3

71. 5
.1
.2

16.n

l.3

1.7

.2

.2I2

20.I6t

S?.2
.?

1.0

l.5

. S

.7

b4.S

. 7
2.6
.3

3.3
3.4

3.0
i.7

qha. 7

51 7.M
. I
.?

711.9

.4
1.1

.2

.2

.3

? U. I

2.4
R.P
1.0

10.5
9.5

IO. s
9. 7

PbO. 1

1 010.4
I 2

07.h

1.
3.6

.7

.6
I.9

7b. 5

3.1

3.7
5S.

?.9
?.3

0Oh.2

35K. 2

238. 6

1. 3

.2

.2
I.3

2.7
9.9
1.1

11.8
18.6

10.5
7.2

1 888.7 .

%D

1139. 0
.2
.7

759.3

1 .3
4.0

I
.7

1 .0

27.1

I.n I.4 II .4 .I1C I I 6



TABLE C.48. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Extended Fuel Storage System (ISFSF, SFPF, DCSF)

YEAR ANI IMPACT CONDITION

19A0 1485 2000 2015

EXPfCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAX1IUM

MAJP9wtW RwF JUIkFWMtNT
PASEL|NE
PROJECT IN.-M1RATION

(CUMULATIVE)
8ASE1 Ih1 PLUS PROJECT
IsMIGRANTS AS PERCFNT OF

aASELINE PLUS PSOJECT

1690

S333

4957b

10.8

1690 361 361
46133

5770

361

4350

MEDIAN AGE
dASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIE;WAITON
8ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

7922

'521b5

15.?

?7.0
23.5
26.1

61.4I
37.9
57.3

944,0
106.9
95.8

49750

7.3

22.n
?7.7

51903

3617

361
50382

6956

57338

12.1

31.0
32.3
31.3

361

4712

59324

7.9

62126

12.112.1

27.0

DEPENDENCY RATIO
tASfL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGRA1ION
HASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RAlIIl
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-016(iAT1ON
HAStLINE PLUS PROJECT

361
54h 13

7513

7.9

32.4
31.2

33.7
51.5

112.1
95.7

38.7
34.4

38.6
34.6

PC~)

34.0

37.0
5'.4

54.1
66.1

106.5
94.7

67.1
53.4
65.4

93.9
1044.9

95.0

53. 5
344.3
50.7

94,4
1t 1.1
96 .3

26.4
45.0

26.5
44.0

95.9
112.9
97.8

1i1 .S
94. A

113.7
97.2

PERnlI AND IMPACT CONDITION

19eo-2015 t980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2015

EXPFCTED MAXIMiuM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GROhTH (PERCENT)

"ASFLINE
Pki~tCT IN-MIGWATIUN
HASFLINE PLUS PROJECT

.59 .54
-. 1S .7.71
.50 .07

6.34
-. 10

1.23
.64

1.25 .53
.54

.51

.53



TABLE C.49. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Extended Fuel Storage System (ISFSF, SFPF, DCSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980

EXPECTED MAXIJ"4

198H

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2015

EXPFCTE[) MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL REDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: A-8
TEACHERS: q-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATFR TREATMENT

(CUHIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID MASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
IEIGHHORHOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PARKS (C")

SOCIAL PRO8LEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INUEX)

GOVERNME N t
ADMINISIRATIVE STAFF

S.1
11.8
1.7

17.7
5.3

34.h
33.0

8 h 73. 3

3n27.P
.*

1 .I
2018.5

3.6
10.7

2.1
1. A
2.7

7.6
20.4
2.5

26.3
7.5

52.6
U8.1

12660.2

U497.7
* q

2,6
2998.5

5. 3
15.8

3.1
2.7
3.9

3.5
9.3
I.1

12.0
5.1

31.9
25.5

h709.6

7053.4
.4

1.2
1 368.9

2.a
7.2

1.4
1.2
1 ,8

211.?

S.5
14.9
1.A

19.?
8.1

50.5
41.2

108.381

3276.1
.6

1.9

2184.1

3.9
11.5S

2.3
1 .q
2.9

337. 0

4.2
11.2
1.3

140.4
9.0

3(8,5
?5.7

6752.5

2469.8
1 S

1.4

1646.6

2.9
8.7

1 .7
1 .5
2.?

254. 1

6,7
17.9
2.2

23.1
14.3

49.6
40.5

1066M.5

S949.5
.8

2.3
2633.0

a.7
13.'

2.7
2.3
3.5

406.3

4.5
12.2
1.5

15.6
14.3

21.5
18.3

4A1A.3

2h7S.0
.5

1.6
1783.3

3.2
9.4

1.9
1.h
2.3

7.2
19.4
2.3

24.9
22.7

34.3
29.3

7711.O
-

4265.7
.8

2.5

2803.8

5.0
15.0

3.0
2.5
3.7

311.4 275.2

4 .8 7.1I 3.3 3.9 b.3



TABLE C.50. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Extended Fuel Storage System (ISFSF, SFPF, DCSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

198n 19A5 20n0 2015

EXPErTtn MAXIMIm EXPECTED MAXIMO EXPECTED MAXIMtUm EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUAEk hEQUIREMENT
HASELINL
PROJECT I-4.IGRArItJN

(CUMVLArIvE,
BASELINE. PLOS PR(iJECT
14-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

8ASELIJN PLUS PROJECT

I 690

3Nb

1690
21252

361 361 361 361
26273

4368

361

420

361
28604

4725322 364? 317

2674% 30641 33329

1.5 16.3 1.4 13.6 1.4 14.3 1.4 14.2

MEDIAN At

HASELINE
PROJECT rN -"TGRATON
6ASELNE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
hASELINE
PROJECT 1.-MJmiRATION
t5ASELINE PLIS PhOJECT

SEx RATIO
PASELINF
PROJECT IN-MIGWAILUN
HASELINE PLUS PIRJEC1

23.1
25.5

?5.5

59.8

93.4

23.5
24.9

36.6
55.5

99.h
94*3

?3.5
26.8

22.3
26.1

56.3
60.6

136.3
94.6

60.7
52 .5
S9.5

94.1
10b.9
q5*7

33.0
30.2

28.7
4904

1?7.9
95.5

30.2

a9.7

95.1

32.2
30.6

33.3
Y7. 1

37.7
33.3

30.6
45.3

33.2

45.6

95.5

1

38.0
33.9 C-,

26.3
42.5

112.0
97.7

157.7
94.1

111.6
97.3

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

IQAn.2015 1985-2000 2000-2015

EXPECTED MAXIMUMEXPFC1EO MAXIMUM EXPECTED .4AXjMUJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULAITON

GWOPIiH (PFRCENT)

HA SF. L I NE
PkOJECt IN-MIGRATION
HASELINE PLIIS PH)JECT

.73

.A5 7D8
-. 26
1.64

1 .6

1.04
1.05

.8 t
1.21

.91

.86 .57
.7s
.57

-j



TABLE C.51. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Extended Fuel Storaae System (ISFSF, SFPF, DCSF)

TEAk AND IMPACT CONDITION

SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

I qF

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM

I 985

EXPECTED MAXTmUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIM(IM

2015

EXPEC1ED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL REDS
NURSING CARE 8tnS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(ClERIC METERS/OAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGHRORHOOD PARKS (0)
COMMUNITY PARKS C")

SOCIAL PRORLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRArIvE STAFF

.3
1.0
.I

I .2
. 1

2. 3
2.0

533.6

3.6
12.1

1.1
15.'J
3.9

26.A
?5.7

6763.9

.3

.9

.1
I .a
.4

3.0
1.6

433.5

3.1
1n.7

1.0I
13.h
4.h

31.A
25.3

hh53.3

.3
1.1

.1
I.4

. 1

2.1
2.2

S90 .5

3.8
12.8
1.2

16.3
7.8

30.7
25.3

6b6S.7

I.2
1 1
1.h
1.2

I *6b
441R.5

'4.1
13.9
1.3

17.6
12.4

22.2
18.h

4901.2
.C,

15.1

.1

123. 4

.7

.1

.1

15.1

234h.0
.5
1.4

Isba.n

182,7
.0
.1

121.8

2067.9
. 4

1.2
1 378.6

21 3.9
.0
.1

142.b

.3
*8

.1

.1

.2

2.A
8.3

2.4
7.3

?4 79.9
.5
l.4

1653.3

2.9
8.7

1.7
1 .5
2.2

202.7

238.7
.0
.1

1b9. I

. 3

.2

.1

.2

19.5

2682. 4
.5

I .6
17814.3

3.2
9.4

1.6
I .6
2.4

219.2

1 .I
1.4
2.1

191.7

.1

.I

14.9

1.4
1.2
1 A

17.5

.3 3.,7 .3 3.3 .3 3.9 .4a 4. 3



TABLE C.52. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site. Extended Fuel Storage System (ISFSF, SFPF, DCSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2015

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUER REQUI RFP4ENT
BA SEL I bE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMUJLATIVE)
BASELiNE PLUS PRO(JECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

OASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
6 A SF L I NE
PROJFCT IN-JlGkATION
BASEL1NE PLUS PROJECT

1b90

1 00

1690
60376

1576

361 361
72697

2292

3b1 361
895S45

2712

361 361
98006

3057613 719 811

60476 61952 73311 74989

3.1

90264 92256 98817 101063

.2 .8 .8 .8 3.0

23.1
27.8

DENDENCY rATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

23.3
27.7

51 .2
42.5
S0.9

99.4
141.?
1 00.2

22.5
29.3

61.2
47*5

132.1
99,5

29.3
23.e
29.1

47.4
55.1
47.h

99.3
137.6
100.2

33.5
35.1

27.8
42.8

128.1
99.1

35.1
33.5
35.1

42.9
30.1
425

98.9
130.0
99.7

39.0
3b,2

28.3
48.0

124.6
96.8

36. 1

48.2

96.6

38.4
36,2

-J

SEX NATiln
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
bASELINE PLUS PROJECT

33.1
47,7

122.9
97,3

15717
994.

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2015 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2015

FXPECTFn MAXIMUM EXPECTED mAXIMIUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAxIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF PUPULATI(lN
GROWTH (PERCENT)

ASt.LI4E
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
RASELINE PLUS PROJECT

I .38 3.71 I 139 .60
5 . 98
1 .40

1 .89
1.40

3b.2b
3.85

7.49
3.82

I *0h
1.39

1.12
1.38

.80

.60
.80
.b1



TABLE C.53. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Extended Fuel Storage System (ISFSF, SFPF, DCSF)

YEAR ANO IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 198S 2000 2015
UNII

EXPECTED MAXIMJM FwPECTUD MAXIMUM EXPECTED HAXI"klm EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .1 2.1 .R 3.0 1.0 3.b 1.1 4.1
NUkSLS .5 7.8 3.0 11.3 3.6 13.4 4.0 15.1
DENTIsrs .1 .9 .3 1.3 .4 1.5 .5 1.7
HOSPITAL BEDS .6 9.3 3.6 13.5 4.z 15.9 4.8 18.0
NURSING CARE REDS .1 2.7 2.3 b.0 u.2 14.7 7.0 28.0

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-R .7 11.2 5.9 21.2 4.0 15.5 3.8 15.6
TEACHERS: 9-12 .6 C.? 3.4 11.4 4.6 15.3 3.0 11.0
CLASSROOm SPACE: 163.8 2430.3 905.S 3009.0 12nF.? u021.5 776.8 2986.9

(SQUARE MEfEWS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TRE.ATFNT

(CUBIC MErERS/DAY) '~6.8 894.7 348.3 13n1.1 40A.5 1539.5 4b01.5 1735.5
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .z .1 .3 .1 .3 .1 .3
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .n .S .2 I. .2 .9 .3 1.0
LIQUIn mAStE 57.9 S96.$ 232.2 867.4 272.3 102b.4 307.0 1157.0

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN I1 1.1 4 1. .5 1.A .5 O
POLICEMEN I2 3.2 1.2 U.h 1.4 5.4 1.6 b.

RECREATION
PLAYGkPIuNns (HECTARES) .0 .6 .2 .Q .3 1.1 .3 1.2
NEIGHBORIHOUD PARKS (") .0 .5 .2 .A .2 .9 .3 1.0
COMMUNITY PARKS C") .0 .8 .3 1.1 .4 1.4 .4 1.5

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) a.3 h7.8 26.4 9R.5 30.9 116.6 34.9 131.4

GOVERNMENT
AOMINISTRATIVE STAFF .1 1.4 .6 2.1 .6 2.4 .7 2.8

.,,. , -



TABLE C.54. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Retrievable Waste Storage Facility (RWSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

19PO 1985 2000 2015

XPFCTE.O MAXIMUMp EXPECTED MAXIMUlM EXPECTED MAXI"LIM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MA'4P10(fjR QFQUIREFtFt
RASELINE
PROJECT IN-4IGRHATIEN

(CUMULATI VtE I
IJASkLINE PLIJS PwtlJkCT
J4-MIGPANTS AS PtNCFN1 tlF

OASELINF PLUS PRUJECT

1 060

3t96

I 060
44243

16h4
46133

lh4 164
50382

2206 3460183?

164

2387

56999

164
54613

3735

5834707439

6.7

49108

9.0

47965 49001 5258B 53841

3.8 6.4 4.2

HASF LIJNE
PROJECI IN-MIGRIAT1UN
OASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENOFNCY RATIU
BASELINE
PS(JEcr IN-4IGkArBjN
OASFLINE PLUS PRUJECr

SEx RATIO
S4AStL tNF
PHROJECT IN-M*GRATION
4AStLINt PLUS PktlJECT

27.0
2?2.
28.n

61.4

28.3

93,0

2?.1
Z7.R

32.4
31.1

17.1
59 .9

38.0
5 A. 7

5S .7
b6.5

105.9
94.3

5 *. 0
hh.2

31.0
3V.3
31.2

53.3
34.6
51t9

94,4
111.0
95.4

38.6
34.2

26 6
45.9

1t3.3
9h,6

34.0

4h,8

95.9

38.6
34.3

-a

26.7
45.4

112.7
96,9

1nz.n
4a .s

107.4
9r.?

104.9
94.5

111.7
95.1

PERInD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-?n01 1980-1985 1985-2000 ?000-2015

EXPFCtED MAXIMIJM FXPECTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMIUM LXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL HAfE MF P0IP(ILAtION
Gkir~Th (PERCFNT)

*SASLLINF
PkUIjkCT IN-.MutArAoTj
HAiELINE PLUS PROJECT

.6o

* ?
-. 76

49

.84
-11.13 -10t.57

.22 -. 04

.59 ,54
1.24
.61

1 .25
.63

.52

.54
.51
.54

qj4



TABLE C.55. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Retrievable Waste Storage Facility (RWSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CUNDITt(JN
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980n 9Ar5 2000 2015
UNIT

FXPECTEn MAXIMUM EXPECTEO MAXIMUM EXPEC1ED MAXIMUM kXPEC7Fn MAXT'ilMU

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS 3.1 4.7 1.8 2.R 2.1 3.3 2.3 3.6
NURSES A.2 12.h 4.7 7,d 5.7 8.4 b.2 9.b
DENTISTS t.n 1.5 .6 .9 .7 1.1 .7 1.2
HOSPITAL tLDS 10.6 16.? 6.5 9.5 7.3 11.S 7.9 12.U
NURSING CARE REDS 3.1 4.h 2.6 U.0 4.b 7.1 7.2 11.3

EDLICATION
TEACHERSt K-8 z0.4 12.3 h.1l ?5.0 15.b 24.8 10.9 17.1
TEACHERSt 9-12 19.7 ?9.$ 13.0 20.4 1?.9 20.0 9.3 14.b
CLASSRUO" SPACE: S189.3 77hO.7 q4fl.*7 5373.7 ;39a.9 526.hS 2444.1 3A34.0

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
nATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC MkTFRS/DAY) IA14.5 ?762.l 10u0.3 b2?8.3 1252.7 19b4.2 135S.0 2120.4
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .4 .S .2 .3 .2 .4 .3 .4
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) 1.1 1.6 .6 .9 .7 1.1 .8 1.2
LIQUID WASTE 1209.Q7 181.4 693.5 1085.5 835.1 1309.5 903.4 1413.6

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND PULICE
FIREMEN 2.1 3.3 1.2 1.4 1.5 2.3 1.h 2-5
POLICEMEN 6.0 9.7 3.7 5 7 4.4 b.9 4.8 7.5

RECREATION
PLAVGROUNDS (mFCTARES) 1.3 1.4 *7 1.1 q9 1.4 .9 1.9
NEIGHRORHOOO) PARKS C") 1.1 1.b .6 1.0 ,7 1.2 .8 1.3
COMMUNITY PARKS ) - 2.4 .9 1.4 1.1 1.7 1.2 ley

SOCIAL PRORLf.MS
LRIMES (7 CHIME INDEX) lRA.6 2H4.1 107.0 167.5 l?8.Q 202.0 139.4 218.1

GOVERN"FNT
ADMINIStRATIVL STAFF 2.9 4.4 1.6 j?.h 2.0 ;.1 2.1 3.4



TABLE C.56. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Retrievable Waste Storage Facility (RWSF)

YEAH AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 98o5 2000 2015

FXPfcTyfn MAXIMJ'M FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPD)%F RktWUlI*MENT
B1ASELINE
PROJECT IN-4IGkAr1ION

(CUMULAuJVE)
ASEkLINF PLUS PROlJECT

IN-MIGkANIS AS PEHCENI OF
eASELINE PLUS PPOJECT

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-.MIGkATION
9ASELINE PLUS PRUJLCT

DEPtNOkNCY RATIO
AStELINE

PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
4ASELlIF PLIOS PROJECT

SEX WA11(
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
t3ASE.LINF PLUS PRUJECT

1060

156

1060
21 5?

P201

1 64 160

23102
1%27

164 164
26273

1827

104 164
28604

1981149 174 194

P1407 23453 23251 26447 28100

6.5

28798

.7

30585

6.5.7 .h

23.5
26.8

h.2 .7

23.1
25.S

43.h

59. 7

157.7
q7,.7

25*5
23.5
25.2

59.8
37.3
S7.4

Q3.U
1n3.2
94.2

22.5
26. 5

56.1
60.6

136.S
94,3

60.7
52.4
60.1

90.1

110.2
45.0

33.0
30.2

28*8
4q.6

127.9
95.3

30.2
32.3
30.4

44.7
33.1
48.5

95.1
1 13.IU
96.2

33.2
37.6
33.2

30.7
45.5

120.1
95.7

37.9
33.5

45.6

4
co

95.5
112.7
96.6

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

I 8'n-2015 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2015

fXPECTEO MAXI MUM FXPtCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXI1UM

ANNkUAL RATE OF POPULAT710N
GROWTH (PERCENT)

bASELINE
t ,. n : POiC r IN- IGRArIUN

' -hSfL INE PLUS PROJECT
- . s0

. 7h
-.89
1.h5

1 .h7
-7.31

.9A
1.05

.86

.8b
1.20

.88
.73
.57

.54

.57

L~~A--.



TABLE C.57. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Retrievable Waste Storage Facility (RWSF)

YEA ANI) IMPACT CO'iNlT1'N
SOC I AL
SEPvICL 14Q0 19R5 2000 PO1S
UNI T

fXPFCTED MAXIM04 EYPECTED MAXIMUJM LXPEC7tD MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEAL H
PHYSICIANS *1 1.4 .1 1.3 .1 1.h .2 1.7
NURSES *5 6.5 .S 5.4 .6 S.8
DENTISTS .0 .6 .0 .4 .0 Is .1 .5
HOSPITAL BEOS .h A.? .6 5.7 .6 b.8 .7 7.4
NURSING CARL OEOS .1 2.0 .2 1.8 .3 3.? ,6 5.3

EDUCATION
TEACHFPS: n-8 1.1 14.5 1.4 13.A 1.0 12.b 1.0 9.5
TEACHERS: 9-12 1.0 t3.S . 10.2 1.0 10.9 .7 7.8
CLASSROOM SPACE: 254.6 3559.2 199.4 26h8.1 271.b 2759.0 193.U 20s5.6

(SQUARE METtkS 9-12) s

SANI TAT ION
WAlEk TREATMENT

(CUKIC MEIFRs/DAY) 8AR. 1)?49.6b 614.S R6h.9 4R.q 1057.- 110.5 1124.8
SULII) WASTE (VEHICLES) .n .? .0 .2 .0 .? .0 .2
SOLID WASIE (PERSONNEL) .1 .7 .0 .5 .1 .6 .1 .7
LlQUID wASTE 5R.9 F33.1 56.3 578.0 bS.9 691.5 7S.5 749.4

(CU8IC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND P(JLICF

FIREMEN .1 I.S .1 1.0 .1 1.2 .1 1.5
P011CEMEN .x4. .3 3.1 .S 3.t .4 4.0

RECREAT71ON
PLAYGROUNDS (HECrARESl .1 .9 .1 .1 .1 .7 .1 .8
NEIGH8ORHOOD PARKS (") .1 .7 .1 .5 .1 oh .1 .7
COMMULNITY PARKS (") .1 1.1 .1 .R .1 .9 .1 1.0

SOCIAL PRUS8LEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INO)EX) 7.e 102.1 6.9 70.9 8.1 84.8 9.0 91.9

GUVERNMEN r
AL)IINISTA7TIVE STAFF .1 ..n .1 14 .2 l.h .2 I.M

-



TABLE C.58. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Retrievable Waste Storage Facility (RWSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 198s 2000 2015

EXPECTEO) MAXIMUM EXPECtED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMIM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPO*FR REQJUIREMENT lohn lobe 1thu 1614 164 164 164 164
4ASELINE 60376 72697 89545 98006

PRoJECT TN-41GRATION 31 b'b 268 )47 313 1125 353 12b8
(CUMOLATIVE)

BAStLINL PLUS PROJECT 60407 6104? 72965 736411 89858 90670 98359 99274
14-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINF PLUS PROJECT .1 1.1 .4 1.3 .3 1.2 .4 1.3

MEDIAN AGE
IASELINE 27*R 29,3 35,1 36.1
PROJECT IN-MIGkATIUN ?3.1 23,1 22.3 24.4 33.4 33.5 39.1 38.1
tOASELINE PLUS PROJECT ?7,A 27,7 ?9.3 29.3 35.1 35.1 36.1 36,2

DEPENDENCY RATIO 
0

hASELINE S1 .2 47.4 42,9 48.2
P90JECT IN-MI(GATION 43.6 43.6 be.0 52.3 ?7.4 31.3 27.7 35S.5
hASELINE PLUS PHOJECT 51.? 51.1 47.5 47.5 42.9 42.8 41.1 , 48.0

SEx RATIO
bASELINE Q9,4 99.3 98,9 96.b
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION 157.7 157,7 131,4 140.4 127,9 131.0 124.9 122.0
8ASkLINE PLUS PROJECT Q9.4 99.R 99,4 99,? 99.0 99.3 9b.7 96.9

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1Q80-2015 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2015

FXPECTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RAIE OF POPULATION
GRUWIItH (PERCENT)

"A.SFLINE 1.38 3.71 1,39 .60
PRUJtCI IN-MIGRATION 6.95 1.A4 4S.09 7.04 1.Ob 1.15 .80 .80
HASELINE PLUS PR(JECT 1.39 1.39 3.78 3175 1,39 1.39 .60 .60



TABLE C.59. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Retrievable Waste Storage Facility (RWSF)

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOC I AL
SERVICE 1980 1985 2000 2015
UNIT

EXPFCTE0 MAXIMMUM EXPECTEO MAXIMWMM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEAL H
PHYSICIANS .0 .9 *4 1.3 .4 1.5 .5 1.7
NURSES .2 3.3 1.3 4.7 1.b 5.6 1.7 6.3
DENTISTS .0 .4 .2 .5 .2 .6 .2 .7
HOSPITAL BEDS .2 3.9 1.6 5.6 1.8 6.6 2.1 7.5
NURSING CARE BEDS .0 .8 1.0 2.4 1'.9 5.9 3.0 11.9

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 .z 4. e3.h A.h 1.7 6.h 1.6 6.8
TEACHERS: 9-12 .2 4.1 1.5 4.4 2.0 5.9 1.3 4.5
CLASSROOM SPACE: 50.8 1089.0 '400.7 11b7.b 534.7 lS61*6 339.1 118.~b

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANI ATION

nATER TREATMENT
(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 17.6 378.0 151.9 537.5 178.0 638.7 200.b 720.0

SOLID WASIE (vEHICLES) .0 .1 .0 .1 .0 .1 .0 .1
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .0 .2 .1 .3 .1 .4 .1 .4
LIQUID WASTE 11.7 252.0 101.3 3ss.3 118.6 425.A 133.fl 480.0

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREmEN .0 .4 .2 .6 .2 .A .2 .A
POLICEMEN .1 1.3 .5 1.9 .6 2.3 .7 ?.5

RECREATION
PLAYGROUUNDS (HECTARES) .0 .3 .1 .u .1 .4 .1 .5
NEIGHRORHOOD PARKS o") .n .2 .1 .3 .1 .4 .1 .4
COMMUNITY PARKS (") .0 .3 .1 .S .? .h .2 06

SOCIAL PRORLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 1.3 28.6 11.5 '40.7 13.5 4f8.4 15.2 54.5

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVF STAFF .0 .6 .? .9 .3 1.n .3 1.1



TABLE C.60. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

19RO 1 98 2000 2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPU~o R REKU| FAENT
BASELINE
PPOJLCT IN-'GktATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PEPCENT OF

RASELINE PLUS PROJECT

I 570

4 Q?6

1 S 10
44203

7340

1000

516A

51901

1000
46133

12065

1000

6871

1000
50382

14502

64883

22.4

1000

7034

58872

1000
51838

14807

6664551583 58198

10.0 11.1 12*0 11.9

MEDIAN AGk
4ASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
HASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RArIU
BASFL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATIUN
dASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEx RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-"IGRATION
hASELINF PLUS PROJECT

23.5
26.4

371.0
5.6

101.6
94.7

27.0
23.5
26.2

61..4
37.9
57.6

94.0
107.0
95.7

22.0
27.4

57.4
65.9

113.5
9S.9

28.3
21.9
26.7

67.1
54.7
64.4

93.0
lOb.?
96,3

3?.7
31.4

31.2
S0.2

116.6
96.8

31.0
32.4
31.5

53.3
33.4
48.4

S94.4
112.0
98.1

35.8
32.1

27.3
46.1

117.?
97.4

31.6

49.1

95.0

35.b
32.5

Co

28.0
43.9

113.1
98.8

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2005 19AO-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM fXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATF OF POPULATIOiN
GROWTH (PERCENT)

BASE L I NE
PROJECr 1N4-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

.0 .59 .57
1.42
.72

2.81
1.02 1.08

9.94
?. 41

1.17
.65

I .23
.72

.47

.56
.42
.54



TABLE C.61. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980 1 98A 2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

200s

EXPECTED MAXTMUMEXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAxIMuM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8
TEACHERSt 9-1?
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
"ATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID hASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUOIC METERS/OAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGHHOROO PARKS (t)
COMMUNITY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CHIME INDEX)

GovERNmENr
ADMINISrRATIvE STAFF

41.7

1.5
1h.4
4.9

12.2
30.4

8009.7

279h.7

I. 51.6
18641.5

'.3
9.1

1.9
I .7
?.5

7.0
14.9
2.3

24.4
7.0

48.7
44.6

117?6.9

41h7.1
.A

2.4
277A.1

4.9
141.7

2.9

3.7

5,5
14.9
1.fl

19.?
8.6

52.7
3h.5

10136h1

3275.0
.6

t .
2183.3

3.9
11.5

2.3
1.9
2.9

336.9

11.6
31.1
3.7

40.1
17.5

106,9
85.7

?25S?. 7

68 49.8
1.3
4.0

45hh.6

8.1
214.1

4..7
41.1
6.0

704.6

6.h
17.7
2.1

22.0

44 .4
*2 .6

11218.2

3901t1
'IP

?.3
2600.7

a.6
13.7

2.7
?.3
3. 4

13.9
37.4
4.5

4A8.1
30.4

101.0
86.5

22771.4

8233.3
1.6
4.8

541H8.8

9.7
29.0

b.8
IA. I
2.2

23.4
17.3

31.8
34.9

9195.5

3993.5
.A

?.3
Phb?. 3

a .7
114.1

14.2
38.2
4.b

49.2
35.1

83.5
77.9

2na9l.7
C,

(0j

81506.15
1.6
'4.9

56015.13

9.9
29.6

5.8
5.0
71.4

5.7
u.9
7.?

1 5 8. , u o 1 . I 864. 7

b .h 10.9 13.1 6.3 13.3



TABLE C.62. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTFO MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOPER REQUIREPENT 1570 1S70 10on 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
BASELINE ?1?5? 231n? 26273 27127
PROJECT IN-MIGRAXIJN 29a 3764 b81 hR44 796 8194 821 8378

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PkOJLCT 21S545 ?5016 23783 29952 27069 34467 27948 35505
INMIIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

bASELINE PLUS PROJECT 1.4 1S.0 2.9 22.9 2.9 23.8 2.9 23.6

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE 25.S 26.8 30.? 31.0
PROJECT IN-MIGROAION 23.1 21.5 2P.6 22.0 33.1 32.4 35.7 35.3
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT 2S.5 2?4.9 26.7 ?5.S 30.3 30.9 31.1 32.1

DEPENDENCY RATIO
SASELINE 59.8 60.7 49.7 46.6
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION 4S.6 36.7 bO.7 54.3 26.7 32.1 26.0 27.2
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT 5.b 5S5.4 60.7 59.2 48.9 45.1 45.9 41.5

SEX RATIO
BASELINF q3,4 94.1 95.1 95.5
PROJECT IN-MIGRAlIUN 157.7 100.0 132.4 107.6 126.9 112.4 125.6 113.2
nASFLINE PLUS PRLJELT 44.0 94.3 95.0 97,0 95.9 99.0 96.2 99,4

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2005 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000.2005

FXPFCTEn MAXIM(IM ExPECTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTED) MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RAFE OF POI)PLAT101-
6POhIT`H (PERCENT)

BASELINE *QM 1.67 F, .64
PROJECT IN-miGRATION 4.11 3.20 16.8? 11.97 1.014 1.19 .b3 .45
bASELINE PLUS PROJECT 1.04 1.40 1.9P 3.60 .86 ,94 .64 .59



TABLE C.63. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONnITION

SOCIAL
SERVICE 190o 1985 2000 ?005
UNIT

kXPFCTED M4AXIUM EXPECTEU MAWIMUM FXPECTEn MAX14UM EXPECTED MAXI1UM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .3 3.? .h6 5.9 7 7.0 .7 7.2

NURSES .q 11.1 2.0 20.1 ?.3 24.1 2.4 24.6

DENriSTS .1 1.0 .2 1.R .2 2.2 .2 2.3

HOSPITAL BEDS 1.1 14.0 2.5 25.5 3.0 30.6 3.1 31.3
NURSING CARE BEDS .1 3.5 .9 9.1 1.6 15.1 1.H 17.3

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-0 2,1 ?4.5 6.5 60.7 4.3 56.1 4.1 46.9

TEACHERS: 9-12 1.A 23.4 3.8 47.8 5.2 49.? 3.S' 43.b

CLASSROOM SPACE: 4£I0.5 6153.5 q9b.5 12580.I 13h?.0 1?962.6 928.3 11477.9

(SQUARE METERS 9-1?) 0

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 166.7 ?171.? 386,h 3881.e 4AS1.7 465?,O 4hh.2 4756.7

SOLID WASTE (VEHiCLES) .0 .4 *1 .8 .1 .9 .1 .9

SOLID MASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 1.? .2 2.3 .3 2.7 .3 2.8

LIQUID WASTE 111.1 1424.8 257.7 2592.4 301.2 3101.3 310.P 3171.2

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .2 2.5 .5 4.h .5 5.5 .b 5.6

POLICEMEN .6 7.5 1.4 13.7 1.h 16.4 1.6 16.b

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .1 1.5 .3 2.7 .3 3.2 .3 3.3

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (U) 1.3 .2 Z.3 .3 2.8 .3 2.f

COMMUNITY PARKS (") .1 1.9 .3 S.1 .4 4.1 .4 4.2

SOCIAL PRORLE"S
CHIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 13.6 174.7 31.6 317.fl 36.9 S80.? 3A.1 388.7

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 3 .6 . .7 7.U .7 7.5



TABLE C.64. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

t980 1985

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUMEXPFCTF0 MAXIMUM4

4ANPUmER REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN.oIGRATIVN

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGHANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
BASFLINE
PROJECI IN-MIGRATION
BASELINF PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJtCT

SEx PAtil
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
^ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

I S70
111n

eo0487

.2

23. 1
?7.R

51.?

157.7
99.4

1570
60 376

1214t

61590

2.0

27.8

1 000

1571

74269

2.1

22.1
29.2

1 000
72697

3h93

76390

4.R

1000

1 A39

91383

2.0

33.4
35. 1

1000
89545

4345

93890

4.6

1000

1895

94335

2.0

36.3
36 . I

1000
92441

"'495

96935

4.6

51.2
43.?
51.0

99.4
151.
100.?

62.8
47.7

29.3
23.0
29.0

47.4
58.8
47.9

99.3
114.1
100.7

35.1
33.5
35.1

27.2
42.6

26.0
39.4

36.1

39.7

98.3

36.0
36 .1 P

0,0,

27.9
39.1

127.6
99.5

130.7
99.8

127.6
99.4

98.9
128.8
100,1

127.2
98.8

PERIOD AND I

1980-19A5

MPACT CONDITION

1985-2000s98nO?0o5 2000-2005

EXPECTED MAX1ItuM FXPECTED "AXIMUM EXPECtED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULArIUN
GROmT?4 (PERCENT)

BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1.70

1.78
5s .2

1.81
S3,02
4,11

3.71
22. ?5
4.31

1.05
1.38

1.09
1.38

1,39 .6a
.hO
.64

.68

.64

I



TABLE C.65. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 1q85 20n0 2005

UNIT
EXPFCTEn MAXIMUJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTEO MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .1 1.6 Z.1 4.9 2.a1 5.8 2.5 6.0

NURSES .5 6.0 7.8 18.3 9.1 I.S 9.q4 2?.?

DENTISTS .1 .7 . 2.1 1.0 2.5 1.1
HOSPITAL BEDS .7 7.1 4.2 21.7 10.8 25.6 11.1 26.4
NURSING CARE BEDS .1 1.7 6.3 12.9 11.1 24.9 12.9 29.6

EDUCATION
TEACHERS2 K-8 .8 A.7 1S.2 3S.0 10.0 24.2 9.2 ?2.8

TEACHERS: 9-12 .7 7.u 9.1 19.9 12.1 ?6.5 8.? 18.H
CLASSROOM SPACE: 181. 1941.14 ?185.2 5220.4 3182.8 6979.1 2146.5 4958.2

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
OATER TREATMENT

(CU8IC mETERS/DAY) 63.0 bA9.0 892.? 2096.5 1044.0 ?467.1 1075.7 25SI.8
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .1 .2 .45 .2 .5

SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .0 .4 .5 1.? .6 1.4 .6 1.5
L1QUID WASTE 4?.0 459.4 594.8 1397.7 696.0 Ih44.7 117.1 1701.2

(CURIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .1 .8 1.1 2.5 1.2 2.9 1.3 3.0
POLICEMEN .2 2.4 3.1 7,4 3.7 8.7 3.6 9.0

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .0 .5 .6 1.5 .7 1.7 .7 1.8

NEIGHIORHOOD PARKS (") .0 .4 IS 1.2 .6 1.5 .6 1.5
COMMUNITY PARKS F") ,1 ,h ,8 1.8 .9 2.2 .9 2.2

SOCIAL PRO0LEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 1.A 52.2 67.h 1 S.8 79.1 186.9 81.5 1Q3.3

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF .1 1 1 .11.4 .3 1.7 3.9 1.7 4.01



TABLE C.66. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

19PO 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTEn MAXIMU" EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOnER REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECI IN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PHUJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1430

4451

1a30 688 688
46133

8495

688

51936660

50901

131.

4351

688
50382

10213

60594

688

5314

57152

9.3

688
5t838

10429

62267

16.7

50484

8.6

55575

.1 15.6 9.3 16.9
a

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRArInN
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
UASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

23.S
26 , 5

37.0
SR.8

101 *7
94.6

27.0
23.5
26.2

61.4
37.9
57.9

94.0
107.1
95.t'

U2.0
27.6

21.9
27.0

56.7
hh .1

112.1
9S.3

67.1
54.6
65.0

93.9
106.3
95.1

32.7
31.3

31.7
S1 .0

I 15 .7
96.2

31.0
32.4
31.4

53.3
3305
49.6

94.4
112.1
97.2

35.7
32.0

27.5
46.8

116.4
96.8

31.6

49.1

95.0

35. 6
32.3

coCc)

?8.1
45.1

113.1
97.8

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

4980n-no5 1980-195 1985.2000 2000-2005

FXPECTEO MAXIMilM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RArE OF POPULATION
GHRUTH (PERCENT)

BASELINE
PRnJICT IN-MIGRATION
SASFLINE PLUS PROJECT

.63 .59 .57
.71
.64

1.79
.A1

-.46
.72

4.87
1.41

1.18l
.64

1.23
.69

.46

.56
.42
.54

I



TABLE C.67. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980

EYPFCTFn MAXIMUM

1985

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2005

EXPECTF) MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-B
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC MLTERS/DAY)
SOLID NASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID' ASTE

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PARKS ("

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

4.3
11.5
1.4

14.R
.4

?9.1
27.5

7235.5

2527.1
.5

1.5
1684.7

3.0
8.9

1.7
1.5
2.?

6.4
17.Z
2.1

?2. 1
6.3

44.?
40.4

10638.2

37R1.0

2.2
2521.0

4.5
13.3

2.6
2.2
3.3

4.2
11.2
1.3
14.4
6.4

39.5
?9.4

7725.6

2470.1
I5

1.4
1646.8

2,9
8.7

1.7
1.5
2.2

254.1

8.2
21.9
2.6
28.2
12.3

75.2
60n.2

15844.1

4823. 1
.9

2.8
3215.4

5.7
17.0

3.3
2.9
4.2

496 1

5.0
13.4

1.6
17.2
11.2

34.1
31.9

H3H8.2

29q8.12
.6

1.7
1965.5

3.5
10.4

2.0
1.7
2.6

303.3

9.8
26.3
3.2

33.9
21.4

71.2
60.7

5798. I
I.1
3.4

3865.4

6.8
20.4

4.0
3.U
5.1

596.4

5.1
13.7

1. 6
17.6
13.0

28.9
26.7

7023.6

3016.8
I6

I .8
2011.?

3.6
10.6

2.1
1.A
2.6

310.3

10.0
26.9
3.2

34.6
24.7

58.9
54.8

14422.1

C)

5920.9
1.1
3.U

3947.3

7.0
20.9

4.1
3.5
s.2

609.0389.n

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 4.n 6.n 3.9 7.o



TABLE C.68. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

19n 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

688 688
27127

588 5598

MANPOmER REQUIREMENT
BASLLINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN"MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

HASFLINF PLUS PROJECT

1430 688

?56

21 S07

1.2

214587

13.6

487

23589

2.1t

688
2310?

4578

27680

16.5

688

569

26842

688
26273

5471

31744

11.2

27714

2.1

32725

17.1

MEDIAN AGE
B ASELINE
PROJECT 1N-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATrIUN
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-NIGRATION
RASELINE PLUS PROJECT

23.1
25.5

43.6
59.6

157.7
93.9

2S.5

23.5
25.0

59.8
3h.R
56.13

93.4
1 00.6
94.3

22.1
26.7

60.0
60.7

133.0
94.8

26.A
22.1
25.9

60.7
54.3
59.6

94.1
109.0
96.4

33.1
30.3

27.0
49.2

127.1
95.7

30.2
32.4
30.7

49.7
32.0
46.4

95.1
113.1
98.0

3506
31.1

26.4
46.1

125.6
96.0

31.0

46.6

95.5

35.3
31.8

zo
Ca

27.3
42.9

113.7
98.4

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 -2005 19A0-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEn MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RAIE OF POPULATION
GROWTH (PERCENT)

BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

.98 1.67 .86 .64

3.33
8.01

2.07
1.14

12.80
1. 8S

6.34
2.37

1,04
.86

1.19
.91

.64

.64
.46

.61

I



I

TABLE C.69. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980

EXPFCTE) MAXIMuJM

t9as

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMIIM

2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
MATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (vEHICLLS
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC MEIERSDAY)

FIRt AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNOS (HECTARES)
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (0)
COMMUNITY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIMF INDEX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIvE STAFF

.2

.8
.1

I. A
.1

.I .
1.6

41P A.4

145.?
.0
. 1

96.8

.2
.S

.1

.t
II

2.9
9.q
.9

12.0
3.1

?1.7
?0.7

5441.3

1893.5
.4

1.1
1262.4

2.2
6.7

1.3
II.
1.7

.4
1 4

. 1
1 .8

.6

4.7
2.7

7 053.6

276 .

. 1

.2
184.4

.3
1.0

.z

.z

.2

3.9
13.5
1.2

1 7.1
6.0

40.6
31 .S

8279.6

2599,2
.5

1.5
1732.8

3.1
9.2

1 .f8
I .5
?.3

.5
1.7
.2

2.1
1.1

3.1
3.7

961 *It

.1
I2

215.5

I 4
1.1

.2

.2

.3

4.7
16.1
1.5

20.4
10.0

37.1
32.8

8628 .3

3106.3
I6

1.8
2070.8

3.7
10.9

2.1
1.8
2.7

253.9

.5
1.7
.2

2.2
1.3

3.0
P.5

6h6.3

333.7
.t
.2

222.5

.4
1.2

.2

.2

.3

27.3

4.8

165.
1.5

20.9
11 .5

31.3
28.8

7587.3

to

3178.3

1.8
?118.8

3.8

2.2
1.9
?.h

259.7I .I q 21 P. 4

3.o 4.1 I.5 4.9 I5 5.0



TABLE C.70. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

19RO 19115 2000 2005

FYPFCTED MAXIMUM ExPECTLD MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPO°ER HEGII)RkMNr
BASEL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUmt)LATIVE)
8ASELINt PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PEWCENT OF

RAStLINE PLUS PROJECI

MEDIAN AGE
MASELINF
P0IOJLCT IN-MIGRATION
bASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPLtN)ENCY RATIO
SASEL INE
PROJECT IN-"IGRATION
HASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PPnJkLT

1 43f 1 430
60376

6h8

1073

i8a 688 688 688
72697 89545

688
92441

31521255 1293

6044?

.1

P3.1
27.n

61359

1 .6

73771

1.5

75278

3.4

90800

1.4

92587

3.3

93734

1.4

95592

3.3

29.3

4S3.6
S1 .?

157.7
99.4

21.1
27.7

51.?
43.6
51 .0

99.4
157.7
100.1

22.1
29.2

63.0
47.6

57.5
47.7

23.3
29.1

33.4
35.1

27.1
42.7

127.b
99.3

35.1
33.5
35.1

42.9
29.2
42.4

98.9
129.3
99.8

36.3
36.1

26.0
39.5

127.2
98.7

36.1

39,7

98. 3

35,9
36.1

28,6
39.3

127.7
99.2

r,

130t.
99.7

99.3
135.4
100.3

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

19P0-?00S 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

EXPFCTF) MAXIMUM FXPECTEV MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM LXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL. RATE OF POPULATION
GROWTH (PERCENT)

HASELINE
PHOJEET IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1.70
11.91
1.7h

4.66
1.77

35.99
3.99

1.71
19.31
4.09

1.05
1.38

I .10
1.38

1.39
.60
.64

.70
.64

I



TABLE C.71. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Salt Formation: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980 1985

FXPECTED MAXIMOM

200n

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2005

EXPF[TEn MAXII MUMFxPECTED MAXImlu"

HEAL T H
PHYSICIANS
NURSE S
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

.1

.3

.0

.4

.I

1.3
4.9

.h
5.8
1.1

1.4

5.3
.h

4.3

5.4
12.8

1.5
15.2
8.5

1.7
h.?

.7
7.4
7.6

4.0

15.1
1.7

17.9
17.1

1.7
6.4

.7
7.0
A . R

4.?
15.6

1.8
18.5
20.5

EDUCATION
TEACHERS:
TEACHERS:
CLASSROOM

(SQUARE

14-8
9-12
SPACE:
METERS 9-1?)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CURIC MLTERS/OAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAvGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGHonwHmoo) PARKS C")
COMMIJNITY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX)

GOVERNME NT
AIMINJSTRATIVE STAFF

Is
. a

107. P

37.U
.n
.0

?4.9

, 0
.1I

7.1
6.1

1607.9

557.9
.1
.3

371.9

.7
2.0

10.4
6.2

1 b33.3

609.?
.1
.4

406.2

.7
2.1

24.3
13.5

3S5h .9

14bs.1
.3
.9

976.7

1.7
S.2

1.0
.9

1.3

6.8
8.3

2179.4

712.8
.1
.4

475.2

.8
2.5

.5

.4

. h

17.1
18.1

4751.1

1727.5
.3
1.0

1151.7

2.0
6.1

1.2
1.0
I 1.

6.3
5.6

14h6.8

734.3
.1
.4

489.5

.9
2.h

.5

.4

.6

16.2
13.1

3443.2
t~o

1 78A9. 3
.3

1.0
1 t92.9

2.1
6.3

1.2
1 .1
I .6

.0

* 0

. 4

.A

42. 3 46.1 111.0 I 50.8

. I . 9 .0 ?.3 1.1 1.2 2. 8



TABLE C.72. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1 9Ft 1985 2000 2005

(XPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPoVwEfR HEJUIRF4ENI
4ASLlNE
PROJtCI IN-Ml6HA1ION

(CUMULA lyEV)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
14.MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

UASELINE PLUS PPOJECT

MEDIAN AGF
BASELl1IE
PROJECT IN-"IGHr ION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
hASFLINk
PROJECT IN-MIGRAJIUN
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
8ASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
bASELINE PLUS PROJECT

3140

10251

S4U94

18.8

23.S

2 5 .Q

36hq
ri6.

101.2
95.3

3140
44243

1 4958

S9201

25.3

27.0
?3.5
25.6

61.4
37.8
54.7

94.0
106.5
97.0

1200

9413

55546

16.9

22.0
27.0

55.4
65.0

108.8
96.3

1200
46133

16355

62488

26.2

2R.3
22.0
26.3

67.1
54. 1
b3.5

93.9
105.5
96.8

1200

11283

61665

18.3

32.5
31.5

32.8
49.1

113.6
97.7

1200
50382

19b87

70068

28.1

31.0
32.4
31,6

53.3
33.9
47.3

94,4
111.5
98.9

1200

11533

63371

t18.2

35.6
32.4

27,9
44.7

114.5
98.3

1200
51838

20099

71937

2709

31b6

49.1

95.0

35.5
32.8

%D

28.3
a2.6

112.6
99.6

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-1985 198S-2000 2000-2005

EXPFCTEO MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUIAL RATE OF POPULATION
6ft3)TH (PERCENt1)

RASELINE
PROJECT lN-MIGiATIION
6ASELlNE PLUS PROJECT

.63 .59
.07
.60

1 . 1 - I .7 1
.7A .38

1.79
1.08

1.21
.70

.57
1.24 .44 .41
.76 .55 .53



TABLE C.73. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980 1985 2000 ?005

FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EYPECTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL REDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: A-8
IFACHERS: 9-12
CLASSPOOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CU8TC mETERS/DAY)
SOLID wASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID MASTF

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIRFMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREAT ION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTAOES)
NE.IGHMBRMOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PAWKS (")

9.P
26.14
3.?

34.0
In.?

66.9
63. 4

SP20.2
1.1
3.4

3880.1

20.5

4.0
3,U1

'. I

14.4
38.6
4.6

49*7
14.3

9q.2

90.9

23936.8

8492.4
I.6
4.9

56h1.6

10.0
29.q

5.9

7.5

9.0
24.3
2.9

31.3
13.7

84.1
65.3

1 7178H.U

%344.4
1.0
3.1

35653.0

6.1
18.8

3.7
3.2
4.7

15.7
42.2

5.1
54.3
23.4

144.0
116.6

30b8g.s

928S.5
I .
5.4

6190.3

11.0
32.7

h.4

S.5
8.1

10.8
29.1
3.5

37.5
23.9

76.8
67.9

17873.8

6405.A
1.2
3.7

4270.5

7.6
?2.6

4.4
1.8
5.6

18.9
50.S
6.1

h5.4
40.9

138.7
116.2

30591.5

1I77.0
2.2
b.5

7451.4

1 S.2
39.4

7.7
6.6
9.8

11.1
?9.8
3.6

38.3
27.7

64.2

59.4
15643.2

6547.b

1.3
3.8

4365.1

7.7
23.1

4.5

3.9
5.7

19.3
51.9
6.2

66.7
47.4

t14.4
1 06. 3

2797S.9

to
Vl

11411.0

?.2
6.6

7607.3

13.5
40.2

7.9
6.8
10 .0

SOCIAL PRO8LEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 59A.7 873.5 549.7 955.1 h68.9 1149.7 673.5 1173.8

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRArIVE STAFF 9.Q 15.S 8.5 14.7 10.2 1 7 .7 10.4 18.1



TABLE C.74. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Granite: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

FEPFCTkV M4AKI MLIM ExPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPnwER REQUIHI:ENI
BASELINE
PRILJJCT IN.-IGATIO(N

(CUMNULATIVE )
BASELINt PLUS PROJECT
IN.I4GRANTS AS PERCENT tIF

BASELINE PLUS PROJtCT

3140

719

31 40
2125?

8577

1200

q4a

?404t.

1200
23107

10742

33831

1200

1104

27377

a.0

1200
26273

12867

39140

32.9

1200

1141

28267

4,0

1200
27127

13149

40276

32.6

21970 29829

1.3 31.7

MEDIAN AGE
PASELINE
PROJtCI IN-MIGRATION
64SELJNF PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDtNCY RATIO
6ASEL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATIUN
BASELINE P0US PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PwOJfEcr Itf-MIGRATION
HASFLINL PLlS PROJECT

25.*S
P3.1
PC; .4

23.1
?6.7

16.1

52.3
58.2
60.6

134.6
95,4

26.8
22.1
25.0

60.7
53.2
58.2

94.1
105.8
97.7

33.1
30.3

27.8
4A,7

127.5
96.3

30.2
32.3
31.1

49,7
33.0
43.8

95.1
111.2
100.1

35,4
3l.2

27.4
4507

125.6
9605

31.0

46.6

95.5

27.6
39.8

1 12.0
100 .6

35,3
32.4

to

93.4
157.7
95.0

97.5
94.5

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

I 'AO-pnn5 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

EXPFCTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL WATE OF POPULATION
GRf)wTH (PEKCENI)

IASELINE
PROJEC t JN-.M)G ATIO)
hASELINF PLUS PROJECT

a.W
1.05
1.01

1.67
1.71 5.45 4.4A 1.04
1.20 1.81 2.52

1.21
.97

.66

.64
.43
.57



TABLE C.75. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Granite: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICF 1980 1985 2000 2005
UN1I

EXPECIED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .h 7.4 .8 4.2 .9 11.1 1.0 11.3
NURSES 2.1 25.2 2.8 31.5 3.2 37.8 3.4 38.7
DENTISTS .? 2.3 .1 2.9 .3 3.5 .3 3.b
HOSPITAL 8EDS P.7 3?.n 3.S 40.0 4.1 48.0 4.3 U9.0
NURSING CARE BEDS .3 8.? 1.? 13.9 2.1 23.Z 2.5 26.7

EDUCATinN
TEACHERS: K-8 5.2 S.5 8.9 93.9 8.1 90.2 5.9 75.0
TEACHERS: 9-12 4.5 55.7 5.0 75.7 b.8 75.8 4.8 89.4
CLASSROOM SPACE: 1175.A 14l39.7 1318.5 1992q.0 1794.7 14945.6 1268.4 18260.5 o

(SQUARE METERS 9-1Z)
.14

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 400.0 4'69.8 535.7 6091.0 626.7 7505.5 h47.h 7465.5
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .1 .9 .1 I.Z .1 1.4 .1 1.4
SOLID AASTE (PERSONNEL) .2 2.8 .3 3.5 .4 4.2 .4 4.3
LIQUID WASTF 27?.O 324.4 357.2 4060.7 017.8 01870.3 431.8 4977.0

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN S, 5.7 .6 7.2 .7 8.b .8 8.8
POLICEMEN 1.U 17.2 1.9 21.5 2.2 25.7 2.3 26.3

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .3 3.4 .a 4.2 .4 5.1 .4 S.2
NEIGHFURHOOn PARKS (0) .? 2,9 .3 3.h .U 4.3 .4 4.4
COMMUNITY PARKS (") .4 4.'3 .5 '.3 .5 h.4 .h 6.6

SOCIAL PROHLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 33.3 398.0 43.8 497.A 51.? 597.1 52.9 610.1

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF .6 7.7 .8 9.7 1.0 11.6 1.0 11.8



TABLE C.76. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 19AS 2000 2005

xPftCTE MAXJIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUPER REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-^1G6WATION

(CUMULATIVF)
BAStLINE PLUS PROJECT
IN.-1GRANTS AS PERCtNT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROlJECT

3 1 440 3140
h037h

6265

1200

21 6

74884

1200
72697

10374

83071

1200

25h9

1200
89545

12414

1?00

2655

1200
9Z441

12771

60901 92114 101958 95095 105211

,4 9,4 2.9 12.5 12.2 2.8 12.1

MEDIAN AGE
dASLLTNE
PROJECT IN-MIGRrION
BASELINE PLUS PROlJECT

27T.8 29.3 35.1 36.1
23.1
?7.8

2?.8
29.1

22.6
28.4

33.5
35.1

32.l8
34.8

36,1
36.1

35.7
36.0 .

CD10

DEPENDENCY RATIO
ilASFLINE
PPUJICI IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINk
PHOJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASkLINE PLUIS PROJECT

43,6
51 .1

157.7
90,7

51.?
38,0
49,8

99.4
I07.5
100n1

59.8
41.7

1 33.2
100.1

47.4
ss.0
48.3

99.3
118.7
101.5

28.2
42,5

128.5
99.6

42.9
3?.4
41.6

9H.9
119.6
101.2

39.1
27.4
39.*3

29,2
38.3

119.5
100.7

98,3
127.5
99.0

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2005 1980-198S 1985-PO00 2000-2005

EXPECTUn MAXIMIIM EXPECTED MAXIMUJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE (IF POPULATION
GROwNTH (PICE NT)

ASEL IPNE
PROJECI IN-MIGRATION I
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1.70 3.71 t .39 .64
6.49
I .?A

?.A5i
I .8'

28 .S5
4,13

10.08
4,41

1.08
1.38

1.20
1 .37

.66

.64
.57
.63

---~ ~ ~ ~ -- -_ _--

-_



TABLE C.77. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 198n 1985 2000 2005
UNIT

FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECrED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .7 8.3 2.9 13.8 3.4 16.5 3.5 17.0
NURSES 2.6 31.0 10.8 51.4 12.7 61.4 13.1 h3.2
DENTISTS .3 3.6 1.? 5.9 1.5 7.1 1.5 7.3
HOSPITAL BEDS 3.1 36.8 12.9 61.0 1S.1 73.0 15.6 75.1
NURSING CARE BEDS .6 19.3 7.9 35.6 14.9 67.2 17.6 79.5

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 3*. 41.7 ?0.8 93.9 14.2 80.3 13.3 71.3
TEACHERS: 9-12 3.3 38.0 12.0 h4.3 16.0 71.9 It.? 59.9
CLASSROOM SPACE: 858.1 9992.1 3152.2 16936.9 4208.5 18912.1 ?94h4.7 15753.9

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
MATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAy) 297.7 3557.2 1241.3 5889.8 1458.6 7047.9 1507.2 7250.h
SOLID OASTE (VEHICLES) .1 .7 .2 1.1 .3 1.4 .3 1.4
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .2 2.1 .7 3.4 .8 4.1 .9 4.2
LIQUID WASTE 19A.5 2371.5 8?7.5 3926.5 97Z.4 4698.6 1004.8 4833.7

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .4 4.? 1i5 7.0 1.7 8.3 1.8 8.6
POLICEMEN 1.0 12.5 4.4 20.7 5.1 ?4.8 5.3 25.5

RECREAT ION
PLAYGROUNDS (HFCTARES) .? 2.5 .9 4.1 1.0 4.9 1.0 5.0
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (") .I 2.1 .7 S.s .9 4.2 .9 4.3
COMMUNITY PARKS (") .3 3.1 1.1 5.2 1.3 6.2 1.3 6.

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 22.6 26Q.4 94.0 446.1 ItO.S S33.8 114.2 S49.1

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF .5 5.6 2.0 9.3 2.3 11.2 2.4 11.5



TABLE C.78. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 2000 2010

&0PECTED MAXIMUM EXPECItD MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOhER RFQUIHEMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(LUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
1N-MiGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

4?Q0

8t1

612?7

1 .4'

4290
60376

10o0l

70407

14.?

800

1850

74548

2.S

800
72697

135?4

86221

15.7

80B

2186

800
89545

16364

o0'0

2370

BOO
95378

17289

91731 105909 97748 112667

2.4 15.5 2.4 15.3

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT 1N-MIGRAT-ION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
6ASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRAIJON
BASELINE PLUS PRUJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGPATIO"
BASELINE PLUS PRUJECT

?3.1
27.7

23.5
26.0

23.6
29.?

22 .6
28.1

43,6

51.1

157.7
10oo.0

51.2
37.2
49.0

99.4
103.0
99.9

56.*
417.b

1 36.7
100.0

47.4
S2.0
48.1

99. 3
11.1
101.0

33.5
35.1

29.7
42.6

129.7
99.6

'5.1
32.5
34.6

42.9
35.0
41.7

98.9
114.8
101.2

37.2
35.8

30.0
41.8

125.5
9A.1

35.8

97.15

37.1
36.1

(1

0~
0

28.2
39.8

115.1
100.0

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2010 q80-I1985 1985-2000 2000-2010

FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXI1UM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GRUwTh (PERCENT)

OASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATIUN
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1.52 3.71 1.39 .63
3.37
1 .56

I.81
1 .57

15.30
3.93

5.97
4.05

'.11
1.38

1.27
1.37

.81

.64
,S5

L...'_



TABLE C.79. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOC I AL
SERVICE
UNIT

198n

FXPECTEU MAXIMUM

198%

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2010

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERSl K-8
TEACHERS: 9-I?
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CURIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTF

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARLS)
NEIGHBORHOOD PAHKS (0)
COMMUNITY PARKS C"

SOCIAL PRONLEMS
CRIMES (7 CHIME INDEX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRAIIVE STAFF

1.1
4.3

5.1
1.0

6.2
S.14

1408.8

488.8
.1
.3

3?5.9

.6
1 .7

.3

.3

.4

37.0

13.3
49.7
5.7
59.0
?5.13

65.8
61.1

16235.6

5695.3
1.1
3. S

3796.9

6 .7
20.1

1.9
3.4
5.0

431.1

2.5
9.2
1.1
10.9
5.7

17.3
9."

2480.3

1 050.6
.2
.6

700.4

1.2
3.7

.7

.6
.9

79.6

18.0
66.9
7.7

79.S
44.1

118.2
R9.3

?3492.8

767A.0
1.5
4.S

5118.7

9.1
27.0

5.1
45.5
6.7

2.9
10.8
1.2

12.9
12.1

12.4
12.6

3314.1

1241.3
.2
.7

827.6

1.5
4.4

.9
.7

1.1

21.8
81.0
9.3

96.2
84.5

114.8
, 8.9

23671.2

9290.8
1.8
5.4

6193.9

11.0
32.7

6.4
5.5
8.2

703.7

3.2
1 1.7
1.45

13.9
17.4

12.0
8.8

?318.3

1345.4
.3
.8F

897.0

1.6
u.7

23.0
85.6
9.9

101.7
118.5

88.2
76.5

201 28. 1
-

o
-

9115.9
1.9
5.7

6543.9

1 1. b
34.6

.9
.2
1 .2

S81 .5 101.9 7453.4

9.0 1,r 12.2 14.7 2.1 15.6



TABLE C.80. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

FXPFCTFD MAXIM11M

1985

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2010

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUoER REIJIINEMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMUJLATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
INo'IGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

HBASELINE PLUS PROJACT

MEDIAN AGE
OASELINE
PROJECI IN-MIGRAIION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
HASELINE
PROJECT IN-M[GRAT1ON
4ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
bASELINE PLUS PROJECT

4290

1 415?

98395

24.?

23.5
P5.6

36.9
5s.7

101 .1
95.6

4290
44243

20538

64781

31.7

800

10053

Sht86

17.9

800
46133

14762

60895

24.2

0OO

12127

62509

19.4

32.3
31.4

343.5
49.2

800
50382

17824

68206

2b. I

22.0
26.9

61.4
37.8
53.1

94.0
106.3
97.7

53.3
64. a

104.?
95.6

P8.3
22.0
26.4

h7.1
53.0
63,4

93.9
103.8
96.2

31.0
32.3
31,5

53.3
31.7
4A80

94.04
110.3

98.3

800

12687

66004

19.2

3?.3
33.6

26.2
42.9

112.4
98.6

32.7

4'7.6

95,6

o

37.3
33.8

800
53318

18636

71953

25.9

26.3
41.04

112.1
99.6

10.7
97.4

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-1985 1985-2000IQIO-0 10 2000-2010

EXPECTED MAXIMUM ExPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GNOUTH (PERCENT)

BASEL INE
PROJECT IN-MII;RATION
8ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

-. 36
.41

-.32
.39

"6.80
-. 77

.84
.6.60
-1 .20

.5S .57
125
.71

1 26
,76

.45

.51
.45
.53

I



TABLE C.81. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Granite: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT COnDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 1985 2000 2010
UNIT

EXPECTED MAXP4IJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS 13.6 19.7 9.7 14.2 11.6 17.1 12.2 17.9
NURSES 36.5 53.0 25.9 31.1 31.3 46.0 12.7 48.1
DENTISTS 4.4 6.4 3.1 4.6 3.8 5.5 3.9 5.8
HOSPITAL BEDS 47.0 6h.2 33.4 49.0 40.3 59.2 42.1 61.9
NURSING CARE BEDS 14.0 19.6 14.2 20.6 24.9 36.4 33.h 49.2

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 92.3 13h.1 87.8 1?R.4 86.9 128.5 61.9 91.3
TEACHERS: 9-12 A7.6 124.9 72.3 106.4 70.6 103.1 51.7 85.0
CLASSROOM SPACEt 23051.9 32880.3 19025.2 28000.8 18594.0 27142.? 1519?.A 22S74.5

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)
01

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 8034.9 11660.5 5707.8 8381.3 6885.1 10119.5 720?.8 10580.6
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) 1.6 2.3 1.1 I.h 1.3 2.0 1.4 2.0
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) 4.7 6.M 3.3 4.9 4.0 5.9 4.2 6.1
LIQUID WASTE 5356,6 7773.7 3R0S.2 5587.5 4590.1 674b.3 4801.9 7053.7

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN 9.5 13.8 6.7 9.9 8.1 11.9 8.5 1?.5
POLICEMEN 28.3 41.1 20*1 29.5 24.3 35.h 25.4 37.3

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) 5.6 8.1 1.9 S.A 4.8I 7.0 5.0 7.3
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (") 4.8 6.9 3.4 S.0 4.1 6.0 4.3 6.3
COMMUNITY PARKS (") 7.0 10.2 5.0 7.4 6.0 8.Y h.3 9.3

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 826.5 1199.4 S87.1 862.1 708.2 1040.9 740.9 1088.3

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 12.7 18.5 9.0 13.3 10.9 16.0 11.4 16.8



TABLE C.82. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Granite: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1 9A0 10,85 2000 2010

FXPECTEO) MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAxIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOwER HFRFU1RkMkNT
HASEL INE
PROJLCT IN-MIGRAIlON

(CUMULAT lVE)
BASELINt PLUS PROJECT
lNtMIGRANTS AS PEPCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

800

21252
12102

800
23102

11421

800

103A 819

33354 34S24

9h0

27233

3.5

800
26273

13741

40014

34.3

800

1034

28969

3.6

800
27935

14373

02309

34.036.3 3.4 33.1

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJEC1 IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJACr

DEPENDENCY RAT1O
BASELINE
PkOJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEx kIrIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-.IGRAT1ON
BASELINE PLUS PRPJECT

25.5

?3.1
?5,4

23.5
24.4

43.6
S9q.

36.2
S0.3

23.9
26.7

54.h
60.5

137.9
95.3

2h,8
22.2
25.0

60.7
S1 .8
57.b

94.1
103.7

71.2

33.0
30.3

?9.5
48.9

128.3
96.1

30.2
32.2
31.0

49.7
34.0
43.9

95. 1
109.8
99.9

36.1
32.2

30.1
4505

122.5
96.4

32.1

46. 1

95.5

3607

3307
P
Co

25.7
38,5

110.9
t00.5

93.4
157.7

qS.6
96.6
94.6

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2010

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM

1980-1985

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

1985-2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000-2010

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GROWTH (PERCENT)

hASEL INE
PROJECT C N-MIGRAII N
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

.91
.01
.87

.57

.79
-4.57

1.42

1.67
-t . th

.b9
1 .06
.86

I.23
.98

.74

.62
.45
.56

.61

I



TABLE C.83. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Granite: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1tA0 1985 2000 2010
UNIT

LXPECTE) MAXIMUM FxPECTED MAKIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .9 10.4 .7 9.8 *8 11.8 .9 12.4

NURSES ',0 35.6 2.4 33.h 2.8 40.4 3.0 42.3

DENTISTS ,3 3.3 ? 31.1 .3 3.7 3 3.9
HOSPITAL REDS 3.8 45.1 3.1 42.6 3.6 51.3 3.9 53.6
NURSING CARE HEDS .4 11.6 10.3 1.7 24.2 2.4 32.4

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 l.4 77.0 7.6 98.5 5.5 99.1 5.5 71.?

TEACHERS: 9-12 .6.4 75.9 4.0 81.7 5.5 78.9 3.9 bb.2
CLASSROOM SPACE: 1685.2 19989.6 1063.5 21509.7 1046.4 20761.2 1031.0 17414.2

(SQUARE METERS 9-12) _

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 58407 6871.0 465.? 6484.4 545.0 7M01.7 586.8 A160.5

SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .1 1.3 ,1 1.3 .1 1.5 .1 1.h

SOLID MASTE (PERSONNEL) .3 4.0 .3 3.8 .3 4.5 .3 4.7
LInUID WASTE 389.8 '4S0.7 310.1 4322.9 363.3 5901.1 391.2 5440.3

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .7 8.1 .5 7.7 .6 9.2 .7 9.

POLICEMEN 2.1 Ž4.? 1.h 22.8 1.9 27.5 2.1 28.7

RECREATION
PLAYGPI)UNOS (MECTARES) .4 4.8 .13 4.5 .4 S.4 .4 S.6

ILIGHRORMOID PARKS (N) .3 4.1 .3 3.. .3 4.6 .3 4.8
COMMUNITY PARRS (6) .S 1.0 .4 S.7 .5 b.8 .5 7.2

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 487.H S61.5 38.0 529.9 44.S 637.b 4R.0 h66.9

GOVERNMENt
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFf .9 10.9 .7 10.3 .9 t9.9



TABLE C.84. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

FXPECTED MAXIMIJM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXI1UM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

*MA4POwE: REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUPOUL ATIVL)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCfNT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
BASFLINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
OASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT ZN-MtIGRATJON
HASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1860

lSO

60526

.2

23.1
27.A

43.6
51 .?

157.7
9q.*

h0376
2089

62465

3.3

27.F
23.4
27.6

1000

1601

loon
72697

4668

1000

1875

1000
89545

5492

1000

1933

1 000
92441

5680

74299

2.2

773b6 91420 95037 94373 98120

6.0 s.8 5.8

22.2
29.2

51.2
41.9
50.,

49.4
133.7
100.

62.4
47.7

29.3
22.9
28.9

47.4
S9.0
48.1

99.3
134.0
101.1

33.4
35.1

27.3
42.6

127.8
99.4

35.1
33.5
35.0

42.9
28.6
42.0

98.9
128,8
100.4

36.3
36.1

26.2
39.4

127.3
98.8

36.1

39.7

98.3

36.1
36.1

00_i

27.8
38*9

127.6
99.8

131.0
99.8

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1984-2005 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

FXPFCTFi MAXIM1jM FXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATIUN
GROwTH (PERCENT)

OASELINF
PHOJECI IN-MTGRAtION
BASELINE PLUS PHI)JECT

1.70
10.23

1 .7A
4.00
1.81

47.38
4.10

3.71
1 6. Oft
4.28

I .39 .64
1.05
1.38

1.08
1.37

.61

.h4
.67
.64

-.



TABLE C.85. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: U and Pu Recycle

YEAH ANO IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 19RO 1985 2000 2005
UNIT

EXPECTED MAXIM114 FXPECTED MAXIMUM FXFECTFn MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .. 2.q 2.1 b.? 2.5 7.3 2.6 7.h
NURSES .7 10.3 7.9 23.1 9.3 27.2 9.6 28.1
DENTISTS .1 1.2 .9 2.7 1.1 3.1 t.1 3.Z
HOSPITAL BEDS .9 12.3 9.4 27.4 11.0 32.3 11.4 33.4
NURSING CARE BEDS .2 4.2 6.3 16.4 11.Z 31.5 13.1 37*4

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-p 1.1 14.8 15.5 44.3 tn.2 30.6 9.5 2A.7
TEACHERS: 9-1? .9 11.9 9.? 2S.2 12.2 33.6 8.3 23.8
CLASSROOM SPACE: pu5.2 3122.q 2414.0 h6?h.4 32Z1.5 8848.4 ?181.6 6272.4

(SQUARE METERS Q-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CU8IC METLRS/DAY) h5S.1 118h.f 909.1 2650.4 1064.5 3118.2 1097.2 3224.8
SOLID OASTE (VEHICLES) .0 .2 .2 .5 .2 .6 .2 .6
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .0 .7 .9 1.5 .6 1.A .6 1.9
LIQUID OASTE 56.7 790.7 6b6.1 1766.9 709.7 2078.8 731.5 2149.8

(CUBIC mETERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .1 1.4 1.1 3.1 1.3 3.7 1.3 3.8
POLICEMEN .3 4.2 3.2 9.3 3.7 11.0 3.9 11.4

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .1 .k .6 1.8 .7 z.? .. 2
NEIGHAORMOOf PARKS ("1 .1 .7 .5 1.6 .6 1.8 .0 1.9
COMMUNITY PARKS (") .1 1.0 2.5 .4 2.7 1,0 2.8

SOCIAL PROULEMS
CRIMES (7 CHIME INDEX) 6.4 89.8 68.9 2no.7 80.6 236.2 83.1 244.2

GOVERNMENT
AUMINISTRATIVE STAPF .1 1.9 1.4 4.2 1.7 4.9 1.7 9.1



TABLE C.86. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Shale: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1985 2000 2005

PXPFIrTn MAXIMUM EXPLCYED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOIwFP REQIIHtMtN1
HASEL INE
PROJEC1 IN-MIGWAIION

(CUMOULATIVt )
BASELINE PLOJS PROJECI
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCFNT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

F4EDIAN A6E
IAStl 1iE

PROJECT IN-MlGW ATiION
H ASEl INE PLUS PRlJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
t4ASF LINE
PRoJEFr IN-MrcG;ArI(PI
bASELtIE PLUS PROJECT

SEx kA710
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-NIGRATInN
bASELINL PLUS PROJECT

1 RhA 1n60 1000

37? 708

1000
2310?

73?4

30426

24.1

1000

828

1000
26273

8767

1 000 1000
27127

8964854

25905

1.7 18.n

Z3.1
?s . r

59 .6
s9.r,

25.,S

,q. A

P3.5
24.9

36.6
55.1

99.1
4U.4

23810

3.0

22.7
26.7

60.0
60.6

133.0
95.1

27101

3.1

33. 1
30.3

35040

25.0

32.3
30.9

26.8
22.1
25.5

60,7
54.0
59.0

94.1
107.2
97.1

27.0
48.9

127.1
96.0

27981

3.1

36090

24,8

49.7
32.4
45.0

95.1
11?.1
99.1

35.6
31.1

26.4
45.9

125.6
96.3

31.0

4h6,

95.5

35.3
32.1

C,
co

27.3
41.3

112.9
99.5

157.7
94.?

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

19i 0-2005 1980-1985 19fS-2000 2000-2005

FEXPECTfO MAX|MIIM FXPECTED MAxIMIJm EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIUM

ANNUAL RATF OF POP11LAWIuN
GROwIH (PERCENT)

bASFLI r4E
RitoJEcr IN-MIGAITl,^N
bASELINE PLUS PROJFCT

.q8

3.31
I .n3

1.67
2.62 12.87 9.07 1.04
1.33 1.93 3.2Z .86

.64
I.20 .64
.94 .64

.44

.59



TABLE C.87. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Shale: U and Pu Recycle

VFAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOcCIAL
SERVICE 1980 19PS, 2000 2005
UNIT

fXPFCIFD MAXIM114 FXPFCTEO MAXIMUH EXPECIFD MAXIMUM ExPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .* U.O *6 6.3 .7 7.5 7.7
NU"SES 1.1 13.7 e.1 21.5 2.4 25.8 2.5 26.4
DENTISTS .1 1.3 .2 2.0 .2 ?.4 .2 2.4
HOSPITAL BEDS 1.4 17.4 2.6 27.3 3.1 5?.7 3.? 33.4
NURSING CARE HEOS .? 4.4 .9 9.7 1.b 16.0 1.9 18.4

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 2.7 30.2 6.8 h4q7 4.5 60.4 4.3 50.5
IEAC'ERS: 9-12 7.3 ?9.0 S.9 51.? 5.3 52.4 3.7 Ob.8
CLASSROOM SPACE: *0SQ 76?9.b 1022.8 134A0.0 13Q7.? 13786.3 9b1.4 12318.1

(SOUARE METERS 9-12;

SANI TATION
hATER TREATmENT

(CUhIC mETERS/OAY) 211.3 2041.9 402.0 4158.2 4h9.9 4977.7 485.1 5089.2
SOLID wASTE (VEHICLES) .n Is .1 .8 *1 1.0 .1 1.0
SOLIO WASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 1.5 .2 2.4 .3 2.9 .3 3.0
LIQUID NASTE 140.R 17*1.3 268.0 2772.1 313.2 3318.5 323.4 3392.8

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .2 3.1 .5 4.9 .6 5.9 .6 6.0
POLICEMEN .7 9.3 1.4 1u.h 1.7 17.5 1.7 17.9

RECREATION
PLAYGROtINDS (HECTARES) .1 1.4 .3 2.9 .3 3.4 .3 3.5
NEIGHPORHOIU PARKS (") .1 1.h .2 ?.5 .3 2.9 .3 3.0
COMMUNITY PARKS (0) .2 2.3 .u 3.h .4 4.4 '4 u.s

SOCIAL PROMLEMS
CHIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 17.3 215.9 3?.9 339. 384.4 406.8 39.6 415.9

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAPF .3 U.2 h.6 .7 7-0 ,8 R-1



TABLE C.88. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:

Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONOITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

FxPFCIED MAXIM.II4 EXPECTFU MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIUM

MAN4POfR RFQ1gIIEmENT
RASELINE
PROJECT IN-41GRAT1IN

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PRUJECt

IN-MIGHANTS AS PERCENT OF

IASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1860

491 n

1 8gh
'4213

874 7

1000 1000
46133

12457

1000

7525

57906

13.0

1000
50382

14979

65360

22.9

1000

1699

b9538

12*9

1000
51838

15294

67132

22.8

501S3

1 1 A 16.5;

52437

12.0 21.3

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-tIGRArlJOt

OASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
dASEL INE
PROJECT IN-AIGRATION
HASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEY RAIIO
LASFLINE

PI'IJtCI IN-MIGHAtUN
HASELINF PLUS PkOJECT

37.0
SA* I

101.4
94*8

27.0
23.5
26.1

61.4
37.9
57.0

94.0
1 06.4
96. (

22.0
27.3

56.7
65.8

112.0
95.9

21.9
26.h

28.3

67.1

32.7
31.4

31.7
50.1

31.0
32.4
31.5

53.3
33.5
48.3

94.4
111.9
98.?

35.7
32.2

27.5
45.9

1I1.3
97.5

31. 6

49.1

95.0

35.6
32.6

P
CD

28.1
43.7

113.0
98,8

93.9
106.0
96.3

115.6
96.9

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

txPECTEn AXIMtUm EXPECTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATF OF P)PI)LAtION
GRIJwTH (PFWCEN r

OASFL I NE
PROJECT IN -M r;ATIE)N

bASELINE PLIJS PROJECT

.63 .84 .57

1 .*06
.hQ

2.?3
.45

1.29
.89

7.07
2.01

1. 1 8
.h6

I.52
.73

.46

.5h
.42
.53



TABLE C.89. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNI 1

190 1985 2000 2005

FXPECTED mAXImuM EXPECTED mAXIMUM EXPECTED mAXIIIm EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEAL T '4
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL REDS
NURSING CARE REDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-0
TEAChERS: 9-1?
CLASsmnom SPACE:

(SUUARE METE.RS 9-12)

SANI TAT ION
WATER rREATMENT

(CURiC METERS/DAY)
SOLID MASTE (vEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CURIC METEtS/nAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICE4EN

RECREAT ION
PLAYGROUMoS (HFCTAWES)
NEIGHi(0RHUDD PAWKS (")
COMMAJNIY PARKS (")

SOCIAL PRORLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEx)

GOVE RN"ENT
ADMINISTRATIVE SIAFP

S.7
IS.?
I .8

19.6
5.8

*A.h
36.5

9613.5

3355.2
.7
P.O

P?36.8

4.0
11 .I8

q.q

2?.6
2.7

29.0
A I I

%A* I

51.1
1 3982. S

'4966 I1

1.0

1310.7

6.1
16.3
2.0

20.9
9. 1

57.?
qe.h

1121 3.1

3579.3
.7

?.I
?AIb.2

12.0
32.1
3.9

'41.U
18.0

110.2

73304.1

7072.S
I I q4

4.1
'471S.0

24.

4.9
'4.2
h.e

7.2
1 9.4
2.3

25.0
16.3

49.4
46.?

1216h.7

427.7.1

P.5
2848,. 1

5.0
15.n

3.0
2.5
3.7

14.4
36.6
4.6
149,7
31.4

104.7
89. 1

23451 .4

8504.2
.I 6

4.9
Shh9.4

10.0
30.0

5.9
5.0
7.5

7.4
19.9
2.4

25.6
18.8

'41.ti
38.7

1018s.9

43 71.2
*A

2.5
2914.2

5.2
15.4

3.0
2.6
1. p

14.7
39.5

4.7
50.8
3h,2

86.5
80.5

21195.7
-

5.9
1 7 .5

8652 .9
1.7
5.0

5788.h

1 (.2
30.h

h.0
5.1
7.6

893.1

I.4
P.9
4.4

2 .5
2.1
3.1

345.1 St 0.8 727.5 459, 4

5. i 7.9 5.7 11.? 6.s8 1 3.13 1 3. 6



TABLE C.90. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

IXPECTFD MAX14u,4 EXPECTE. MAXIMUM , EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEO MAXIMUM

MANPUNLW REQUtIRE¶MENT
8ASELINE
PROJECT TN-I1bHrATII)

(CUMUL AT IVE)
HASELININ PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

2000 2000
44243

9426

722

$3669

17.6

5531

5I 664

10.7

722
61133

9b34

55767

17.3

722

6h26

57008

11.6

50382
t1593

61974

at8.7

722

6774

58612

11.6

722
5183A

11837

63676

18.b

MEDIAN AGE
IAASELINE
PhOJECr IN-MIGRATION
tASELINE PLUS PRJIECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
IASCLINE
PROJFCt IN-MIGRArION
BASFLINE PLUS PRlIJECT

SE RiATIO
OASLLINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
"AStLINE PLUS PROJECT

23.S
26.3

23.5
26.0

61.4
37.0
57.8

37.9
56.7

55.S
hS.P

109.3
95,a

2?.0
b6.9

67.1
54.?

64.7

to3,9
105.9
95.1

32.5
31.3

32.7
50.6

I13.9
96,5

31.0
32.4
31.4

53.3
33.8
4q.2

94, 4
111.7
97.4

35.6
32.1

27.9
46.3

114.7
97.1

31.6

49.1

95.0

35.5
32.4 nI,

r%3

28.3
44.7

112.8
98.1

101.4
94.9

106.7
9h.1

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

9mn-0oos 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

FXPFCTE( MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEU MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GR(wTH (PERCENT)

BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGWA11(1I1
OASELINE PLUS PROJECT

.24*

.59

.84
.91 -2.?7 ,?4U 1.20
.68 .41 .77 .hh

.59 .57
1.23 .44 .42

.70 .56 .54



4

TABLE C.91. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: Once Through

YEAR ANO) IMPACT CON(ITIrIN
SOC I AL
SERVICE
UNIT

I R(A 1985 2000 2005

EXPtCTEO MAXIMUMEXPECTDO MAXIMUJM IkPECTED) MAX1MIJM FXPFCTfD MA9IljM

HEALTH
PHYSIClANS
NUhSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL REDS
NURSING CARE HEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS! K-8
TEACHERS: 9-1?
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SWUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
EATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METFRS/DAY)
SULID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTF

(COHIC MEIERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIRFMLN
POLICEMEN

RECREAT ION
PLAYGkOUNDS (HECTAWLS)
NEIGHBORHOOD PANKS (N)
COMMUNITY PARKS (K)

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CHIMP INI)EX)

GOVtRNmENr
ADMINISTRATIvE STAFF

6.1
1h.5
2.0

21.2
6.3

4 1.7
3'.5

I 0A387 7

36?4.8
. 7

?.1
2416. 5

4.3
1?.8

?.5
2.1
3.2

9.0

?4.3

31.3
9.0

6O.5
57.3

1S071.0

535I.8
1.A
3.1

3567.8

6 .3
18.9

3.7
3.2
U..7

5.3
1 4.3

1.7
1 8.4
8.0

49.5
38.?

1 00148.4

31 40.0
.6

1.8
7093.3

3.7
11.1

9.2
24.9
3.0

32.0
13.8

8U .9
68. 4

18012.6

54 69.8
1.1
3.2

36h46.5

6.5
14.3

h.4
1 7.1

?. 1
2?.!22.0
14.1

44.9

39.9
1051 1.0

37h1.8
.7

2.2
2507.9

u44

13.3

2.6
3.?
3.3

I 1. 1
29.9

3. 6
38.5
24.1

81.4
h8.5

18027.0

6581.7
1.3
3.8

M3M7.$

7.8
,1.2

4.h
3.9
5.8

6.5
17.5

2.1
22.5
16 .3

37.6
34.8

9154i.9

3845.8
.7

2.2
2563.9

4.5
13.5

2.7
2.3
3.4

395.6

11. 4
30.5
3.7

39.3
27.9

6 7. 5
62.14

16430.3
C-)
W

6720. 7
1.3
3.9

4u18o.4

7.9
23.7

4. 7
4.0
5.9

b91.3

2.?
1.9
2.q

323.0 677.0

S. 7 S.o 8t.7 6.0 I75 0. 4 *10 16.1 10.7



TABLE C.92. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Shale: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPAtT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUMtxPEciEn MAXIMUJM FXPECTED MAXIMUtM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOWER PEQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MII;RATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PUOJECT
1N'4I1GRANTS AS PEHCENT OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-HIGRATrON
hASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
PASELINE
PROJECT 1N-MIGOATIUN
tASELINE PLUS PRPJECT

SEX RATIO
bASELINF
PRoJECT IN-MIGRATION
HASFLINE PLUS PROJECT

20nn

a 1 0

?166?

1 .9

?3.
25.5

4 3.6
59.5

2040
21252

'508

26334

19.3

2%. *S

72?
231(

560

23h62

2.4

7??
12

5797

28900

?001

201

22.2
2%SI?

53.5
59.2

23.1
26.7

58. 4
60.6

26h.

60 7

722

655

2692?

2.4

33.1
30.3

127.7
95.A

722
2h?73

6943

33216

20.9

59.8

36.5
S.7

722 722
27127

677 71 00

27803 34226

2.4 20.7

30.2
32.3
30,8

49.7
32.7
45.8

95.1
112.1
98.4

35.14
31.1

27.2
46.1

125.b
96,1

31.0

46.b

95.5

35,3
31.9

n

27.b
42.2

112.8
98,8

q47,7
911,3

98.8
94,14

94.1I
134.41 107.4
94.9 96.b

PERIOD AND 1

1980-1985

MPACT CONDITION

1985-2000148o-Oons 2000-2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION
GRUWTH (PFWCENT)

BASELINE
PHOjJEC! IN-MIGkATIfON
dASFLINE PLUS PROJECT

1.67 .86 .64
?.01
1.o0n

1 4
1 .05

6h.24
1.77

2.b3
1.8 h

1.04
.86

1.20
.93

.66

.64
.45
.60

I



TABLE C.93. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Shale: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOC I AL
SERVICE 1940 1985 2000 2005
UNIT

EXPECTED MAXIMUt EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMIJM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .4 4.4 .5 5.0 .6 6.0 .6 6.1
NURSES 1.2 14.9 1.6 17.0 1.9 ?0.4 2,0 20.9
DENTISTS .1 1.4 .2 l.h .2 1.9 .2 1.9
HOSPITAL BEDS 1.5 19.0 2.1 21,b 2.4 25.9 2.5 26.5
NURSING CARL BEDS .2 4.8 .7 7.5 1.3 12.6 1.5 14.5

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 2.9 32.9 5.3 S1.0 3.6 48.0 3.5 40.S
tEACHERS: 9-12 2.5 31.7 3.0 40.3 4.1 41.0 2.9 37.0
CLASSROOM SPACE: 670.9 8340.8 785.8 10601.7 1072.2 10792.5 753.7 9738.3 -

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY) 232.8 2RA5.5 318.0 3291.5 371.9 3441.P 584.3 0030.9
SOLID wAStE (VEHICLES) .0 .6 .1 .h .1 .8 .1 .8
SOLID "ASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 1.7 .2 1.9 .2 2.3 .2 2.3
LIOUID wASTE 155.2 1923.7 212.0 ?194.3 207.9 2b27.8 256.2 ?687.3

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .3 3.4 .4 3.9 .4 4.7 .5 4.8
POLICEMEN .8 10.? 1.1 11.6 1.3 13.9 1.0 14.2

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .2 2.o .2 ?.3 .5 2.7 .3 2.8
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (U) .1 1.7 .p 1.9 .2 2.3 *# 2.4
COMMUNITY PARKS (") .2 2.5 .3 2.V .3 i.S .3 5.5

.SOCIAL PROBLEmS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 19.0 235.R P6.0 ?69.0 30.4 122.1 31.4 329.4

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF .4 4.6 .S 5.? .6 6.2 .6 6.4



TABLE C.94. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

I 980 19R5 2000 2005

FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEn MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPtO*FP REQUIREMLNT
HASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGHATION

(CUMULATYVE)
BASELINk PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

dASELINE PLUS PROJECT

?000

191

2000
60376

722 722
72697

4288

722 722
89545

5068

722 722
92441

1220 1430 147b

60hh7

.3

6290A

4.0

73917

1.6

76985

5.6

90975

1.6

94613

5.4

93916

1.6

97682

5.4

MEDIAN AGE
6ASELINE
PROJECr IN-MII;kATION
BASCLINE PLUS PRnJEcT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
BASELINt
PNOJECr IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
MASELINE
PHOJECr IN-MIGRAIION
"AStL[NE PLUS PRUJLCT

?7.A
23.1
27.A

23.5
27.6

41.6
*I .I

41.?
50.7

22.5

.?9. ?

61.3
47.6

1 32.0
99,7

29. 3
23.1
28.9

47.U
57.2
47.9

99.3
132.0
100.8

33.5
35. 1

27.7
42.7

128.1
99.3

35.1
33.4
35.0

42.9
29.7
4202

98,9
127.4
100.3

36.2
36.1

26.7
39.5

127.4
98.7

36.1
35.9 P
36.1 _

o

39.7
28.6
39.0

98.3
126.2
99.6

157.7
99.5

99.4
127.5
100.4

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-OOS 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2005

FxPFCTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM PXPkCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

AN4UAL RATE OF POPULATION
GkOWtH (PERCENT)

OASEL INE
PROJECT IN-MIGRAlIJN
BASELINE PLUS PROJEC7

1.70 3.71 1.39

A.1M 2.91 37.10 10.53 1.06
1.75 1.76 3.98 '4.04 1.38

.64
1.11 .63 .67
1.37 *64 .64



TABLE C.95. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Shale: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT COND[TIO)N
SOCIAL
SERVICE 198n 1985 2000 2005
UNIT

EXPFCTE) MAXTMIJM EXPECTED MAXJMIPJ FIxPECTFO MAXIM41M EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PhYSICIANS .3 3.4 1.6 5.7 1.9 6.7 2.0 7.0
NURSES *9 1t.5 6.0 21.2 7.1 ?5.1 7.3 25.9
DENTISTS .1 1.4 .7 2.4 .8 2.9 .8 3,0
HOSPITAL BEDS 1.1 14.9 7.2 ?5.2 h.4 29.8 8.7 30.a
NURSING CARE BEDS .2 5.u 4.7 l.4 l8.5 2M.0 9.9 33.9

EDUCATION
TLACHERS: K-h 1.4 17.7 11.7 40.1 7.9 2.3 7.3 27.3
TEACHERS: 9-12 I.? 14.4 6.9 23.3 v.l 30.1 6.3 22.3
CLASSROOM SPACE: 312.2 3sn2.8A 104.2 6127.6 2408.1 7911.b 1o55.3 9467.4

(SQUARE METERS 9-1?)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METES/ODAY) 10R.3 1437.7 692.4 2a3a.9 m12.0 ?R78.3 837.9 2976.0
SOLID NASTE (VEHICLES) .n .3 .1 .S .? .o .2 .6
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .1 .8 .4 1.4 .5 1.7 .s 1.7
LIQUID WASTE 7?.? 958.5 461.6 1623.0 541.3 1918.2 558.6 19M4.0

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICt
FIREMEN .1 1.7 .A 2.9 1.0 3.4 1.0 3.5
POLICEMEN .5 S.1 2.4 i.b 2.9 10.1 3.0 10.5

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .1 1.0 .5 1.7 . 2.0 .e 2.1
NEfIGmHoRHoon PARKS (") .1 .9 .4 1.4 .5 1.7 .5 1.8
COnMIJNITY PARKS (") . 1.; .6 2.1 .7 2.5 .7 2.6

SOCIAL PRn8LFMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INOEX) A,? 108.9 52.4 184.4 61.5 217.9 s3.5 225.4

GOVERNMENI
AUMINISTRArIVF STAFF .2 2,3 1.1 3.9 1.3 14.6 1.3 4.7



TABLE C.96. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR ANO IMPACT CONDITION

1 980 1985 2000 2005

EXPFCTED 1A X1U4 EXPECTEO MAXIIMU EXPECTEO MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOWER REOtJIHEMENT
BASLLINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELItE PLUS PROJECT
IN-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

BASLLINE PLUS PROJECT

3710 3710
q4243

1 7724

1170

10356

56488

18.3

1170
46133

16801

62933

26.7

1170

12436

,62818

19.8

1170
50382

20234

70616

1170

12706

64544

1170
51838

20658

72496

28.5

61967

21.6 28.6 28.7

MEDIAN AGE
0 A SE LINE
PROJECT IN.MIGRA1 IUN
RASELINE PLUS PROJECT

23.5
25.5

DEPENDENCY RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRArION
6ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

SEX RATIO
BASELINF
PROJtCT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

61.4
36.9
55.4

37.8
53.9

?2.0
26.9

54.8
64.7

1 07.4
96.2

2803
22.0
26.2

67.1
53.9
63.3

93,9
105.2
96.8

32.5
31.5

33.3
48.9

112.7
9708

31.0
32.14
31.6

53.3
34.0
47.2

94.4
111.3
99.0

31.6
3506
32.4

?8.1
44.5

28.4
42.8

35.5
32.8

n

101.1
9S.8

106.4
97.4

113.7
98.4

95.0
112.4
99.7

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2005 t480.1485 1985-2000 2000-2005

EXPECTtO MAKIMUM FxPECTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE OF POPIULATION
GRONTH' (PERCENT)

BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATIUN
BASfLINE PLUS PROJECT

.63 .84 .59 .57
.17 .61 -3.?5 -1.07
.5 .63 .0? .31

1.22
.71

1024
.77

.43

.54
.41
.53



4

TABLE C.97. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

SOC I AL
SERVICE
UNIT

19A80 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECIED MAXI4UM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K,8
TEACHERS: 4-12
CLASSROOM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-10)

SANIlATION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LI.IID WASTE,

(CUBIC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES)
NEIGH8ORMOOD PARKS (")
COMMUNITY PARKS (")

11.7
3t .4
3. A

40.5

I?. I

79.5

7S.4
19844o.

691 7.9
1.3
4.0

461?.0

8,2
24.4

4.1
601

17.0
45.7

5.5
58.3
16.Q

117.5
107.8

28369.7

100h2.7
1.9
5.8

6708S.5

11.9
35.4

7.0
h.0
8.8

9.9
?o.7

3.?
34.4
14.9

41.9
72.6

19113.4

587q.4
1.1
3.4

3919.6

6,9
20.7

4.1
3.5
5.2

16.1
43.3
5.?

55.8
23.Q

147.h
119.9

31555.2

9518.5
I.e
5.5

6359.0

11.3
33.6

6.6
5.6
8.4

11.9
32.1
3.9

41.3
26.1

86.0
74.1

19510.0

706007
1.4
4.l

4707.1

8.3
?4.9

4.9
4.2
6.2

19.4
52.2

6.3
67.2
41.9

143.2
118.9

31307.2

11487.9
2.2
b.7

7658.6

13.6
40.5

7.9
h.H

10.1

12.2
32.8

3.9
42.2
30.2

71.5
66.2

17427.1

7213.7
1.4
q.2

u 4809.1

8.5
25.4

5.0
4.3
6. 3

19.8
53.3

6. 4
h8.h
U8.5

118.0
109.5

28808.7
F,

11728.3
2.3
6.8

7818.9

t3.8
41.3

8.1

10.3

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 711.6 1035.1 604.8 981.2 726. 3 11AI. 7 742.0 1206.4

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 11.0 16.0 9.3 15.1 11.2 18.2 11.4 18.b



TABLE C.98. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM F YPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOWLR REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIVF)
HASELINE PLUS PROJECT
14-MIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

OASELINE PLUS PROJECT

3710

873

22124

3.9

3710
21252

10324

31576

32.7

1170

980

20082

4.1

1170
23102

11547

34650

1170

1146

27419

1170
26273

1 3860

40133

34.5

1170

1185

28312

4.2

It70
27127

141bl

41285

34.333.3

MEDIAN AGE
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY RATIO
HASfLINE
PROJECT INeMIGRAIlUN
BASELINE PLUS PROJ.ECT

SEx RATIO
"ASELINF
PROJECT IN MIGRAIUON
$ASELINE PLUS PR(,JECI

73.1
P5.4

21.5
74.5

43.6
59.1

157.7
95.3

93.4

3b.;)
51.3

97.2
94.6

23.3
26.7

57.2
60.5

135.5
95.5

26.8
22.1
25.0

6n.7
52.8
58.0

94.1
1OS.4
97.7

33.1
30.3

2e.3
48.7

1?7,7
96.3

30.2
32.2
31.1

49.7
33.2
43.6

95.1
110.9
100.3

35.3
31.2

27,9
45.7

125.5
96.5

31.0

46,6

95.5

35.2
32.5

CD
0

27.8
39.6

111.7
1 00.7

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980-2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

1980.1985

FXPECTED MAXIMUM

1985-2000

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000-2005

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATE (IF POPULATION
G"O"TH (PERCENT)

BASELINE
PkOJFtT IN-MIGHATI(N
hASELINE PLUS PROJECT

.4u 1.67 .86
1 .22

.99
1.26
1.07

P.31
1.70

2,24
1.86

1.05
.87

1.22
.98

.67

.64
.43
.57

Id



TABLE C.99. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: U and Pu Recycle

YtAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE
UNIT

1980

EXPFCTEO MAXIMUM

19985

EXPECTED MAXIMUM

2000

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM

2nos

EXPLCrED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS
NURSES
DENTISTS
HOSPITAL BEDS
NURSING CARE BEDS

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-A
TEACHERS: 9-12
CLASSROUM SPACE:

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITAtION
WATER TREATMENT

(CUBIC MEIERS/DAY)
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES)
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL)
LIQUID WASTE

(CUBIC METFS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN
POLICEMEN

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTAkES)
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS (")
CUMMIJNITY PARKS C")

SOCIAL PkOBLFMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDFX)

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

2.h
3.2
3.3
.4

6.3
5.0

1a28.3

8.9
30.4
?.a
38.S
9.9

66.5
0 6. 7

17039.2

.8
2.9
.3
3.7
1.2

9.2
5.1

1 343.2

9.9
, 33.9

3.1
43.1
14.8

100.7
81.7

21496.0

1.0
3.4
.3

4.3
2.2

6.4
7.0

1R31 .1

11.9
40.7
3.7

51.7
2a.8

971.8
81 a 1

21335.6

1.0
3'.5
.3
4.4
2.5

h.2
5.0

1309.3

12.2
41.6
3.8

52.8
2e.6

81.2
75.0

19730.9

N

095.6
.I
.3

33(.4

.6
1.7

.3

.3
*04

00.5

58h1 .6

I .1
3.4

3907.7

6.9

'Ju
4.t
3.5
S.1

56. I
. 1
.3

370.7

.7
7.0

.3

.5

6555.9
1.3
3.8

4370.6

7.7
23.1

' .S
3.9
5.H

h150 .8
.1
. I

433.9

.8
2.3

.5

.4

.6

7868.8
1.5
4.6

524S.9

9.3
27.7

S.4
4.7
6.9

h63.1

672.9
.1I
,4

448.6

.8
2.4

. 3S

.4

.

S5.0

8040.1
1 .6
4.7

5360.1

9.5
2A.3

5.6
4.15
7.1

657.1479. 0 S35. A

Q . .9 10.4 1.0 12.5 1.1 1 2. 7



TABLE C.100. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1980 1985 2000 2005

EXPECTEn MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MA4PUNER REQUIREMENT
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION

(CUMULATIVE)
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT
1N-MIGRANTS AS PERCENi OF

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

3710

691

3710
60376

813?

1170

2270

1170
72697

12481

85179

1170

2672

1170
89545

15002

1170

2764

1170
92441

15417

61067 74967 92216 104547 95204 107858

1.1 11.9 3.0 14.7 14.3 14.3

MEDIAN AGF
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
bASELINE PLUS PROJECT

27.8 29.3 35.1 36.1
23.1
27.7

23.0
29.1

2?76
28.2

33 .5
35.1

32.7
34.1

36.0
36.1

3560
36 *0

rN

DEPENDENCY RAI1J
BABELINE
PROJEC1 IN-MIGRATION
"ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

51.2
43.6
51,I

37.5
49.4

5.7
47.7

53.9
48.3

*42.9

42.5
33.4
41.5

38.0
39,3

39.7
29,7
38.2

SEX RATIO
BASELINE
PROJECT IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

157.7
99.9

99.4
104,7
1 00.0

99.3
134.2 . 115.3
100.? 101.5

128.9
99,7

98.9
117.5
I 01.4

127h6
99.0

98.3
117.7
100.9

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDlTION

1980-2005 1980l 98s 1985-2000 2000-2005

EXPFCTED MAXImlI M EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL RATF OF POPI)LArION
GROnTH (PERCENT).

BASELINE
PROJnCf IN-MIGRATION
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT

1.70
5.54I
I .7

3.71
2.56 23.78 8,57 1,09
1.82 4,10 4.36 1.38

1.39 .64
I .?3
1.37

.68

.64
.55
.62



TABLE C.101. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: U and Pu Recycle

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION
SOCIAL
SERVICE 1980 1985 2000 200s
UNIT

EXPECTE) MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS .9 10.8 3.0 16.6 3.6 20.0 3.7 20.5
NURSES 3.4 40.3 11.2 61.8 13.? 74.3 13.7 76.3
DENTISTS .4 4.6 1.3 7.1 1.5 8.6 1.6 8.8
HOSPITAL REDS 4.1 47.8 13.3 73.4 15.7 Rf.2 I.3 90.7
NURSING CARE REDS .A 20.3 7.9 42.2 15.3 79.8 18.2 94.4

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-8 '.0 53.6 21.S 111.4 14.9 100.4 14.0 88.5
TEACHERS: 9-12 u.3 49.7 12.2 79.7 16.3 85.2 11.o 74.0

CLASSROOM SPACE: 1131.1 1308h.7 3206.7 2096S.6 4282.2 22413.1 3046.5 19478.?
(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATION
WATER TREATMFNI

(CU1IC METERS/DAY) 192.4 4611.0 12P8.8 708b.? 1516.8 8517.9 1569.0 8753.0
SOLID WASTE (VEHICLES) .1 .9 .? 1.4 .3 1.7 .3 1.7
SOLID WASTE (PERSONNEL) .2 2.7 .7 4.1 q9 9.0 .9 5.1
LIQUID WASTE 261.6 1078.0 859.2 4724.1 1011.2 5h78.3 1046.0 '583.4

(CU8IC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN .5 5.4 1.5 s.4 1.8 10.1 1.9 10.3
POLICEMEN 1.4 16.3 4.5 25.0 5.3 30.0 5.5 30.Q

RECREAT ION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) .3 3.? .9 4.9 1.0 5.9 1.1 6.1
AEIGH8ORHOOD PARKS ") .2 2.7 .8 4I.? .9 S.0 .9 5.2
COMMUNITV PARKS (0) .3 4'.1 1.1 h.2 1.3 7.5 1.4 7.7

SOCIAL PROMLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INDEX) 29.7 349.7 97.6 53h.7 114.9 645.1 118.8 662.9

GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF .1. 13. 2 7 -L 1, , ._ , ... .... A . I



TABLE C.102. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: Once Through

YELA AND) IMPACT CONDITION

I 9bn 1985 2000 2010

f XPECTFI) MAXIMUJM E XPFCTED MAXIMUM FXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPOWFk WE1JUIRHEgENT

8ASLLINE
PROJECI IN-MIGRATIOIN

(CUlIJLATIVt)
BASELINk PLUS PRtJECT
14-MIGRANtS AS PERCENI OF

.ASELI'iE PLUS P~oIJECT

7544

61 7$7

2*.4

'5290
44203

?5 391

69634

76n 760
46133

16553

760

14206l1 753

760
50382

20014

7039S

28.4

760 760
53318

2090414837

578R6 6458A 68154

3b.5 ?2.n 21.8 28.2

MEDIAN AGE
ASELItNF

Ph(JJECI IN-MlISAt1ON
oASELINF PLUS PWOJECT

DEPLNDENCY kAtIU
3AStE LINFE
PIUJECI oN-MiGw ArIUN
8ASELINE PLUS PNQJECT

SLY RArio
HAStLINF
Pk0tJECT IN-M1GRATJ(N
hASFLINE PLUS PROJUCT

27.0
23.5
p5.4

16.9
'53.6

1 01.0
09.9

22.0
26.7

22.0
26.2

61.I
37.
'51.9

s4.n

I406.
98. 3

52.7
6h4.n

1 02.A
95.6

67.1
5?2.5
63.0

93.9

102.9
96.2

32.3
31.4

35.0
48.8

109.8
97.6

51.0
32.3
31.5

53.3
35. 1
47.6

94.4
109.8
98.6

37.3
33.7

26.3
42.3

111.6
98.9

32.7
37.3
33.9

47.6
26.4
40.9

95.6
111.6
99.l8

PFROI) AND IMPACT CONDITION

1q8n-?010 1980-1985 1985-2000 2000-2010

EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXI4Mu EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANINUAL RAt OF POPULAT1JN
GROiTfH (PERCfNTI)

h A St L. J4F
PR0JkCT 1N-MI(GRATIUN
iASELINE PLUS PhOJECt

.59 .57

. s3
- .6s

.21
-8.01
-1.30

-R.A5e

-2 . 1 0
1 .2
.73

1.27
.77

*43

.54 .53

4



TABLE C.103. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: Once Through

YfAP OA 14n IMPACT CONnITION
SOCIAL
SERVICF 19Rn 19A5 200U 2010
UNIT

EXPECTED MAWIMIJM FXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTED MAXIMUM EXPFCTED MAXIMUM

HEALIM
PHYSICIANS lo.R 2q1.4 11.3 15.4 13,6 19.2 14.? ?0.1
NURSES 45-3 6*.5 3n.3 48-7 3h.7 51.b 38.S SS.9

DENTISTS s,.q 7.9 3.6 5.1 U.4 b.2 4.6 b.5

HOSPITAL REDS 5A.2 A4.3 39.0 5S.0 47.2 bb.4 494. 69.4
NURSING CARE BEDS 17,4 24.3 1.4 22.9 21.9 40.6 39.1 54.9

EDUCATION
TEACHERS: K-A 11.4 1Ah.? 101.9 143.2 103.S 145.8 72.7 1n2.8
TEACHERS: 9-12 108.h 154.5 85.5 12O.O 81.9 114.8 o8.1 95.t
CLASSRIOO SPACE: 28582.1 40657.3 p2496.4 31592.h 21500.h 30)22h.? 17922,5 25227.6

(SQUARE METERS 9-12)

SANITATInN
WATER TREATMENT

(CU8IC METEPS/DAY) 990n.7 1441s.S 6672.0 q398.2 A065A4 11362.8 85423.5 11868.3

SOLID WASrE (VEHICLES) 1.9 2.8 1.3 1.8 1.b 2,2 1.h 2.3
SOLID WASTE (PEkSONNEL) 5.A A.4 3.9 5.S 4.7 6.h 4.9 6.9
LIQUID WASTE 6640.9 9610.1 4448. 62b05.4 5376.9 7575.2 51l5.7 7912.2

(CUbJC METERS/DAY)

FIRE AND POLICE
FIREMEN 11.8 17.0 7.9 11.1 9I5 11.4 9.9 14.0

POLICEMEN 35.1 0O.F P3.5 33.1 2k.,4 40.0 29.7 41.8

RECREATION
PLAYGROUNDS (HECTARES) h.9 10.0 4.6 6.5 5.h 7.9 S.8 a.?
NEIGHBORHOOD PAwKS I ") 5,q A.5 4.0 S.6 4.8 6.7 S.0 7.0

COMMUNITY PARKS (") 8.7 12.6 5.9 AI.? 7.1 10.0 7.4 10.4

SOCIAL PROBLEMS
CRIMES (7 CRIME INULX) 10?'J.b 1a82.8 686.4s 96h.7 8R4.6 1168.8 6bh.5 1220.8

GOVERNMEN r
AOMINISTRATIVE STAFF IS.14 ?2.9 Ifl..h 1a9 1?7 IiA- 13 L IR A

s 

n 

* 

{,,



TABLE C.104. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: Once Through

YEAR AND IMPACT CONDITION

1 980 1985 ?000 2010

XPtCTFD MAXIMUIM fsPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

MANPUV'f. MtIQUIt*MENT

HASELINE
PONJCT IN-IGHRAHON

(CUMULATIVE )
tiASELIPE PLUS PROlJECT
14-MIGRANTS AS PfRCFNI OF

"ASELINE PLUS PROJECT

5 ?94

1 301
1 25?

15168

36419

41.6

7b0

890

3.7

760
23102

13982

36685

37.0

760

1043

27316

3.e

760
26?713

163bl

42h34

38,4

760

1123

29058

3.9

760
27935

17093

45029

38.0

MEDIAN AGt
MASELINE
PkIIJECT IN-"1(,RATION
',ASFLINE PLUS PROJECT

DEPENDENCY 4ATIO
"ASELINE
PRULJECT IN-MIGRATIUN
I4ASELINE PLUS RPPJECT

SEx 4ATIO
e3ASE LINF
PROJECT IN-4IGRATION
tOASELINJE PLUS PRIjJECT

29*.S
2 3.1
?5.3

24.2
26.7

22.2
24. a

32.9
30.3

32.1
31.1

36.1
49.0

51.2
60.4

139.3
95.5

60.7
Sl.3
57.1

94.1
102.8
q7.2

30.3
48.9

128.6
96.2

44. 7
34.4
43.4

95. 1
109,2
100.3

35,8
32.2

31.1
45.5

122.1
96.4

32.1

46.1
95*

36.7
33.8

N

25.8
37.7

110.4
100.9

93.4
197.7
qh.2

96.7
94.7

PERIOD AND IMPACT CONDITION

9e10-?0nn 91480-1985 1985-2000 2000-2010

EXPECTED MAXItMuM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM EXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL HATE OF POPULATION
GROiTH (PfCFN'r)

NASfL NE
PROJFCT IN-MIGRArION
HASLLIJE PLUS PROJECT

.91
. -. 49

.,4"
.40
.71

-7 .60
1 .24

1 .67
-2.21

.tS

.86 .61
1.06

.817
1.24
1.00

.74
.62

.44

.55

I



TABLE C.105. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Southeast Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: Once Through

YFAeR ANIJ iMPACT rUNUITION
SOCIAL
SERvICE i980 1985 2000 2014
UN!!I

9RECTEDI) MAXI'4IM EXPECTEI) 4AX IM1P EXPFCTED MAXIMUM XPECTED 'AX14Lj

HEALTH
PHYSICIANS 1.1 -13.n .P t1.7 .9 14.t 1.0 14.7
NIgSFS LJ.AJ6 ? . 59.9 3.1 4l.1 3.3 50.3
GENUISTS .a 4.1 .2 3.7 . 4.4 .3 4.3
HiUSPIIAL BEDS 'J.0 5h.h6 .3 1,0.7 3.. h0. 4.a h3.8
NURSIN( CARL HEOS e 1U.h .9 1h.9 1.8 ?8.h ?.b l8.3

EDUCAllON
TLACtERSt K-A Q.4 97,h 8.? 116.S h.0 119.1 6.1 hS.O
TEACHERS: 9-1p A.1 95.i 4.2 97.# 5.8 3Q3. 4.2 79.1
CLASSROnM $PACU: Pl28.t 2sn07o.u 111H.3 ?570.7 151$.7 24S35.0 1110.8 ?0816.4

(SQUIARE METERS 9-12i

SAN4ITATIOIN
WATER TREAlMENT

(CUtSIC mErERS/DAY) 73 6A R4.1*.4 505.1 7711.4 542.1 92?8.$ o37.'4 9704.7
SULID WASTE (VEHICLES) .1 1,7 .1 1.S .1 1.8 .1 1.9
SOLIO WASTE (PERSONNEL) .4 S.0 .3 4.5 .3 5.4 .4 S.h
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TABLE C.106. Site County Demographic Impacts for Selected Years by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: Once Through

YFAk AND IMPACF CONDITION

198n 2000 2010

kXPFCTED MAXI MUM FXPECIED MAXIMUM ExPECILD MAXIMUM tXPECTED MAXIMUM

mANPO4ek 0 E')UIktMfNI
HASFLINE
PROJ I*1 1N-.MIGRATIN

(CIJ~mLAT IV1 )
HAStLTNF PLUS PILJFMCI
14-MIGRANrS AS PVWCE~NT (OF

"AStFLINE PLUS PHO.JtCT

529s
60376

1 330b

7bf

I I 51

760
7?697

1 73564

9(.3l

1 9.3

760 760
89S45

21078

760 760
95378

22210

615 3 74713 41933 110623 97970 117587

2.6 18.9I .( 18.1 2.6 14.1

MEnIAN A(,k
H ASt LI tO

'iASELINF PLUS PViWJICT

UtPENOECY RATI1M
HAStL INE

"ASf1N* PLUJS PRotACTr

Sky R^AITU
1ASELTNE
PkO)JF T IN-MjIkAI IiN
t^ASFL INS PL'JS PI. I' JtCT

2Cs 3 35.1
Pi.1
27.7

z1. n
?9.?

33.5
55. 1

32. 5
341. 4

1t .
* *3. h
I. n

3b.9
4. a

157. 4
51.3
15 A I

99.3

101.0

30 .4
4?p.h

35.8
41.5

37.0
35.8

31.1
41.8

125.3
98.1

35.8

42.1

97.5

37.1
36.1

28.2
39.2

113.9
100.4

P

1 57. 7
10 0.2

101.2
99.7

1 il.3
1 0 0. I

130.3
99.b

96.9
113.3
101.5

PEPIOV AND IMPACT CONDITION

I .'io1-P0 I f 1930-I 9A5 1985-2000 2000-20 10

FEXPCTfS- MAXIMUM txPF.CTED MAXIMUM EXPECTEO MAXIMUM EtXPECTED MAXIMUM

ANNUAL kAlE OF F(PI'LA IIj(N

IASLL I NF
VQUJsrr IN-MIkAIIIJN
bASrI. 1,h PLUS PwrlE. CT

1 .5? 5.71 1. 39 *h3
). 70
1 .5"

I . 71
I .St

11.16
3.8$

S.'s?
' .01

1.13
1.38

I.29
1. 3 7

.82 .52
.61



I

TABLE C.107. Social Service Demands Associated with Project In-Migration to Site County by Impact Condition:
Midwest Site, Waste Repository, Basalt: Once Through
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Projected population and employment are presented in tabular form for four 5-year time

periods, including the construction phase (1980 to 1984); the beginning of operation (1985

to 1989); one period during operation (2000 to 2004); and the last period of the operation

phase, which varies between the periods 2010 to 2014 and 2020 to 2024, depending on the

facility. Baseline projections for the site county are shown, along with project in-migration

projections, and combined baseline plus project projections.

In addition, statistics are included for these three projections to illustrate changes

in age composition (median age and dependency ratio) and sex composition (sex ratio). Rates

of population growth for each of the three projections are computed over four time periods.

C.5 PRESENTATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC EEFECTS

This section presents an assessment of the demographic and social service impacts on

the reference sites resulting from construction and operation of the selected nuclear waste

management facilities. Although only a limited number of indicators for each type of impact

are considered, the data provided should be sufficient to determine whether significant dis-

continuities in demographic structure will occur and what the notential effects will be on

local social service systems (see Tables C.6 through C.l7).

C.5.1 Operational Indicators

* The baseline population is the site county population projected forward from 1970. The

numbers given represent the population size expected in the absence of the project.

* Project in-migration includes primary and secondary employees, their dependents,

migrant replacements for displaced workers, and excess migrants. These in-migrants are

presented cumulatively and represent active members of the project labor force (plus

dependents and secondary employees) as well as former employees of the project who have

decided to remain in the site community.

* Median age is a summary measure of the age composition of a population. Half of the

population is older than the median age and half is younger. Variation in the age

composition of a population over time is reflected in increases or decreases in the

median age.

* The dependency ratio represents the ratio of child "dependents" aged 0 to 14 plus adult

"dependents" age 65 and over to the "working age" population aged 15 to 64.* This

ratio also reflects the age composition of the population. It is designed as a proxy

to a nonworker to worker ratio and, as presented here, represents an approximation to

the number of dependents supported by 100 members of the labor force. The higher the

dependency ratio, the greater the demands placed upon the economic resources generated

by the labor force.

* The sex ratio is represented by the number of males in the population per 100 females.

* Annual rate of population growth, expressed as a percentage, is calculated by the

formula,

* The labor force is usually assumed to include persons aged 16 and over. In this study the
population is classified into 5-year age groups. Thus, the working-age population is assumed
to begin with the group aged 15 to 19. Labor force participation rates for this group range
from about 48% for civilians aged 15 to 17 to about 68% for civilians aged 18 and 19.
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100 in p

r = ~
t

where: r = annual rate of population growth

P2 = population at time 2

P1 = population at time 1

t = the number of years in the interval

As an aid in interpreting the tables that follow, it can be noted that a doubling of

the population in 5 years would produce an annual growth rate of 14%.

Social service demands are assessed for a variety of service sectors, including health

(nurses, dentists, hospital beds, and nursing care beds), education (teachers, kinder-

garten through grade 8, and grades 9 through 12, as well as classroom space), sanitation

(water treatment, liquid waste volume, solid waste volume, solid waste collection

personnel, and solid waste vehicles), fire and police protection, recreation (playground

area and neighborhood and community park area), and government administrative staff.

In addition, a social problems index, based upon seven representative crimes, is used.

Estimates of these service demands are derived by multiplying the volume of project in-

migration by a ratio of the service unit to the relevant unit of population. The

service multipliers are presented in Table C.3.

C.5.2 Analytic Procedures

The demographic and social service impacts are examined for several time periods. The

number of intervals and their duration vary according to the waste management facility being

considered. For all facilities, construction is assumed to take place during the 5-year

period from 1980 to 1984, and construction impacts are averaged over that length of time.

The period of planned operation begins in 1985 and its duration varies, ranging from 20 years

for same a waste repositories to 30 years for fuel storage facilities. In each case, impacts

of facility operation are reported for two intervals; that is, 1985 to 2000 and 2000 to 2005,

2010, or 2015, depending on the facility.

Impact forecasts are made on the basis of two sets of assumptions regarding the impact

condition, reflecting the probability that new project employees and their dependents will

settle and remain In the site county. The expected impact condition is based on the most

probable configuration of these assumptions. The maximum impact condition results from an

extreme but plausible set of assumptions. Migrant settlement in the site county in excess

of the maximum impact condition is considered highly unlikely. These two sets of assump-

tions regarding impact conditions are specified in Table C.4.

Several types of comparisons are possible for purposes of assessing impacts. First,

for the demographic data, contrasts can be made between 1) baseline and expected values,

2) baseline and maximum values, and 3) expected and maximum values. The first two of these

comparisons reflect impacts on the site county due to the project, while the third reflects

a difference in the degree of impact due to variation in the assumptions of the model.
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Although extensive sensitivity testing of the model has not been attempted, it is evident

that two sets of assumptions, which vary by impact condition, have a major effect on projected

employment size. These sets are the regional employment multipliers (Table C.2) and the

distance exponent in the gravity model (Table C.4).

A second type of comparison involves assessing social service impacts in terms of the

additional demands placed on the site community's existing service capabilities, that is,

personnel, facilities, volume, etc. These data are presented for both "expected" and

"maximum" impact conditions, and differences between the two values can also be evaluated.

As a third method, each of the measures mentioned above can be compared across the

three site counties in order to determine whether differences in project impacts can be

attributed to differences among site characteristics. These comparisons can be made for

both "expected" and "maximum" impact conditions. Two factors are of particular importance

here. As indicated in the description of the three reference sites (Table C.5), the size of

the unemployed construction labor force in each region varies greatly. To the extent that

the project employs available unemployed workers, forecasted employment in-migration will be

reduced. In addition, the allocation of regional in-migrants to residence in the site

county is a function of the number of competing destination counties and their size. Since

the Southwest region contains only a few counties, none of which are metropolitan, a sub-

stantial portion of all regional in-migrants will be allocated to the site county. This is

not true for the other two regions. For these reasons, larger impacts can be expected to

occur in the Southwest site.

Fourth, temporal comparisons can be made for each site county. In this way it will be

possible to determine whether impacts associated with a project are likely to be felt more

acutely at one or another stage of the project.

A fifth comparison involves differences of impacts between the construction and opera-

tion phases of the project. Such comparisons can be specific to sites, facility types, and

impact conditions. Results will suggest which of the two phases may be of greatest concern

for a potential site.

Finally, the socioeconomic impacts associated with, for example, the waste management

component of a major reprocessing facility, can be considered in terms of how large the

waste management impacts are relative to impacts associated with the entire facility. This

type of comparison is only applicable in the case of the fuel reprocessing plant (Tables C.6

through C.23) and the mixed-oxide fuel fabrication facility (Tables C.24 through C.41). All

other facilities examined are devoted entirely to waste management.

C.5.3 Forecasted Impacts and Interpretations

Socioeconomic impacts are derived from the magnitude of employment demand for construc-

tion and operation. In addition, variations in impacts are a function of site-specific

characteristics and assumptions internal to the projection model. Thus, similar levels of

employment demand will produce similar impact forecasts for a given site and impact condi-

tion. The Southeast and Midwest sites are relatively similar in terms of characteristics

A_
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that are most critical in affecting the projections. These characteristics include avail-

ability of local labor force, secondary employment multipliers, proximity of a metropolitan

area, and number and demographic diversity of counties in the commuting region. Character-

istics of the Southwest site consistently result in larger forecasted impacts, while the

Midwest site results in the smallest impacts.

Another contributor to impacts is the time pattern of project-associated employment

change. For example, a large employment buildup followed closely by rapidly declining

project employment demand can cause serious regional economic and social disruptions. The

following analysis thus gives emphasis to the differences among sites and over time

for the facility combinations. The waste management systems for the fuel reprocessing plant

and the mixed-oxide fuel fabrication plant are hypothetical, since they cannot exist apart

from the primary facility itself. In the same way, the production facility is always

colocated with a waste management component. These facilities are distinguished in this

analysis to facilitate both comparison of waste management options across facility com-

binations and examination of waste management as a part of a whole system.*

Identical facilities at each site imply the same employment requirement. However,

since the Southwest site has a substantially smaller unemployed construction labor force

pool to draw labor from (390 persons versus 10,660 for the Midwest site and 2420 in the

Southwest site), primary project employment generates a larger secondary employment com-

ponent than do the other two sites (Table C.4). This effect is reinforced by the fact that

there are fewer counties, and no metropolitan counties, in the Southwest region competing

for the residency of regional in-migrants. Thus, the size of the projected in-migrant

employment for construction is a complex function of employment demand, model assumptions,

and site conditions. Data for the construction period (1980) presented in the even-numbered

Tables C.6 through C.106 reveal that project in-migration is approximately a constant fraction

of primary employment during the construction phase. This relationship is especially evident

for the Southwest site. For the Southeast and Midwest sites, nroject-associated in migration

under expected impact conditions is less than primary construction employment demand throughout

the employment range investigated here (54 for the MOX FFP waste management reference system to

5290 for a waste repository in basalt - See Table C.1). In the Southwest site, in contrast, pro-

ject-associated in-migration exceeds primary construction employment demand for both impact con-

ditions, except in the expected Impact condition for the MOX FFP reference system (Table C.30).

The projected in-migrant impacts during the operation phase are determined by a more

complex process. All primary operation employment is assumed to be in-migrant, while

* Strictly speaking, the waste and production components of the FRP and MOX FFP are not
additive in this model. That is, if employment statistics for colocated waste and pro-
duction facilities were combined and processed together, the projected impacts would
differ from the sum of their parts. In fact, in each time period and for each impact
condition the combined facilities lead to larger impact forecasts than an addition of
the separate effects. The projected differences between these two types of estimates
increase over time, such that at the later time periods a linear combination of the waste
and production components underestimates "true" impacts by up to 50X, depending on the
site and impact condition.
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secondary operation employment is derived from several potential sources (see Figure C.1).

The projected in-migration in 1985 also includes construction workers and their families who

have decided to remain in the region after project construction.

The following sections treat successively each of the facilities, with reference to

Tables C.6 through C.107.

C.5.3.1 Reference Fuel Reprocessing Plant

The Reference Fuel Reprocessing Plant (Tables C.12 through C.17) will be analyzed in

some detail to serve as a model for Interpreting all of the tables. Employment demand

associated with the construction and operation of the facility is shown on the first row of

each even-numbered table for each site. Projections of the size of the site county baseline

population are shown on the second row. The next row indicates the total cumulative projected

number of in-migrant employees for each set of impact condition assumptions. These figures

include primary and secondary employment, the employee's dependents, and, from 1985 on,

persons who have separated from the job and continue to reside in the site county. The

fourth row shows the projected baseline population with cumulative project-related persons

added in. The fifth row provides a primary indicator of impacts; namely, it shows the

number of project-related persons who reside locally as a percentage of the total population

at that time.

Table C.14 demonstrates that expected Droject-related in-migrants during construction

represent a small portion of the total population (0.9%). In the Midwest site, this portion

is even smaller (0.1%), because of fewer in-migrants and a larger Dooulation base. The

largest effects occur in the Southwest site (Table C.12), where projected construction-Dhase

in-migrants represent 7.6% of the combined project and baseline population. The relative

impact under maximum impact conditions is the same in the Southeast and Southwest sites,

though the absolute magnitude of the Southwest maximum construction phase in-migration is

more than twice that for the Southeast site (5520 vs. 2615).

The last section of Table C.16 gives the annual rate of population growth for both the

baseline and for project in-migrants for selected periods. The expected increase in project

personnel between the 1980 construction period and the first 5 years of operation in 1985 is

401 (436 minus 35). This represents a high annual rate of growth over the 5-year period

(50%). However, the project has little effect on the overall rate of growth in the baseline-

plus-project during that period (3.8% versus 3.7% in the baseline without project effects

added in). The high rate of growth in the project in-migration is a consequence of the

small starting population (35). Since the absolute number of in-migrants is small relative

to the baseline, the impact on overall growth rates is small. Table C.12 shows that the

expected number of project in-migrants actually declines by almost 35% (from 3654 to 2382)

between 1980 and 1985, an annual rate of decline of 8.6%. This leads to a slower rate of

growth (although at a higher level of population) than the region would have experienced

without the project during this period. The notential exists for a serious boom-bust type

of adjustment problem. This problem could also arise after 2015 during decommissioninq,

although the model does not address this process. Of course, not all of the 3106 expected
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project-related personnel forecast for 2015 would leave upon decommissioning. A significant

portion of them are persons who retired or separated earlier and opted to settle in the site

county.

The middle section of Table C.12 provides some insight into the effects of the project

on the age and sex structure of the population. (Refer to Section C.5.1 of this report for

a definition of the measures used here.) For certain categories of social-service impacts,

the age structure of the in-migrants is as important as their number in determining the

types of socioeconomic effects they will exert. In terms of observable trends in age struc-

ture, it is apparent that the median age is forecast to rise in each baseline population--by

7.0 years in the Southwest site and by 8.3 years in the Midwest site--during the interval

from 1980 to 2015. This rise occurs because 1) a population ages primarily because of

declining fertility, and 2) it is assumed that replacement fertility will be achieved by

1990 (2.1 children per woman in the childbearing ages). In addition, net migration is zero

by 1990, so that fertility is left as the principal factor affecting age structure for most

of the projection; mortality is assumed to remain constant throughout.

For every site and facility studied here, the median age of project in-migrants is

lower in 1980 than the respective baselines (by from 2 to 7 years) and rises more rapidly

over time to exceed the baseline median age, usually by the year 2000. The more rapid and

extensive aging of the project-related population can be attributed to those persons who

elect to remain in the county after employment and to the continuing process of out-migration

of young dependents. Additional interpretations of variations in age structure can only be

based on more extensive sensitivity testing of the model.

Fluctuations in age structure, as reflected by changes in median age and dependency,

appear to be affected only somewhat by the size of the employment demand (compare Tables C.18

through C.23 with C.30 through C.35, where construction employment is 2825 and 54 respec-

tively). Site characteristics appear to have a larger effect in this regard. Further, the

dependency ratio tends to peak in the early operation phase. It is clear that construction

workers are less likely to bring young or old family members with them during construction

than during operation. Later in the operation phase, the dependency ratio declines well

below baseline levels as retiring and separated workers are replaced by new, younger persons

of working age. Declines in the dependency ratio are usually interpreted as beneficial for

a community; that is, as implying higher per-capita levels of income, saving, and expendi-

tures.

The greatest demographic differences between project and baseline populations appear to

be in the sex structure of these two populations. In the baseline for each site and each

time period, there are more females than males (sex ratio <100). The opposite is true for

the project population, in which males outnumber females by as much as 50%, especially

during construction. The sex ratio tends to decline over time as the effect of an initially

all-male primary construction and primary operation labor force is diluted by subsequent

fertility, mortality, and migration. The proportion of male project workers with spouse

present is normally lower than the proportion of all males in the baseline population with
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spouse present. Note that the impact conditions (expected vs. maximum) appear to have less

influence in determining variation in age and sex structure characteristics than does the

magnitude of project employment.

Before turning to social service demands, one additional comparison will be made

between the FRP reference system and the production facility without a waste management

component (a hypothetical construct, Tables C.6 through C.ll) to determine how much of the

total impact (combined effect) is due to the waste management component. As illustrated by

this example, it is particularly troublesome to determine how to separate the effects of the

waste management component of a complete facility, given the observed interaction effects.

The manpower requirement for the production facility exceeds the requirement for the

waste management reference system for both construction and operation (Table C.1). The

manpower requirement for waste management as a proportion of the total combined system is

42% for construction and 28% for operation. In 1980, the expected number of in-migrants for

the FRP waste management reference system in the Southeast site (Table C.14) is 192 persons;

however, the comparable number of migrants for the FRP without waste management (Table C.6)

is 310 persons. The sum of these parts (502) is 131 short of the projected total for the

combined system (Table C.20). In every comparison, the oarts will be less than the whole.

An analysis of waste management in the FRP as a percentage of waste plus production

components shows that the range during construction is from 21% in the Midwest site [expected

impact condition, 35/(35 + 130), compare Tables C.8 and C.14] to 44% in the Southwest site

[maximum impact condition, 5520/(5520 + 7631), compare Tables C.6 and C.12]. The range

during the final period of operation is from 22% in the Midwest site [expected impact

condition, 575/(575 + 2093), compare Tables C.10 and C.16] to 32% in the Southwest site

[expected impact, 3087/(1087 + 6697), compare Tables C.10 and C.16]. Clearly, manpower

requirements attributable to waste management in a larger FRP system are not consistent

predictors of the proportionate demographic impacts associated with waste management.

Finally, social service demands are derived from a set of ratio multipliers (Table C.3)

applied directly to the project in-migration figures, except in the case of education and

nursing care, where age-specific information is used. Each odd-numbered table from C.7

through C.107 indicates how many units of each social service will be expected by the new in-

migrants. The seriousness of the impacts is both a function of the magnitude of the expecta-

tions and of the willingness and capacity of the site county to meet these expectations.

The FRP combined system produces the largest impacts of any of the waste management

systems (Tables C.18 through C.23); for the Southeast and Midwest sites these impacts are

manageable under the expected impact condition, while for the Southwest site they are severe

(Tables C.18 and C.19). Without more detailed information on a community's ability to

provide services at the levels indicated, for example, in Table C.19, it is difficult to say

where the most severe impacts are likely to be concentrated. A general assumption that all

service sectors in rural communities are operating at maximum capacity would provide one

basis from which to make such Judgments.
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Some services will be more difficult and more costly to supply than others. For

example, 31 hospital beds (1980 expected demand, Table C.l9) might equal the capacity of

many existing rural hospitals. The building of a new hospital may exceed the fiscal capacity

of a rural area and be virtually impossible to finance. It is often difficult to attract

qualified physicians into long-term rural practice. Education provides another example:

although'teachers are generally more readily available and less costly than are doctors or

nurses, the addition of 60 to 89 elementary level teachers (Table C.19) would strain most

rural communities. Policemen typically Are hired locally, requiring a substantial invest-

ment of time and money in training and support structures. As many as 18 new policemen

(Table C.19, expected condition) could represent a large burden for many communities.

Certainly the levels of social disruption suggested by additional levels of crime attrib-

utable to project-related personnel (536 crimes in the expected condition, Table C.19) would

necessitate expansion of social control capabilities.

In the absence of site-specific data, costs of the services have not been included. A

complete understanding of the burden these service demands might represent to a community

would also have to consider nonmonetary costs contained under the heading "ouality of life."

Specification of social service demands is only a first step in the assessment of impacts.

The level of demand defines the "potential" for impacts and alerts planners and local

officials to service sectors requiring attention, and it provides rough limits on the

magnitude of anticipated effects.

C.5.3.2 Reference Mixed-Oxide Fuel Fabrication Plant

In contrast to the FRP system, the MOX FFP reference system requires the smallest

employment input of all the systems examined (construction, 54; operation, 16). Forecasted

impacts are trivial for each reference site, impact condition, and time period (Tables C.30

through C.35). The MOX FFP without waste management (Tables C.24 through C.29) also pro-

duces relatively small impacts for each site and time period. Only the maximum impact

condition in the Southwest site (Tables C.24 and C.25) forecasts impacts that might require

special consideration.

The MOX FFP is a system, like the FRP, which can be conceptualized in terms of its

waste management and production components. In terms of manpower requirements for the

combined system (Table C.1), waste management requires only 9% of the total work force for

construction and 5% for operation. Forecasts of relative demographic impact during con-

struction range from less than 1% (Tables C.24 and C.30) to 11% (Tables C.28 and C.34),

using the method described in Section C.5.3.1 for the FRP. During the latter part of the

operation phase, forecasts of relative effects attributable to waste management range from 2%

to 5%.

C.5.3.3 Reference Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility:
Once-Through, Prompt Disposal

The forecasted effects of the construction and operation of the ISFSF are presented in

Tables C.42 through C.47. In this facility, demand for operation manpower is small relative

to demand for construction manpower ;301 vs. 1350). Thus, a s0arp decline in demographic
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impacts associated with the transition from the construction phase to the operation phase

might be anticipated. This potential for boom-bust impacts can be examined for each site.

In the Southeast site (Table C.44) expected impacts, in both absolute and relative terms,

are small. In addition, the transition from construction to operation results in little

change in demographic impacts in spite of the disparity in manpower requirements during

these two periods.

The annual rate of population change between 1980 and 1985 is small, amounting to +1.7%

per year under expected impact conditions and -3.3% per year under maximum impact conditions.

These small, relative changes are based on substantially different population sizes. The

gain of project-related personnel from 1980 to 1985 under expected conditions is 21 persons

(from 234 to 255), while under maximum conditions a loss of 475 persons (from 3090 to 2615)

is sustained. Relative impacts (line 5, Table C.44) are substantial in each time leriod under

maximum impact conditions (ranging from 10.2% to 13.7% of the baseline plus project). The

reason that the anticipated boom-bust effect is not large is that most of the manpower

requirement is met through local sources. In fact, reductions in local unemployment are an

important benefit (positive impact) attributable to the project.

This effect is even more pronounced in the Midwest site (Table C.46) where large

numbers of unemployed construction workers are available. Since operation workers are all

assumed to in-migrate, there is a large relative jump in the number of in-migrants from 1980

to 1985. Even though the annual rate of growth is 49.6% per year, the absolute numbers are

so small relative to the baseline population (less than 1% in the expected condition) that

the baseline rate of growth is only slightly altered by the project (3.7% versus 3.8%).

The most notable example of the potential impact of a rapid decline in project-related

in-migrants is seen in the Southwest site (Table C.42). Under both impact conditions, rela-

tive impacts are likely to be significant during both construction and operation. In addi-

tion, substantial declines in the numbers of in-migrants resident in the site county occur

between construction and operation under both impact conditions. Nevertheless, in neither

this site nor in the other two sites does the decline in resident newcomers equal the

decline in manpower demand for the project between construction and operation (78% fewer

persons required during operation). In fact, at the Midwest site (Table C.46) resident in-

migrants actually increase during this period. Clearly, the Southwest site represents a

management challenge in terms of the numbers of new persons who must be accommodated and

specifically in terms of the magnitude of service demands that will be placed on the com-

munity. The Midwest and Southeast sites are much less severely affected by the presence of

these facilities, except for the maximum impact condition in the Southeast site. Tables C.45

and C.47 confirm that the level of implied social service demands should be manageable.

C.5.3.4 Reference Extended Fuel Storage System

This waste storage system has the same component facilities as the prior example (Sec-

tion C.5.3.3) with the addition of dry caisson storage, which adds significantly to the

construction manpower requirement (Tables C.48 through C.53). This addition increases the

potential for the boom-bust type of impacts. The relative magnitude of the resident project-

related personnel is substantial in the Southeast and Southwest sites, reaching one-sixth of
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the baseline plus project population during the operation phase under maximum impact assumptions.

The effects in the Midwest site (Table C.52) are only moderate at best--the most notable
exception being the rapid increase in the size of the in-migrant population from construction

to operation (36% per year). Yet the relative increase is from 0.2% of baseline-plus-project

to 0.8%, a trivial impact when the affected population size is taken into account. That is,
the large baseline population should easily be able to absorb demographic impacts of this
magnitude. An additional consideration in this regard relates to the way in which county

level impacts are exerted at the community level. The operating principle is that impacts of
a given magnitude may be trivial when spread out over a large population base, but the same
magnitude of impact imposed upon a small local community could be a serious problem.

C.5.3.5 Reference Retrievable Waste Storage Facility

Demographic impacts associated with this facility are quite manageable at all sites

(Tables C.54 through C.59). Under expected impact conditions for the Southeast and Midwest

sites, in-migrants relative to the baseline are less than 1% throughout the life of the

project. In the Southwest site (Table C.54), impacts are moderate under both impact condi-

tions. An examination of Table C.55 suggests that the areas of potential difficulty for the

Southwest site involve the need for additional teachers and classroom space and the likely

need for greater social control facilities. Crimes in the range of 150 to 250 imply increased
social disruption in communities within the county, especially when considering that the
figures presented represent county-level average forecasts. The crime rate will certainly

concentrate at higher levels in some parts of the county and not others. It is not possible

in this generic study to pursue this line of inquiry, but clearly the potential exists for the

greater concentration of forecasted county-level impacts in some subareas more than in others.

C.5.3.6 Waste Repositories

There are eight waste repository options incorporated in this study; they involve four

geologic media (salt, granite, shale, and basalt) and two fuel cycles (U and Pu recycle and
once-through). Construction manpower demand ranges from 1430 to 5290, and operation manpower
demand ranges from 688 to 1200 (Tables C.60 through C.107). The once-through cycle tends to
have a larger construction manpower demand than is true for the U and Pu recycle. The opposite
is true for operation manpower requirements. For each of the four disposal media, operation
employment for the once-through cycle is less than the employment requirement for the U and Pu
recycle. Of the eight waste repository facilities analyzed in this study, the repository in
basalt, once-through cycle, requires the largest construction labor force (5290 persons). Even
a construction work force of this magnitude is judged not to produce significant impacts at

either the Southeast or Midwest sites (Tables C.102 and C.104). Project-related in-migration
which exceeds 10 percent of the corresponding baseline population is considered to produce
significant impacts. As a percent of projected baseline population size, the potential for
significant impacts under each of the waste repository facilities is much greater in the South-
west site. In this site, the expected number of in-migrants during construction is typically
over three times the level of primary employment demand. For example, the construction of
a waste repository in basalt, once-through cycle, produces a level of in-migration at about 9
percent of the baseline population (Table C.70) and a substantially larger relative in-migration
for a waste repository in basalt, once-through cycle (28 percent of baseline, Table C.106).
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The Southwest site is subjected to these relatively large impacts primarily because there is a
scarcity of skilled available local labor. The maximum impact condition produces substantially
larger project-induced in-migrant flows for each site and disposal medium compared with the
expected conditions. Very severe impacts are forecasted for the Southeast and Southwest sites
under maximum conditions, though the likelihood of their occurance is not great for two reasons.
First, the manpower estimates and model assumptions have been set to produce an upper bound on
social impacts. Second, in-migration at these levels would produce unacceptable local imbalances
in service structure, which would result in greater turnover on the project and increased out-
migration from the site county. These kinds of feedback effects are not modeled in the forecasting
procedures used here. Social service demands are particularly large under both expected and
maximum impact conditions at the Southwest site for most of the waste repository facilities.
Service demands are uniformly large under maximum impact assumptions. Heavy demands for social
services during the construction and operation phases will be difficult for rural communities

to deal with, even given anticipatory planning.

A final comment regarding the waste repository options is that they involve uniformly large
numbers of persons residing at the site county after the year 2000, especially under the maximum
impact set of assumptions. Decommissioning is not directly addressed in this study, but it is
clear that potentially disruptive effects could ensue from the phasing out of a waste repository.
In the Southwest site, for example, several of the waste repository alternatives generate a
large influx of project-related persons by the end of the operation phase. For example, 14,837
persons are forecast under expected impact conditions and 20,904 under maximum impact conditions
for a repository in basalt, once-through cycle (Table C.106). Though many of these persons have
long since left the project and have other means of support in the area, many others may be
forced to leave, given inadequate or unacceptable employment opportunities after decommissioning.

C.5.4 Conclusions

Each site varies in the size of the projected baseline population for the site county.
The larger the baseline population, the greater the capacity of that population to absorb new
in-migrants with minimal impact. Thus, for a given level of project in-migration, the Midwest
site will exhibit the smallest impact and the Southwest site will exhibit the largest. The
manpower that can be obtained regionally will directly affect manpower that must in-migrate
from outside the region to fill jobs. Thus, impacts are favorable on two counts: unemployment
is reduced with a commensurate rise in community per-capita income, and the volume of project-
related in-migration is curtailed, resulting in a reduction of new social service demands on

the community.

In conclusion, the critical determinant of the potential for socioeconomic impacts is the
nature of the site In which the project is to be located. Even with a large manpower require-
ment (a waste repository in basalt once-through cycle, needs 5290 construction workers), in-
migrants amount to less than 3X of the with-project county baseline in the Midwest reference
site (Table C.106). In comoarisop, a project with only one-fifth of the construction manpower

requirement (retrievable waste storage facility needs 1060 construction workers) produces
employment in-migration almost three times as large in absolute size when maximum differences
in reference site characteristics are allowed to take effect (Southwest site, Table C.54 vs.
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Midwest site, Table C.106). Differences in this same example between impacts relative to the

baseline population are even greater (6.7% versus 1.9%). The data produced in this generic

study should prove useful to planners who are interested In estimating a probable range of

socioeconomic impacts associated with the development of nuclear waste management facilities.
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