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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 200 Areas of the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) at the Hanford Site afe included on the
National Priorities List (NPL) under the Compreherisive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980. Inclusion on the NPL initiates the remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility
study (FS) process of characterizing the nature and extent of contamination and selecting remedial

actions.

Under the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement), 10
aggregate area management studies were prepared for the 200 Areas m support of RI/FS activities.
These aggregate area management studies summarize characterization information for 200 Area waste-
management units, Aggregate area management studies also arrange waste-management units into

analogous groups and recommend a range of potential remedial technologies.

The aggregate area management studies also recommended that focused feasibility studies (FFS) be
performed for those alternatives that have broad application and are considered viable from an
effectiveness, implementability, and cost standpoint. One particular alternative recommended in the
Aggregate Area Management Study (AAMS) Reports for a FFS is remediation with surface barriers.

This FFS was undertaken based on that recommendation.

As the result of conducting this FS, a tofal of fhrebfii coricaptal bairiéF designs aré carcied throvigh

the evaluation that sree

aididatecan be used for diffefent iypéS of waste sites. These threefour

designs are identified as the Haniford Barrier, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, the Standard

RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and the Modified RCRA Subtifle D Barrier. These threefour designs
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provide.a range of cover options {0 Minimize health and environferital risks associated with a site and

specific waste categories, for required design fife periods of 30, 100, 500, and 1,000 years,” Design
criteria for the 500 and 1,000-year design life barriers include desjgri performarnice tG extend beyond

institutional .control and moniforing periods.

at transuranic (TRU)-contaminated soil sites, sites with TRU and/or TRU-mixed waste in
nonretrievable configuration, and sites with Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) low-level waste
(LLW) and/or GTCC mixed waste. This barrier is designed to remain functional for a
performance period of 1,000 years and to provide the maximum available degree of containment
and hydrologic protection of the three-prepesedevaluated designs. The Hanford Barrier is
composed of nine layers of durable material with a combined thickness of 4.5 m (14.7 ft). The
barrier layers are designed to maximize moisture retention and evapotranspiration capabilities,
and to minimize moisture infiltration and biointrusion, considering long-term variations in

Hanford Site climate.

The primary structural differences between the Hanford Barrier and other barriers discussed in
this report are increased thicknesses of individual layers and the inclusion of a coarse-fractured

basalt layer to control biointrusion and to limit inadvertent human intrusion.

*  Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. This barrier is the baseline design is-reeemmended-for
applications at sites containing hazardeusdangerous waste, Category 3 LLW and/or Category 3
mixed LLW, and Category 1 mixed LLW. This barrier is designed to provide long-term
containment and hydrologic protection for a performance period of 500 years. The performance
period is based on radionuclide concentration and activity limits for Category 3 LLW. The

ES-2
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Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is composed of eight layers of durable material with a
combined minimmum thickness of 1.7 m (5.5 ft). This design incorporates Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act of 1976 "minimum technolqu guidance" MTG) (EPA. 1989), with
modifications for extended performance. One major change is the elimination of the clay layer,
which may desiccate and crack over time in an arid environment. The geomembrane component

has also been eliminated because of its uncertain Iong-term durability.

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is similar in structure to the Hanford Barrier, but layer
thicknesses are reduced and there is no fractured basalt layer. The design incorporates provisions
for biointrusion and human intrusion control. However, the provisions are modest relative to the
corresponding features in the Hanford Barrier design, reflecting the reduced toxicity of the

subject waste and the reduced design-life criterion.

Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. This barrier design car be used at Treatment, Storage,

and Disposal (TSD) sites and sites containing dangerous constituents. ‘This barrier js designed to
provide containment and hydrologic protection for a period of 30 years, to include instifutional
control consisting of monitoring and necessary maintenance. “The Standard RCRA Subtitle C
Barrier is composed of threefour primary layers with a combined minimum thickness of 58165

cm (65 'in.). . The barrier layers are designed to shed surface waters, and only minimally account

ES-3
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institutional control, monitoring, and maintesiance. " However, MTG suggest nsing optional

surface layer tréafments'f5F bioinfrusion consideratiors:

The Standard RCRA Sifite'C Bafrier @ahnclogy tmeets S, Environmental Protection Ageiy
(EPA) Miimuir Téchiology Guidelies'(MTG) S established in EPAT330-SW-89-047,

“Techrical Guidfarcs Dcumene, Fiial Covers on Hizardotis Waste Lardfis and Surface

Impoundments.” The Standard RCRA Subiitle C Barrier has fimited applicationis and use enaf hie

Hanford Stte. Limitations include the following:

»  Limited design Iife that may be Tnadequaie for the radioactive waste categories

»  Amicipated high surveiliance, and mainteriance and operations cost cadsed by iriplementation

of the low permeability Jayer design features in n arid climate condition

- Maintenange and operations 635 $40864 b SUFTAGE waleF sun-on and runoff coirol,

P eow v

Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier. This bartier is the baseline design is-recommended-for
applications at nonradiological and norhazardous solid waste sites, as well as Category 1 LLW
sites where hazardous constituents are not present. The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier is
composed of four layers of durable material with a combined minimum thickness of 0.90 m (2.9
fi). It is designed to provide limited biointrusion and limited hydrologic protection (relative to the
other two barrier designs) for a performance period of 100 years. The performance period is

consistent with the radionuclide concentrations and activity limits specified for Category 1 LLW.

ES-4
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The 100-year design life is also consistent with the minimum expected duration of active

institutional control.

Design criteria for the four.designs were determined by screening potentially applicable or relevant and
appropriate regulateryions-statutes, regulatory guidance documents, and recognized design standards.
Those regulations or standards that are relevant to conceptual designs of surface barriers were retained

as design criteria (Section 2.0).

Following design criteria development, existing cover designs for Hanford Site épplications were
reviewed. These designs were modified, as necessary, to conform to the requirements and criteria
identified in Section 2.0." The threefour proposed barrier designs are described in Section 3.0.
The designs were reviewed against the established-design criteria to verify conformance, and were

evaluated against the nine EPA CERCLA evaluation criteria for-seleeting-a-preferred-remediation
akerrative-(Section 4.0).

It is recognized that sources of some of the materials identified for barrier construction may be
culturally and/or ecologically sensitive. Alternative materials and sources have been considered and

further evaluation of materials may be warranted.

A flow diagram (Section 5.0) summarizes the proposed implementation logic for barrier selection for
designated waste-management units. Application of the diagram will require site-specific contaminant
inventory information. Section 5.0 also addresses design issues to be considered during definitive
design and recommendations for additional activities in support of barrier development and

construction.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) at the Hanford Site in Washington State is organized into
numerically designated operational areas consisting of the 100, 200, 300, 400, 600, and 1100 Areas
(Figure 1-1). In November 1989, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) included the

200 Areas (as well as the 100, 300, and 1100 Areas) of the Hanford Site on the National Priorities List
(NPL) under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA). Inclusion on the NPL initiates the remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study (FS)
process to characterize the nature and extent of contamination, assess risks to human health and the
environment, and select remedial actions.

The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) (Ecology 1991)
was developed and signed by representatives from the EPA, Washington State Depariment of Ecology
(Ecology), and DOE in May 1989 to provide a framework for implementing and integrating cleanup
activities. The scope of the agreement covers al~CERCLA past-practice, Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) past-practice, and RCRA treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD)
activities on the Hanford Site. The 1991 revision to the Tri-Party Agreement required that an
aggregate area approach be implemented in the 200 Areas based on the Hanford Site Past-Practice
Strategy (HPPS) (DOE-RL 1992b) and established a2 milestone (M-27-00) to complete 10 Aggregate
Area Management Study (AAMS) Reports (DOE-RL 1992a through 1992j) in 1992.

The AAMS reports outlined a process, similar to the initial scoping phase of the CERCLA RI/FS
process, to evaluate existing site data to develop a preliminary conceptual model, perform a
preliminary risk assessment, and provide recommendations on the appropriate HPPS path for each
waste-management unit (WMU) and unplanned release site. The AAMS reports also recommended
that focused feasibility studies (FFS) be prepared for the 200 Areas. An FFS evaluates selected
remedial alternatives based on their implementability, cost, and effectiveness.

. - .
3 1] = = = = A

evaluates generic conceptual designs Tor covers That could be used in the 200 Areas.” The information
developed in this screening etfort ¢an be used during the site:specific evaluation of 200 Ared Waste sites
that will evaludte the various refmedial aiternatives and, ultimately, propose spécific remedial action for
each site. ‘The use of these Gover, designs for waste sites at other locations throughout the Hanford Site
is not precluded by the work in this FES. . The site-specific evaluation at the other waste sites could
factor in considerations that were fiot part Of this evaluation (i.€., different land use, threatened and
endangered species, etc.), but the site-specific evaluation could use the results of this FFS as their
baseline cover design.

]
.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The following sections provide background information regarding (1) the location of the 200 Areas, (2)
the HPPS, and (3) the AAMS program.
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1.1.1  Hanford Site 200 Areas

The Hanford Site occupies about 1,450 km? (560 mi?) of the southeastern part of Washington State
north of the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers. The 200 Areas, located near the center of
the Hanford Site, encompass the 200 West, 200 East, and 200 North Areas. Operations in the 200
Areas were mainly related to separation of special nuclear materials from spent nuclear fuel. The 200
Areas contain related chemical processing, fuel processing, and waste management facilities.

The 200 NPL site encompasses the 200 Areas and selected portions of the 600 Area. The 200 NPL site
includes a total of 44 operable units ineludingcomprised of 20 in the 200 East Area, 17 in the 200 West
Area, 1 in the 200 North Area, and 6 isolated operable units. The 200 NPL site contains more than
1,000 waste sites, as identified in the Waste Information Data System (WIDS) (BHI 1994), including
CERCLA and RCRA past-practice WMUs, unplanned release sites, RCRA TSD units, and surplus
facilities. Principal types of waste sites include storage tanks; landfills; liquid waste infiltration
structures such as ponds, cribs, and ditches; and unplanned release sites. Unplanned releases are
generally releases from WMUs or spills. The Tri-Party Agreement (Ecology et al, 1991) describes the
assignment of WMUs and unplanned release sites to specific operable units and defines the various
types of waste sites.

1.1.2  Hanford Site Past-Practice Strategy

The HPPS was developed by Ecology, EPA, and DOE to streamline the existing RI/FS and RCRA
facility investigation/corrective measures study (RFI/CMS) processes at the Hanford Site. Primary
objectives were to (1) develop a process to meet the statutory requirements and (2) consolidate
CERCLA RI/FS and RCRA past-practice RFI/CMS guidance to ensure protection of human health and
welfare and the environment at the Hanford Site. The HPPS streamlines investigations and
documentation and promotes the use of interim actions to accelerate cleanup. The process relies on the
observational approach-refining activities based on knowledge gained as work progresses—to
streamline both the documentation and cleanup activities.

For the 200 Areas, the first step was to evaluate existing information through the AAMS process.
Based on this information, recommendations were made in the AAMS reports (DOE-RL 1992a through
1992j) regarding which HPPS path to pursue for individual past-practice WMUs, unplanned release
sites, and groundwater contaminant plumes. The strategy established four types of remediation paths,
including expedited response action (ERA), interim remedial measure (IRM), limited field investigation
(LFI), and final remedy selection (FRS). The four paths are defined as follows:

. ERA path - Existing or near-term unacceptable health or environmental risk from 2 site is
determined or suspected, and a rapid response is necessary to mitigate the problem.

. IRM path - Existing data are sufficient to indicate that the waste site poses a risk through one
or more exposure pathways, and additional investigations are not needed to screen the likely
range of remedial alternatives for interim actions.

. LFI path - Minimum site data are needed to support IRM or other interim decisions and can
be obtained in a less formal manner than that needed to support a final remedial decision.

. FRS path - The FRS is accomplished within the framework and process defined for RI/FS
and RFI/CMS programs with the objective of reaching a defensible final decision. All sites

1-2
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{including low-priority sites) are addressed in a comprehensive manner to reach closure. The
FRS path integrates information obtained from ERAs, IRMs, and LFIs; satisfies any
additional data needs; and conducts a cumulative baseline risk assessment to support the final
Record of Decision (ROD) for an entire operable unit or aggregate area.

The HPPS recognizes that the NPL does not requiré an RI/FS before cleanup begins. The HPPS
indicates that, for IRMs, a remedy might be obvious or, at most, an FFS might be needed to select a
remedy. The FFSs focus on technologies that are most viable, thereby limiting the number of remedial
alternatives evaluated.

1.1.3  Aggregate Area Management Study Program

Ten reports resulted from the 200 Areas AAMS program (DOE-RL 1992a through 1992j), including
reports for eight source and two groundwater aggregate areas. Source aggregate areas were defined
based on major 200 Area processing plants, including the U Plant, Z Plant, S Plant, and T Plant in the
200 West Area; B Plant, Plutonium Uranium Extraction Facility (PUREX), and Semi-Works in the 200
East Area; and a fuel element storage area designated as the 200 North Area. The eight source AAMS
reports were designed to evaluate source terms, primarily for past-practice sites, on a plantwide scale.
Environmental media of interest included air, biota, surface water, surface soil, and unsaturated
subsurface soil. In addition, the AAMS reports provide extensive documentation on contaminant
inventories, release mechanisms, transport pathways, contaminant characteristics, and conceptual
models of the individual areas (refer to Section 4.0 of specific AAMS reports). These reports also
present screening criteria for remedial action objectives (RAQ) and technologies and identify
technologies apphieablethat pertain to individual WMUs (refer to Section 7.0 of specific AAMS
reports).

The major objective of the AAMS program was to determine and recommend the appropriate HPPS
path for performing cleanup actions for each WMU or unplanned release site.

Another objective of the AAMS program was to provide recommendations for FFSs that could be
expedited to support near-term actions at high-priority sites within the framework of the HPPS. Section
7.0 of the AAMS reports (DOE-RL 1992a through DOE-RL 1992j) identifies preliminary remedial
alterpatives. This was accomplished by first establishing preliminary RAOs for various environmental
media. An overall RAO was identified for the 200 Areas:

"Reduce the risk of harmful effects to the environment and human users of the area by
isolating or permanently reducing the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants from the
source areas fo meet applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) or
risk-based levels that will allow industrial use of the area” (DOE-RL 1992a through 1992j).

Next, potential remedial technologies were screened based on their effectiveness, implementability, and
cost. Technologies considered most viable were grouped into "remedial alternatives” for each general
response action (i.e., no action, institutional controls, removal, aboveground treatment, and disposal,
containment, and in situ treatment). The remedial alternatives were then developed to treat a major
component of the 200 Areas contaminated WMUS or unplanned release sites. Finally, the AAMS
reports recommended preparation of FFSs for the viable remedial alternatives for the various media of
concern.

1-3



DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

For the containment general response action an engineered multimedla cover, with or without vertical
morgamc compounds, and/or organic compounds. A cover satlsﬂed the RAOs of protecting human
health and the environment from direct exposures to contaminated soil, biomobilization, and airborne
contaminants. Specifically, a cover is considered effective in minimizing (1) infiltration of precipitation
into contaminated soil, thereby minimizing the driving force for downward migration of contarninants,
(2) migration of windblown dust that originates from contaminated surface soils, (3) penetration of
biota into the waste zone, (4) potential for direct exposure to contamination, and (5) the volatilization of
volatile organic compounds (VOC) and tritium to the atmosphere (refer to Section 7.4.2 of the source
AAMS reports). Table 7-4 of DOE-RL (1992a through 1992j) indicates that covers make up one of
several alternatives that potentially have broad applicability to remediating various types of WMUs
throughout the 200 Areas. Because of the potential broad application of covers to high-prierity200
Area sites, the 200 Area source AAMS reports recommended that an FFS be prepared that focuses on
generic cover designs epphea’ele—tofor various waste categories rather than designs for specific waste
sites.

1.2 SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES

wesie-eﬁegeﬂes-ere—deﬁﬂed—m—Seeﬂeﬂ-%The scgpe of ﬂus FFS 1s to develop and evaluate a Im:uted
number of conceptual cover designs that could be applxed to waste sues.m the 200 Areas. The cover

designs mpst, be. developed genencally to provxde traceabmgy to apph or el t'and approprlate
requlrements {ARAR) and techmcal guldance _These generic conceptual' cover deﬂgns can then
provide the basis Tor the ¢ ‘cover remedlal altemanve evaluated in a sue—speclfic_lf"FS However, a’site-
specific evaluauon of | the / A’RARs and techmcal gmdance is réquired 10. ensure that the cover evaluated
in the FES is appropnate s for the waste sxte-spemfic charaetensucs A 31te~3pec1ﬁc evaluanon could
result in modifying the | genene concepmal COVET de31gns ora selectmg more appx:opnate cover for the
waste, site.,

The cover alternatives described in this document were derived from conceptual cover designs
originally developed in support of Hanford Site past-practices, waste management, permitting, and
RCRA closure activities. Existing designs were used as a basis because considerable engineering
evaluations and treatabxhty studies have been completed or are ongomg to support these desxgns
lengthy studxes will not generally be requlred before apphcatlon Long-term performance and
maintenance objectives and design criteria were established based on an evaluation of ARARs and
engineering criteria. Existing cover designs were evaluated against the established criteria and
modified accordingly.

This FFS provides generic conceptual designs of covers for waste site applications rather than
site-specific definitive designs. The generic conceptual designs describe the layer sequence in section
view through the cover, but do not include construction details, such as terminating the edges of the
layers or sideslope configuration. Definitive design must consider the actual contaminant inventory,
site geology, topography, and perimeter configuration; and other physical features, such as proximity
and surface grading of adjoining facilities or waste sites.
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When a site is recommended for remediation under the IRM path, the IRM process described in HPPS
will be followed to formulate a conceptual model and perform a qualitative baseline-risk assessment
(QBRA) for the site. The QBRA includes a human health evaluation and a separate environmental
evaluation. The specific methodology for QBRAs is provided in Hanford Site Basetine-Risk Assessment
Methodology-Appendix-€ (DOE-RL 1993b). The pathways typically evaluated in the QBRA include
the following:

. Soil ingestion

. Fugitive dust inhalation

. Inhalation of volatile organic chemicals from soil (if present)
. Ingestion of water

. External radiation exposure.

Additional pathways may be evaluated if site information or the physical properties of chemical
constituents present suggest that other significant exposure pathways might exist.

Based on the conceptual model and the QRA, an evaluation will be made to determine if the IRM is
_]ustlﬁed If s0, 2 separate evaluatxon wﬂl determme 1f a spemﬁc remedial action can be selected. If-a

is-tder hat-remedy-is- ThlsFFSwﬂcanbeusedtohelpselect
the appropriate | remedlal action by growdmg the | bams for the cover altemanve for the application,
considering the type and concentration of waste present and the resuits of the QBRA

Waste-management units in the 200 Areas that have been identified as candidates for remediation with
surface barriers (including high- and low-priority sites} are listed in Appendix B. Covers may be
selected as IRMs for high-priority (i.e., IRM and LFI candidate) sites, or as final remedies for
low-priority sites (FRS candidates). The decision logic for selecting the appropriate cover option for a
given site (presented-in-Section 5.0) is not dependent on the remediation path. Where covers are

selected initially as IRMs, it is generally expected that they would also be designated as final remedies.

This FFS report must also provide recommendations for any additional studies that may be required to
facilitate the near-term implementation of the conceptual designs described in this report. These
recommendations are provided in Section 5.0. The primary objective of this FFS report is to provide a
limited number of preengineered cover options to support the IRM path. Decision logic for selecting
the appropriate cover alternative is provided in Section 5.0.

1.3 GENERAL APPROACH
A seven-step approach was followed in conducting this FFS.

1. Definition of Waste Categories Present in the 200 Areas. Section 1.4 summarizes the types
of waste present at souree-tRiv-and-EFE-WMUs in the 200 Areas. The definitions provided in
Section 1.4 conform to existing DOE terminology. Section 1.4 also includes a table of 200

Area WMUs and-unplanned-release-sites(summarized by waste category) that have been
identified in source AAMS reports (DOE-RL 1992a through 1992§) as candidates for

remediation with engineered surface barriers, following either the IRM or the LFI path.

2. Preliminary Identification of ARARs and Technical Gmdance A matrix of petentiaily
pertinent ARARs and-ether-standards-was developed for each waste eategorytype identified in
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Step 1 (ramoacuve dangqrous 'or nonrad:oacuvefnondangerous) Pefeat—ra:!—The,ARARs and
sﬁﬂé&rds-(mcludmg chemical-, location-, and action-specific requirements) were then
screened for the generic waste fypes pfeviously discussed. PetentialThe ARARs and
siandards-that provide criteria pertinent to covers and cover conceptual design, landfill or land
disposal facility conceptual design, or performance criteria for covering and/or containment of
waste were retained for further consideration as FFS genenc conceptual design criteria.
Regulatlons considered applicable 1o a particular waste type were included i in the matrix.
Requzrements that t.10ay be releyant and appropriate, depending on site type, were/included in

the matnx to develop a cover des:gn that would encomggss all ARARs Peteﬂﬁa:hﬁ-RARs-&m

dﬂfmg-ﬂa&deﬁﬂﬁweéeﬂgﬂ-smge—%ere I@Qulrements “Werg not elther apphcable or relevant

and appropriate, but contained technical criteria that was perfment to conceptual design

devefoyment these reqylrements were captured in the techmcal gmdance sectxon ‘Furthér
evaluation oflARARs and technical guldance will also bec conducted durmg the waste site-

specific, evalua ion of remedial alternatives.

Establishment of Conceptual Performance and Design Criteria. Criteria were estabhshed
based on the ARARs and techmcal gmdanc&*te—be—eeﬂﬂderedLefBe)-s&néafd-s-aﬁé
requirements determined in Step 2 to b&apphea’eierelate to generic conceptual cover designs.
The conceptual performance and design'c critefia then Iooked at the p0551b1ht1es of potentlally
combining the various requxrements to allow for a Iumted number of cover conceptual dcs1gns
to be nnplemenied for multiple waste types (radxoactwe mlxed dangerous, and
nonmdlnondangerous)

Preliminary Selection of Cover Types. Alternative cover concepts were evaluated for the
various waste categories to identify specific concepts that best met the design criteria
developed for each category. The alternatives were based on existing designs for applications
on the Hanford Site (modified, as necessary, to meet the current design criteria).

Preparation of Generic Conceptual Designs. Generic conceptual designs were prepared
consistent with the performance and design criteria established in Step 3.

Detailed Evaluation. Conformance of the conceptual cover designs to their respective
performance and design criteria and the nine criteria prescribed in EPA (1988) was evaluated.

Development of Conclusions and Recommendations. Section 5.0 summarizes the
results of the conceptual design process, identifies issues to be resolved during
definitive design, and provides recommendations for additional engineering studies
needed to support timely implementation of barrier technology. A logic chart for
barrier selections wilt-be-included relating the cover options developed in this FES to

ap@-heabl&waste categories.

WASTE SITES AND WASTE CATEGORY DESIGNATIONS

Terminology used at the Hanford Site and other DOE facilities for radiological, hazardeusdangerous,
and other solid waste types is defined as follows:
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. Radioactive Waste. Solid, liquid, or gaseous material that contains radionuclides regulated
under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, that is of negligible economic value
considering costs of recovery. Radioactive waste includes spent-nuelearfuel-high-level waste
(HLW), bypreduet-material-transuranic (TRU) waste, and low-level waste (LLW)-50OE

5820:24;.

. Spent Nuclear Fuel. Fuel that has been withdrawn from a nuclear reactor following
irradiation, but that has not been reprocessed to remove its constituent elements
DOE-5820-24).

. HLW. The Highly radioactive waste material that results from the reprocessing of spent

muclear fuel, including liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid waste
derived from the liquid that contains a2 combination of TRU waste and fission products in
concentrations requiring permanent isolation.

. LLW. Waste that contains radioactivity and is not classified as HLW or TRU waste. Certain
test specimens of fissionable material may be classified as LLW, provided the concentration of
TRU is less than 100 nCi/g. The LLW waste aetivityclassification limits are provided in
Appendix A.

When liquid HLW is separated into high-activity and low-activity fractions in connection with
reprocessing operations, the low-activity action is considered to be pon-HLW. Non-HLW is managed
by DOE as LLW.or TRU waste.

. Byproduct Material. As defined in 10 CFR 962.3, byproduct material means any
radioactive material (except special nuclear material) yielded in or made radioactive by
exposure to the radiation incident to the process of producing or using special nuclear
material.

. TRU Waste. Currently, DOE defines TRU as waste that is contaminated with alpha-emitting
transuranium radionuclides with half-lives greater than 20 years and concentrations greater
than 100 nCi/g at the time of assay, without regard to source or form. A transuranium
radionuclide is any radionuclide with an atomic mumber greater than 92..-To be classified as
TRU,waste, the waste must have been disposed affer 1970.

Before 1970, there was no requirement to segregate TRU waste from LLW, and a considerable volume
of LLW with TRU radionuclides was disposed in burial grounds at various DOE sites. In 1970, the
Atomic Energy Commission directed that all government waste with TRU radionuclides greater than 10
nCi/g be stored in retnevable form. In 1984, DOE revised the threshold limit for TRU waste f from 10
nCi/g to 100 nCi/g.ZThus, thére may. be’ TRU constifuents present at some sites, but they may, not méet

the definition ‘as TRU“waste ‘and would nof b¢ required to follow the TRU waste requirements,
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Newly generated, stored, and/or retrieved solid TRU waste, including TRU mixed waste, must be
certified for shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). Solid TRU waste that does not need
the degree of isolation provided by a geologic repository or that fails to be certified or approved for
dlsposal at WIPP is to be dlsposed by alternatwe methods whlch could mclude chsposal at the Hanford

A classification scheme for commercial LLW was promulgated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) in 10 CFR 61-55. This scheme identified four LLW categories: Class A, Class B, Class C,
and Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC). Waste is classified according to concentrations of listed long- and
short-lived radionuclides and other unlisted radionuclides. The DOE did not adopt this scheme for use
at DOE facilities. Instead, field offices were given latitude to develop site-specific waste classification
limits for LLW. The LLW system used at the Hanford Site is described in WHC-EP-0063-4 (WHC
1993).

The Hanford Site system has three LT:W waste categories: Category 1 (analogous to NRC Classes A
and B), Category 3 (analogous to Class C), and GTCC as originally defined by NRC. Category 1 and
3 waste are defined based on the activity limits listed in Appendix A. As with the NRC system, a
"sum-of-fractions" rule is used to evaluate waste with multiple constituents.

. Hazardous (RCRA Subtltle C) Waste. A-selid-wasteis-defined-in-40-CER-261-3-a3
hHazardous waste if-itis a sohd waste that exhibits characteristics of hazardous waste (i.e., it
is Igmtable corrosive, reactwe or toxlc) accordmg to criteria in Subpart C of the regulation,

e e o e

Hazardous waste is regulated at the federal level in accordance with RCRA Subtitle C; Washington
State regulates "dangerous waste" that ar&essenﬁaﬂy—xden&eai—teencompass the federal hazardous waste
as well as other state quuxrements and are in accordance with Chapter 70. 105 of the Revised Code of
Washmgton (RCW), Hazardous Waste Managemenr Act. Hazardous waste is specifically listed or
charactenzed under Title 40 of the Cade of Federal Regulatzons (CFR), Part 261—and—P&m

0 . 'The term
da.ngerous waste“ Wﬁl thus be used henceforth
. Mixed Waste. Waste containing both radjoactive and hazardeusdangerous eonstirtentswaste.

. Solid (RCRA Subhtle D) Waste Sohd waste is defined m—49-GFR%6—I—€-as any discarded
material that-is rele g : 3 Fyraste-i resultmg from
industrial, commercial, mb mlmgg, and agnculmral | operations, and from commmnty activities.

Waste-management units identified in the source AAMS reports (DOE-RL 1992a through 1992j), as
candidates for remediation with surface barriers, are listed in Appendix B. The information in
Appendix B includes waste category designations for the units, as identified in BHI (1994).

The designations are based on current inventory information and may not account for all contaminants
present at each individual unit. However, the information may to provide a reasonable representation
of the waste types in the subject units.
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As summarized in Table 1-1, the categorles mclude TRU LLW hﬂﬂd&ﬂdange:ous waste, mixed

nonhaz&féeﬂsdangerous/nomadxoactlve sohd waste Based on the data presentcd in Table 1-1, four
waste eategeriestypes are identified that encompass all 200 Area waste sites: recommended-for
IRMEFactons: (1) TRU, (2) LLW, (3) RCRA Subtitle C waste, and (4) RCRA Subtitle D waste.
These four categories establish the preliminary ARARs and performance and design criteria discussed

in Section 2.0.
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Figure 1-1. Hanford Site Map.
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Table 1-1. Waste Category Site Summary.

Waste category No. of sites*
TRU and TRU/mixed waste 30
LLW and LL/mixed waste ' 239
HazardeusDangerous (RCRA C) waste 8
Nonhazardeusdangerous/nonradiological (RCRA D) 14
solid waste
Total 291

RCRA C = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle C.
RCRA D = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle D,
* From Appendix B

1T-1
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2.0 DESIGN CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT

2.1  APPROACH TO DEVELOPING GENERIC CONCEPTUAL DESIGN CRITERIA

Generic conceptual Bdesign criteria for engineered surface barriers for 200 Area waste sites were
developed by considering ARARs and other seurees-FBE-technical g guldance documents that are or
potentially are applieablepertinent to barrier design and performanee The overall o ob_]eetwe was to
achieve adequate protection of human health and the environment.

Section 2.1.1 outlines the approach and process to evaluate and retain petentia-ARARs-and-TBEs.
Section 2.1.2 outlines the approach and process to evaluate technical gtndance that contain other
engineering factors that affect cover design. The potential~ARARS considered in this FFS for cover
design are summarized in Table 2-1. Section 2.2 describes petentiaFARARs and TBEs—Section 2.3
descnbes the engmeermg—f&eterstechmcai guldance that pertam to cover des1gn in tIns FFS Pwﬁhet

Seeﬂen—z—-t&—-—Sectlon 2. 54 summarizes the performauce and de31gn criteria that pertam to the genenc
conceptual cover designs.

2.1.1 Regulatory Criteria (Potential-ARARs-and-FBCs)

PotentiaiThe ARARs were evaluated, including contaminant-, location-, and action-specific
requirements:-FBCs-were-alse-evaluated. PetentialThe ARARs and-FBEs-were retained for further
consideration in this FFS if they provided standards that pertain to the engineering design and/or
performance of barriers, covers, landfills, or land disposal facilities, or containment of waste in
engineered units. Sections 2.1.1.1 and 2.1.1,2 describe the rationale for retaining ARARs-and-FBCs.

2.1.1.1 Petential ARARs. An ARAR is a promulgated federal or state statute or regulation that
establishes requirements that would apply to or otherwise be relevant and appropriate for the
implementation of a remedial action under CERCLA. PotentialThe ARARs are typically grouped into
contaminant-specific, location-specific, and action-specific categories. Poteﬂﬂa}'_l‘he ARARSs in each
category were evaluated for their relevance to the development of generic cover designs in this FFS.

Contaminant-specific petential-ARARs generally are used to establish acceptable limits for hazardous
chemical and radiological constituents in various environmental media, based on human health and
ecological risks and exposure pathways. The ARARs may influence the s:te-sgeclfic selection of
remediation alternatives by settmg objectlves that the altematwes must meet to reduce nsks to health
and the envxronment rihis-mannes-eontaminan S-ay -

the d-apply-te netiat-design-ofcove .Thus, these ARARs relate more to the acceptablhty of:a
cover as & remedlal aItemauve and not ‘as much to € to the estabhshment of demgn or performance ermlfeq‘a
for the de31g11 of covers in this FES. Therefore, conta.rmnant-specmc peteﬂ&eI-ARARs were 1ot
retained as cover desxgn criteria, ?ef-this-PFSand | any. sne-spec?ﬁc criteria ca can be mcorpox:ated m the

site-specific FFS ‘development.

Contaminant-specific ARARs were evaluated on a preliminary basis in Section 6.2 of the source AAMS
reports (refer to Table 6-1 of individual reports). Based on that evaluation, it is considered unlikely

2-1
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that significant modifications would be required to any of the generic conceptual cover designs
developed in this FFS to properly account for contaminant-specific ARARs. However, this group of
peotential-FARARs will be reconsidered during definitive designs of covers for individual sites to verify
that contaminants will be appropriately isolated and immobilized.

Although several location-specific potential-ARARS apply or may be relevant to the siting of land
disposal facilities and waste containment units, it was determined that they only address where certain
activities (e.g., waste disposal) may or may not be conducted. Although such standards prescribe the
types of environmental locations in which certain types of waste may be disposed, they do not dictate
cover design criteria or performance requirements. Consequently, the geeric conceptual cover

designs described in this FFS do not include standards based on petentiat-location-specific ARARs.

n
.
5 3

10 LTS IO -
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Potential-sAction-specific ARARs generally deseribeinclide design and performance considerations that
must-bewhen implementing remedial alternatives. A significant number of petentis-ARARs of this
type were found to applyrelate to cover designs. Potential-aAction-specific ARARs constitute the

majority of the regulatory criteria that were determined to be-appheable-tobe ARARS for the cover
designs in this FFS.

The retained ARARs are summarized in Table 2-1 and evaluated in Section 2.2. The CERCLA
mandates that remedies must comply with any promulgated standard, requirement, criteria, or
limitation under a state environmental or facility siting law that is more stringent than any federal
standard, requirement, or limitation, if applicable or relevant and appropriate to the hazardous
substance or release in question. Therefore, Table 2-1 and Section 2.2 present only the state version of
an equivalent federal requirement where the state version is more stringent.

The petentis-ARARS have been organized by the types of waste eategesies-to which they are pertinent
for IRM-aetiens: TRU, LLW, hazardous-{dangerousy waste-¢regulated-in-aecordanec-with- RCRA
Subtitte-C-and-equivalent-state-authorities), and solid waste-tregulated-in-accordance-with-RERA

i i ittes). Citations to the federal and state regulations are provided.
In general, 10 CFR includes regulations promulgated by the NRC and/or DOE. The 40 CFR
regulations are promuigated by EPA. Washington State regulations promuigated by Ecology and
Washington State Department of Health are adopted under WAC.

22
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2.1.2  Other-CriteriaTechnical Guidance Criteria

A separate evaluatlon was undertaken to 1dent1fy other sources of techmcal guldance that weﬂld-be
applieablemay: Be pertinent to the design cntena  and/or eeﬂstfaettenperformance standards of surface
barriers but are not conmdered ARARs The value and variety of available design materials is
extensive and would be difficult to present in any comprehensive fashion; however, of the potential
reference sources, only a limited number were found that provide specific guidance applieablepertinent

to covers. These sources are 1dent1ﬁed~&leng~wﬁh—ﬁm%&&s—&nd—ﬂ3€s— as potential-design criteria

for covers. The materials reviewed include promulgated Tederal and state statutes or regulatlons that
are not- conszdered an ARAR federal and state gmdance documents enginéering and construction
specifications, computer codes to evaluate hydrologlc performance of surface barriers (the Hydrologic
Evaluation of Landfill Performance [HELP] Model and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory's
[PNNL] UNSAT-H Model [Fayer and Jones 1990]), reference sources concerning frost depth and
design-storm criteria, and previous research and engineering reports on barrier topics for various
Hanford Site applications.

A preliminary listing of other referenec-materials—"to-be-eonsidered™-estechnical guidance documents
that provide sources of design criteria is provided in Section 2.3'and Table 2-2

2.2 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The petentiaFARARs and-FBCs-that were retained for consideration in developing the generic

conceptual cover design criteria are described in the following sections.
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2.2.1  TRU and Low-Level Waste

The EPA bas promulgated regulatzons pertammg 1g to disposal and management of TRU waste in
geological | reposn:ones “These. regmu}anons

on combmaoon of sitlitg, design, and control
considerations.that establish release limits for up 0 10,000 3 years. Because this FES evaluates covers
for potential TRU waste tobe left n place, the regulauons apﬁtcable 10 geologlcal reposttones cannot
be used asan® ARA'R owever, t.he regu.lattons pertdining to near- surface d.tsposal conj:a.med m

10 CFR 61 ‘even. though ot mtended to, apply to 'I'RU waste, can be used a8 zelevant and appropnate
reqmrements ‘and the geologlcai repomtory regulatlons can Ee used astechmcal gmdance on what is

needed 1o enhance the cgzer destgn used for near surface dJsposaI ot" LLW qlhes&reguleﬁeﬂs-me}ude

Ecology, and Washmgton State Department of Health have if”“ promulgated regulatlons controlling air
emissions of radionuclides and limiting public exposure to airborne radionuclides. These regulations
may affect design and performance of covers for TRU waste disposal sites. Sources of pertinent
requirements and criteria have been identified as potentiaFARARs and are described in the following
sections.

Regulations that pertam to land cﬁsposal of LLW have been’ promu]gated by the NRC:  These
regulations’ include regmremems affectmg destgn and performance of covers for LLW dlgposal sites.
The EPA, Ecology, and ‘zj.fashmgton~ _State Department of Health have prornulgated regulattons
controlling it emissions 'of radionuclides and Imutmg pubhc exp SUre to alrbome fadionuclides.
These regulatlons may a Aaffect des1gn and performance of covers for LLW dlsposal srtes The e sections
that follow describe relevant regutrements 1dent1ﬁed as ARARs for LLW sites.

NOTE: Origirial Seciioni 3.2.11 movad i Section 2.3.1.

2.2.1.21 10 CFR Part 61--Licensing Requirements for Land Disposal of Radioactive Waste;
Subpart C—Performance Objectives.

61.41 Protection of the general population from releases of radioactivity.

Concentrations of radioactive material that may be released to the general environment in
groundwater, surface water, air, soil, plants, or animals must not result in an annual dose
exceeding an equivalent of 25 mrem to the whole body or 75 mrem to any other organ of any
member of the public. Reasonable effort should be made to maintain releases of radioactivity
in effluents to the general environment as low as is reasonably achievable.

61.42 Protection of individuals from inadvertent intrusion.
Design, operation, and closure of the land disposal facility must ensure protection of any

individual inadvertently intruding into the disposal site and occupying the site or contacting
the waste at any time after active institutional controls over the disposal site are removed.

61.44  Stability of the disposal site after closure.
The disposal facility must be sited, designed, used, operated, and closed to achieve long-term
stability of the disposal site and to eliminate, to the extent practicable, the need for ongoing

active maintenance of the disposal site following closure so that only surveillance, monitoring,
or minor custodial care are required.

24
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NOTE: Moved Subpart D--Technical Requirements for Land Disposal Faclities to Section 2.3.2.

2.2.1.42 40 CFR 192--Health and Environmental Protection Standards for Uranium and
Thorium Mill Tailings.

192.02 Standards.

(b) Control shall be designed to provide reasonable assurance that releases of 22Rn from
residual radioactive material to the atmosphere will not:

(1) Exceed an average release rate of 20 picocuries per m? per second

(2} Increase the annual average concentration of ??Ru in air at or above any location
outside the disposal site by more than one-half picocurie per liter.

Because the standard apphiesis. pertment to design, monitoring after dlsposal is not required to
demonstrate compliance.
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2.2.1.53 Chapter 173480 WAC-—-Ambient Air Quality Standards and Emission Limits for
Radionuclides.

WAC 173-480-040 Ambient Standard.

Emissions of radionuclides in the air shall not cause a maximum accumulated dose equivalent
of more than 25 mrem/yr to the whole body or 75 mrem/yr to a critical organ of any member
of the public. Doses due to 2°Rn, ’Rn, and their respective decay products are excluded
from these limits.

WAC 173-480-050 General standards for maximum permissible emissions.

(1) All radionuclide emission units are required to meet the emission standards in this
chapter. At a minimum all emission units shail meet WAC 402-10-010 requiring every
reasonable effort to maintain radioactive materials in effluents to unrestricted areas, as low as
reasonably achievable (ALARA).

(2) Prevention of significant deterioration: The emission requirements for an emission unit of
radionuclides shall be the same for all areas of the state independent of prevention of
significant deterioration classification.

(3) Whenever another federal or state regulation or limitation in effect controls the emission
of radionuclides to the ambient air, the more stringent control of emissions shall govern.

2.2.174 Chapter 246-247 WAC—Radiation Protection—Air Emissions.

WAC 246-247-040 Standards.

The ambient air quality standards and emission limits for radionuclides shall be those
promulgated by Ecology in Chapter 173-480 WAC. The Ecology ambient standard requires
that emissions of radionuclides in the air shall not cause a maximum accumulated dose
equivalent of more than 25 mrem/yr to the whole body or 75 mrem/yr to a critical organ of
any member of the public. Doses due to #°Rn, #*Rn, and their respective decay products are
excluded from this chapter.

NOTE: Original Section 2.2.2 has been conibined with Secfion 2.2.1,
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2.2.32 RCRA Federal/State HazardousDangerous Waste (Subtitle C)
Both EPA and Ecology have promulgated regulations pertzining to the disposal and management of
hazardeusdangerous waste. These regulations include requirements affecting design and performance
of covers for hae&rdeusdangerous waste disposal sites. The relevant requirements have been identified
as potentiaFARARS and are described in the following sections.
2.2.32.1 40 CFR Part 264--EPA Regulations for Owners and Operators of Permitted Hazardous
Waste Facilities and 40 CFR Part 265—-EPA Interim Status Standards for Owners and Operators
of Hazardous Waste Facilities.

40 CFR 264 and 265 Subpart G--Closure and Postclosure; 40 CFR 264.111/265.111 Closure
performance standard.

The owner or operator must close the facility in a manner that:
(a) Minimizes the need for further maintenance
(b) Controls, minimizes or eliminates to the extent necessary to protect human health and
the environment, postclosure escape of dangerous waste, dangerous constituents, leachate,
contaminated runoff, or dangerous waste decomposition products to the ground, surface

water, groundwater, or the atmosphere.

40 CFR 264 and 265 Subpart K--Surface Impoundments; 40 CFR 264.228/265,228 Closure and
postclosure care.

(2)(2)(iii) Cover the surface impoundment with a (final) cover designed and constructed to:

(A) Provide long-term minimization of the migration of liquids through the closed
impoundment

(B) Function with minimum maintenance
(C) Promote drainage and minimize erosion or abrasion of the (final) cover
(D) Accommodate settling and subsidence so that the cover’s integrity is maintained

(E) Have a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of any bottom liner system
or natural subsoils present.

(b)(4) Prevent run-on and runoff from eroding or otherwise damaging the (final) cover.
40 CFR 264 and 265 Subpart N--Landfills; 40 CFR 264.310/265.310 Closure and postclosure care.

(a) At closure of the landfill or upon closure of any cell, the owner or operator must cover
the landfill or cell with a (final) cover designed and constructed to:

(1) Provide long-term minimization of the migration of liquids through the closed landfill
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(2) Function with minimum maintenance
. (3 Promote drainage and minimize erosion or abrasion of the (final} cover
@) Accommodate settling and subsidence so that the cover's integrity is maintained

(5) Have a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of any bottom liner system
or natural subsoils present. ,

(b)(S) Prevent run-on and runoff from eroding or otherwise damaging the (final) cover.
2,2,32.2 Chapter 173-303 WAC--Dangerous Waste Regulations.
WAC 173-303-610 Closure and postclosure.

(2) Closure performance standard. The owner or operator must close the facility in a
manner that:

(2)(i and ii) [Refer to 40 CFR 264.111(a),(b)].

(ii) Returns the land to the appearance and use of surrounding fand areas to the degree
possible, given the nature of the previous dangerous waste activity.

WAC 173-303-650 Surface impoundments.
(6) Closure and postclosure care.
@) (C)X) Provide long-term minimization of the migration of liquids through the closed
impoundment with a material that has a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of
any bottom liner system or natural subsoils present
@ E)C)AD-AV) [Refer to 40 CFR 264.228(a)(2)(ii)(B)-(D)].

WAC 173-303-665 Landfills.

(6) Closure and postclosure care,

(a)(-(v) [Refer to 40 CFR 264.310(a)(1)-(5)].

(b)(v) [Refer to 40 CFR 264.310(b)(4)].
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2.2.43 RCRA Federal/State Solid Waste (Subtitle D)
Both EPA and Ecology have promulgated regulations pertaining to the disposal and management of
solid waste. These regulations include requirements affecting design and performance of covers for
solid waste disposal sites. The relevant requirements have been identified as petentia-ARARs and are
described in the following sections.
2.2.43.1 40 CFR Part 241--Guidelines for the Land Disposal of Solid Waste.
40 CFR 241.209 Cover Material.
40 CFR 241.209-1 Requirement.
Cover material shall be applied as necessary to minimize fire hazards, infiltration of
precipitation, odors, and blowing litter; control gas venting and vectors; discourage
scavenging; and provide a pleasing appearance.
40 CFR 241.209-2 Recommended procedures: Design.
Plans should specify:

(a) Cover material sources and soil classifications (Unified Soil Classification System or U.S.
Department of Agriculture [USDA] Classification System).

(b) Surface grades and side slopes needed to promote maximum runoff, without excessive
erosion, to minimize infiltration.

(¢) Procedures to promote vegetative growth as promptly as possible to combat erosion and
improve appearance of idle and completed areas.

(d) Procedures to maintain cover material integrity (¢.g., regrading and recovering).
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2.2.43.32 Chapter 173-304 WAC--Minimum Functional Standards (MFS) for Solid Waste
Handling.

WAC 173-304-407 General closure and postclosure requirements.

(3) Closure performance standard. Each owner or operator shall close their facility in a
manner that:

(a) Minimizes the need for further maintenance
(b) Controls, minimizes, or eliminates threats to human health and the environment from

postclosure escape of solid waste constituents, leachate, landfill gases, contaminated
rainfall or waste decomposition preducts to the ground, groundwater, and the atmosphere.

WAC 173-304-460(2) Landfilling Staridards,

2) Minimum functional standards for performance.

@) Groundwater, ' An owner.or operator of a landﬁll shall not contammate the
groundwater_midelgymg the. landﬁll beyond the pomt of _;:omphance Contammatmn and
point of compliance are defined in WAC 173 -304-100.

e e

(®) Air quality and toxic air emissions.

(i)” An'owner or ‘operator of a Iandfilf shafl not allow explosive gases generated by
the facility whose concentration exceeds

(AY Twenty-five percent ‘of the lower exploswe ‘Timit for the gases in, facility
structures (excluding gas conu‘ol or TECoVery systetn components);

(B) The Iower exploswe lmut for the gases at the property ‘boundary or
beyond and

methane) m offsue stmctures

(i) Anowner or operator of a landfill shall not cause a violation of any amblent air
quality: standard at the property boundary or emission standard fromany emission of
landfill gases, combustion, or any other emission associated with a landfill.

© Surface walers.. An owner or operator ofa Iandﬁil ‘shall not cause a vmlatlon of any
receiving’ water quahty standard or v1olate chapter 90 48 RCW from dmcharges of surface
runoff; leachate, ot any other liquid associated with a 1a11dﬁJ1

n ez oo

NOTE: Chaptér 173:304-460(3) moved 0 Section 2:337
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2.2.54 Other Materials TBC

Other TBCs as de51gn criteria include standards or codes that are not promulgated as law and address
areas not covered under ARARs ilsted af:ove No TBCs are. cm'renﬂy Id’entlﬁed" that relate specxﬁcally

detail regarding the mpiementau i of ARAR requir
2.3. The combmatxou~ -of ARARS and techmca]éguxdance then %tabhsh "the conceptual des:gn cntena
for the various barners e ; aF

documents:

Lus i A e Vi

2.3 TECHNICAL GUIDANCE REQUIREMENTS

There are documents that” prowdgperformance ot design criteria that are not.considefed an ARAR or
TBC but contains techmcal guldance*that are consxdefed pernnent ‘These techmcal gmdance cnterla

industry. documents genemted o document good eng _eenng pracnces _be followed Techmcal
guidance will be mtegrated with the ARAR Tequirernents dlscussed in Sectlon 2 2% develop design
criteria for the cover designs. Technical. gmdance and their 2ssOCiafed source; thatare contained in
federal state, ‘or DOE documents that reIate to cover demgns' are proinded beiow

23,1  Federal and State Statutes and Guidance Documents

2.3.1.1 40 CFR Part 191-EPA Radiation Protection Standards for Managing and Disposing of

Spent Nuclear Fuel, Lngh—Leh el, =am:i Transuranic Radmactlve ‘Waste

191,13 Containuent requirements.

(a) Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or Elg'h-level or TRU radloacuve waste shall be
de31gned to provxde a reasonable. expectatmn, based on performance assessments that the

cumulative réleases of T: radlonuchdes to the accessible envuonment for 10,000 years after
disposal from all 51gmﬁcant processes and everts that may; affect the dlsposal systems shall

(1) Have a_ Ilkehhocd of iess than one chance in 10, of exceedmg the quantmes ca]culated

accorc{mg to Table 1 (Kppendix A) of this regu]atlon

(2) Havea Iikeithood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding 10 times the
quantities’ calcuiated according to’ Table 1 (Appendm A) of this regulation.
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e g e e

®). Performauce assgsmeg_mn ed ot provrde complete assm;ance "that’ the reqmrements of
19f ;_3(3) wﬂl be; me&gﬁgew g of the long time penod mvolved and the nature of the events
and processes'of interest, there will me\utably be subsmnttal uncertamtles i prOJectmg
drsposal system performance. “Proof of the future performance of a disposal ; systen is not fo
be: had,m the ordmmy sense. of the word %sxtuauons that, deal W1th _much shorter t:meﬁ:ames. '
Instead, what 5t

_;:equn:ed is.a reasonable exXpectation, on the basrs of 1 the record before the ’
implémenting ageéncy, 't that - compliance with. ith 191, 13(a) will be achleved

et 2, ek i

Assurance requirements.

To: provrde the confidence needed for Iong-term compliance with the’ requirements of
191 13 fdlsposal of spent nucfear fuel or high-level or TRU waste shall be conducted

ance; w1thEe fo]lowmg - provisions; except ffor faci]ities.'regu[ated by -NRC
under 10 CER 411,

Pt

(a) Actwe ‘nstitutional controls s over, dxsposal sites’ should be mamtamed foras long a penod

of t nme as 1spracttcable affer. d:sposal however perfonnance assessments t.hat assess isolation
of the waste from?.ﬁe accessxﬁ)le emm‘onment shaII not consrder any contributlons from actwe

wwwwww

b): ‘Dmposal systems shail be m momtored aﬁe qisposal to detect substant;al and detrimental
deviations from ex expected performan . Thxs mdmtormg sha]l be. done w1th techmques that’ do
not ]eopardtze the 1solat10n of the aste and shall be conducted until there are no significant

B ] R

concers to be. ad&ressed d by 1 further  monitoring,

(g,)& Dtsposai sités shall be desrgnated by the most permanent markers, recor;ds and other
passiv institutional controfs practicable fo indicaie the da.ugers of the waste"and their
locatrons

Individual profection requiremzents.

stposal systems for waste and any assoclated radroactrve material shail be deSIgnect to
provide a reasqn_able_expectaﬁon'that, for’ 10 000 years after dlsposa] undlsturbed

performange of the drs_posaivsyst em shail not cause the annual comunitted effective dose,
recerv?& | through potentlal pathwaxw from the dtsposal system to any member of the pubhc

poc e R

PaE i
m the accessﬂ)!e environment to exceéd 15 ; mrem.

Disposal standards (for groundvwaier profection).

(a)(l) Drsposal systems for waste and any. assoclated radroactIVe material shall be. desrgned to
provide a reasonable c;gpectanon that 10 000 ‘years of lmdrsturbed performance after drsposal

shall not cause the Ievels of radloactmfx in any undergrouud source of drmkmg wate;r, in- the
accessible e;1v1ronment o excesd the Inmts speclﬁedm 40° CFR 141 as s they exist on J; anuary
19, 1994.
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2.3.1.2 10'CFR Part 61-I.lcensmg Requirements for Land Disposal of Radioactive’ Waste;
Subpart D—-Techmcal cal Requirements for Land stposal Facilities

61.51

61.52

2.3.1.3

Disposal site design for land disposal.

@) (4) Covers ‘must be. demgned 10’ mmxmzze to the extent practmable ‘water, infiltration, to
direct percolatmg or surface water away from the dlsposed waste, and to res1st degradanon by
surface geologlc Qrccesses and biotic. acnv vity.

@)®). Surfacé ] featnres must direct ; surface water’ dramage away from dxsposal umts at
velogities and gradxents that will not resu]t in erosion that will require ongoing a active
mamtenance in the future.

(@)(6). The dxsposal site must be desxgned to mmmuze to the extent practlcable the. contact
of § water with waste durmg storage the contact of standmg Waier w1th waste durmg dlsposal,_
or. standmg water with waste after dléposal

Land disposal facility operation and disposal site closure.

(a)(Z) “Waste des:gnated as Class C’ must t be dlsposed of s so that the top of the waste is a
m.lmmum of 5 m (16 4 ft) below the tog surface of the cover or must be d:sposed of with

PR

DOE Order 5820.2A Radioactive Waste Management.

DOE Order 5820.2A describes various health, environmental, and design requirements that
must be satisfied in the management of radicactive waste. Pertinent sections of DOE Order
5820.2A are detailed as follows:

(a) Ensure that external exposure to the waste and concentrations of radioactive material
that may be released into surface water, groundwater, soil, plants, and animals results in
an effective dose equivalent that does not exceed 25 mrem/yr to any member of the
public. Releases to the atmosphere shall meet the requirements of 40 CFR 61.
Reasonable effort should be made to maintain releases of radicactivity in effluent to the
general environment ALLARA [DOE Order 5820.2A (IID(3){(a)(2)].

(eb) Ensure that the committed effective dose equivalents received by individuals who
inadvertently may intrude into the facility after the loss of active institutional control
(100 years) will not exceed 100 mrem/yr for continuous exposure or 500 mrem for a
single acute exposure {DOE Order 5820.2A {(IID(3)}a)(3)1.
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2.3.1.4 Technology Guidance Document--Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and
Surface Impoundments (EPA/530-SW-89-047).

This document summarizes EPA's minimum technology guidance (MTG) on final cover systems for
hazardeusdangerous waste landfills and surface impoundments. The MTG cover is a multilayer design
consisting of a vegetated top layer, drainage layer, and low-permeability layer.

2.3.1.5 RCRA Federal/State Solid ‘Waste (Subtitle ] D)-WAC 173-304-460

WAC 173-304-460 Landfilling standards.

2.3.2

(3) MFS for design.

(a)(iv) Desxgnmg the landﬁll to collect the mnoff of surface waters and other hqmds resultmg

(e} At least 60 ‘cm (24 m ) of 1 x 10, cm/s or lower permeabthty soil or equwalent shall be
placed upon the finai llﬁs unless the Tandfill is located in an area havmg mean anhual
precipitation of less than 30 cm (12 in, ), in whxch case at Ieast 60.cm (24 m y of I x 10‘5 cm/s
or lower permeabthty soil or eqmvalent - shall be placed upon the, ffnai lifts. Art;ﬁmal lmers
may replace soil covers ifa mm:mum thlckness of 1.3 mm (50 Iml) is used

(e)(i) The grade of surface slopes shall not be Iéss Iess than 2%, nor the grade of side’ slopes
more than 33%.

(e)(il) Final cover of at feast 15 cm (61 m ) of topsoil be placed over the soﬂ cover and seeded
with grass, other shallow rooted 'vegetation or other native vegetation.

OTHER DESIGN CONSIBERATIONSGUIDANCE

: Resources that relate to

c1v11 construction and engmeermg pracuce and pertam to covers for all waste categortes are prode
below in—# an alphabetical listing of these materials-is-provided-belew.: These documents are used in
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the evaluation of the conceptual’ desy;ns and are not. speexﬁcaliy referenced as technical gu_:dance in
Section 275; ex¢ept for the Hanford Plant’ Stand"ards _Which is discussed in Section 2.5,

Hanford Plant Standards: Design Criteria. Provides criteria for and descriptions of design basis
environmental events such as maximum frost depth, probable maximum flood, wind loads and
tornados, earthquake loadings, and allowable bearmg pressures for foundatxons The: standards reqmre

the bottom of foundations for permanent buﬁdmgs at the Hanford Site to be- placed at feast 0.6.m, 15
cm (2 ft, "6 in.). below final grade For frost protecnon pmjposes, ‘this cntenon will be agphed to the
lateral drainage Iaye: ‘and. the low-permeabﬂlty -asphalt componeni of the- recommended Hanford Barrier
and Modified RCRA Subnﬂe C Barrier demgns

HELP Model (Schroeder et al. 1988). A-pumerieal-medel-used-to-evs
ghgs numencal model 5] “udely
practice arid is accepted by the regulatory agencies as a predlcn : tool
performance of liner and cover systems _Th‘e_HELP Mode] is pari ularly useful to evaluate de51gn

alternativesaf the conceptual level of getaﬂ “The cover. desi gnﬁ' ecommended i Iater sectlons of this

used m cml engmeermg

perfonnance requlrements

Seepage, Dramage, and Flow Nets (Cedergren 1989} This reference provides engmeenng criteria
and procedures for design of graded filters. Criteria 1 fondesxgn of graded Titer : medla appIy to eovers
that require filter layer elements. The graded ﬁlter criteria are also published in vaiious gmdance
documents, such as EPA (1989) and Ecology (198’7)

UNSAT-H Model (Fayer and Jones 1990). Another numerical model developed to evaluate the
hydrologic performance of multilayer soil barrier systems. The UNSAT-H Model was developed
specifically for arid climate applications. '_I'hlsmodel was developed locally by PNL and has been
calibrated for soil textures, vegetai[on patterns’_j’_ id a#id climate condmons present at the Hanford Sxte.
The UNSAT-H Model ¥ was used to evaluate the cover designs recommiierided i this FFS. However,
the code itself is not a source of design. crlfena' or performance requiremens.

Washington Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road, Bridge, and
Municipal Construction. This resource provides useful specifications for various aspects of earth
work construction. Regarding the reeemmended-cover designs discussed in this FFS, this reference
provides a source for specifications relating to asphalt sub-base preparation, asphalt preparation, and
asphalt installation. The Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA C Barrier include a
low-permeability asphalt layer component. The specification cited for grading fill that forms the base
layer for all recommended covers is also a Washington Department of Transportation (WDOT)
standard. These standards were selected because they are in common use in civil construction in
Washington State.

2-17




DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

feeultmg-frem*wmd—efemeﬂ-USDLW;md Erosmn Equatmn and Umversal Soxl Loss Eqnahon. -Soil
loss estimates -have amrect bearmg on’ des1gn ot" the topsoﬂ Iayer component of a cover system. These
USDA ‘procedures a1¢ stahdard agncultural engmeermg methods for estlmatmg soﬂ erosion and are
partlcularly useful desxgn methods for surfice bamers at the conceptual demgn stage The _procedures
are not sources of design crltena or performance reqmrements '

24 ARARs AND TECHNICAL. GUIDANCE FOR CONSIDERATION IN DEFINITIVE
DESIGN

tterns—The ARARs and' techmeal gmdance that dzd not contr’bute to the development of conceptual
cover design criterig’ ﬁrejdentlﬁed in thxs secti These cntena will need to be consxdered durmg the
definitive deslgn and thus are not carned into ‘the discussion in Section 2.5°

WAC 173-303-665(6)(b)(V) (ARAR:

The scope of definitive design will include the preparation of grading plans to control the
effects of runoff and run-on of storm water from the covered area and adjacent areas. Cover
slope lengths and angles, the length and width dimensions of the covered area, and the grades
and surface conditions of adjoining areas are all site-specific considerations TBC in
developing grading plans. These issues cannot be addressed in generic conceptual designs,
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40 CFR 241.209-2 (¢) and (d) (ARARs).

Procedures to promote vegetative growth and to maintain the integrity of cover material after
construction will be addressed as aspects of definitive design.

According to the waste inventory information provided in the AAMS reports, the waste
management units listed in Appendix B rarely, if ever, received putrescible solid waste (i.e.,
septage or food waste). Therefore, control of landfill gas is not expected to be a
consequential issue for definitive design of covers for most units. However, there are several
active and inactive solid waste landfills on the Hanford Site. Landfill gas production and
control is a potential design issue for units that are former solid waste landfill operations.

WAC 173-304-460 (3)(a)(iv) (Technical Guidance).

It is impractical to provide designs of systems for run-on and runoff collection as part of a
generic conceptual design study. A variety of factors at individual sites, such as areal extent,
adjoining topography, and vegetation, will have a significant effect on the volume of surface
water to be managed from the design storm. However, runoff from the design storm can be
estimated on a per-acre basis at the conceptual design stage. Design storm analyses for all
three barrier options are provided in Appendix C-4 of this FFS. Complete designs of systems
for collection and routing of surface water will be deferred to definitive design.
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NOTE: HELP Model moved to Section 2.3:2.

NOTE: Graded Filter Design Criteria moved t6 Section 2:3.2.

NOTE:  Haiiford Plas Standards moved to Section 2.3.2.

NOTE: . UNSAT-H Model moved fo Section 2.3.2.




DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

nnplementauon activities. If)provxde this limited Atmber of designs, a grouping of the performance

and desxgn cntena estaghshed in Sections 2.7 ‘and 2.34 has been perfomed and four _genetic

conceptual cover desagm haze been’ developed. Thes'e are_tHe_Hanford Bamer the. Modlﬁed RCRA

Subtiﬂe CB_w : 'ei', fﬁe Siandard s”R('.'RAvSubtu:le C Barner, and the Modlﬁed RCRA Subtitle D Bamer
s w B L _‘ f < ¥ 2

& fyp aste’ that are expected o ' be present at’ waste sxtes i u‘ghout

o (e - N Y

cntena must also- be evaluaied based on waste s1te-§pemfic

AR S B

esi
charactensﬁcs _' the development of. sxtg,sg@c;ﬁé‘FES to ensure the cover is appmpnate for the

waste Sltﬁ

J Mk f, er are’ dlscussed (Sections 2.5.1 thmu,gh 2 5 4) WJﬂ:
__ d ‘

: d,techmcal

S

psdiS

developmeni an_d the reIauonShlp f ARAR S Bs I guﬁelﬁents and techmcal gmdauce,

fmwvva~ .

_,,;' esxgns and assocmied waste sxte types ‘that have been grouped undez that deSIgn

Ry, et

Tables 2~4 2~5*2v-é “and ﬁ-‘? summanze the : design cntena For the four, bamers

2.5.1 Design Criteria for the Hanford Barrier

This cover is envisioned fer-applieatienstQ be iis¢d at WMUs in the 200 Areas containing radionuclides
with concentrations and activities correspondmg to GTCC LLW-inehuding-mixed-EEW-and-hazardeus
waste; nonretrievable TRU waste disposal sites, and TRU-contaminated soil sites. The Hanford Barner
could also be applied if dingerous. constitients are present in addifion fo these radloactlve COIIJEOIIEIHS
This cover could also be app}te&b-l&teused at sites where risk assessments predict elevated, long-term,
environmental risks resulting from the concentrations or mobility of radionuclides andferhazardous
eenstitients-arepresent. Of the designs described in this FES, the Hanford Barrier is intended to
provide the maximum available degree of waste isolation and long-term containment, environmental
protection, and human intrusion control.

RegulationsCriteria that appiy—er-peﬁeaﬂaﬁy-app{ypertam to the design of the Hanford Barrier include
ARARS and ?Bes-peﬁa-mmg-te-ﬂaetechmcal gmdé—nce for storage and dxsposal of TRU wastes and

se&rees—ef—eeﬂeeptﬁai-deﬁgfreﬁteﬂa TabIe 2-4 summarizes the de81gn cntena for the Hanford Barrler

derived from these sources. A discussion of the radloactwe criteria, as they relate to the individual
ARARs;-and, technical guidance is provided below.

40 CFR 191.13 and 191.24.

This design-ARARbechnical guidance effectively limits the amount of moisture infiltration
through the cover and the vadose zone to the groundwater table. It feqﬁrresstates that there be
no release of contaminants to the accessible environment in amounts that exceed specified risk
levels listed in the appendix of the regulation. The design criterion suggested by-this-ARAR-is
to minimize moisture infiltration through the cover (Criterion 1, Table 2-4).
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40 CFR 191.14.

This design-ARARtechnical gnidance precludes reliance on active institutional controls beyond
100 years following disposal. This Hb‘s&l—:s—&ppheab!eggxﬁ;grw rclafes to conceptual and
definitive designs. It fequ&essﬁ?? that disposal sites be deszgnated by permanent markers,
records, and other passive institutional controls intended to preserve knowledge about the
location, design, and contents of a disposal system. It stipuates that the disposal system
design should use both engineered and natural materials to achieve optimal containment.
Appendix C of the regulation EPA-expresses-the-viewSHtEs that passive institutional controls
are expected to be effective in limiting inadvertent human i intrusion, but cannot be relied on to
rule out the possibility that inadvertent intrusion may occur. Exploratory drilling for
resources is the most severe intrusion scenario envisioned-by-ERA. Three design criteria are
suggested-by-this-ARAR: (1) design 2 multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to
natural degradation processes, (2) design a durable cover that will require minimal
maintenance during its design life, and (3) include appropriate design provisions limit
inadvertent humnan intrusion {(Criteria 2, 3, and 7, Table 2-4).

40 CFR 191.15, 10 CFR 61.41, 40-CFR-61-192;-40 CFR 192, WAC 173-480, DOE Order
5820.2A, 246-221-860-and WAC 246-247-040.

These ARARsTEgulations limit radionuclide releases from radiological waste disposal sites to
levels that are protective of public health. For the design of TRU waste disposal systems in
geologic Tepositories, 40 CFR 191.15 requires the disposal site to be designed to provide a
reasonable expectatlon that undisturbed performance of the disposal system will not cause the
annual exposure limit of 15 mrem to be exceeded for 10,000 years after disposal. In general,
the natural system will play a significant role in limiting release rates of contaminants to the
accessible environment. The cover system may be required to satisfy all performance goals
for isolating waste from the accessible environment for up to 1,000 years, Technical
reviewers of barrier development activities at the Hanford Site believe that reliance on covers
to perform for perlods in excess of 1 000 years is techmcally mdefens1ble Fef—WM-Us

i systems-may-be-require pament-the-eovers Thecovermustbedeszgnedto
minimize moisture mﬁltranon prevent plant and ammal intrusion, and inadvertent human
intrusion. The design criteria suggested by-these-ARARs-are (1) minimize moisture
infiltration through the cover, (2) design a cover with a functional life of 1,000 years,

(3) include appropriate design provisions to limit inadvertent human intrusion, (4) prevent
plants from accessing arnd mobilizing contamination, and (5) prevent burrowing anirnals from
accessing and mobilizing contamination (Criteria 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6, Table 2-4).

10 CFR 61.42.

For waste-management units containing radioactive waste that will not decay to levels that
present an acceptable hazard to an intruder within 100 years, (i.e., Category 3 waste or
greater), the cover must be designed to protect humans from inadvertent contact 'Wlth the
waste at some future time assuming the loss of institutional control. ThiS criferia pertains to
conceptual and definitive designs of surface barriers for SPRUradloacnve waste sites. The
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‘design criterion suggested by-this-ARAR-is to include appropriate design provisions to limit
inadvertent human intrusion (Criterion 7, Table 2-4).

10 CFR 61.44.

This performance ARAR requires that the cover be designed to achieve long-term stability and
to eliminate (to the degree practicable) the need for ongoing maintenance. This ARAR can be
met with an engineered cover system, supplemented as necessary by stabilization of the site
subgrade to minimize settlement. This requirement pertains to both the conceptual and
definitive design stages. Settlement issues are site specific and will be addressed during
definitive design. The design criteria suggested by-this-petential ARAR-are to (1) design a
multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to natural degradation processes and (2) design
a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life (Criteria 2 and 3,
Table 2-4).

10 CFR 61.51.

This performanee-ARAR-requirestechnical guidance discusses that the cover to-be designed to
(1) minimize water infiltration, control runoff and run-on of surface water, and otherwise
minimijze contact between water and waste after disposal and (2) resist degradation by surface
geologic processes (i.e., surface erosion) and biotic activity. This criteria pertains to
conceptugl and definitive design. The design criteria suggested by-this-ARAR-are as follows:
(1) minimize moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) design a multilayer cover of materials
that resist natural degradation processes, (3) design a durable cover that will require minimal
maintenance during its design life, (4) prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing
contamination, (5) prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobilizing contamination,
and (6) facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind and water (Criteria 1, 2, 3,
5, 6, and 8, Table 2-4).

Hanford Plant Standards,

The standards require the bottom of foundations for permanent buildings at the Hanford Site
to be placed at least 0.6 m, 15 cm (2 ft, 6 in.) below final grade. For frost protection
purposes, this criterion will be applied to the lateral drainage layer and the low-permeability
asphalt component {Criterion 11, Table 2-4).
In additjon 10 the radioactive _performan&éﬂ'a"n’ d design criferia discussed above, it is desired fo provide a
cover. desxgn that can yalso meet the criteria’ 'or dangex;ous waste performance a.ud des_ggn reqmrements
The cover couf& also be apphed to 51tes s with dangerous constlments ts if the. followmg ARARs and
techmcal gu:dance are mef,

40 CFR 264.111;265.111, and WAC 173-303-610.

These Hve—peffefm&nee%ﬁ-Mmgulauons require that a disposal faclhty for
hazardousdangérous and mixed waste be closed in a manner that (1) minimizes the

need for further maintenance, (2) controls, minimizes, or eliminates releases of
hazardeusdangerous constituents to the environment, and (3) returns land to the
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appearance and use of surrounding land to the degree possxble given the nature of
previous waste-handling activities. These requirementscriteria can best be met by
developing a low-maintenance cover constructed of durable materials, that will
support perennial vegetative cover similar to vegetation on surrounding land, and be
highly effective in limiting moisture infiltration. These standards pertain to
conceptual and definitive designs of covers for hazardousdangerous and-mixed-waste
sites. The design criteria suggested by-these-ARARs-are as follows: (1) minimize
moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) design a multilayer cover of materials that
are resistant to natural degradation processes, and (3) design a durable cover that
will require minimal maintenance during its design life (Criteria 1, 2, and 3, Table 2-
4).

40 CFR 264.228, 265.228, 264.310, and 265.310; and WAC 173-303-650 and 173-303-665.

These six performance ARARs are functionally identical and require that the cover meet the
following requirements: (1) minimize moisture infiltration, (2) function with minimum
maintenance, (3) promote drainage and minimize erosion, (4) accommodate settlement, and
(5) have a permeability less than or equal to any natural subsoils present. These ARARs can
best be met by an engineered cover system supplemented, as necessary, by subgrade
improvement to minimize settlement. These regulations pertain to conceptual and definitive
designs of covers for dangerous waste sites. Determination of appropriate subgrade
improvement methods is a site-specific issue to be addressed during definitive design.

The following design criteria are suggested by these ARARs: (1) minimize moisture
infiltration through the cover, (2) design a durable cover that will require minimal
maintenance during its design life, (3) design the cover to promote drainage and minimize
surface erosion by wind and water, and (4) design the low-permeability layer of the cover to
have a permeability less than or equal to any patural subsoils present (Criteria 1, 3, 8, and 9,
Table 2-4).

EPA Technical Guidance Document: Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and Suxrface
Impoundments.

et o e o1

used in the construction of graded filter media. These criteria will prevent failure of the
drainage layer resulting from clogging with fines. The design criterion suggested by-this-FBE
is to design the cover to prevent the migration and accumulation of topsoil material within the
lateral drainage layer (Criterion 10, Table 2-4).

g

The cntena dentified for radloactwe Waste and dangerous waste are s:mﬂar except for cntena telatmg
to mtrusmn and demgn life, and desxgn cntena for dangerous constltuents tha‘g,go not appear in the

radloact:ve cntena [he racixffiéﬁve gntena mcludes a need for mtrusmn 350tect10n above and beyond
that needed for the daugerous consutuents‘*However this bame '
b -+, - i ——é
o

onstituents niot likely to be. proposed for sites
] constltuents that do’) not
p terial ec:ﬁcatmns for the low-
pﬂﬁbmw 1ay er and ihe togﬁsoll layer ’.I'hese specxﬁc dmgn il :1a ‘can be?gncigkrporaf” ed” mto the
barrier desmrth o, s:gmﬁcant éhange ifCOSE or complexzty of des:gn “The spectﬁc des:gn cntena

ot

A e
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relate to-issues. that ygould ‘be addressed in‘detailed demgn, regafﬁi&? of v whether they are 4 design
criteria (i.e:,. havmg "che; Wltl;& permeablhgv less than the sunoundmg soﬂ and, ensurmg that the
drainage systetn does hot clog because of %op SOJI uséd for the cover, these des1gn conmderanons muSE
be addressed asgart of the “detailed o engineering - phase of the pro_]ect)

2.5.2 Design Criteria for the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is envisioned for applieations-2t-200 Area sites having
hezardousdangerous waste constituents. In addition, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is designed
to meet or exceed the regulatory requu‘ements for apphcatlons at Category 1 and 3 LLW sitessas-welt

: d w-ley tuents becanse most sites contain radioactive

constltuents This section dlscusses eppheabbreg&ﬂafeﬁ-ree[u&emeﬂtscntem for hazardousqangerons angerous
waste and LLW and traceablhty between the ARARs and tec cal gmdance W1th the conceptual des:gn

e ek S Hovwing rar ""“’mm 7daim(§“e§6my“§Was§e
cntena,' as, they}relate to the ARARs and t&?hmcal gmdance 1s growded below. Thewlevel of
dangerous constmrent contammatlon must alsobe addressed dungg the s1te-spec1ﬁc evaluatxon of waste
sites: ARARS and | techmcal guld ance dxscussed be;ow apply to RCRA TSDS that have dangerous
levels of contammants For example, a less strmgent cover desxgn may ‘e acceptable for “waste sites

that are not class1ﬁed as RCRA TSDs and. do not ‘have dangerous Je levels ofc contaxmnants

40 CFR 264.111,265.111, and WAC 173-303-610.

These two performance ARARs require that a disposal fac111ty for hazerdeus—and

et

mamtenance (2) controls, minimizes or eliminates releases of hmdemdaggerom
constituents to the environment, and (3) returns land to the appearance and use of
surrounding land to the degree possible, given the nature of previous waste-handling
activities. As in the case of the Hanford Barrier, these requirements can best be met
by developing a low-maintenance cover constructed of durable materials that will
support perennial vegetative cover similar to vegetation on surrounding iand, and be
highly effective in limiting moisture infiltration. These ARARs pertain to conceptual
and definitive designs of covers for dangerous waste sites. The design criteria
suggested by-these-ARARs-are as follows: (1) minimize moisture infiltration through
the cover, (2) design a multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to natural
degradation processes, (3) design a durable cover that will require minimal
maintenance during its design life, (4) prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing
contamination, (5) prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobilizing
contamination, and {6) facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind and
water (Criteria 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8, Table 2-6).

40 CFR 264.228, 265.228, 264.310, and 265.310; and WAC 173-303-650 and WAC 173-303-665.
These six performance ARARs are functionally identical and require that the cover meet the

following requirements: (1) minimize moisture infiltration, (2) function with minimum
maintenance, (3) promote drainage and minimize erosion, (4) accommodate settiement, and
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(5) have a permeability less than or equal to any natural subsoils present. The two ARARs
pertain to conceptual and definitive design. These ARARs can best be met by an engineered
cover system supplemented, as necessary, by site subgrade improvement during construction
to minimize settlement. Determination of appropriate subgrade improvement methods is a
site-specific issue to be addressed during definitive design. The following design criteria are
suggested by these ARARs: (1) minimize moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) design a
muitilayer cover of materials that are resistant to natural degradation processes, (3) design a
durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life, (4) facilitate
drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind and water, and (5) design the
low-permeability layer of the cover to have a permeability less than or equal to any natural
subsoils present (Criteria 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9, Table 2-6).

EPA Technical Guidance Document: Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and Suiface
Impoundments,

This FBEtechnical guidance provides design criteria for specification of soil materials to be
used in the construction of graded filter media. These criteria will prevent failure of the
drainage layer resulting from clogging with fines. The design criterion suggested by-this-FBE
is to design the cover to prevent the migration and accumulation of topsoil material within the
lateral drainage layer (Criterion 10, Table 2-5).

Hanford Plant Standards.

The standards require the bottom of foundations for permanent buildings at the Hanford Site
to be placed at least 0.6 m, 15 cm (2 ft, 6 in.) below final grade. For frost protection
purposes, this criterion will be applied to the lateral drainage layer and the low-permeability
asphalt component {Criterion 11, Table 2-5).

In addition to the’ dangerous perfonnance and desxgn cntena“dmcussed above, it is des:red 10 prov:de a

cover design that can a]so meetz the needs “for radloactwe Waste performancc and des gn remnrements

A

can'be used when there i 54 radxoactlve componeni i the followmg

esig ¢
ARARs and technical gmdince are et

e

10 CFR 61.41, 46-EFR-61:192;:40 CFR 192, WAC 173-480, DOE Order 5820.2A, 246-221-060;
and WAC 246-247-040.

These performanee-ARARsregulations are functionally equivalent. They limit radionuclide
releases from radiological waste disposal sites to levels that provide reasonable expectation
that the annual equivalent dose to the public will not exceed 25 mrem to the whole body or

75 mrem to any critical organ. To some degree, the natural system contributes to limiting
release rates of contaminants to the accessible environment. However, a conservative
approach is to require the cover system to satisfy all perforrnance goals for isolating waste
from the accessible environment. Therefore, the cover must be designed to prevent plants and
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animals from intruding into the waste zone and redistributing contaminants into the accessible
environment. These criteria will generally pertain to the definitive design stage, when the
significance of specific release limits can be evaluated in the context of individual waste-site
conditions. The design criteria suggested by-this-ARAR-are as follows: (1) minimize
moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing
contamination, and (3) prevent burrowing animais from accessing and mobilizing
contamination {Criteria 1, 5, and 6, Table 2-5).

10 CFR 61.42.

. For waste-management units containing radioactive waste that will not decay to levels that
present an acceptable hazard to an intruder within 100 years, (i.e., Category 3 waste or
greater), the cover must be designed to protect humans from inadvertent contact with the
waste at some future time assuming the loss of institutional control. This criteria pertains to
conceptual and definitive designs of surface barriers for radioactive waste sites. The design
criterion suggested by-this-ARAR-is to include appropriate design provisions to limit
inadvertent human intrusion (Criterion 7, Table 2-4).

10 CFR 61.44.

This performance ARAR requires that the cover be designed to achieve long-term stability and
to eliminate (to the degree practicable) the need for ongoing maintenance. This requirement
can be met with an engineered cover system and supplemented, as necessary, by stabilizing
the site subgrade to minimize settlement. Settlement issues are site-specific and will be
addressed during definitive design. This requirement pertains to conceptual and definitive
designs. The design criteria suggested by-this-potential-ARAR-are as follows: (1) design a
multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to natural degradation processes and (2) design
a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life (Criteria 2 and 3,
Table 2-5).

10 CFR 61.51.

This peffefmaﬂee-.»%&kreqmrestechmcai guldance discusses that the cover te-be designed to
(1) minimize water infiltration, control runoff and run-on of surface water, and otherwise
minimize contact between water and waste after disposal, and (2) resist degradation by surface
geologic processes (i.e., surface erosion) and biotic activity. This criteria pertains to
conceptual and definitive designs. The design criteria suggested by-this-ARAR-are as follows:
(1) minimize moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) design a multilayer cover of materials
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that are resistant to natural degradation processes, (3) design a durable cover that will require
minimal maintenance during its design life, (4) prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing
contamination, (5) prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobilizing contamination,
and (6) facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind and water (Criteria 1, 2,3,
5, 6, and 8, Table 2-5).

10 CFR 61.52(2)(2).

The NRC Class C LLW (equwalent to DOE Category 3 LLW) must be disposed of so that
either the top of the waste is a minimum of 5 m (16.4 ft) below final grade, or the waste is
covered with a barrier that is designed to protect against inadvertent human intrusion for at
least 500 years. This technical guidance pertains to both conceptual and definitive designs.
The design criteria suggested by-this-ARAR-are as follows: (1) design cover with a functional
life of 500 years, and (2) ensure that the top of the waste is at least 5 m (16.4 ft) below final
grade or include appropriate design provisions to limit inadvertent human intrusion (Criteria 4
and 7, Table 2-5).

The  criteria gdentxﬁed for the radm»act::vagt;m waste. @d dangerous -waste are snmlar . EXCEPE for criteria
relating t 'mt_rusmn ggd des1gn life. f_]f'he radmacnve cgtena }ﬁ;{nc’lud&e a timeframe for mtmsmn
protectxon of 2 desxgn life of 500 00 years. These cntena are’ abov; and be‘yondhthe cntena for the
.and thns addm these cnten_a e bartjer: ,tgsed dor waste sites wnh dangerous
e the . g?%e applxcatzon of thgénmmon protectzon cr'ltena vgouid have ng
was : piaced ' ore than 4 5 m (%5 ), be!ow the surf - Where gvaste to be lef; m
4.5 m (1 t_he mtrus:rm Erotectx 1 Criteria 4 pould be. met by prowdmg )
§ est cgmb_ ng tggse cntenﬂaw 1_5 cons1dered @prggrmte but would warrant a
revxew m the s:te-spe(:lfic vaiuatz

can be incorporated into orie. genen C'gover, d'és1gn

2.53  Desigi Criteria for the Standard RCRA Subtifle C Barrier

The Standard RCRA &§ubt1tfe C Bagrier may be considered at 200 “Area sites having dangeroiis v
cornistituents, “This, section. dlSClISSBS ‘ '_ti,techmcal gmdance for da.ngerous waste and
traceability befween the ARARs: aud technical guidance with he. conceptual design criteria,

Table ZM the des sign criteria for, the Stauda:d RCRA  Subtitle C Bérrier, The pertinent
regulatory.sources. M;: i W‘__:at follow,

40 CFR264,111, 368,111, 550 WACT73303610,

These two. geﬁommce ARARs require th that a dlsposal faclhty for dangerous waste : be closed
in a manuer that at (a) mimmlzes the need f;(z)rL furthgr mamtenance (b) cqntrols e W@s, or
elnmnates releases of g ous constltuents to the enyuonment and (c) re

poss ible,

Iando e

ARARs pertam o conceﬁﬁai and definitive ?'des;gns of

e D Tl e -y "
as.,.f,%%ﬁes The desie Sugi by, thy “'§‘ : ARARs

imize m 1591!? “infiliration through the cover_,a@ design 4 durable
SRR R . 5 gguu'e mmxmal malnwmnceﬁmm£ lts des;gn llfﬂ,

@) prevent plants ﬁoh;_;écessmg}nd ‘mobilizing contarmination, () yrevent burrowmg
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ammals from accessmg ‘and mobilizing contamination, and (5) facilitate drainage and { minimize

surface ergsion by wind  and ‘water @ntena 1,2,3.4, 5 “and 6, “Table 2-@

* ot gy s

40 CFR 264,228, 265,228, 264. 310, .and 265,310; and WAC 173- 3-303-650_and 173-303-665.

These SIX. performance A’RARs Jare functionally identical and reqture that the cover meet the
@_A_Lgmg % a mmnmze mmsture mﬁltratxon, (I;) function "wzth memum

for wes AR,

SRR A T

(e} have 2 permeabﬁity less than or equal 1:0 any naturzil subsoﬂs present These ARARs
fuf_x} and deﬁmﬁviggslgg Theys%ﬂg&Rs cagﬂ bep} be met by an engmeered
up plementea as necessary, by site s&bgrade unprovement unng construenon
i ﬁe‘g setil %e_e;gngnt' . Determmaqgn n of appropnate subgrade mprovement method§ is a
issue fo be addressed during deﬁmﬂve design. “The followmg“iemgn criteria are
_su Sted by these ARARS: (1) mmmze “moisture mﬁltratzon through',the cover,’ (2) des:gn a
durable cover of natural materials that w:ll regggemumnal mairtenance durmg its" es:gn life,
(3) facﬂltaie dramage and mfnmé sl_lrface erosion by wind and waier; and 4 des;gn the
low—ggrmezfom ty layer of the’ tover to have a permeabmty Iess than or qual to any natu:al

stibsotls present (Criteria 1, 2, ; HATST% Ena 7. 1able o6y,

per‘tﬁi’n £0 COncEp
;_’ it

=t

't'Oii

EPA Technical Guidance Document: Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and Surface
Impoundnieiits.

Tlns techmcal guldance prowdes des:gn crrtena and | technical guidance for this minimum

.........

Hanford Plant Sta“nd”i"i'ﬂ?

The standards 1 _require the bottom of foundations s for permanent buildings at the Hanford Site
to be placed at least 0. 6 m, 15 cm (21 ft, 6 in) below fina}ﬁgrade -~ Por frost protection

purposes, this’ cntenon w111 be applzed to tbe dramage layer. (Cntenon 9 Table 2-6)
2.5.4  Design Criteria for the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier

The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier is primarily envisioned for &pphe&uens—&t—waste sites in the 200
Areas containing nonradiological and nonhazardeasdangerous solid waste. This cover is also designed
for LLW sites containing waste with Category 1 activity (equivalent to NRC Class A and Class B
LLW). The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier is designed to provide limited hydrologic and
biointrusion protection. Because of the nondangerous nature of RCRA Subtitie D waste and because
Category 1 LLW decays away to inconsequential activity levels within thed 100-year institutional
control period, the design includes no human intrusion control provisions.

Regulations apptieablethat Telate to the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier include those pertinent to
the storage-and-disposal of RCRA nonhazardous solid waste and Washington State nondangerous solid
waste as welI as regulatxons &ppheab}emat refé? to dxsposal of Category 1 LLW Nine-petential

- olieak ; i eria—Table 2-7
summarizes the demgn cntena for the RCRA Subutle D cover-based—en—ﬂ&ese—mﬂe—:%

A discussion of ARARs an'& technical guidance, as they relate to individual design criteria for the
Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier, is provided below.
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40 CFR 241.209-1.

This performance ARAR requires that solid waste be covered to minimize fire hazards,
minimize moisture infiltration, control odors and blowing litter, control gas venting and
vectors, discourage scavenging, and provide a pleasing appearance. An engineered surface
barrier constructed of earthen materials will physically isolate the waste, minimize fire
hazards, odors, and blowing litter, control vectors, and discourage scavenging, Perennial
vegetation on the cover surface should provide the site with an acceptable visual appearance.
Control of landfill gas is an issue that will be addressed on a site-by-site basis during definitive
design. This ARAR pertains to both conceptual and definitive design. Three design criteria
are suggested: (1) minimize moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) design the cover to
provide limited biointrusion control (i.e., to control scavenging and vector activity), and (3)
design a cover system with a surface layer capable of sustaining grass, other shaliow-rooted
vegetation, or other native vegetation (Criteria 1, 2, and 6§, Table 2-7).

40 CFR 241.209-2¢a).

This performance ARAR requires that surface grades and side slopes be determined such that
runoff will be controlled and erosion will be minimized. This ARAR pertains to conceptual
and definitive design. The design criterion suggested by-this-ARAR-is to design a cover
system that includes a surface layer of earthen materials with a minimum thickness of 15 ¢cm
(6 in.) that will control runoff and minimize erosion of the cover surface (Criterion Sé,

Table 2-7).

WAC 173-304-407.

This performance ARAR requires that a solid waste facility be closed in a manner that

(1) minimizes the need for further maintenance and (2) controls, minimizes, or eliminates
threats to human health and the environiment from the postclosure release of harmful
substances to the air, surface water, groundwater, or soil. Compliance with this ARAR can
be achieved with an engineered cover system that minimizes infiltration and effectively
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contains the waste within the confines of the cover system. This ARAR pertains to conceptual
and definitive cover designs. Four design criteria are suggested by this ARAR: (1) minimize
moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) design the cover to provide limited biointrusion
control, (3) design a cover system that includes a surface layer of earthen materials with a
minimum thickness of 15 ¢m (6 in.) that will control runoff and minimize erosion of the cover
surface, and (4) design a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its
design life (Criteria 1, 2, 54, and 85, Table 2-7).

WAC 117§§3404-46.f 4 ,“0;(3?

ontena is as’ follows: 1,) num:cmze @:sfure mﬁltranon throngh the cover and (2) desxgn a
covelz system t‘hat mciudes' a surface la > layer « of earthen matenals that wﬂ} control r.unoff and

minimize er6sion of fhgyovef surface {Cntena 1 and 6 Table > 2-6).
WAC 173-304-460 (3)(e).

The Hanford Site is located in a section of Washington State that receives less than 30.cm
(12 in.) of precipitation annually. Considering the arid climate, this demgn—éd%ﬂ%techmcal
guidance provides for solid waste landfill covers at the Hanford Site to (a) be constructed of
60 cm (24 in.) or more of soil with a permeability of 1 x 10" cm/s or less, (b) have surface
slopes of not less than 2%, and {(c} have at least 15 cm (6 in.) of topsoil seeded with grass,
other shallow-rooted vegetation, or other native vegetation. These criteria pertain to both te
conceptual and definitive designs. Five design criteria are suggested by this technical
guidance: (1) design a multilayer cover system with a combined thickness of at least 60 cm
(24 in.), (2) design a cover system that includes a surface layer of earthen materials with a
minimum thickness of 15 cm (6 in.) that will control runoff and minimize erosion of the cover
surface, (3) design a cover system with a surface layer capable of sustaining grass, other
shallow-rooted vegetation, or other native vegetation, (4) design the low-permeability layer of
the cover to have a permeability less than or equal to any natural subsoils present, or a
permeability that is no greater than 1 x 10° cm/s (whichever is less), and (5) design a cover
with surface slopes of no less than 2% {(Criteria 3, 4,5, 6, # and 98, Table 2-7).

The: grouping of sites contammg Category 1 actmty LLW-into this design is desxrabfe to allow all
low-level contammauon $itesto ‘also use this generic concepmal cover design. The addlt:onal ARXRS
and technical guldance cntena are contamed in the Tollowing sectlon

10 CFR 61.41, WAC 173-480-040, DOE Ordér 5820.2A, and WAC 246-247-040,

These three-performance ARARs are functionally equivalent. They limit radionuclide releases
from radiological waste disposal sites to levels that provide reasonable expectation that the
annual equivalent dose to the public will not exceed 25 mrern to the whole body or 75 mrem
to any critical organ. For applications at Category 1 LLW sites, the Modified RCRA

Subtitle D Cover will be reqguired to satisfy all performance goals for isolating waste from the
accessible environment. These requirements pertain to concepmal and-definitive designs.
Therefore, plants and animals must be prevented from intruding into the waste zone and
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redistributing contaminants into the accessible environment. The design criteria suggested by
this-ARAR-are as follows: (1) minimize moisture infiltration through the cover and (2) design
the cover to provide limited biointrusion control (Criteria 1 and 2, Table 2-7).

10 CFR 61.42.

This ARAR identifies design requirements that are specific to the LLW classification at a
given site. In the case of NRC Class C LLW (or DOE Category 3 LLW), this ARAR would
require a cover to be designed to protect humans from inadvertent contact with the waste at
some future time after loss of institutional control. The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barzier is
proposed for LLW sites with activity levels that do not exceed Category 1 limits. Human
intrusion controls are not required for sites containing only Category 1 LLW, because this
waste class consists of types and concentrations of radioisotopes that will decay during the
100-year institutional control period to an acceptably low hazard level. This ARARETFrA
sets the design life for the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Cover at 100 years (Cntenon‘-iag
Table 2-7). This criteria pertains to concepiual and definitive designs.

10 CFR 61.44.

This performance ARAR requires that the cover be designed to achieve long-term stability and
to eliminate (to the degree practicable) the need for ongoing maintenance. This ARAR can be
met with an engineered cover system and supplemented, as necessary, by stabilizing the site
subgrade to minimize settlement. As indicated in the previous discussions of the other cover
options, settlement issues are site-specific and will be addressed during definitive design. This
ARAR pertains to conceptual and definitive designs. The design criteria suggested by-this

potential- ARAR-are as follows: (1) design a2 multilayer cover system with a combined
thickness of at least 60 ¢cm (24 in.), (2) design a cover system that includes a surface layer of

earthen materials with 2 minimum thickness of 15 ¢m (6 in.) that will control runoff and
mipimize erosion of the cover surface, (3) design a cover system with a surface layer capable
of sustaining grass, other shallow-rooted vegetation, or other native vegetation, and (4) design
a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life (Criteria 3, g’g,-s
67 and 87, Table 2-7).

10 CFR 61.51.

This ARAR-requiresiectinical giiidance discusses that the cover te-be designed to (a) minimize
water infiltration, control runoff and run-on of surface water, and otherwise minimize contact
between water and waste after disposal and (b) resist degradation by surface geologic
processes and biotic activity. These requirements pertam to conceptual and definitive designs.
The design criteria suggested by this A&hﬁ{mﬁmcal gmdance are as follows: (1) minimize
moisture infiltration through the cover, (2) demgn 7 the cover to provide limited biointrusion
control, (3) design a cover system that includes a surface layer of earthen materials with a
minimum thickness of 15 cm (6 in.) that will control runoff and minimize erosion of the cover
surface, (4) design a cover system with a surface layer capable of sustaining grass, other
shallow-rooted vegetation, or other native vegetation, and (5) design a durable cover that will
require minimal maintenance during its design life (Criteria 1, 2, 4, 5,-6; and 87, Table 2-7).

Caiegory f LI.W snes are mco:porated mto the cntena for the RCRA Mod:lfied Subtltle D Bamer
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This criteria would add 15_ cm (V_m ) to the previous s 46-cm (18-in7) ‘topsoil Iayer (see Section 3,0 for

Alldaafia

detaﬂs) : 'Ihlsmcreq;en mcrease m de31gn is cons1dered | ghglble aud the beneﬁts of a stream}.lned
deezgn exceeds the mgg_ﬂcts s of addmg_thls thxckness The sxte-spemﬁc evaluancn that is needed for all
waste sites: could ﬁm‘lmr address this i 1ssue and ellmmate the 15 cm’ (6 ) of addmonal topsoil ; lf it is

deemed cost’ eff‘ecnve for that waste sne
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Table 2-1, Summary of ARAR Requirements.

Waste type Regulation ARARS
10 CFR 61.41,%42, 44 : Relevant-and-Anpropriate-
HO-CFR-520)2) Relevant-nnd-Apnropriate

Ry |4eETREmS2 Apphiesble
40 CFR 192.02(b);2 Relevantand-Appropriate
WAC 173-480-040, -050 Apphieable
WAS-246-221-660 Appliesble
WAC 246-247-040 AppHeable
10 CFR 61.41, 142,44 Applieable
10-CFR-6+524a)2) Applicable
Lw | $eCERes Applicable
40 CFR 192.02(b);—12 Relevant-and-Anpropsinte
WAC 173-480-040, -050 Applieable
WAEC-246-223-060 Apptieable
WAC 246-247-040 #ippheable
40 CFR 264.111/265.111 fppiicable
40 CFR 264.228/265.228(a)(2)(ii) Applieable
40 CFR 264.228/265.228(b)(4) Applieable
40 CFR 264.310/265.310(a) Appheable
RCRA ¢ |40 CER 264.310/265.310(5)() Appliesble
WAC 173-303-610(2)(3) Applieable
WAC 173-303-650(6)(@)(ii)}(C) Applieable
WAC 173-303-665(6)(a)(i)-(iv) Applicable
WAC 173-303-665(6)(b)(v) Applieable
WAC-H73-466-060
40 CFR 241.209-1, .209-2 Appliceble
40-CFR-258-60(a) Apphieable
WAC 173-304-407(3) Applicable
RCRA D | WAC.173-304-460(2) Appliesble
WAC-173-304-460(3HRYEvY Apptieable
WACTT3-304-460(3 e} Applieable
SW-E-1T3-460-060

RCRA C = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle €,
RCRA P = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitie D..

2T-1
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Table 2-2. “Summary of Techmcal

L

B w3

Gmdance Sources

Waste type Régula_ti_onmo&mm
401 CFR 191 a3, ,14 \ 13, 24

DOE Order 5820.2A
TRU EPA Techmg Gmdance Domment.

e, 1. e

EPA Techmcal Guidance Domxment.
Fmal Covers on Ham:dous Waste
Landfilis and Surface Impoundments.

PRSI ——

Hanford Plant Standards,

EPA Téchinical Guidance Docurnent:
Finat Covers on Hazardous Waste
Fandfills and Surface Impoundments.
Hanford Pian Standards.

WAC 173—304-460(3)
Hanford Plant Sumdards

RCRAC

Bole | |E B PK PR PR |E
R |E €% |® R |2 |E
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Table 2-3. Relationships Between Waste Categories and Cover Desig,ns.

Cover type Waste site characterization
Hanford Barrier TRU Waste and TRU Mixed Waste
GTCC LLW and GTCC Mixed LLW
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier RCRA Subtitle C (HezardensDangerons) Waste

Category 3 LLW and Category 3 Mixed LLW
Category 1 Mized LLW

Standard RCRA Subtitle C Batrief Dangerous Waste

Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier RCRA Subtitle D (Nonhkazardeusdangerous and
Nonradiological) Waste
Category 1 LLW

27T-3
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Table 2-4. Summary of Design Criteria for the Hanford Barrier.

Minimize moisture infiltration through the cover.

Design a multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to natural degradation processes.

Design a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life.

Design a cover with a functional Jife of 1,000 years.

bl Il Bl Bl H

Prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing contamination (i.e., prevent root penetration into the
waste zone).

Prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobilizing contamination,

Include appropriate design provisions for limiting inadvertent human intrusion.

Facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind and water.

el Il Bl B

Design the low-permeability layer of the cover to have a permeability less than or equal to any natural
subsoils present.

Design the cover to prevent the migration and accumulation of topsoil material within the lateral
drainage layer (i.c., clogging of the lateral drainage layer).

L.

For frost protection, the lateral drainage layer and the low-permeability asphalt layer must be located
at least 0.6 m, 15 cm (2 ft, 6 in.) below final grade.

Table 2-5. Summary of Design Criteria for the Modified RCRA C Barrier.

Minimize moisture infiltration through the cover.

Design a multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to natural degradation processes.

Design a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life.

Design a cover with a functional life of 500 years.

il Dol el Bl B

Prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing contamination (i.e., prevent root penetration into the
waste zone).

o

Prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobilizing contamination.

Ensure that the top of the waste is at least 5 m (16.4 ft)below final grade or include appropriate design
provisions to limit inadvertent human intrusion.

Facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind and water.

Design the low-permeability layer of the cover to have a permeability less than or equal to any natural
subsoils present.

10.

Design the cover to prevent the migration and accumulation of topsoil material within the lateral
drainage layer (i.e., clogging of the lateral drainage layer).

11.

For frost protection, the lateral drainage layer and the low-permeability asphalt layer must be located
at least 0.6 m, 15 cm (2 ft, 6 in.) below final grade.

2T-4
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Table 2-6. Summary of Design Criteria for the Standard RCRA C Barrier.

Minigiize moisture 1nfilfration throngh the cover.

Desxgn a durable cover of 1 natural ‘materials that will rcguxre mmnnal Taintenance; d uring its'design
iife.

Deésign a cover with a fanctional life of 30 vears.

Preyent plants [froin accessing and mobilizing contamination (i.., prevent root penefration ingg the
waste zone)

Prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobiiizing contamination.

e

Facilitate dramage and minimize surface erosion by wind and water.

= o T, 3 IR e £ ARSI T w5 i

Design'the low-permeability layer of the cover tg have a permeability less thin or equal to any natural
subsoils present.

Desxgg} the ¢ cover to prevent the nugration “and accumulation of topsoil ‘material within the lateral
dra.ma'ge la;yer (1,e,,, Togg;ng of the. lateraI ral drainage layer),

For frost protecnon, the Jateral dramage layer and the low-permeabﬂlty laycr must be located at least
06, 15 cin (2'H; S*mﬁelow finial grade.
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Table 2-7. Summary of Design Criteria for the Modified RCRA D Barrier.

I. Minimize moisture infiltration through the cover.
2. Design the cover to provide limited biointrusion control (i.e., to control scavenging and vector
activity).
3. Design a multilayer cover system with a combined thickness of at least 60 cm (24 in.).
4=
54, Design a cover system that includes a surface layer of earthen materials with a minimum thickness
of 15 cm (6 in.) that will control runoff and minimize erosion of the cover surface.
65. Design a cover system with a surface layer capable of sustaining grass, other shallow-rooted
vegetation, or other native vegetation.
76. Design the low-permeability layer of the cover to have a permeability less than or equal to any
natural subsoil present, or a permeability that is no greater than I x 10° cm/s (whichever is less).
#7. Design a durable cover that will require minimal maintenance during its design life.
8. Design a cover with surface slopes of no less than 2%.
309, Design a cover with 2 functional life of 100 years.

2T-6
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3.0 CONCEPTUAL COVER DESIGNS

Based on the review of Hanford Site waste classifications and the applicablepertinent regulatory
feqatremenﬁregulanons and other cntgng relatmg to waste disposal summarized in Sections 1.0 and
2.0, design needs for threefour distinct barrier desxgns for 200 Area WMUs have been
establisheddeveloped. The | ﬂafeefour barriers are listed below in order of overall performance and
environmental protection,

. Hanford Barrier. This barrier'is the - the baseime design is-reeommended-for implementation
at TRU-contaminated soil sites, sites with TRU or TRU-mixed waste in nonretrievable
configuration, and sites with GTCC LLW or mixed GTCC LLW. This barrier is designed to
remain functional for a performance period of 1 000 years and to provide the maximum
available degree of containment and hydrologic protection of the theee-recommended designs.
This barrier includes a layer of coarse, fractured basalt intended to perform the primary
biointrusion and human intrusion control functions.

. Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. This barrier i is_the baseline design is-reeommended-for
applications at sites containing hﬁzafdeusdangerous waste, Category 3 LLW or Category 3
LL mixed waste, and Category 1 LL mixed waste. This barrier is designed to provide
long-term containment and hydrologic protection for a performance period of 500 years. This
design also incorporates provisions to control biointrusion and humarn intrusion. However,
the provisions are modest compared to the corresponding features in the Hanford Barrier
design, reflecting the reduced toxicity of the subject waste and design life of the Modified
RCRA Subtitle C Barrier.

. Standard RCRA Subtifle C Barrier. "This barrier is the baseline; design for applications at
sites containing dangerons waste_' -’],'Ius barrier prov1des containment and hydrologic
protection fr 3 §f yécified postclosure Qenod of 30 years, to mc]ude msutuuona! conirol
consisting of mtormg and necessary mmntenance

. Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier. This barrier is the e baseline design is-recommended-for
applications at nonradiological and nonhazardous solid waste sites, as well as Category 1
LLW sites where no hazardeusdangerous waste constituents are present. It is designed to
provide limited biointrusion and limited hydrologic protection (compared to the other two
evapotranspirafion barrier designs™ the T Hanford Barrier and Modified d RCRA Submle C
Barrier) for a performance period of 100 years. The performance perlod is selected to

conform to the minimum projected duration of active institutional control.

incorporate all the generic performance and demgn cntena 1dent1ﬁed in Secuon 2 0 Slte-spemﬁc
evaluations are also reqmred to select an’ appro ypriate altemative fora spec1ﬁc ‘waste site. . The genenc
cover designs contained in this FES could be mod1ﬁed as ‘part of the sxte-spec1ﬁc evalvation. For
example, if groundwater protection is not a conicerri for a speaﬁc site, then, criteria 1, 8,9, and 10 for
both the Hanford Barrier and the Meodified RCRA C Barrier do not apply and a more snnphﬁed bamer
can be proposed.
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3.1 HANFORD BARRIER DESIGN

This design is described in two subsections. Section 3.1.1 provides background information on
development of the Hanford Barrier. Section 3.1.2 provides a more re detailed description of the
feeemmeftdedproposed genenc design.

3.1.1 Background Information Relating to the Hanford Barrier

The need for a robust, long-term surface barrier design was first formally identified in the Hanford
Waste Management Plan (DOE-RL 1987) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic, and Tank Wastes (DOE 1987). The Hanford
Site Permanent Isolation Barrier Development Program was organized soon after these documents were
published. This program preceded implementation of the Environmental Restoration (ER) Program at
the Hanford Site by several years. Since 1987, numerous design concepts have been explored and
evaluated while developing the Hanford Barrier's current design configuration. The current design is
summarized in a design basis concept document prepared by ICF Kaiser Hanford (Kaiser 1992).

The Hanford Barrier was originally envisioned to provide long-term isolation for high-activity
radiological waste sites, such as tank waste residuals (HLW), grout vaults (high-activity LLW), and
sites with TRU contamination. As a result of evaluating barrier needs for the ER Program-in-this-FFS,
the Hanford Barrier has alse-been identified-as-the-appropriateproposed as the baseline barrier design
eptien-for sites with GTCC LLW and cognate mixed waste.

Based on its level of development and because it meets or exceeds any and all 1dent1ﬁed eonforms-to
fhe-deSIgn cntena ﬁeﬁtﬁed—m—&ee&en%-l—-the emstmg Hanford Barner demgn is feeemmeﬂéeé—fer
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3.1.2 RecommendedConceptual Barrier Design

The Hanford Barrier is composed of nine layers of durable material, with a combined thickness of
4.5 m (14.8 ). The sections that follow describe in detail the functions and design attributes of each
layer. The layers are numbered and described in succession from the surface down. Table 3-1
summarizes the cover layers.

3.1.2.1 Topsoil Components - Layer 1 (Topsoil with Pea Gravel Admixture) and Layer 2 (Topsoil
without Pea Gravel). Layer 1 consists of 100 cm (40 in.) of sandy silt to silt Ioam soil containing a
15% (by weight) admixture of pea gravel. The soil in Layer 1 will be placed in a relatively loose
condition, with a bulk density of about 1.46 g/cc (91 to 92 ib/ft®). Layer 1 will be constructed with a
surface slope of 2%. :

Layer 2 consists of 100 cm (40 in.) of the same topsoil material without pea gravel. Layer 2 will also
be placed in a relatively loose condition, with a bulk density of about 1.38 g/cc (86.3 Ib/ft?), which is
approximately the same as the in-place condition at the borrow site. The water content of the topsoil
material in Layers 1 and 2 will be essentially the same as the in-place value at the borrow site. A
minimal amount of moisture will be added at the borrow site for dust control.

The topsoil layers are required to perform several specific functions. First, topsoil must function as a
storage medium for retention of moisture arriving as precipitation. Second, topsoil must support
growth and propagation of cover vegetation. Both functions relate to water management. Moisture
stored at shallow depths in the cover system is subject to removal by direct evaporation. Cover
vegetation assists in removing soil moisture by transpiration. Numerical performance assessments
performed with the HELP Mode] and UNSAT-H Model predict that virtually 100% of average annual
precipitation will be eliminated from the cover system by evapotranspiration (Appendices C-1 and C-4).
By eliminating percolation into the lower portion of the cover system, reliance can be reduced on the
performance of Layers 6 and 7 as infiltration barriers, such that Layers 6 and 7 may be regarded more
as contingency elements in the overall cover system.

Moisture retention and evapotranspiration within Layers 1 and 2 will be enhanced by a capillary barrier
at the base of Layer 2. Conceptually, a capillary barrier develops where a layer of fine-textured soil
overlies a layer of coarser-textured soil (e.g., clean sand or gravel) (DOE-RL 1987). The capillary
barrier acts as a one-way check valve. Surface tension effects within the pore space of the
fine-textured soil exert a negative (suction) pressure on soil moisture. For moisture to drain out of the
fine-textured soil, the suction pressure must be overcome by development of an equivalent positive pore
pressure (hydraulic head) immediately above the interface. In effect, a portion of the fine-textured soil
must approach saturation before moisture can move across the interface.
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The long-term effectiveness of the capillary barrier will depend, to some degree, on the efficiency of
evapotranspiration processes within the topsoil layers. The topsoil must have sufficiently fine texture to
exhibit high water retention characteristics (i.e., high field capacity and porosity values), yet
sufficiently coarse texture (i.e., low wilting point) that plants can readily access to extract the moisture
from storage. Ideal topsoil materials are silt loams and fine sandy loams. The recommended topsoil
material for the Hanford Barrier will be obtained from the McGee Ranch area of the Hanford Site
(Skelly and Wing 1992). Fine-textured soils at McGee Ranch have been characterized by preliminary
test boring and sampling (Last et al. 1987; Lindberg and Lindsey 1993; Lindberg 1994; Skelly et al.
1994).

Potential susceptibility of the topsoil in Layer 1 to wind erosion is a design issue. The Hanford Site
frequently experiences windy weather, resulting from (1) drainage (gravity) winds blowing off the
Cascade Range, (2) topographic channeling, and (3) frontal boundaries moving through the region
(Stone et al. 1983). Several strategies have been applied to minimize wind erosion of the barrier
surface. First, because wind erosion potential is a function of the surface slope, the slope will be
limited to 2% (after allowances for settlement and subsidence, as necessary). This value is steep
enough to provide for coherent drainage of runoff from the covered area, yet shallow enough to limit
exposure of the surface to wind shear. Average annual runoff from the barrier surface is estimated to
be 0.001 in. or less according to numerical modeling with the HELP Model and UNSAT-H Model (see
Appendices C-1 and C-4). Both models tend to indicate that storm events with associated runoff will be
infrequent (perhaps not more than 1 in 10 years). Second, the surface will be planted with perennial
vegetation. The shear force exerted by wind on a vegetated soil surface is a small fraction of the shear
force on a comparable bare surface. Third, pea gravel will be mixed into Layer 1 to improve its ability
to resist wind erosion when the cover is temporarily denuded of vegetation. The effectiveness of pea
gravel in controlling wind erosion of Hanford Site soils has been demonstrated in wind tunnel tests
(Ligotke and Klopfer 1990). Finally, the combined thickness of Layers 1 and 2 will be sufficient to
continue to store and remove moisture by evapotranspiration if significant topsoil losses should occur
despite these provisions. Assuming that the topsoil layers are constructed at a bulk density that is
approximately the same as the in-place value at the borrow site, and projecting a soil erosion rate of 2
tons per acre per year, the thickness of soil loss over the barrier's 1,000-year design life would be
approximately 33 cm (13 in.). Sample wind and water erosion calculations are provided in

Appendix D.

Cover vegetation will consist of a mixture of perennial grass species, Specifications for the seed mix,
and the methods of seed application, fertilizing, and mulching will be developed during definitive
design. Planting of cover vegetation will meet or exceed all appHeable-recommendations in EPA's
technical guidance for final covers (EPA 1989).

3.1.2.2 Graded Filter Components - Layer 3 (Sand Filter) and Layer 4 (Gravel Filter). Layers 3
and 4 are components of a two-layer graded filter that will prevent fine-textured soil from moving
downward and accumulating in the fractured basalt layer (Layer 5) and/or the lateral drainage layer
(Layer 6). Nominal thicknesses of Layers 3 and 4 are 15 cm (6 in.) and 30 cm (12 in.), respectively.
These materials will be clean, screened aggregate materials obtained from a local borrow site on the
200 Areas Plateau.

The design of the graded filter conforms to the criteria published in Cedergren (1989) and Ecology
(1987). The criteria are as follows:

3-4
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Retention Criteria: D,; (Filter)/Dy; (Filtrate) <4to 5
Ds, (Filter)/D, (Filtrate) <25

Permeability Criterion: D, (Filter)/D,; (Filtrate) >4 to 5

Preliminary gradation data for McGee Ranch silt loam and the two filter layer materials are as follows.

Particle Size Particle Size Particle Size
DIS DSO D&S
Silt Loam 0.005 to 0.020 mm 0.021 to 0.060 mm 0.057 to 0.150 mm
Sand Filter 0.15 to 0.50 mm 0.375t0o 1.2 mm 0.70 to 2.5 mm
Gravel Filter 1.5 t0 2.0 mm 15 to 20 mm "<37.5 mm

The symbols Dy;, Dy, Dy refer to the particle diameters on gradation curves for each material
corresponding to designated weight percentages (i.e., 15, 50, and 85% finer). The filter criteria are
conservative for this design application because they were developed for applications in earth dams
where elevated pore pressure conditions are often present.

3.1.2.3 Layer 5 - Coarse, Fractured Basalt. Layer 5 will be constructed of coarse, quarried basalt
(shot rock) with a maximum size of 25 cm (10 in.) and a minimum size of 5 cm (2 in.). This material
will be obtained from a quarry location to be determined (Duranceau 1995). Size limits will be
controlled by screening material at the quarry site,

The functions of Layer 5 are to control biointrusion and to present an obstacle to inadvertent human
intrusion. The intent of biointrusion control is to isolate waste from any contact by plant roots and/or
burrowing animals that could result in mobilization or redistribution of contaminants, which would
compromise barrier performance. If plant roots penetrate the waste layer, soluble contaminants can be
taken up and incorporated into the aboveground biomass. Burrowing animals represent a variety of
pathways for contaminant transport. They may transport contaminated soil to the surface directly.
Other pathways involve internal contamination (i.e., ingestion, inhalation) or external (skin)
contamination of the animal. Animals may spread contamination on the surface via droppings, or.they
may pass contamination up the food chain if they are consumed by predators.

Layer 5 is designed to preclude moisture retention. The large voids within this layer are designed to
ensure that there is negligible storage capability in Layer 5 for any moisture that does move completely
through the topsoil component of the barrier (Layers 1 and 2). Liquid moisture entering Layer 5 will
drain into Layer 9. Long-term maintenance of extremely dry conditions within Layer 5 are expected to
serve as an effective deterrent to plant-root propagation into this layer. The fractured basalt to be
placed in this layer has been sized to prevent penetration by burrowing mammals that inhabit the
Hanford Site, including large predators such as badgers.
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The coarse, fractured basait in Layer 5 is designed to present an impediment to human intrusion. A
subsurface layer consisting of loose, coarse fractured rock represents an adverse ground condition for
many types of drilling methods, typically because circulation cannot be maintained, cuttings cannot be
removed from the hole, the drill bit does not receive adequate lubrication, and firm contact cannot be
maintained between the bit and the rock, all of which contribute to high bit wear and minimal advance
of the hole. However, drilling methods exist today that would be minimaily affected by the
composition of Layer 5, and more effective technologies are likely to be available in the future.
Therefore, the effectiveness of Layer 5 as a deterrent to drilling intrusion is likely to decrease over
time.

However, EP£ : pperdix-C-of that-'passive instifutional controls or the
intruders’ own exploratory procedures can be copsidered when evaluafing ¢weuld-be)-adequatecy forof
the intruders to soon detect, or be warned of, the incompatibility of the area with ¢expleratery-drilling}
activities.* The composition and construction of Layer 5 should be sufficiently unique as to be
immediately recognizable to knowledgeable persons engaged in resource exploration as engineered fill
material, as opposed to a natural soil deposit of normal geologic origins. Thus, Layer 5 may function
either as an impediment to drilling intrusion or as a warning/marker horizon. In either case, Layer 5

will serve to alert intruders to the existence of anomalous subsurface conditions at covered waste sites.

Concrete rubble from demolition of 200 Area canyon buildings and reactor facilities in the 100 Areas
has—been—reeemmeﬁded;s bemg conmdered as a substitute for basalt. Technologies for rubblizing
concrete are available. The apphcablhty of these technologies to heavily reinforced concrete and the
associated cost consequences remain to be determined.

3.1.2.4 Layer 6 - Lateral Drainage Layer. This layer will facilitate the removal of any moisture that
moves through the topsoil component of the barrier (Layers 1 and 2). This layer represents a
contingency scheme to remove soil moisture in response to extreme climatic events, such as the design
storm. The lateral drainage layer will be sloped at 2% to move water to the edge of the cover where it
will be collected and/or diverted in an appropriate manner. Layer 6 will be constructed of clean,
screened aggregate material with a hydranlic conductivity of at least 1 cm/s. The effective particle size
(Do) characteristic of the drainage media required to achieve the desired permeability value can be
estimated using Hazen's approximation (Cedergren 1989), where k is computed in cm/s and D, is in
cm;

k = 100 Dloz

By this method, the drainage media will be required to have a D;; of 1 mm or greater. Layer 6 will be
approximately 4 m (13 ft) below final grade, which ensures that the layer's performance will be
unaffected by frost penetration. Performance simulations with the HELP Model and UNSAT-H Model
both indicate little (if any) lateral drainage would actually occur under current climatic conditions
(Appendices C-1 and C-4).

3.1.2.5 Layer 7 - Asphalt Layer. This layer will be constructed with a drainage slope of 2% (after

allowances for settlement and subsidence), and will function as a low-permeability barrier layer and as
a redundant biointrusion barrier. Layer 7 will be 15 cm (6 in.) thick and will be constructed of a

3-6
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durable asphaltic concrete mixture consisting of double-tar asphalt (i.e., twice the tar content of normal
highway asphalt) with added sand as binder material, conforming to WSDOT M41-10, Section
9-02.1(4), Grade AR-4000W (WDOT 1991). Laboratory permeability tests on asphaltic concrete cores
from the Hanford Barrier prototype yielded values on the order of 10 cm/s. In-field values,
measured by falling-head permeameter testing, ranged between 107 and 10? cm/s (DOE/RL 1994).
Natural analog studies (Waugh et al. 1994; Freeman and Romine 1994) estimate that asphalt could
remain functional for a period of 5,000 years or more, as long as the layer remains covered and
protected from ultraviolet radiation and freeze/thaw activity. The top of Layer 7 will be approximately
4.3 m (14 ft) below final grade, well below the design frost depth of 0.6 m, 15 c¢m (2 ft, 6 in.).

To provide additional assurance against leakage through the asphalt layer, the asphaltic concrete will be
coated with a spray-applied asphaltic coating material. This material has gained wide acceptance based
on its excellent puncture resistance, retained flexibility, and favorable constructability attributes.
Permeability values on the order of 10! cm/s have been demonstrated in tests of samples of polymer
modified asphalt coating from the Hanford Barrier prototype (Freeman et al. 1994).

Low-permeability asphalt layers like the asphaltic concrete layer in the Hanford Barrier and the
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier have been demonstrated to be highly effective in inhibiting the
diffusion of radioactive gases with low partial pressures and short half-lives, such as radon. This
conclusion is supported by documentation from the Uranium Mill Tailings Reclamation Act program,
where muitilayer barriers, including a low-permeability asphalt layer, have been constructed and
evaluated (Wing 1994).

As individual barriers are constructed, field testing will be required as an aspect of construction quality
assurance to assure that the design hydraulic conductivity performance of the asphalt layer is achieved.

3.1.2.6 Layer 8 - Asphalt Base Course. This layer will provide a stable base for placement of the
overlying asphalt layer. The base course will consist of screened, crushed surfacing material, with
100% passing the 32 mm (1.25 in.) sieve, conforming to WSDOT M 41-10, Section 9-03.9(3)
(WDOT 1991).

3.1.2.7 Layer 9 - Grading Fill. Grading fill will be placed, as necessary, to establish a smooth,
planar-base surface for construction of the overlying layers. The preexisting site surface will be
contoured and graded to create uniform surfaces sloped at 2%, as required for internal lateral drainage
and surface runoff control. Grading the site before construction will facilitate accurate and controlled
placement of soil lifts and layers. Grading fill will consist of a well-graded granular soil mixture,
which may include as much as 20% by volume of cobbles measuring no more than 75 mm (3 in.) in the
greatest dimension.

3.2 MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE C BARRIER DESIGN
The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is discussed in two sections. Section 3.2.1 provides

background information on development of the coﬁcéptual ,dg@gn. Section 3.2.2 provides 2 mpré
detailed description of each layer in the recemmendedconceptual barrier design.
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3.2.1 Background Information Relating to the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier Design

Extensive guidance has been issued by state and federal regulatory agencies regarding cover designs for
hazardousdangerous waste sites. Section 2.0 summarizes the current agency guidance. For Standard
RCRA Subtitle C Barriers, EPA has developed a set of basic design elements referred to as the MTG
(EPA 1989). Although Standard’ RCRA Subtitle C Barriers vary somewhat in design and construction
from one region of the country to another, these elements generally are retained.

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C design is reeommendedthe baseline design for applications at sites
containing not only hazardeusdangerous waste, but also Category 3 LLW, Category 3 LL mixed waste,
and Category ! LL mixed waste. The barrier is designed to provide containment and hydrologic
protection for a performance period of 500 years.

The term "Modified" designates that this design varies in certain key respects from EPA’s MTG for
RCRA covers. The MTG cover is a 30-year design. The MTG design employs a two-component
barrier layer consisting of a 0.6-m- (2-ft) thick compacted clay layer with an overlain geosynthetic
membrane material. Neither material appears to be well suited for the Modified RCRA Subtitle C
Barrier application. At an arid to semiarid site (such as the Hanford Site), a clay layer can desiccate
and develop shrinkage cracks that would compromise the layer's design function. For 30-year design
applications, the durability of geomembrane materials in covers is not generally viewed as a design
issue. However, in applications where a substantially longer design life is required, the long-term
durability of geosynthetic materials is open to question. For these reasons, the clay layer and
geomembrane materials were eliminated from consideration for the Modified RCRA Subtitle C design.
Before this FFS was conducted, Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barriers had been designed for the
following hazardeusdangerous waste site applications at the Hanford Site:

v 183-H Solar Evaporation Basins (DOE-RL 1991)
. Low-Level Burial Grounds (DOE-RL 1989)
. Nonradiological Dangerous Waste Landfill NRDWL) (DOE-RL 1990).

The three covers are similar in design and materials. The NRDWL design, which is the most recent
design of the three, consisted of the following six layers:

75 em (30 in.) - topsoil layer

15 cm (6 in.) - sand drainage layer

Geotextile filter fabric

Geonet drainage layer

High-density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane
60 cm (24 in.) compacted barrier soil layer.

] . » » . @

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier design may be viewed as an evolutionary extension of the
NRDWL design. Several significant design changes were made to the NRDWL design to extend the
design life for the barrier and otherwise to bring it into conformance with the criteria in Table 2-5.

The first change was to increase the thickness of topsoil by 25 cm (10 in.) for increased protection
against soil erosion. Second, specifications for the top layer were modified to incorporate pea gravel as
in Layer 1 of the Hanford Barrier to further reduce susceptibility to wind erosion. The third change
was to eliminate the geosynthetic components (i.e., the geonet and HDPE geomembrane) and replace
them with (1) a lateral drainage layer of screened gravel and (2) a low-permeability barrier layer of
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asphaltic concrete. The asphalt layer will also serve as a biointrusion barrier to prevent plant roots
and/or burrowing animals from accessing covered waste. Figure 3-2 shows the Modified RCRA
Subtitle C Barrier in profile.

3.2.2 ReeommendedConceptual Barrier Design

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is composed of eight layers with a combined minimum
thickness of 1.7 m (5.6 ft). Table 3-2 summarizes each cover layer. A detailed description of the
cover layers and their respective functions is provided below, starting with the top layer.

3.2.2.1 Layer 1 (Topsoil with Pea Gravel Admixture) and Layer 2 (Compacted Topsoil without
Pea Gravel). Layer 1 consists of 50 cm (20 in.) of sandy silt-to-silt loam soil from the McGee Ranch
site containing 15% (by weight) pea gravel. Layer 1 will be placed in a relatively loose condition, with
a bulk density value of about 1.46 gfcc (91 to 92 Ib/fi®). Layer 2 consists of 50 cm (20 in.) of the same
silt loam soil, without pea gravel, placed in a relatively densified state, approximately 1.76 g/cc (110
1b/ft?). .

The topsoil component (i.e., Layers 1 and 2) of the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is similar in
form and function to the topsoil component in the Hanford Barrier. As in the Hanford Barrier design,
the topsoil component must serve as a storage medium for soil moisture, and it must support cover
vegetation. Likewise, the purpose of the pea gravel in Layer 1 is to improve the soil's resistance to
wind erosion (Ligotke and Klopfer 1990). As in the case of the Hanford Barrier, the surface slope will
be limited to 2% (after allowances for settlement and subsidence). This value is steep enough to
provide for coherent drainage of runoff from the covered area, yet shailow enough to limit exposure of
the surface to wind erosion.

Compaction of Layer 2 during construction will decrease its saturated hydraulic conductivity by three
to four orders of magnitude (i.e., from values in the range of 10 to 10 cm/s down to values between
10° to 107 cm/s). The indicated reduction in conductivity is readily achievable by compacting McGee
Ranch silt loam soil to densities in the range of 1.68 to 1.84 (105 to 115 Ib/fi®). Laboratory testing
indicates that these results can be accomplished with moderate compactive effort (Skelly et al. 1994).
Compaction will retard moisture migration through Layer 2. Moisture retention and evapotranspiration
within Layers 1 and 2 will be enhanced by forming a capillary barrier at the base of Layer 2, as
explained in Section 3.1.2.1. Numerical performance assessments using the HELP Model and
UNSAT-H Model predict that essentially 100% of average annual precipitation will be removed from
the barrier by evapotranspiration (Appendices C-2 and C-4).

The combined thickness of Layers 1 and 2 is sufficient to support continued storage and removal of
moisture by evapotranspiration even if significant topsoil losses should occur. At a bulk density of 1.38
g/ce (86.3 Ib/ft®) and a projected soil erosion rate of 2 tons per acre per year, the thickness of soil loss
over the 500-year design life of the barrier would amount to approximately 16 cm (6.4 in.). Based on
numerical simulations, evapotranspiration from the topsoil component of the barrier would only be
reduced by soil losses if the losses were to exceed 35 to 40 cm (14 to 16 in.). Appendix D provides
sample wind and water erosion calculations.

Cover vegetation will consist of a mixture of perennial grass species. Specifications for the seed mix,
and the methods of seed application, fertilizing, and mulching will be developed during definitive
design. Planting of cover vegetation will meet or exceed al-apphieable-recommendations in EPA's
technical guidance for final covers (EPA 1989).
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3.2.2.2 Layer 3 (Sand Filter) and Layer 4 (Gravel Filter). These layers are components of a
two-layer graded filter designed to prevent topsoil particles from moving downward and accumulating
in the lateral drainage layer (Layer 5). Both layers are 15 cm (6 in.) thick. Section 3.1.2.2 provides
particle size information for the filter and filtrate materials.

The same graded filter design is employed in the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C
Barrier, except that the gravel filter layer in the Subtitle C design is 15 cm (6 in.) thick where the
Hanford Barrier design calls for 30 cm (12 in.). A 15-cm (6-in.) thickness is sufficient to achieve the
design filtration function, although a 30-cm (12-in.) layer may be somewhat easier to construct. This
modification is recommended simply as an economy of material.

3.2.2.3 Layer 5 - Lateral Drainage Layer. This layer will facilitate the removal of any moisture that
moves completely through the topsoil component of the barrier (Layers 1 and 2). This layer represents
a contingency scheme to remove soil moisture in response to extreme climatic events, such as the
design storm. Layer 5 will be sloped at 2% to move water to the edge of the cover where it will be
collected and/or diverted in an appropriate manner. Layer 5 will be 15 cm (6 in.) thick and will be
constructed of clean, screened aggregate material with a hydraulic conductivity of at least I cm/s. As
discussed in Section 3.1.2.5, an effective particle size (Dy,} of 1 mm or greater is required for the
drainage media to achieve the desired permeability value. Layer 5 will be situated approximately 1.32
m (4.33 ft) below final grade, which satisfies the design criterion for frost protection.

The lateral drainage layers in the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier are
similar in design. The Hanford Barrier has a drainage layer that is 30 cm (12 in.) thick, whereas in the
Modified RCRA Subtitle C design, the drainage layer is 15 cm (6 in.) thick. This modification is an
economy based on the expectation of an extremely small volume of lateral drainage. Performance
simulations with the HELP Model and UNSAT-H Model indicate that little (if any) lateral drainage will
occur (Appendices C-2 and C-4).

3.2.2.4 Layer 6 - Asphalt Layer. This layer will function as a low-permeability barrier layer and as
a biointrusion barrier. Layer 6 will be constructed of a durable asphaltic concrete mixture consisting of
double-tar asphalt (i.e., twice the tar content of normal highway asphalt) with added sand as binder
material, conforming to WSDOT M41-10, Section 9-02.1(4), Grade AR-4000W (WDOT 1991).
Laboratory permeability tests on asphaltic concrete cores from the Hanford Barrier prototype yielded
values on the order of 107 cm/s. In-field values, measured by falling-head permeameter testing,
ranged between 107 and 10® cm/s (DOE-RL 1994). The asphaltic concrete will be coated with a
spray-applied asphaltic material. The same asphalt layer design is incorporated in the Hanford Barrier
and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. As noted in Section 3.1.2.6, hydraulic conductivity testing
will be performed on the asphalt layer in situ to determine the actual in-field value at the time of
construction. The asphalt layer will be constructed with a slope of 2% (after allowances for settlement
and subsidence).

The low-permeability asphalt layer is expected to be a highly effective deterrent to intrusion by plant
roots and burrowing animals. As necessary, it will also function as a human intrusion barrier. The
strength of the asphaltic concrete material, the thickness of Layer 6, and its deliberate construction
should serve to advise inadvertent intruders that this layer is an intentional barrier. Layer 6 can be
breached with mechanical excavation equipment, but intrusion scenarios involving the use of heavy
equipment probably would be considered advertent rather than inadvertent.
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human intrusion ihto radicaétive

%e—fequéremeﬂiﬁﬁ-lo CFR 61.42 reqﬂnes&nd—é-l—S%(—Z-}-fer protectmg mdmduals frorn madvertent

:°1:ee«;weh:ng—ise-&he—megﬁ}tf&em{fﬁw “\lemenﬁng“ 1{) CFR 61 42, the gmdance contamed n “10 CFR 61 52
was used for Class C(DOE Categary 3) LW, spec1ﬁcally 'Ihls gmdance states l:hat protectlon may
take either of the following forms:

1. The site may be capped with a combination of earth fill and engineered barrier
materials, such that the top of the waste zone is at least 5 m (16.4 ft) below the
surface of the cover.

2. The engineered barrier must be designed to protect against inadvertent intrusion for
the design life of 500 years.

Many radiological sites in the 200 Areas where the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier may be
eenstruetedused already have been covered with sufficient fill to satisfy the’ firsf opnomequﬁemeﬂf-l—or
would meet feqﬁtremeﬂt—-}qggon 1 with the additional 1.7 m (5.6 ft) of cover - matetials in the Modified
RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. In other cases, the thicknésses of one or more of the barrier layers (e.g.,
grading fill [Layer 8] or topsoil [Layers 1 and/or 2]) could be modified (i.e., increased) to conform to

requirementoption 1 in lieu of designating a human intrusion barrier layer.

Low-permeability asphalt Iayers, like the asphaltic concrete layer in the Hanford Barrier and the
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, have been demonstrated to be highly effective in inhibiting the
diffusion of radioactive gases with low partial pressures and short half-lives, such as radon. This
conclusion is supported by documentation from the Uranium Mill Tailings Reclamation Act program,
where multilayer barriers including a low-permeability asphalt layer have been constructed and
evaluated (Wing 1994).

As individual barriers are constructed, field testing will be required as an aspect of construction quality
assurance to ensure that the design hydraulic conductivity performance of the asphalt layer is achieved.

3.2.2.5 Layer 7 - Asphalt Base Course. This layer will provide a stable base for placement of the
overlying asphalt layer. The base course will consist of screened, crushed surfacing material, with
100% passing the 32 mm (1.25 in.) sieve, conforming to WSDOT M 41-10, Section 9-03.9(3)
(WDOT 1991).

3.2.2.6 Layer 8 - Grading Fill. Grading fill will be placed, as necessary, to establish a smooth,
planar-base surface for construction of the overlying layers. The preexisting site surface will be
contoured and graded to create uniform surfaces sloped at 2% as required for internal lateral drainage
and surface runoff control. Grading the site before construction will facilitate accurate and controlled
placement of soil lifts and layers. Grading fill will consist of a well-graded granular soil mixture,
which may include as much as 20% by volume of cobbles measuring no more than 75 mm (3 in.) in the
greatest dimension.

3.2.2.7 Potential Modifications to Design and Application. The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier
design could be enhanced by increasing the thickness of the topsoil layers and by including some type
of intrusion deterrence layer (similar in function to the fractured basalt layer of the Hanford Barrier) so
that it would conform to barrier criteria for TRU waste sites. This is a potential evolutionary direction
for the Subtitle C Barrier.
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3.3 STANDARD RCRA SUBTITLE C BARRIER DESIGN

Thie Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier i discussed in two subsections. Section’3.3.1 provxdee
background mformago ol development of the conceptual demgn Secnon’“’.’u 3-2 provxdes 4 more
detailed description of each Iayer in the conceptual bamer design.

331  Background Information Relating to the Standard RCRA Subtitle € Barrier
Background information relating to Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barriers and ex:stmg apphcatmns at the

Hanford Site are presented in 'S Sectlon 3.2 ’Ibg&andard RCRA Subntie C Barner k) pertment to
dangerous was;e Sites: . The StandardRCRA Subntle C "Barner is shown mproﬁle on Flgm-e 3- 3

3.32  Conceptual Barrier Design

The ‘Standard RCRASubntIe C Barrer js composed of a minimum of four layers, with a combined
minimom tlnclmess of 165‘ cm'(5.5° ft) _Table 3—3 summanzes each cover layer. A detaﬂed description
of the cover layers' and theu: respecnve funcnons is presented below.

3.3.2.1 Layex‘ 1 (V egetative ] Layer or Armormg Layer) “This layer consists of vegetated silt and
gravel admix, to protect the barner aganmt dmage (e 8., erosxon) and provxde mor,ture J;etentxon ‘and

to &ecrease mﬁltratlon" ‘The top Iayet consists of two componems ‘withi'a combmed
i ﬂllckness of 60 n (2] gof: (1).¢ elther a vegetaﬁed or armored surface component
to minimize, erosion and, to. the extent poss1b1e, promote dramage off the cove:; and (2) a'soil
component’ compnsed of topsoﬂ andlor fill sorl as appropnate The surface of the layer : shouid slope
uniformly’ at Teast 3 %,&but not more than’ 5 % A soﬂ compe onent of greater thlckness may be required
to ensure, that fiie underl rlymg low~permeabi11ty layer is below the frost Zone.

33.2.2 Layer 2 (Filter Layer) Ttuslayer conmsts s of sand and/or gravel with a mintmum ﬁnclmess

of 15-cm (6 in,) designed to prevent tcpsoﬂ partlcies from moving downward and acenmulating in the

underlying drainage layer. - Giadation , requirements will depend upon actual topsoﬂ and dramage layer
materials.

3.3.23 Layer 3 (Dramage Layer) “This Iayer ‘consists of efther-30.cm (12 m.) of sand ora synthctlc
geonet to divert infiltration away 1 Troin the covered area and minimize hydraulic. head on the infilfration
barrier. It prowdes a. soﬂ d;'amage (and Fl\ﬂrprotective beddmg) layer w1th 2 mnnmum hydrauhc

cons1stmg of g_eosynthetic matenals wn‘h e_quwalent performance charactenstxcs

3.3.24 Layer 4 (Low Petmeabmty Layer) _This Iayer is typlcally a synthetlc membrane over a
mlmmmn 60 cm (2 ft) of’ compacted soﬂ w;th a penneabxhty no greater than 1 ;x‘ 10 cm!s The

water mﬁltranon mto ‘the undeﬂymg waste and cons1sts of., (1) a 20-m1[ (0 5 mm) nummum ﬂnckness
EML.. component -and (2 ' -‘compacted soil componem with a, miniraiim thlckness of at lcast 60 cm (2 1)
and 2 maximum in-place’ satnrated ﬁydrauhc conducnvuy of I :x 10“7 1/s. The 5011 com Jcngnt
typically-consist of ciay or a soil Wlth admiix, sich as bentonite.
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3.3.2:5  Optional Layers. (Slte-Speclﬁc Des:gn for Gas Venting of Blomtrumon) This layer is
intended to provide sufficient thickness to minimize the potential for infrusion’ throngh the barner
These. optlonal iayers ma;x be used on a s:te~s_p_ec1ﬁc basis.” Two such layers mclude (l)a gas vent :layer
to Temove gasses that are produced Wrthm the waste and!or (2) a blOth Barner Iayer to protect the
cover.from arimal or pla.nt mtrusmn Geosynthenc ﬁlter matena]s may also be used to prevent

g e

migration of fing matcnals ftom one Myer 10 another or to prevent cloggmg the dramage layer.

3.4 MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE D BARRIER DESIGN

The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier design is discussed in two subsections. Section 3.4.1 provides
background information on development of the con "_"_gtual design. Section 3.4.2 provides a more
detailed description of the recommendedconceptual barrier design.

34.1 Background Information Relating to the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier Design

This design is intended for potential applications at nonradiological and nonhazardous solid waste sites,
as well as Category 1 LLW sites where no hazafdeusdangerous waste constituents are present. It is
designed to provide limited biointrusion and limited hydrologic protection (compared to the other two
barrier designs) for a performance period of 100 years. The performance period is selected to conform
to the minimum projected duration of active institutional control. Figure 3-4 shows the Modified
RCRA Subtitle D Barrier in profile,

Regulatory guidance for designing RCRA Subtitle D Barriers is the most explicit of the categories

considered in this study. Design requirements for the RCRA Subtitle D Barrier prescribe a minimum
number of soil layers, minimum layer thicknesses, and a maximum permeability for the cover.

Before this study, one RCRA Subtitle D Barrier design was prepared for the Hanford Site. This design
is described in the permit application for the Hanford Solid Waste Landfill (SWL) (DOE-RL 1993c).
The SWL cover was designed to meet the regulatory requirements for both municipal solid waste and
asbestos. The SWL cover design consists of a two-layered soil system (76 cm [30 in.] total) with a
vegetated surface. It is designed to impede erosion and to remove soil moisture by evapotranspiration.

The recommended-Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier was developed as an adaptation of the SWL
cover design. Two design changes were made to the SWL design to improve its erosion-resistance
characteristics and water retention capabilities. The first change was to modify the upper 20 ¢cm (8 in.)
of topsoil with a 15% pea gravel admixture. The second change was to increase the thickness of
uncompacted topsoil (Layer 1 in the SWL design; the sum of Layers 1 and 2 in the reeommended
design) from 45 cm (18 in.) to 60 cm (24 in.). Increasing the thickness of the barrier is intended to
enhance performance margins relating to soil moisture storage and erosional losses consistent with the
extended (100-year) design life criterion. The term "Modified" designates that this design varies in
certain key respects from the MFS design for covers over solid waste sites.

3.4.2 ReeommendedConceptual Barrier Design
The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier is composed of four layers having a combined thickness of 90

cm (36 in.) minimum. Table 3-4 summarizes the cover layers. In the following subsections, the layers
are described in sequence, beginning with the top layer.
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3.4.2.1 Topsoil System - Layer 1 (Topsoil with Pea Gravel Admixture), Layer 2 (Topsoil without
Pea Gravel), and Layer 3 (Compacted Topsoil). Layer I consists of 20 cm (8 in.) of sandy silt-to-silt
loam soil with 15% (by weight) admixture of pea gravel. As in the other two designs, the purpose of
the pea gravel admix is to reduce the susceptibility of the topsoil surface to wind erosion. The soil in
Layer 1 will be placed in a relatively loose condition, with a bulk density of 1.46 g/cc (91 to 92 Ib/f%).

Layer 2 consists of 40 cm (16 in.) of the same topsoil material without pea gravel. Layer 2 will also be
placed in a relatively loose condition, with a bulk density of about 1.38 g/cc (86.3 1b/1t*), which is
approximately the same as the in-place condition at the borrow site.

Layer 3 consists of 30 cm (12 in.) of the same material specified for Layers 1 and 2, but placed in 2
relatively densified condition of approximately 1.76 g/cc (110 Ib/ft*). Compaction of Layer 3 during
construction will decrease its saturated hydraulic conductivity by three to four orders of magnitude
(i.e., from values in the range of 102 to 10* cm/s down to values between 10 to 107 cm/s). The
indicated reduction in conductivity is readily achievable by compacting McGee Ranch silt loam soil to
densities in the range of 1.68 to 1.84 (105 to 115 Ib/ft®). Laboratory testing indicates that these results
can be accomplished with moderate compactive effort (Skelly et al. 1994). Compaction will retard
moisture migration through Layer 3.

As with the two previous designs, the principal function of the topsoil system is to intercept,
temporarily store, and return moisture to the atmosphere by evapotranspiration. The topsoil material
must also provide a suitable medium to establish and maintain the cover vegetation that will assist in
soil moisture removal and protect the surface from erosion. The compacted soil in Layer 3 will retard
moisture migration through the lower part of the cover system, extending the residence time during
which soil moisture is available for evaporation and transpiration by plants. Moisture retention and
evapotranspiration within the topsoil system will also be enhanced by formatting a capillary barrier at
the base of Layer 3. Numerical performance assessments using the HELP Model and UNSAT-H
Model predict that essentially 100% of average annual precipitation will be removed from the barrier
by evapotranspiration (Appendices C-3 and C4).

As indicated by the sample calculations in Appendix D, wind erosion potential at the Hanford Site is
relatively high, while water erosion potential is almost negligibly small. The recommended cover
Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier design calls for the surface of Layer 1 to be constructed with a
uniform 2% slope (after allowances for settlement and subsidence). This angle is steep enough to
facilitate runoff of excess surface water that may be generated from extreme precipitation events.
However, it has been set at a minimum value to limit exposure of the cover surface to wind erosion.

Cover vegetation will consist of a mixture of perennial grass species. Specifications for the seed mix,
and the methods of seed application, fertilizing, and mulching will be developed during definitive
design. Planting of cover vegetation will meet or exceed all-appheable-recommendations in EPA's
technical guidance for final covers (EPA 1989).

3.4.2.2 Layer 4 - Grading Fill. As in the previous two designs, grading fill must be placed, as
necessary, over the preexisting site grade to establish a smooth, planar-base surface for construction of
the overlying layers. The preexisting site surface will be contoured and graded to create uniform
surfaces sloped at 2%, as required for internal lateral drainage and surface runoff control. Grading the
site before construction will facilitate accurate and controlled placement of soil lifts and layers.
Grading fill will consist of a well-graded granular soil mixture, which may include as much as 20% by
volume of cobbles measuring no more than 75 mm (3 in.) in the greatest dimension.
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Figure 3-1. Hanford Barrier Profile.

. )
Hanford Barrier
[/_ Cover Vegetation: Mixed perennial grasses
Layer 1: (100 cm; 40 in.) Siit loam topsoil with
pea gravel admixture
Layer 2: (100 cm; 40 In.) Siit loam topsoil
without pea gravel
Layer 3: (0.1 cm; 0.04 in.) Geotextile filter fabric
Layer 4: (15 cm: 6 In.) Sand filter layer
- v, Layer §: (30 cm; 12 In.) Gravel filter layer
-"'- gy .
Layer 6: (150 cm; 60 in.) Coarse, fractured basalt
Layer 7: {30 cm; 12 In.) Lateral drainage layer
% @ .-‘.J_Tf_;l._:.x’l;z;." (drainage gravel)
g o G A o St e oo . . g ‘
m\\\\\\\\w Layer 8: (15 cm,*s in.) Low-permeability asphalt layer
¢4 Layer 9: (10 cm; 4 in.) Asphalt base course
Layer 10: (variable thickness) Grading fill
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Figure 3-2. Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier Profile.

Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier

‘[/—E:over Vegetation: Mixed perennial grasses

Layer 1: (50 cm; 20 in.) Silt loam topsoil with
pea gravel admixture

Layer 2: (50 cm; 20 in.) Compacted silt loam topsoil

Layer 3: (15 cm; 6 In.) Sand filter layer

Layer 4: (15 cm; 6 In.) Gravel filter layer

Layer 5: (15 cm; 6 In.) Lateral drainage layer
(drainage gravel)

Layer 6: (15 cm; 6 in.) Low-permeabillity asphalt layer

Layer 7: (10 cm; 4 in.) Asphalt base course

Layer 8: (variable thickness) Grading fil!
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Figure 3-3. Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier Profile.
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Figure 3-4. Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier Profile.

Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier

Cover Vegetation: Mixed perennial grasses

Layer 1: (20 cm; 8 in.) Silt loam topsoil with
pea gravel admixture

Layer 2: (40 cm; 16 in.) Silt loam topsoil
without pea gravel

Layer 3: (30 cm; 12 In.) Compacted silt loam
topsoil

Layer 4: (variable thickness) Grading fill
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Table 3-1. Summary of the Hanford Barrier Layers. (Page 1 of 2)

Layer Thickness . A .
No.! em (in.) Layer description Specifications Function
1 100 (40) | Silt loam topsoil with McGee Ranch silt loam containing 15% pea The topsoil material was selected for optimal
pea gravel admix gravel by wt., 2.36 to 9.5 mm in diameter, water retention properties and should provide
conforming to ASTM D448 No. 8 aggregate; to | a good rooting medium for cover vegetation.
be placed at a bulk density of approximately The pea gravel is designed to minimize wind
1.46 gice. erosion of the silt loam without significantly
affecting its moisture retention capabilities.
2 100 (40) | Silt loam topsoil McGee Ranch silt loam to be placed at abutk | Same as Layer 1. Layer 2 provides a
. density of approximately 1.38 g/cc. supplemental soil moisture storage capacity.
3 15 (6) Sand filter Clean, screened sand meeting the following This layer is part of a two-layer graded filter
particle size requirements: designed to prevent the migration of topsoil
Dys= 0.15 to 0.50 mm, Dy,= 0,375 to 1.2 mm, |particles into Layers 6 and 7.
and Dy = 0.70 t0 2.5 mm. . ‘
4 30 (25) Gravel filter Clean, screened aggregate meeting the Same as Layer 4.
following particle size requirements:
D= 1.5 t0 2.0 mm, Dy =15 to 20 mm, and
Dy <37.5 mm.
5 150 (60) | Coarse, fractured riprap | Quarried basalt screened to minus 25 cm This layer is specifically designed to perform
material (10 in.) plus 5 ¢m (2 in.). as a barrier to inadvertent human intrusion
(i.e., exploratory drilling). The layer will
also prevent plant and animal intrusion into
the underlying layers.
6 30 (12) Lateral drainage Naturally occurring aggregate, minus 32-mm The lateral drainage layer will intercept and

aggregate

(1.25-in.) material, conforming to the grading
requirements in WDOT M41-10, 9-03.9(3) for
base course, with D,, >1 mm and k >1 em/s.

divert moisture along a 2% slope to the
margin of the cover for collection and/or
discharge.

qyeq
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Table 3-1. Summary of the Hanford Barrier Layers. (Page 2 of 2)

Layer

Thickness

No.! em (in.) Layer description Specifications Function
7 15 (6) Asphaltic concrete with | Asphaltic concrete, consisting of asphalt This layer will function as a hydrologic
spray-applied asphalt conforming to requirements of WDOT M41-10, | barrier and will provide additional protection
coating 9-02.1(4) - Grade AR-4000W, and aggregate against plant and animal intrusion into the
with particle size gradation conforming to undetlying zone of contamination.
ASTM C 136. Asphalt will make up 7.5 wt. %
of total mixture. A spray-applied
styrene-butadiene asphalt material will be
sprayed onto the asphaltic concrete surface in
two layers, each 100 mils thick minimum.

8 10 (4) Asphalt base course Crushed aggregate, minus 16-mm (5/8-in.) The function of the material in this layer is to
diameter material, conforming to the provide a stable base for placing and
requirements of WDOT M41-10, 9-03.9(3) for | supporting the asphait layer. -
top course surfacing material.

9 Variable | Grading fill Clean, bank run sand and gravel conforming to | This layer will provide a smooth, level

WDOT M41-10, 903,18,

subgrade for construction of the overlying
layers.

"Barrier layers are listed in sequence from top to bottom,

g3&1a
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Table 3-2. Summary of Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier Layers. (Page 1 of 2)
Layer Thickness . R .
No.! em (in.) Layer Description Specifications Function
1 50 (20) Silt loam topsoil with McGee Ranch siit loam containing 15 wt. % pea The topsoil material was selected for optimal
pea gravel admix gravel, 2.36 to 9.5 mm in diameter, conforming to | water retention properties and should provide a
ASTM D448 No. 8 aggregate; to be placed at a good rooting medium for cover vegetation.
bulk density of approximately 1,46 g/cc. The pea gravel is designed to minimize wind
erosion of the silt loam without significantly
affecting its moisture retention capabilities.

2 50 (20) Compacted topsoil McGee Ranch silt loam without pea gravel, Same as Layer 1. Layer 2 provides a
compacted to 90% of optimum dry density as supplemental soil moisture storage capacity.
determined by standard Proctor test; in-place bulk | Compaction of this layer is intended to retard
density will be approximately 1,76 gfcc. the rate of infiltration of soil moisture. The

extended residence time of moisture in Layer 2
will increase the amount of moisture removed
by evapotranspiration.

3 15 (6) Sand filter Clean, screened sand meeting the following particle | This layer is part of a two-layer graded filter
size requirements: D= 0.15 to 0.50 mm, Dy,= designed to prevent the migration of topsoit
0.375 to 1.2 mim, and D,; = 0.70 to 2.5 mm. particles into Layer 3.

4 15 (6) Gravel filter Clean, screened aggregate meeting the following Same as Layer 3.
particle size requirements: Dy,= 1.5 to 2.0 mm,

D,=15 to 20 mm, and D,; <37.5 mm.

5 15 (6) Lateral drainage Naturally occurring aggregate, minus 32-mm The lateral drainage layer will intercept and

agpregate (1 1/4-in.) material, conforming to the grading divert moisture along a 2% slope to the margin

requirements in WDOT M41-10, 9-03.9(3) for base
course, with D, >1 mm and k¥ > 1 cm/s,

of the cover for collection and/or discharge.

qyeIq
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Table 3-2. Summary of Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier Layers. (Page 2 of 2)

1t

Iﬁgﬁr 'Ig:::}((::‘es)'s Layer Description Specifications Function
6 15 (6) Asphaltic concrete with | Asphaltic concrete, consisting of asphalt conforming { This layer will function as a hydrologic barrier
spray-applied asphalt to requirements of WDOT M41-10, 9-02.1(4) - and as a biointrusion barrier.
coating Grade AR-4000W, and aggregate with particle size
gradation conforming to ASTM C 136. Asphalt
will make up 7.5 wt. % of total mixture. A
spray-applied styrene-butadiene asphalt material will
be sprayed onto the asphaltic concrete surface in
two layers, each 100 mils thick minimum.
7 10 (4 Asphalt base course Crushed aggregate, minus 16-mm (5/8-in.) diameter | The function of the material in this layer is to
materjal, conforming to the requirements of WDOT | provide a stable base for placing and supporting
M41-10, 9-03.9(3) for top course surfacing the asphalt layer.
material.
8 Variable Grading fill Clean, bank run sand and gravel conforming to This layer will provide a smooth, level
WDOT M41-10, 9-03.18. subgrade for construction of the overlying
layers,

'Barrier Jayers are listed in sequence from top to bottom.

q3=a
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Table 33,

Summary of Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier Layers.

Layer | Thickness
No.! om (ih.)

Layer Description

Specifications

Foriction

1 60 (24)

Silty to sandy loam
topsil with pea gravel
it

Available; native, siffy-id-sandy loam topsoll, with
pea gravel to gravel filfx.| Grain-size:requiremerits
vary per sité/available materials .

Provide. 4 good rooting medium fof cover

G AR S-S DRI Hiveottitigi
vegetation. . Ped gravel ddinix andjvegetation
for winifl erbston niitigation

Z 15.(6)

Sand‘and/or gravel fittér

Nlivelocal 5t fiportéd sard fidor Bravel:{/Grain
size retuitements vary pet topsoil;type:

Filter d¥sigdediio prevéiil:the ifigralibn of
topsoil particied int. Layer 3.

3 30 12

Iﬁtérﬁ'l;?_&réiﬁ’”ééé
aparepate

Import.or ndturally;dettrting aggtegale. Grai;size
requireinients vary[per overlying 16psoil and Tilter
sizes.

fthe. {Aterai draiifageTayer,will intercepl-arid
e ol slong afminimiin 31 Slope i
thic' margin of tiie‘cover for coliection ad/or
Hischarge;

4 60 (34

Lowpernieability
FML7soil layer

20-ntl mirtimiim thickniesS'FML; ; Benfonii§ atinfix
W ilhg%aliabléslhy J_.t@;ﬂsa-!ldj’ naqvp soils; admiz
range from approximétely 8 to.12%.

Thisiayer will functionzas d hydrdfopic batriy.

1Barrier layers are lis

ed in sequence from top to bottom.

qgyeg
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Table 3-4. Summary of Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier Layers.

Iig ﬁr 'l;hr;flzﬁleis Layer Description Specifications Function
1 20 (8) Silt loam topsoil with pea | McGee Ranch silt loam containing 15 wt. % The topsoil material was selected for
gravel admix pea gravel, 2.36 to 9.5 mm in diameter, optimal water retention properties and
conforming to ASTM D448 No. 8 aggregate; should provide a good rooting mediem for
to be placed at a bulk density of approximately | cover vegetation. The pea gravel is
1.46 glce. designed to minimize wind erosion of the
silt loam without significantly affecting its
moisture retention capabilities.
2 40 (16) Silt loam topsoil McGee Ranch silt loam without pea gravel, to | Same as Layer 1. Layer 2 provides a
be placed at 2 bulk density of approximately supplemental soil moisture storage
1.38 g/ce. capacity.
3 30 (12) Compacted topsoil McGee Ranch silt loam compacted to 90% of Same as Layer 1. Compaction of this
optimum dry density as determined by standard | layer is intended to retard the rate of
Proctor test; in-place bulk density will be infiltration of soil moisture. The extended
approximately 1.76 g/cc. residence time of moisture in Layer 3 will
. increase the amount of moisture removed
by evapotranspiration.
4 Variable Grading fill Clean, bank run sand and gravel conforming to | This layer will provide a smooth, level

WDOT M41-10, 9-03.18.

subgrade for construction of the overlying
layers.

Barrier layers are listed in sequence from top to bottom.

g Jeiq
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4.0 EVALUATION OF ENGINEERED SURFACE BARRIER DESIGNS

In this section, the &treefour conceptual surface barrier designs presented in Section 3.0 are evaluated
against two sets of criteria: (1) the design criteria developed for each barrier in Section 2.0 and (2) the
nine evaluation criteria applied by EPA to demonstrate satisfaction of the statutory requirements of
CERCLA in selecting appropriate remedial actions, as described in Chapter 6, of Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (EPA. 1988). The first
evaluation verifies the technical adequacy of the three-designs in terms of conformance of each design
to its appheableﬁ%demgn criteria. The second evaluation provides preliminary information to be
used in evaluating surface barriers. against other remedial alternatives during the 31te-spec1ﬁc
evaluation.

4.1 CONFORMANCE TO DESIGN CRITERIA

This section reviews the threefour feeemmendeépmposed cover designs (Hanford Barrier, Modified
RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, Staudarﬁ RCRA §* btltle C"Bamer ‘Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and
Modified RCRA Subtitle D Bamer) for conformance with the design criteria identified for each cover
in Section 2.5. In Tables 4-1 through 44, each design criterion has been addressed individually; the
criteria and corresponding conformance attributes are listed in adjacent columns. Layer numbers
referenced in the tables refer to the corresponding cover layers shown in Figures 3-1 through 3-4.

The results of the conformance assessment for the Hanford Bamer are tabulatcd in 'I‘able 4—1 Table

Standard RCRA Subtitle C Ba:mer- and Table 4-4 presents results “for the RCRA Subtitle D Barrier.

The EPA MTGs for the Standard RCRA Subitie C Barrier are prescnted in EPA/530-SW-89-047,
adapted herem with modxﬁcatmns as noted in Sectlon 3.0 for s1te—spec1ﬁc condmons

The Hanford Barrier, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and the Standard RCRA Subtitle C
Barrier area designed for application at the site containing waste. Therefore, the EPA's MTG applies
to all three designs.

1. A vegetated or armored topsoil surface component with 2 minimum thickness of 60 cm
(24 in.), with a surface slope of at least 3% but not more than 5%.

2. A lateral drainage layer with a minimum thickness of 30 cm (12 in.) and a minimum hydraulic
conductivity of 1 x 102 cm/s, and a minimum final slope (after settlement and subsidence) of
at ieast 3%.

3. A two-component low-permeability layer, consisting of (1) a flexible membrane liner with a

minimum thickness of 20 mils (0.5 mm) and (2) a compacted soil component with a minimum
thickness of 60 cm (24 in.) and a2 maximum in-place saturated hydraulic conductivity of
1 x 107 cm/s.

The MTG is not imposed as regulation. The EPA recognizes that other design configurations (e.g.,
with fewer layers or optional layers) may be appropriate for site-specific applications. However, EPA

4-1
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requires that recommended alternative designs provide long-term performance that is equivalent to that
implied in the MTG design as-a-minimum-(EPA 1989).

The Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier both include a vegetated topsoil layer,
a lateral drainage layer, and a two-component low-permeability layer. The recommended-designs
depart from the MTG in the following respects: -~

1. The surface slope and the slopes of internal layers are specified at 2%.

2. The thickness of the lateral drainage iayer in the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is 15 cmn
(6 in.).

3. The two-component low-permeability layer will be constructed of 15 cm (6 in.) of

low-permeability asphalt with a spray-applied asphaltic coating material.

The provision in the MTG for slopes of between 3 and 5% refleets-EPAs-intent-to-encourage runoff
and to minimize or eliminate any tendency for ponding of rainwater on the barrier surface. Because
the climate at the Hanford Site is semiarid, nearly all precipitation arriving at the site infiltrates into the
soil column regardless of the surface slope. As shown in performance simulations in Appendix C,
precipitation events resulting in excess surface water (i.e., runoff or standing water) are relatively rare
at the Hanford Site. Even in design-storm simulations and analyses where precipitation is modeled at
twice the actual ambient values, relatively little runoff is generated. Estimates of potential losses of
topsoil caused by water erosion are small (Appendix D, Section 3.0). For these reasons, water erosion
of the barrier surface from stormwater runoff and ponding of surface water are not viewed as
consequential issues at the Hanford Site.

Conversely, wind erosion is a potentially significant problem. The Hanford Site is situated in a
particularly adverse location within Washington State with respect to wind erosion potential, as
illustrated in Appendix D, Figure D-3. Estimates of topsoil losses to wind erosion (Appendix D,
Section 2.0) indicate that losses would be expected to exceed ERAls-target-value-o£2.0 tons per acre
per year for surface slopes of 3%. If slopes are limited to 2%, soil losses are predicted to be
acceptable, °

The lateral drainage Iayer of both the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier will
be sloped at 2% rather than the 3% recommended in the MTG. In part, this departure reflects the
assessment from performance simulations in Appendix C that the amount of lateral drainage will be
small and sporadic. Additionally, barrier construction is simplified if all layers are parallel and of
constant thickness. Lowering the gradient will have the net effect of reducing drainage efficiency. The
reduced gradient and the reduced layer thickness (in the case of the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier)
will be more than offset by constructing the layer of drainage gravel with a saturated hydraulic
conductivity of 1 cm/s (100 times higher than the value specified in the MTG).

The substitution of materials for the low-permeability layer was made because (1) the design life
criteria for the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier call for materials with
long-term durability that cannot presently be demonstrated for geosynthetic materials and (2) compacted
clay soils in arid environments may be subject to desiccation cracking and may develop secondary (i.e.,
fracture) permeability. The use of asphaltic materials will substantially eliminate concerns over
long-term durability, stability, and retention of function. Research needs relating to the issue of
long-term durability of asphaltic materials are discussed in Section 5.0.

42
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Ecology has implemented MFS guidance for final covers on solid waste landfills based on criteria in
WAC 173-304. The MFS design is a two-layer cover system with the following specifications:

. Topsoil layer: A minimum of 15 em (6 in.) of loamy topsoil material capable of supporting
vegetation, with a surface slope of at least 2%, but no more than 33%.

. Barrier layer: A minimum of 60 cm (24 in.) of soil with 2 maximum permeability of 10
cm/sec for arid regions within the state.

Ecology recognizes that other designs that meet or exceed the MFS specifications may be appropriate.
The recormmended Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier includes three layers of topsoil materials. The
combined thickness of Layer 1 (topsoil with pea gravel) and Layer 2 (topsoil without pea gravel) is 60
cm (24 in.), which exceeds the specifications for the topsoil component in the MFS design. Layer 3
(compacted topsoil) in the recommended design is only 30 cm (12 in.) thick, but the permeability of
this layer is expected to be almost an order of magnitude lower than the value specified in the guidance;
therefore, the recommended design is considered to satisfy all functional equivalence requirements
relative to the MFS design.

4.2 ASSESSMENT AGAINST EPA EVALUATION CRITERIA

The EPA has developed nine criteria for comparing remedial alternatives-to-address-the-statatorys
teehfnea-}—&nd—pehey—eefmdefaﬁens-eﬁundez CERCLA (EPA 1988). In a typical site-specific
CERCLA FS, these criteria are applied to compare between specific remedial options, including barrier
and nonbamer options. This FFS focuses exclusively on engineered surface barriers as generic
remedial alternatives. This study does not provide a basis for comparing barrier and nonbarrier
alternatives for a specific waste site. The following discussion documents the evaluation of the three
conceptual designs from Section 3.0 against the nine criteria, for use or reference in conjunction with
future FS applications.

The nine EPA criteria are based on regulatory guidance that originally appeared in the National
Contingency Plan [40 CFR 300.430 (e)(9)] in 1985. The criteria can be subdivided into threshold,
balancing, and modifying criteria as follows:

Threshold criteria:
1. Overall protection of human health and the environment
2. Compliance with ARARs

Balancing criteria:

Long-term effectiveness and permanence
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
Short-term effectiveness

Implementability

Cost

NV W

Modifying criteria:
8. State acceptance
9. Community acceptance,

4-3
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4.2.1  Overall Protection of Hinnan Health and the Environment

Because it is a threshold criterion, this evaluation criterion must be satisfied by the selected remedial
alternative. This criterion provides a final check to assess whether a given alternative will provide
adequate protection of hurnan health and the environment. The overall assessment of conformance to
this criterion draws on the assessments conducted under other evaluation criteria, specifically long-term
effectiveness and permanence, short-term effectiveness, and compliance with ARARs (i.e., this
criterion is not independent and can be considered to be evaluated in terms of the other e1ght criteria).

4.2.2 Compliance With ARARs

Section 2.2 presénted a-eemprehensivean evaluation of ARARs and-FBEs-as petential-sources of

performance and design criteria for surface barriers. Conceptual design criteria for the Hanford

Barrier, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, the. Standard RCRA Subtitle € Bamer, and the

Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier were developed in Sections 2.5.1, 2.5.2, and-2.5.3. and 2:5.4,

respectively. The criteria, which are summarized in Tables 2-4 2—5 aﬁd~2~6 and 2—7 reﬂect the
ARARs-TBECs; and ether-2 : o

guidance document cons m&’_‘rauqns

Three categories of ARARSs are dlstmgulshed (1) chemical-specific, (2) location-specific, and (3)
action-specific. The initial screening of ARARS described in Section 2.0 produced the following
conclusions,

. The only petentiat-chemical-specific ARARs identified that applyrelate to the generic
conceptual cover designs are those that address releases of radon. Others, such as regulations
that limit radioactive dose to individuals, could not be related to the conceptual design in the
absence of specific knowledge of the contaminants at individual waste sites.

Chemical-specific ARARs must be reconsidered at-the-definitive-design-phaseduring the site-
specific evaluation.

. No petentiat-location-specific ARARs were identified that-applieable-tofor the generic

conceptual cover designs. Location-specific criteriaysueh-as-those-eontained -in- DOE-orders;
should be considered on a site-by-site basis during definitive-designthe site“specific evaluation.

. A number of petential-action-specific ARARs were identified that relate to barrier design or
performance. These requirements address factors such as maintenance, run-on/runoff control,
infiltration, and other considerations relating to long-term waste isolation and overall barrier
performance.

Each barrier design described in Section 3.0 has been evaluated for conformance to design criteria in
Section 4.1. The criteria were related to individual ARARs;-FBEs; and sther-applieabletechnical
guidance sources in Section 2.5 and Tables 2.4, 2.5, and-2.6, and;2%7. Based on this information, it is
established that the three-barrier designs comply with applieable-ARARSs and conform to their
respective criteria.

The requirements associafed with the Tadioactive component of the barner des;gn cnter;a are com:amed
in 40 CFR 61, 40 CER 192, WAC 1’73—480 -and WAC 246-247 (see Table 21 for speclﬁc sections’ of
these regulattons ,that are ARARS) :The desxgn of the Hanford Bamer Modlﬁed RCRA C Bamer and

e

Modified RCRA D Barne_rﬁil sausty the reqmremems contamed n those regulauons The

4-4
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: in' 10 CFR 61 are mcreasmgiy more stnngent as the category of"radmacuwty
increases, and’ these; €8St W,reqmrements are consxdeted in. the development of the. bamers "For

Class C LLW techmca;;gmaénce in 10 CFR 61.52 }vas used | as agfas1s for mttus:on protectxon For
TRU techmcalguxdance in 40 CFR I§1 was used asza basis for mtrusion protecuon

requirements confaified.

The pertment - dangerons. _aste regulauqns (sectlons of 40 CFR 264 265 WAC 173-303 and WAC
173:304, as ‘shown?ﬁiﬁ
Barrier, the ,
Barrier meet§

A arrie an‘d‘the Standard RCRA ¢ Barner “The. Momﬁed Subtltle D
ts; com med i m the pemnent secnons of 40 ,CFR241 and W@C 173 =304

(Tablez«-l) 'Ihes ~1;equ.1r ients ‘can be elther apphcable (as would be the case ofa TSD complymg

*—;‘I'ﬂ;‘;'.

1s) Or re levant and appmpnate (contammants beiow

cath

dangqrous waste
anup levels) dependmg on sue»spec:lfic condmons I-Iowevcr in

limnits; bur above MTC' _’,_Methqq
either case, thgy{are ARARs aiid the conceptuai design mests these ARARSs.

4.2.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This criterion addresses the residual health and environmental risks at a site after a remedial alternative
has been implemented, This assessment focuses on the extent, effectiveness, and reliability of
environmental control attained by the selected remedy.

In remedial investigations conducted thus far in the 200 Areas (DOE-RL 1993d), direct exposure and
groundwater contamination have been identified as the exposure pathways that pose significant
long-term human health and environmental risks. In response to these findings, the following RAOs
were specified for the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit:

. Reduce the potential for intrusion and (direct) exposure to contaminants
. Minimize future groundwater contamination.

Based on broad similarities in the nature and extent of contamination and commonality in vadose zone
and groundwater geology among waste sites in the 200 Areas, it is expected that these two RAOs will
also apply to the majority of other sites in the 200 Areas that are candidates for remediation with
surface barriers. Accordingly, the following conformance measures are recommended for evaluating
the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion with respect to barriers: (1) intrusion control, (2)
moisture infiltration control, (3) long-term durability, and (4) conformance with the appearance and use
requirements in WAC 173-303-610.

4.2.3.1 Intrusion Control. The Hanford Barrier is the recommended-surface-barsier
treatmentbaseline design for sites containing TRU and GTCC waste (if any). In these applications, the
Hanford Barrier is-required-te-includes provisions for control of biointrusion and inadvertent human
intrusion-as-established-in40-CFR-151-and-10-CFR-61- The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Design,

which is recommended-in-this-studythe baseline design for sites containing Category 3 LLW, is also
required to satisfy the intrusion control requ:rements-m——l—G—GFR-G-}
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As-deseribed-in10-CFR-61-2-2An inadvertent intruder is characterized as a person who physically
occupies the disposal site after closure and engages in normal subsistence activities, such as agriculture
or dwelling construction, wherein he might unknowingly be exposed to radiation from buried waste or
contaminated soil. Fhe-reguiation-ineorporates-nA variety of requirements and controls are intended to
(1) minimize the potential for inadvertent intrusion and (2) protect an intruder from unacceptable
exposures (defined in 10 CFR 61.41 as an annual dose exceeding an equivalent of 25 mrem to the
whole body, 75 mrem to the thyroid, and 25 mrem to any other organ). Fhe-repulation-envisions
¥Various forms of institutional controls are env:sxoned by the site owner to ensure that occupation or

xmproper use of the site does not occur after cIosurHegfeg&Hﬂg—H:“L&l&t—eeu{d-pmsent-&a

been-el-mtmaied-(-}e-efﬁ—s-}—i%} Waste desxgnated as Class C (DOE Category 3) fnust-xs to be
disposed of so that the top of the waste is a minimum of 5 m (16.4 ft) below the top surface of the
cover or must be disposed of with intruder barriers designed to protect against inadvertent intrusion for

at least 500 years (per guidance contained in 10 CFR 61.52).

scenatio. Two separate features of the Hanford Barrier will function as intrusion contros,

The primary provision is a 1.5-m= (60-in. ) sthick layer of coarse, fractured basalt designed to deter
animal burrowing, root penetration, and unintentional intrusion by humans. Individual rock fragments
in this layer are too large and heavy to be excavated by any indigenous burrowing animals at the
Hanford Site. The overlying capillary barrier will generally prevent moisture from entering the
fractured basalt layer, and the coarseness of the material basait will severely limit moisture retention.
Consequently, extremely dry conditions are expected to be sustained within this layer, which should
effectively discourage root penetration. The fractured basalt layer is also designed to present difficult
drilling conditions to inadvertent human intruders engaged in exploratory drilling for mineral resources
or water-well development.

Sites. comammg TRU. or GTCC waste. h2s 4 more substantive barrier for the madve:tent intruder

The second control provision of the Hanford Barrier design is the 15-cm- (6-in.-) -thick
low-permeability asphalt layer. The asphalt layer will be a highly effective deterrent to plant and
animal intrusion (although it will not deter drilling intrusion). The asphalt layer will be particularly
effective in thwarting intrusion by insects (e.g., carpenter ants).

The same asphalt layer design is used in the Modified RCRA Subtitle C design. For Class C (i.e.,
DOE Category 3) LLW, a human intrusion barrier is required as part of the cover design only in cases
where the combined thickness of cover materials and earth-fill placed directly over the waste is less
than 5 m (16.4 ft). Aside from the issue of the utility of fill to satisfy the requirement, the asphalt layer
in the Modified RCRA Subtitle C de51gn prov1des sufﬁment control of madvertent human mtruszon to
meet the intent of 10 CFR 61%2. ~Adtheugh-the-asphali-ts : seeable-asa ; 1e
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The Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier does not prov:de long-term protectlon agamst penetration of
deep-rooting plants into the waste (oﬁer than protecuon cansed by ttnckness of. the barner) If
maintenancg of the facxhty mcﬁlded removal of deep—roctmg plants before they penetrate the waste, the
effectivenés ﬂi‘lS type of b barr:er could be enhanced Momtomg and mamtenence will bé requlred

for the Standatf RCRA SuButie CBarner to mamtam effecnveness Ammal and human mtrusxon

ey A

The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier provides modest biointrusion control in the form of the
thickness of the barrier layers combined with the thickness of existing fill materials. The design of the
Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier does not address provisions for human intrusion control.

The Subtitle D barrier has a design life of 100 years. The Ffederal government is obligated to maintain
active institutional control at the Hanford Site for at least 100 years after closure. Therefore, reliance
for contro] of inadvertent human intrusion will be placed on existing institutional controls (e.g.,
signage, fencing, surface markers). This approach is consistent with the intent of 10 CFR 61.7(b)(4)
for disposal of Class A (DOE Category 1) LLW.

4.2.3.2 Moisture Infiltration Control. ,For the Standard RCRA Subtltle C Barrier, the compacted
soil component of the Tov Tow permeablhty Iayer would need to achleve a maxlmum m—place saturated
hydrailic conductmt_y of no_greater than 1 ¥ 10° 7cmjsec This is typlca“l ly accompltshed with clay or
silty. clay, soils. _At best, readﬂy avaﬂabie amf smtab'ie Hanfot:d Site. natlve or nearby soils for this layer,
are predominantly.fine sand to silt, To. consxstently achteve a compacted permeabﬂity of 1x 10 7.cm/s
soil admix, such as-bentonite, wﬁl typically be requtred to amend native borrow soils.

In wet climates, clay covers or lmers can be generally effective and xjehable However the and
climate at the Hanford Sité i mcrea_se_s the hkehhood of drying, which can cause crackmg and ralse
penneabﬂny mgmﬁcanﬂy of such compacted soils. Tlus can be mJtigated by continial maintenance ahd

momtonng, as Weil as llkely repau' and replacemenx ......

A detailed hydrologm analysis of surface ‘nfiltration for a generic, MTG comphant Standard RCRA
Subtitle C Batrier was not performed for this FFS. Compar,at.we hydrologlc studies for surface’
infiltration of various Surface barriers were ificluded, in the Remedial Tnvestigation and FS Report for
the ER Disposal Facmty (RI/FS ERDF, DOE/RL—93-—99§ However the comparatwe analyses-did not
include a Standard RCRA Snbttﬂe c Bamer In addmon, avallable documentanon for the
Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Landﬁll did not mclude hydrologlc studles for sut:t‘ace mﬁltratton for

a Standard RCRA Subiitle C Barrier.

Hydrologic Evaluatxon of Mdﬁﬂferformance (HELP) computer modeling and analyses Were
performed for a Standard RCRA Snbtrﬂe C Barrier for the low-level burial _grounds in the 200 East and
200 West Areas, as presented in Low Level Burial Grouuds Dangeraw Wastefemut Applzcaaon
(DOE-RL-88- ,20) In’ addmon for the 183~ _H Solar Basms 1in the 300,Area, HELP computer modehn_g
and analyses were’ perfoi’med fora Standard R_CR_A Subtlﬂe C Barrier, as presented in"]83-H Solar
Evaporation Basm Closure/Posr C’Iosure Plan (DOE—RL—SS—O-’-I- n §1_1ri1magy, both studxes used
current ambient prempttatton and meteorological conditions as mput parameters -and 2§ can be
expected, the majonty of the prec:pnatton was cvaporated in the- upper vegetanvefarmormg layer For

both studies, only a-small percentage Of the total precipitation infiltrated 1 to-and through the admix and
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flexible membrane liner:  Infiliration through the low permeabihty adm:x-and,ﬂex:ble ‘membrane liner
was estimated at 0 OOLm annually (0 018% o of 7. 08 total i y annually) for'the LowLeveI Bugial
Grounds Prq;ect _“ij_j; ation through the low mmmw adm:lx and ﬂex;ble membrane lmer ‘was

esnmated 4t 007 in. (0.85% of 8.22 fofal in. annually) for the 183~H Solar Basqg.l&, assuming & 10%
geomembr.ane fallure

In general, thlS'type of a adeq}ite field performance can be expected of a Standard RCRA Stibtitle C

Barrier; ‘rider curren amb1 ralm/hweajher conél:tx né, prowded that adegua mé'mtenance

volumé through the 16w ‘permeability admix and flexible menigrane linets would ﬁéféasé R

Numerical performance assessments of the ﬁ!ree—reeemmended—bafﬂeréemgﬂsﬂanford Barrier; the
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barner were made with the

HELP Model (Version 2. 0) and UNSAT-H Model (Version 2.0). The HELP Model is recommended
by EPA to evaluate hydrologic performance of surface barrier designs. However, for arid site
applications the HELP Model has two significant limitations. The HELP Model requires the
assumption of a constant evaporative zone depth throughout the year. In actuality, evaporative depth
can vary considerably during the year at arid sites, tending toward a maximum value during the
summer months when soil moisture is fypically low, and a minimum value in the winter months when
most annual precipitation occurs. Secondly, moisture movement in the unsaturated state is calculated
by algorithms in the HELP Model that are computationally efficient, but do not accurately represent
unsaturated flow. As a result, the HELP Model tends to overestimate drainage across a capillary
barrier interface. The capillary barrier is an advantageous design concept for barriers in arid locations,
and it is used in all feur-ef-the barriers reeemmendedproposed in this FFS; éxcepi the Standard RCRA
Subtitle C Barfier.

Water balance calculations are reported in Appendix C. Because of the importance of hydrologic
performance in the context of the long-term effectiveness of each recommended design, several
different approaches were taken to prepare these calculations. The approaches were as follows.

1. HELP Model simulations were performed for each barrier using laboratory data for the
fine-textured soil layers and default data for the layers of coarse-textured material.
A conservative value of 90 cm (36 in.) was assigned as the evaporative zone depth,
A 10-year climate data set consisting of actual Hanford Site meteorological records was used
in the simulations. The results are reported in Appendices C-1, C-2, and C-3.

2. The three barriers were reevaluated using the UNSAT-H Model. Material properties for the
various layers were assigned based on actual data for the fine-textured soil components (from
laboratory and literature sources) and presumptive information {from literature sources) for
the coarse-textured soils. Hanford Site weather records for the same 10-year period were
used.

3. The HELP Model was "calibrated" using water balance data from the Field Lysimeter Test
Facility at the Hanford Site. The objective of calibration was to minimize the effects of the
assumption of constant evaporative depth and the approximations in calculating unsaturated
flow and moisture retention. The three barrier designs were then reevaluated using best-fit
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input parameters from the calibration. Evaporative zone depth was determined separately for
each barrier, using averaged annual values from the UNSAT-H Model. The same 10-year
climate data set was used. Appendix C-4 reports and compares results of the UNSAT-H
Model simulations with the "calibrated” HELP Model simulations.

Performance predictions for ambient precipitation conditions are summarized below for the three
barrier designs. Average annual precipitation for the 10-year period of interest is 18 cm (7 in.).
Runoff refers to the percentage of precipitation that drains off of the barrier surface without being
absorbed. Evaporation and transpiration, also shown collectively as evapotranspiration, are the
percentages of precipitation that are absorbed into storage in the topsoil layers of the barrier, where
they are subsequently removed by direct evaporation and plant transpiration. Lateral drainage is the
percentage of precipitation that infiltrates to the level of the lateral drainage layer of the barrier, where
it is intercepted and diverted to the perimeter of the barrier. Deep infiltration represents the percentage
of precipitation that is able to infiltrate completely through the barrier system, such that it could come
into contact with buried waste or contarninated soil.

Water Balance Summary - Ambient Precipitation, Steady State HELP Model,
Uncalibrated (in Percent of Average Annual Precipitation)

Barrier Runoff Evapotranspiration d&aﬁzle ingfr‘:gion
Hanford Barrier 0.01 99.30 0.03 0.66
Mod. RCRA C Barrier 0.01 99.99 0.00 0.00 .
Maod. RCRA D Barrier 0.01 99.99 N.E. 0.00

N.E. = Not evaluated.

One of the inherent limitations with the HELP Model is the unrealistic assumption that the depth of the
evaporative zone is static through time. For the uncalibrated HELP Model simulations of the three
barrier designs in Appendices C-1 through C-3, a constant 91-cm (36-in.) evaporative zone depth value
was specified. The HELP Model calibration (see Appendix C-4, p. C4-53), helped determine that
separate evaporative depth values should be identified for the three individual barriers. In the case of
the Hanford Barrier simulation, the calibrated evaporative zone depth was 175 cm (69.2 in.) (nearly
double the value used in the uncalibrated simulation). This change had the effect of significantly
improving performance predictions for the Hanford Barrier, as indicated below. Evaporative zone
depth values were less affected by calibration for the other two designs.

Water Balance Summary - Ambient Precipitation, Steady State HELP Model,
Calibrated (in Percent of Average Annual Precipitation)

Barrier Runoff Evapotranspiration ctiti‘:l;agle Deep infiltration
Hanford Barrier 0.01 99.85 0.00 <0.15
Mod. RCRA C Barrier 0.01 99.85 0.00 <0.15
Mod. RCRA D Barrier 0.01 99.85 N.E. <0.15

N.E. = Not evaluated.
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Water Balance Summary - Ambient Precipitation, Steady State
UNSAT-H (in Percent of AveEgLe Annual Precipitation)

Lateral drainage
Barrier Runoff Evaporation Transpiration and deep
infiltration
Hanford Baitier 0.00 97.71 2.24 <0.06
Mod. RCRA C Barrier 0.00 90.43 9.54 <0.04
Mod. RCRA D Barrier 0.00 90.43 9.57 <0.02

The HELP Model is not configured to provide separate reporting of evaporation and transpiration
totals. The UNSAT-H Model simulations do not distinguish between lateral drainage and vertical
drainage through the low-permeability asphalt layer. In the Modified RCRA Subtitle D design, there is
no lateral drainage layer.

In spite of the different assumptions and computational methods employed in the two simulation
methods, the results listed above all indicate that the three barriers should perform as designed under
ambient precipitation conditions (i.e., virtually all precipitation will be eliminated by
evapotranspiration).

In consideration of the relatively long performance periods specified in this FFS for the Hanford
Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, hydrologic performance was also modeled for the
hypothetical "twice ambient" climate condition. For these simulations, all recorded daily precipitation
values in the 10-year data set were doubled. These simulations indicate the capabilities of the three
designs to accommodate multiyear periods of above-average rainfall. The "twice ambient" simulations
were performed using the UNSAT-H Model and the calibrated HELP Model (Appendix C-4).

Water Balance Summary - Twice Ambient Precipitation, Steady State
UNSAT-H (in Percent of Twice Ambient Annual Precipitation)

Lateral drainage
Barrier Runoff Evaporation Transpiration and deep
infiltration
Hanford Barrier 0.00 98.49 1.51 0.00
Mod. RCRA C Barrier 0.00 92.74 7.26 0.00
Mod. RCRA D Barrier 0.00 92.64 5.36 2.00
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Water Balance Summary - Twice Ambient Precipitation, Steady State HELP
Model, Calibrated (in Percent of Twice Ambient Annual Precipitation)

Barrier Runoff Evapotranspiration dI;:itgarzle Deep infiltration
Hanford Barrier 1.29 - 98.57 0.00 <0.15
Mod. RCRA C Barrier . 1.66 87.29 10.07 0.98
Mod. RCRA D Barrier 1.50 97.57 N.E. 0.93

N.E. = Not evaluated.

In the "twice ambient” simulations, the HELP Model predicts that a slight amount of runoff will be
observed, whereas the UNSAT-H Model predicts no runoff. For the Modified RCRA Subtitle C
Barrier, a significant increase in lateral drainage is predicted over the ambient precipitation case, but
deep infiltration is still predicted to average less than 1% of "twice ambient" precipitation. Deep
infiltration for the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier is about 2% of "twice ambient” precipitation in
the UNSAT-H Model simulation and about 1% according to the HELP Model.

One additional group of simulations was conducted to assess runoff production from the design storm.
The design-storm analyses are reported in Appendix C-4, Table 23. Results of the analysis are
summarized below. The design-storm is the maximum precipitation event that would be expected to
occur during the design life of each barrier. The design-storm amount is based on a storm of maximum
intensity and given duration occurring once within a specified return period and is determined from
statistical analysis of historic precipitation data for a given locale.

Design Storm Analyses - HELP Model, Calibrated

Return period Design storm Runoff Runoff
Barrier and duration amount amount {% storm amt.)
(yrs and hrs) {in.)* (in.)

Hanford Barrier 1,000/24 2.68 0.85 31.6
Modified RCRA C 500/24 2.47 0.91 36.8
Barrier
Modified RCRA D 100/24 1.99 0.60 30.1
Barrier

* From Stone et al. (1983), Table 61.

Reflecting the Hanford Site's arid climate, the design-storm amounts are comparatively small. In more
humid parts of the United States, storms of this magnitude are likely to have return periods on the order
of 2 to 5 years. The design-stormn simulations predict that runoff would be less than 1 in. in all cases,
Because this amount of runoff takes place over a 24-hr period, it is unlikely that the design storm would
induce significant erosion of the barrier surface. The simulations also show indirectly that during even
the Jargest storm events at the Hanford Site, the majority of precipitation (60% or more) will infiltrate
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into the topsoil layers of the barrier, where moisture would be retained in storage until it is removed by |
the combined action of evapotranspiration processes.

The three-barriesHanford Batrier, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and the Modified RCRA
Subtitle D Barrier OptIOIlS described in this FFS are prmc1pally desxgned to maximize shallow
infiltration, storage within the topsoil layers, and removal by evapotranspiration. The barriers are not
optimized to maximize runoff. The design-storm simulations indicate that runoff is not a significant
design issue because precipitation events that produce surface runoff are infrequent, and the volume of
runoff is small. The barriers are all sloped at 2% to provide coherent drainage toward the perimeter of
covered areas, where water would be permitted to infiltrate into the soil column at 2 distance from
contaminated media. In certain applications, a runoff collection and diversion system may be provided
at the margin of the barrier. This is a site-specific consideration to be addressed during definitive
design.

4.2.3.3 Long-Term Durability. The principal issues associated with long-term durability of surface
barriers are (1) potential changes in barrier morphology (thickness) caused by erosion and (2) potential
chemical or physical alteration (weathering) of barrier materijals.

If an excessive amount of topsoil material is removed from the barrier surface by erosion, hydrologlc
performance would be adversely affected. In all three-barrier options GI-}aﬁferd-B-&fﬂer—Meérﬁeé
RERA-CBarrier;and-Standard - RCRA-C-Barrier), the topsoil system is designed to perform the key
role in moisture management. The topsoil layers will serve as a storage medium for moisture received
as precipitation. Storage will be enhanced by developing a capillary barrier at the base of the topsoil
system. Increasing the storage capacity and the residence time for soil moisture within the topsoil
system will facilitate moisture removal by evapotranspiration processes. Performance simulations in
Appendix C indicate that, as designed, the topsoil systems of the three-barriersHanford Barrier,
Modified RCRA Subiitle C Barrier, and the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrler can be expected to
store and remove essentlally 100% of average annual moisture receipts. Numerical sensitivity studies
indicate that a minimum thickness of topsoil (61 to 66 cm [24 to 26 in.]) is required to sustain moisture
removal at this level of efficiency.

The Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is mtended to prowde a 30-year postclosure deSIgn lzfe thh

2=

expected mamtenance ; operét;or;s gnd repal:s Long—term durablhty beyond 30 years is not an, mtended
design feature. of the ard RCRA:- Subt;;le C Barrler. Inng—term durabﬁlgy beyond 30 years is an
intended design feature of the H

f _ord Barner, the Mod.lﬁedRCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and the
Modified RCRA Subtlﬂe D‘Barner

Several provisions have been incorporated into the t-hfee-bafﬂerHanford Barrier, the | Modlﬁed RCRA
Subtitle C Bairier, and the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier designs to protect the topsoil system
from and/or otherwise compensate for the effects of eroston. The top layer of each barrier includes an
admixture of pea gravel that will assist in armoring the barrier surface to protect it from wind erosion.
Cover vegetation will be cultivated to further assist in reducing exposure of barrier surfaces to wind.
Third, and perhaps most importantly, each barrier design includes excess thickness in the topsoil layers
to provide performance margins against long-term wind erosion and long-term climate change. Sampie
calculations of potential wind and water erosion rates are provided in Appendix D and Sections 2.0 and
3.0. Projected soil losses for the three barrier options over their respective design lives are reported in
Appendix D, Section 4.0. For the Hanford Barrier (1,000-year design life), the thickness allowance
for wind erosion is 30 cm (22.1 in.). For the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier (500-year design
life), the allowance for wind erosion is 15 cm (6 in.). And for the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier
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(100-year design life}, the allowance for wind erosion is 3 cm (1.2 in.). These losses are all tolerable
(i.e., s0il losses of these magnitudes would not reduce the composite thickness of topsoil components
into the range of 61 to 66 cm [24 to 26 in.]). The beneficial effect of the pea gravel admixture in
limiting wind erosion is not considered in the calculations in Appendix D, Section 4.0.

Aside from the low-permeability asphalt layer specified in the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA
Subtitle C Barrier, the three Iong~term g;ty barriers will be constructed entirely of natural rock
and soil materials. Chemical and physmai weathering rates for these materials are low relative to the
performance periods of interest; it is known that these materials will not experience any significant
deterioration during the respective performance periods. The low-permeability asphalt layer is also
expected to provide adequate durability, based on studies of naturally occurring asphaltic materials. It
is anticipated that additional studies of long-term durability of asphalt will be performed. The asphalt
layer and lateral drainage layer in the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier are
both situated at sufficient depths below the surface to ensure permanent protection from frost damage.

4.2.3.4 Conformance with Appearance and Use Requirements in WAC 173-303-610. The closure
performance standard described in WAC 173-303-610 is-apphieablepertains to the Hanford Barrier and
the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. The WAC 173-303-610 requu'es that land be returned to the
appearance and use of surrounding land areas to the degree possible, given the nature of the previous
dangerous waste activity. Surface barriers will be seeded with a mixture of perennial shrubs and/or
grasses (which may include native and nonnative species), such that barrier sites will resemble -
surrounding lands that support native shrub-steppe vegetation to a degree. Adl-ef-the-recommended
barriers-in-this-FFESThe Hanford Barrier, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Bariter, and the Modified
RCRA Subtitle D Barrier are deS1gned to retain moisture close to the st surface within the topsoil layers,
and to minimize moisture retention in the deeper layers. This strategy is intended to facilitate moisture
removal by evapotranspiration and to prevent plant roots from accessing covered waste. Consequently,
these barriers will preferentially support shallow-rooted vegetation. As indicated in Section'4.2 3 ‘2
HELP modeling for Standard RCKA Subtitle C Bariiers applications at. the Hanford Site use current
ambient precipitation ‘and meteo:;ologlcal ‘conditions as input parameters; the magonjy of the
precipitation evaporated in the upper vegetative/armoring layer. It is considered uniikely that deep-
rooted native perennials will develop to maturity on surface barriers, except along the margins where
(perhaps) there may be discharges of lateral drainage.

Surface barriers over WMUs in the 200 Areas would impose some constraints on future uses of these
unit areas. It is likely that DOE would impose certain Iand-use restrictions on these sites similar to the
deed restrictions that municipalities impose on closed landfill sites. Most industrial uses probably
would be precluded by the restrictions. However, there may be light industrial uses that would not
conflict with the restrictions. Agricultural uses for crop production (particularly uses that would
involve tilling or irrigating the barrier surface) would likely be precluded. However, grazing of
livestock probably would be acceptable. Hunting and gathering uses would be acceptable to the extent
that the barriers would support native food plant and game resources.

-

4.2.4  Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
This criterion addresses the statutory preference in the CERCLA process for remedial actions that

employ treatment technologies (i.e., technologies that will permanently and significantly reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants). This preference is satisfied when treatment is used to
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reduce the principal threats at a site through destruction of contaminants, irreversible reduction in
contaminant mobility, reduction of the total mass of contaminants, or reduction of the total volume of
contaminated media.

The principal contaminants of concern at most 200 Area waste sites are radionuclides. The activity or
toxicity of radionuclides cannot be reduced by any means other than natural decay; therefore, treatment
options for radionuclides are limited to technologies intended to reduce volume or mobility.

The recemmendedproposed surface barriers primarily function as hydrologic barriers, reducing
contaminant mobility through containment. Mobility is reduced by minimizing or eliminating moisture
infiltration into and through the zone of contamination. Moisture infiltration provides the principal
mechanism for contaminant transport in the vadose zone. The barriers also control biointrusion, as
well as inadvertent intrusion by humans. Activity or toxicity of radionuclides gradually diminishes
naturally over time due to radionuclide decay. Su barriers-provide p-tern-eontainment-and

i CIV) - AaTOTOE o O IS v ah
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vitrifieation)-Use of sircfac< barriers is considered a containment technology.that does not safisty, the
preference for reduction of foxicity, mobilify, of Volurne through treatment. Use of surface barriérs
will; however, prevent further spread of contaminants and accommodate treatment of tadionuclides in
situ vid nidfiiral decay.

4.2.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion addresses the human health and environmental consequences of a given remedial
alternative during the construction and implementation phase. The following subcriteria normally are
considered under short-term effectiveness.

. Risk to the commumity. This issue addresses potential risks to the public resulting from
implementation of the recommended remedial action, such as fugitive emissions of
contaminated dust or transportation of contaminated materials over public roads.

. Risk to workers. This issue addresses potential health and accident risks to workers from
implementation of the recommended remedial action, such as radiation exposure, and the
reliability of recommended protective measures.

. Environmental impacts. This issue deals with potential adverse environmental consequences
that may result from the recommended remedial action and the reliability of recommended
mitigation measures,

. Time until RAOs are achieved. This consideration estimates the time required to complete
the recommended remedial action and short-term health effects consequences (if any)
associated with the timing of remedial activities.

The only exposure pathway of any significance to the offsite public related to construction of surface
barriers is the air pathway. Barrier construction activities are not expected to generate contaminated
particulate in rates or quantities that would be of any consequence to the offsite public. For example,
the RI report prepared for the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit (DOE-RL 1994) concluded that the worst-case
air release scenario (assuming surface exposure of all subsurface contamination within the operable
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unit) would not exceed 107 to any offsite cornmunity. Therefore, it is expected that baseline risk
assessments for individual waste sites in the 200 Areas will consistently show that risk to the offsite
public from airborne releases of contamination during barrier construction projects is low in relation to
onsite worker risk and low in absolute terms.

Barrier construction activities at 200 Area waste sités will be performed on surfaces where radiological
contamination is demonstrably below Ievels of concern with regard to worker health and safety, Most
waste sites identified in Appendix B already have undergone surface stabilization. This practice
involves placing a blanket of a few feet to several feet of clean fill over a radiological site. The fill
provides shielding that eliminates direct exposure hazards to workers and reduces short-term problems
associated with biointrusion. Radiological surveys are used to verify that surface contamination has
been reduced to acceptably low levels as a result of stabilization activities. In any case where a surface
barrier is to be built at a site with residual surface radiological contamination, the site would be
stabilized with grading fill before barrier construction activities are initiated to ensure that shielding is
adequate to protect construction workers. After a site has been stabilized, the risk of coming into
contact with subsurface waste or releasing contaminants into the air during barrier construction
activities is considered low. Radiological monitoring will be performed during construction to verify
that contamination is not disturbed or released.

Concerning surface stabilization activities, work inside radiological areas on the Hanford Site is subject
to rigorous procedural controls that ensure that appropriate training, protective clothing, equipment and
support are provided to workers, and that the activities are managed and performed to maintain worker
exposures as low as reasonably achievable,

Most or all waste sites in the 200 Areas that have been identified as candidates for remediation with
surface barriers are already disturbed areas and do not support any unique or significant ecological
resources (i.e., candidate, threatened, or endangered plant or animal species). Therefore, construction
of surface barriers is not known to represent a potentially significant environmental consequence (e.g.,
habitat destruction) at any of these sites.

The amount of time required to achieve RAOs is a factor only in cases where current risks are
significant. Because 200 Area waste sites are all under active institutional control, short-term risks are
low,

In summary, worker risk is the one potentially significant short-term effectiveness issue identified in the
context of constructing surface barriers. Risks associated with direct radiological exposures will be
minimal. Consequently, health and accident risks to workers engaged in barrier construction are
expected to be comparable to other types of earth work construction where contamination is not a
consideration. Considering short-term worker risk alone, remedial alternatives involving construction
of surface barriers for 200 Area waste sites should consistently be preferred over alternatives that
would involve excavation and transportation of contaminated soil.

4.2,6 Implementability

The implementability criterion can be divided into technical feasibility, administrative feasibility, and
availability of services and materials. Implementability issues are significant in that they focus on
factors that directly affect schedule, cost, public opinion, and the likelihood of success or failure.
Implementability issues acquire greater significance as remedial options increase in complexity or
reliance on innovative technologies.
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4.2.6.1 Technical Feasibility. Technical feasibility is determined by constructability, reliability, and
ease of undertaking additional remedial actions. Monitoring considerations were not assessed because
the activity will be determined on a site-specific basis.

. Constructability. In terms of complexity and expertise, surface barrier construction is
similar to other types of earth work such ds highway construction. Remedial alternatives that
involve capping sites with any of the threefour barrier designs reeemmendedprésénted in this
FFS would be expected to receive high ratings for constructability. T

. Rellablhty The three-recommended-barrierHanf ord Ba.rgl ier, ModIfied | RCRA Subtitle C
Barier, atid the M Subtitle D
des:gned in terms of 11m1t1ng moisture mfiltratlon and resisting erosion by wind and water for
their respective design lives, based on the computational methods documented in
Appendices C and D. Performance margins are expected to be sufficient to accommodate a
wide vanely of transmnt condmons The, Standatd"‘R'CRA Subt:tie C Bamer 1s des;gned for a

[

One surface barrier has already been built at the Hanford Site (the Hanford Barrier prototype at the
200-BP-1 Operable Unit). Design, materials, and construction issues that were identified during that
project have been summarized and evaluated for future reference (DOE-RL 1994). Monitoring and
testing activities are ongoing to identify and evaluate any unresolved issues relating to barrier
performance. Most materials of construction consist of natural soil and rock materials that are
available on the Hanford Site. Asphalt flex1b1e membrane liner, and bentonite: (or other) adm.ui
materials are is-the only essential material that must be brought to the site. Consequently, it is not
likely that significant schedule impacts would be experienced because of nonavailability of materials.
As experience with barrier -type construction accumulates, the likelihood of encountering significant
technical problems, schedule delays, or cost overruns will be reduced. [The ERDE project is in
progress of farge-scale productlon of adxmxmg “and p) placing bentonité-amerided soil for impermeable
liner matefiais,

. Ease of undertaking additional remedial actions. For 1 the ] Hanf,ord Barrier Modzﬁed
RCRA Subutle C Barner, and the Modified RCRA Subuﬂe D Barn ,;Mmmnnal needs for
maintenance and repairs are anticipated. Only the surface of the barrier is accessible to
damage. Repairs to the surface layer(s) are easily performed by replacmg eroded or
dehberately removed soil material with similar material. Mamtenance momtormg, “and
repairs to the ‘Staridard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier would be expected.in-arid climate condifions.

Shouid performance monitoring indicate that a barrier is not performing as designed for some
unforeseen reason, remedial action could simply take the form of adding another lift of topsoil to the
existing structure,

The existence of a surface barrier at a given waste site would complicate efforts to implement many
other types of remedial actions at a later date. This may be a significant disadvantage, particularly in
situations where capping a site is recommended as an interim action.

4.2,6.2 Administrative Feasibility. Administrative feasibility issues relate to requirements for

coordinating with or between various agencies of government for concurrence, approvals;-permitsy or
variance actions. A procedural framework has been negotiated between the DOE, EPA, and Ecology
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for developing, prioritizing, implementing, and monitoring ER and remediation activities on the
Hanford Site (Tri-Party Agreement [Ecology et al. 1992]). Administrative issues at the Hanford Site
are primarily resolved through this agreement. Surface barriers as remedial alternatives do not
represent any unique or unusual requirements for regulatory approvals-er-petmits.

4.2.6.3 Availability of Services and Materials. Barrier construction will not require any specialized
construction equipment or personnel with unique skills or education not available to local contractors.
No specific issues are anticipated in seeking or obtaining competitive bids from contractors to do this
work.

The silt Joam soil at the McGee Ranch site has been characterized for use as topsoil material in barrier
construction, as indicated in Section 3.1.2.1. The site contains approximately 40 million yd® of suitable
material (Lindberg 1994). The McGee Ranch site has been reserved as a borrow site to support ER
activities at the Hanford Site (Skelly and Wing 1992).

Parallel efforts are ongoing to evaluate potential borrow sources for basalt riprap (i.e., coarse,
fractured basait) and aggregate materials (pea gravel, filter sand and gravel, and dramage gravel) at the
Hanford Site (Duranceau 1995). These materials exist on site in sufficient quantities, but specific
borrow locations have not been established.

4.2.7 Cost

Comparative-eCost estimates are reported in Appendix E for the conceptual Hanford Barrier, Modified
RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier designs for an actual waste site in the
200 East Area. The subject site is an area 126 by 162 m (415 by 530 ft) (5.05 acres) within the
200-BP-1 Operable Unit, consisting of eight adjacent cribs (216-B-43 through 216-B-50). These cribs
received low-level radioactive liquid waste from U Plant uranium recovery operations and condensate
from the adjacent 241-BY Tank Farm. Construction of a Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier over this
site has been recommended (DOE-RL 1993d).

The three cost estimates in Appendix E have been prepared to a conceptual level of detail.

The estimates address costs related to barrier construction only. Costs for inspection and maintenance
of the barrier after constructlon were not estimated, The cost estimates also do not include costs related
to cover vegetation. Vegetatienecosts-we pt-fo aree-barrier-designs—Vegetation
costs (i.e., for disking, fertﬂlzmg, seedmg, and mulchmg) are minor ($1 000 to 2,000 per acre)
compared to the earth work involved.

The three estimates in Appendix E are summarized in Table 4—45 For the subject 5-acre waste site
(216-B-43 through 216-B-50 cribs), the table indicates that construction of a Hanford Barrier would
involve approximately twice the capital cost of a Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and a

RCRA C Barrier would involve approximately three times the capital cost of a Modified RCRA
Subutle D Barner These eempaﬂsenscosts are offered as order-of—magmtude eemp&frseﬂecosts only

sabﬂffae&ve-xds— Regardmg the three est:mates in Appendlx E, s1gmﬁcant costs are 1dent1ﬁed for 51te
gradmg, reﬂectmg the ex1st1ng 1rregular site surface over the eight cribs. Grading-eosts-are-similar

: : thesy *osts such as these vary widely as a
percentage of total pro;ect cost degencﬁng on 31te-spec1ﬁc conditions. Another significant distortiencost
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in the estimates relates to costs for constructing the low-permeablhty asphalt layer. Based on the
available information, a disproportionately high cost is associated with the fluid-applied asphalt top coat
material that is currently specified for the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier.
Further engineering work on this topic is necessary.

i o e Y i s v e

A.detailed cost stiidy for the Standard RCRA Sub
Comparative construction & cc‘)’st uded : 'S
ERDF.(DOETRT.63-99), jﬁf the Standard RCRA Subntle C :Barner@ %Inchmcluded a vegetative.and
general fill layer several feet thlck unit. c?)ﬁstmcuon "Costs were esumaled at .‘3591’1112 ($3.5/1t2).
Construction cost f the}lanford Barrier was gsn':'nated at $135/m? ($12. 6/1‘:‘.’), and: ‘construction cost
for a barriet § _ CRA_ ubtitle C_ Barrier was Estimated at $79/m? ($7. 3/ft%). The
cost d1fferences b_etween the Hanford _Barrier and the Modlﬁed RCRA Subntle CBarner are consistent

with those presented in: th1s FFS in Appendlx E

r‘

Not presented in this FFS are mstitutional control, mamtenance and operauons, aud repair afid
replacement ¢osts, fqr any c_)_fmjﬁhe bamer altemanves As noted m prevums secﬁon&of this’ FFS

s e

mplementanon of these o fact CtOIS are cl;lgcal to t.he short- md long-tenn performance of low penneabxlzty

>3

barriers, such as ‘the Standard RCRA Subtltle (3 Bamer parncularly in and fo. senuand regmns

e,

Categories fof malrifenance, operations, repair and replacement costs for a low permeability bartier,
such as the Standard  RCRA Subtitle'C Barrier, that ‘would differ from evapotranspiraﬁon bamers

(Hanford; Mod:ﬁed RCRA Subntie C and Modlﬁed RCRA Subtltle I}) include the followmg

. Ensure fincijonal performance of surface water rin-on and runoff controls, _collection and
discharge devices

. Ensuré the infegrify of fleXibie membrane liner

. Ensure the integrity of low permeability, compacted soil layer.

4.2,8  State Acceptance .

This criterion makes provxslon for resolutlon of state techmcal and admmstratwe Issues and concerns
ralsed regardmg the CeOmE 0 R .

remedlal alternanve §g§gct10n of a remedial alt altematlve wﬂi be performed as part of a sxte-speczfic

iz v peest 2w 7 Sl i T iy

evaluatlon and state acceptance of that evaluatzon will; sansfy this Tequirement.

4.2.9 Community Acceptance

This criterion prov:des for pubhc mput on recommended remechal action plans Public comments
regardmg of-this-draft-v Hew : -y and-Eeela —

this requlrement
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Table 4-1. Conformance Assessment of Hanford Barrier to Design Criteria. (Pang 10f3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

Minimize moisture infiltration through the cover.

The Hanford Barrier design facilitates moisture retention in the topsoil
layers for removal by evaporation and plant transpiration.

Capillary barrier interface at the base of the topsoil will restrict
drainage and increase moisture storage capacity in the topsoil layers.

A high saturated hydraulic conductivity value (1 cm/sec) is specified
for the lateral drainage layer to prevent buildup of hydraulic head
within the layer.

The low-permeability (approximately 10® cm/sec) asphalt layer will
be highly impervious to moisture infiltration.

Numerical performance assessments in Appendix C predict that
infiltration through the barrier will be negligible (i.e., less than 0.1%
of annual precipitation).

The Hanford Barrier is designed to accommodate significant increases
in annual precipitation (up to twice ambient) with no significant
adverse effects on performance.

Design a multilayer cover of materials that are resistant to
natural degradation processes.

Long-term durability of asphalt is being evaluated through natural
analog studies. Preliminary information indicates that asphalt offers
adequate durability over periods in excess of 5,000 years.

The geotextile filter fabric in Layer 3 is a construction aid only. It
has no long-term function (i.e., no durability requirements).

Except for the asphalt layer and the geotextile, the barrier is designed
entirely of natural soil and rock materials that will provide appropriate
long-term resistance to chemical and physical weathering.

gyeIq
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Table 4-1. Conformance Assessment of Hanford Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 2 of 3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

Design a durable cover that will require minimal
maintenance during its design life.

Perennial vegetation will be cultivated on the cover surface to
minimize susceptibility to wind and water erosion.

The topsoil in Layer 1 will contain 15 wt. % pea gravel. As silt
particles are eroded from the surface, pea gravel will form a lag
deposit that will tend to protect the surface from further erosion.

The surface slope has been limited to 2% to limit wind erosion.

Design a barrier with a functional life of 1,000 years.

_|The thickness of topsoil in the Hanford Barrier is sufficient to

accommodate soil Iosses at a rate of 2 tons per acre per year for 1,000
years with no significant adverse effect on performance.

The Hanford Barrier is designed to accommodate substantial increases
in annual precipitation (up to twice ambient) with no significant
adverse effect on performance.

The 1,000-year, 24-hr storm has been evaluated (Appendix C-4).
Although the design storm delivers 6.8 cm (2.68 in.) of precipitation,
runoff during the 24-hr period is less than 2.5 cm (1 in.) (i.e., runoff
is not excessive, and the design storm is unlikely to cause severe
erosion of the cover surface).

Prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing
contamination (i.e., prevent root penetration into the
waste Zone).

Extremely low soil moisture conditions are expected to be maintained
in the coarse-textured soil layers (i.e., Layers 4, 5, 6, and 7) below
the capillary barrier interface. These conditions are expected to deter
root zone development below the topsoil layers.

The low-permeability asphalt in Layer 8 is expected to present an
impenetrable barrier to piant roots.

Prevent burrowing animals from accessing and mobilizing
contamination.

The coarse, fractured basalt rip-rap in Layer 6 will contain material
that is too heavy and bulky to be excavated and moved by indigenous
burrowing animals at the Hanford Site.

The low-permeability asphalt in Layer 8 is expected to present an
impenetrable barrier to burrowing animals.

g yeiq
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Table 4-1. Conformance Assessment of Hanford Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 3 of 3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

7. jInclude appropriate design provisions for limiting Guidanee-in40-CFR194-identifies-dDrilling asis considered the most

inadvertent human intrusion. potentially adverse human intrusion scenario for TRU waste sites.
The coarse, fractured basalt rip-rap in Layer 6 is designed to
constitute an obstacle to drilling because of its loose, porous, and
fragmented condition.
Layer 8 could be excavated, but only with the aid of mechanized
equipment., Layer 8 constitutes a second obstacle to inadvertent
intrusion.

8. [Facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind |The surface slope is specified at 2% to provide for coherent drainage
and water. off the barrier surface while limiting wind erosion potential.

Perennial vegetation will be cultivated on the cover surface to
minimize susceptibility to wind and water erosion.

The topsoil in Layer 1 will contain 15 wt.% pea gravel. As silt
particles are eroded from the surface, pea gravel will form a lag
deposit that will tend to protect the surface from further erosion.

9.  |Design the low-permeability layer of the cover to have a |The low-permeability asphalt layer is expected to demonstrate an
permeability less than or equal to any natural subsoils in-field saturated hydraulic conductivity value on the order of
present. 10* cm/sec. This value is several orders of magnitude lower than the

conductivity values of natural subsoils in the 200 Areas.

10. | Design the cover to prevent the migration and A two-layer graded filter (Layers 4 and 5) separates the topsoil layers
accumulation of topsoil material within the lateral from the underlying layers of coarse-textured aggregate materials that
drainage layer (i.¢., clogging of the lateral drainage will perform the biointrusion and drainage functions.
layer).

Design specifications for the two graded filter layers conform to
. standard filter criteria,
11.  [For frost protection, locate the lateral drainage layer and |The top of the lateral drainage layer will be situated approximately

the low-permeability asphalt layer at least 0.6 m, 15 cm
(2 ft, 6 in.) below final grade.

3.95 m (13 ft, 2 in.) below final grade.

gyeig
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Table 4-2. Conformance Assessment of Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 1 of 3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

Minimize moisture infiltration through the cover.

Design facilitates moisture retention in the topsoil layers for removal
by evaporation and plant transpiration.

Capillary barrier interface at the base of the topsoil will restrict
drainage and increase moisture storage capacity in the topsoil layers.

A high saturated hydraulic conductivity value (1 cm/sec) is specified
for the lateral drainage layer to prevent significant hydraulic head
buildup within the layer.

The low-permeability (approximately 10* cm/sec) asphalt layer will be

highly impervious to moisture infiltration.

Numerical performance assessments in Appendix C predict that
infiltration through the barrier will be negligible (i.e., less than 0.2%
of precipitation).

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier can accommodate significant
increases in annual precipitation (up to twice ambient) with no
significant adverse effect on performance.

Design a multilayer cover of materials that are resistant
to natural degradation processes.

Long-term durability of asphalt is being evaluated through natural
analog studies. Preliminary information indicates that asphalt offers
adequate durability over periods in excess of 5,000 years.

Except for the asphalt layer, the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is
designed entirely of natural soil and rock materials that will provide
appropriate long-term resistance to chemical and physical weathering.

Design a durable cover that will require rninimal
maintenance during its design life.

Perennial vegetation will be cultivated on the cover surface to
minimize susceptibility to wind and water erosion.

The topsoil in Layer 1 will contain 15 wt. % pea gravel. As silt
particles are removed from the surface by erosion, pea grave! will
form a lag deposit that will tend to protect the surface from further
erosion,

The surface slope has been limited to 2% to limit wind erosion.

qyeiq
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Table 4-2. Conformance Assessment of Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 2 of 3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

Design a cover with a functional life of 500 years.

The thickness of topsoil in the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier is
sufficient to accommodate soil losses at a rate of 2 tons per acre per
year for 500 years with no significant adverse effect on performance.

The Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier can accommodate substantial
increases in annual precipitation (up to twice ambient) with no
significant adverse effect on performance.

The 500-year, 24-hr storm has been evaluated (Appendix C-4).
Although the design storm delivers 6.2 cm (2.47 in.) of precipitation,
runoff during the 24-hr period is less than 2.5 cm (1 in.) (i.e., runoff
is not excessive, and the design storm is unlikely to cause severe
erosion of the cover surface).

Prevent plants from accessing and mobilizing
contamination (i.e., prevent root penetration into the
waste zone).

Extremely low soil moisture conditions are expected to be maintained
in the coarse-textured soil layers (i.e., Layers 3, 4, and 5) below the
capillary barrier interface. These conditions are expected to deter root
zone development below the topsoil layers.

The low-permeability asphalt in Layer 6 is expected to present an
impenetrable barrier to plant roots.

Prevent burrowing animals from accessing and
mobilizing contamination.

The low-permeability asphalt in Layer 6 is expected to present an
impenetrable barrier to burrowing animals,

Ensure that the top of the waste zone is at least 5 m (16.4
ft) below final grade or include appropriate design
provisions for limiting inadvertent human intrusion.

Guidanee-in-16-CPR-61-identifies-hHuman habitation of the site
surface asj$ considered the most potentiaily adverse human intrusion
scenario for LLW sites.

Many radiological waste sites in the 200 Areas have already been
stabilized with coarse fill that would approach or exceed this
requirement. At other sites, the requirement could be met by
placement of additional grading fill (same material as in Layer 8).

Layer 6 represents a substantial barrier to inadvertent human
intrusion. Layer 6 could be excavated, but only with the aid of
mechanized equipment.

dyeIqg
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Table 4-2. Conformance Assessment of Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 3 of 3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

8. |Facilitate drainage and minimize surface erosion by wind | The surface slope is specified at 2% to provide for coherent drainage

and water. off the barrier surface while limiting wind erosion potential.
Perennial vegetation will be cultivated on the cover surface to
minimize susceptibility to wind and water erosion.
The topsoil in Layer 1 will contain 15 wt. % pea gravel. As silt
particles are eroded from the surface, pea gravel will form a lag
deposit that will tend to protect the surface from further erosion.

9. [Design the low-permeability layer of the cover to have a |The low-permeability asphalt layer is expected to demonstrate an
permeability less than or equal to any natural subsoils in-field saturated hydraulic conductivity value on the order of
present. 10* cm/sec. This value is several orders of magnitude lower than the

conductivity values of natural subsoils in the 200 Areas.

10. {Design the cover to prevent the migration and A two-layer graded filter (Layers 3 and 4) separates the topsoil layers
accumulation of topsoil material within the lateral from the underlying layers of coarse-textured aggregate materials that
drainage layer (i.e., clogging of the lateral drainage will perform the biointrusion and drainage functions.
layer).

' Design specifications for the two graded filter layers conform to
standard filter criteria.

11.  |For frost protection, the lateral drainage layer and the | The top of the lateral drainage layer will be situated approximately

low-permeability asphalt layer are to be located at least
0.6 m, 15 cm (2 ft, 6 in.) below final grade.

1.3 m (4 ft, 4 in.) below final grade.

qgy=1q
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Table 4-3. Conformance Assessment of Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 1 of 2)

Design Ciiteria

Assessment of Conformiaice

Minithize moisture infiltration through the cover.

Désign famhtates (1) over land flow; or tungff of precipitation
directed tb! pen ﬁery of surfacezcover whiere ranoif is: collécted and
dxschérgeﬂ‘ thrdugh percolauon mto ddjacent gmlind of other
basm!pipuig facility and (2) a two-component low permigability
layer (Layers 3 and 4).

2: | Desigii a durablercoVer of nattlral materials thaf, will Desigit: Jnclu“des;a top. layer oSty of two ibhiral comiponels; |
require minimal mamtenance durmg its deSIgrLi hfe (1) elther a s‘j’egé\tated rlarmored surface coniponenb to mitiifrize
erosxon, and: to-the extent possxble, promota dramage off th,e cover
and (2) a soil comporient with & miinithitm total thickness of 60 cin
(24 in;). This top layer should be: compnsed of topsoil and/or local
fill soil; as apgroprlate ‘the surface of which slopes iinifotmily 4t
least 3% but not-moré thad 5% (Layer 1).
3. | Design a doyer witha fuiictional dife of 30:ygars. Adeqiiate pert‘dnnance gan, berexpet:téd with'$iiitablé'maifitenince,
momtotnig, atid. any- necessary“‘% repélrslreplacement
4. | Pieventplants frommi accessing -and mobilizing Wheie revégetation is used for, Rél'%Sldﬂz controf; shéﬂow,—;obtéd
bc'nit'anﬁnanon {. e prévent- dot penetedtion into the Vegetatlo[ is! uséd Sélectwe plantmg, momtormg, an'd any;
waste zorie). necessary removal df deep-rooted vegetation will mest this Criteria..
5. { Pievent, bilrrowmg animals'from accéssing and Mltigatld'ﬁ‘oﬁburrowmgi,anunﬁls can befprowded By su:%ﬁléiiﬁé;
mobxhzzng contammat;om engmeermg on réls; and, any; ﬁecessary mamtenance and repanrs
during’ ‘the- %«year fiteofithe. cover.
6; Facliitate dramage “anid minimize surfice. erosiod by Wind

and water!

Al sox[udramﬁge {dad PML—protea'tw be&amk) layer is provided
with a m:mmuﬂi thickngss oF:! 39 ; eé 2ii, )saé 4 mimmn‘gl
hydlgaullc cgnductwlty of 1% 10% ¢ m.ése?: thit wxil effectwely
minimize. water infiltration into the iow—permeabllity layer, zind will
have 4 final slope of 4t least 3% afier settlement anid: subsidenoe; ok
a dramage layer cOnsttmg of. gébsynthetlc matérials Wlth
eqiiivalent performarice. charabteristlcs (Layer 3).
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Table 4-3. Conformance Asséssinent of Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 2 of 2)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Confotmance

Design the low-permieability layer of the cover to have 4

permeabllity tess than .or equal to any natiiral subsoil$
present:

Desigh inicludes d two-component Iow—permeabxhty layer; lymg
wholly belowwthe frost zone that provxdes long:term, nimnmzatlon
of water niﬂltratmn inté the unﬂerlyuig 'waste cﬁnsnstmg of-(1)a

20-mil (0.5-mm) rmnzmtim thicknéss. RML' component and @)
Eompacted soil éomponent with a mindfim: thickness bf df Jast 60
crti (24 in:). and 4 maxirivisi iiplace saturated. fiydraplid
Eonductlvzty of 1 X107 cm/sec (Layer 4y

Desngn the cover td px;event the mlgratlon anid
acchmulation ¢ of topsoxl material within the latetal
dramage layer {i.e.] éloggirig of the laterat drainage
layér).

Des1gmm01§ide&a‘f1iter layer:t6] preVent niigtation of fine, matenais
frori the ‘upper surface. Jayer§ 16 the iinderx[ymg%oﬂ dramage layer

Forfrost:protettior, tlie] lateriiétlramage layer and the

idw-permeabllltyf layer aré, 10,68 located at feast 0.6 m,

15.cm (2.1, 6in.). beiow the fingl grade;

35

The;mmimhm desjgi ¢ gl:I‘r:nessmnfrthe etlyitig. layérs ﬁiace
lateral ﬁramage layer and the: 10\1!-pé eabllity layer a
15 ¢t (2 £, 6:in?) below thé final Brade:

bast 0.6 i,

qgyeiq
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Table 4-4. Conformance Assessment of Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier to Design Criteria, (Page 1 of 3)

Design Criteria

Assessment of Conformance

Minimize moisture infiitration through the cover.

The Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier facilitates moisture
retention in the topsoil layers for removal by evaporation and plant
transpiration.

Capillary barrier interface at the base of the topsoil will restrict
drainage and increase moisture storage capacity in the topsoil
layers.

Numerical performance assessments in Appendix C predict that
infiltration through the barrier will be negligible (i.e., less than
0.5% of annual precipitation),

Because of its shorter design life, the Modified RCRA Subtitle D
Barrier is not designed to accommodate wide deviations in average
annual precipitation.

Design the cover to provide limited biointrusion control
(i.e., to control scavenging and vector activity).

Limited biointrusion control will be provided by adding soil layers
over existing fill and by compacting topsoil in Layer 3.
Compaction will provide increased resistance to burrowing activity
and root penetration,

Solid waste sites in the 200 Areas do not contain putrescible waste
that attract vectors.

Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier does not address human
intrusion. The 100-year design life corresponds to the minimum
limit of active institutional control.

Design a multilayer cover system with a2 combined
thickness of at least 60 cm (24 in.).

Discounting grading fill (Layer 4), the combined thickness of
Layers 1, 2, and 3 is 90 cm (36 in.).

qgyeiq
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Table 4-4. Conformance Assessment of Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 2 of 3)

4-
54. | Design a cover system that includes a surface layer of Perennial vegetation will be cultivated on the cover surface to
earthen materials with a minimum thickness of 15 cm (6 | minimize susceptibility to wind and water erosion.
in.) that will control runoff and minimize erosion of the
cover surface. The topsoil in Layer 1 will contain 15 wt. % pea gravel. As silt
particles are removed from the surface by erosion, pea gravel will
form a lag deposit that will tend to protect the surface from further
erosion.
The surface slope has been limited to 2% to limit wind erosion.
Layer 1 of the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier has a design
thickness of 20 cm (8 in.).
65. | Design a cover system with a surface layer capable of The combined thickness of topsoil materials of 90 cm (36 in.) will
sustaining grass, other shallow-rooted vegetation, or provide adequate thickness to establish and maintain cover
other native vegetation. vegetation of perennial grass species.
76. | Design the low-permeability layer of the cover to havea | The compacted topsoil in Layer 3 is expected to have 2 saturated

permeability less than or equal to any natural subsoil
present, or a permeability that is no greater than
1 x 10 cm/sec (whichever is less).

hydraulic conductivity value of between 10¢ and 107 cm/sec. This
value is less than the permeabilities of native subsoils in the 200
Areas.

qgyeIqg
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Table 4-4, Conformance Assessment of Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier to Design Criteria. (Page 3 of 3)

87.

Design a durable cover that will require minimal
maintenance during its design life.

Perennial vegetation will be cultivated on the cover surface to
minimize susceptibility to wind and water erosion.

The topsoil in Layer 1 will contain 15 wt. % pea gravel. As silt
particles are removed from the surface by erosion, pea gravel will
form a lag deposit that will tend to protect the surface from further
erosion.

The surface slope has been limited to 2% to limit wind erosion.

98.

Design a cover with surface slopes of no less than 2%.

The surface slope is specified in the design at 2%.

$69.

Design a cover with a functional life of 100 years.

The thickness of topsoil in the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier
is sufficient to accommodate soil losses at a rate of 2 tons per acre
per year for 100 years with no significant adverse effect on
performance.

The barrier is designed entirely of natural soil and aggregate
materials that will provide appropriate long-term resistance to
chemical and physical weathering.

The 100-year, 24-hr storm has been evaluated (Appendix C-4).
Although the design storm delivers 5.05 cm (1.99 in.) of
precipitation, runoff during the 24-hr period is Iess than 2.5 cm
(1in.) (i.e., runoff is not excessive, and the design storm is
unlikely to cause severe erosion of the cover surface).

q yerq]
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Table 4-5. Sample Barrier Cost Estimates Based on Actual Estimated Costs for Barriers over 216-B-43/50 Cribs.

Cost Items Hanford Modified Modified
Barrier RCRA Subtitle C RCRA Subtitle D
Barrier Barrier
Engineering
Definitive Design (Technical Services) 287,500 139,150 23,000
Engineering/Inspection (Technical Services) 575,000 278,300 46,000
SDRI Test on Asphalt Layer (Technical Services) 20,700 20,700 0
Engineering Totals 883,200 438,150 69,000
Improvements to Land
Site grading, compaction, and fill 618,728 534,213 534,213
Placement of base course 86,454 71,046 0
Placement of asphalt layer 2,141,519 1,766,573 0
Placement of gravel drainage layer 165,770 66,670 0
Placement of coarse basalt layer and side slope 2,565,267 68,407 68,407
surfacing material
Placement of side-slope fill 0 50,030 0
Placement of sand/gravel filter layers 257,263 157,663 0
Placement of lower silt layer 335,017 220,101 168,194
Placement of middle silt layer 0 0 222 439
Placement of silt/pea gravel admix layer 411,276 249,221 121,088
Base material for perimeter access road 27,399 0 0
Improvements to Land Totals 6,608,693 3,183,924 1,114,341
Project Totals 7,491,893 3,622,074 1,183,341

g yrg
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 COVER FEASIBILITY - CONCLUSIONS

The results of the detailed assessments in Section 4.0, in which each of the three-recommendedfour
presented surface barrier designs was assessed against its design criteria and the EPA evaluation

cntena, demonstrate that the barner desxgns wﬁl—constlmte aeeepﬁabie—remeﬁes—fer—appheatmn—&t

specific gvaluation can then compare the smgie suxface bamer altemanve to other a]tematlves proposed
for the mdmdual wasteﬁ_slte The &rree—ree&mmended—deslgns Rresented in this F'FS are as follows

. Hanford Barrier. Designed to provide 1,000-year isolation of waste sites containing TRU
contaminants, mixed TRU-and-hazardous-eontaminants, and GTCC LLW and GTCC mixed
waste.

. Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. Designed to provide 500-year isolation of waste sites

with hﬁ&féeu-sdangerous waste, Category 3 LLW, Category 3 LL mixed waste, and Category
1 LL mixed waste.

. Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. “Designed to provide 30-year isolation of dangerous
waste Sites.
. Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier. Designed to provide 100-year isolation of waste sites

with Category 1 LW and nonhazardous/nonradioactive solid waste.

Performance simulations indicate that the barriers can be relied upon to perform as designed and to
provide effective short- and long-term protection of human health and the environment. From an
implementability perspective, surface barriers are readily constructable, are viewed as reliable remedial
measures, and are not constrained by administrative issues or the availability of labor or materials.
Sample engineering and construction costs are presented in Section 4.2.7 and Appendix E.

The Standard RCRA Subtitle C Barrier has limited applications and use af the Hanford Site, individual
project sites. Lumtauons mclude the followmg (1) limited des:gn life and @) anncxpated high
survéillance, maintenance and. operauons cost Causéd by low-penneabﬂity layer design features, and
mplementauon of such in arid climate condmons and mamtenance and operations cost ;:aused by
surface water run-on and runoff control collectxon, and’ dlscharge faclhtxes Because of these
limitations, the Standard RCRA- Sﬁ'btltle C Bartier is not recommended for use on Hanford Site ER
projects.

The Modified RCRA Subtifle 'C Bafrier is considered to be'the baseline design in heu of the Standard
RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. Advantages of the Mod.tﬁed RCRA Subtitie C Barrier mclude the foliowxng

. Design for operation and low mainiénance in arid climate conditions
. Etimination of ficed for surface water Tun-on and runoff control, collection and discharge
devices.
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5.2 SITE-SPECIFiC EVALUATION AND DEFINITIVE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

The threefour basehne surface barrier designs in this FFS report have been developed as generic
conceptual des;gns lgmed on ARARs and technical guidance thatma_y felate to the 200 Area waste sites.
The design process has aeee&nted—fer—aﬂ-reeegnﬂed-appheab}emcorgorated ail of the re reqtmemeﬁts—ané
criteria except for site-specific items, Site-specific requirements and criteria;’z W' H as tailoring the
ARARs and technical guldanceggx{eloped here to. s:te-spemﬁc conditions (if a gpropmte) will be

considered during the deﬁmt—rm:te—gpemﬁc evaluation and subsec_l__enf “definitive design of barriers for
individual 200 Area waste sites. Site-specific requirements and criteria include the following items.

. ARARSs, including design-specific ARARs that were not addressed in the conceptual design,
together with contaminant- and location-specific ARARs that were not evaluated in detail in
Section 2.0.

. Results of site characterization studies, including chemical, radiological, and physical
characteristics.

. Adaptation and/or detailing of conceptual designs to address side-slope design, crown slope

geometry, drainage requirements, the size and shape of the cover footprint, and edge effects.

. Settlement and subsidence issues and control measures, including void reduction and subgrade
compaction specifications.

. Gas control requirements.

- Evaluations of seismic susceptibility.

. Thickness of barrier layers and materials with respect to shielding requirements.
. Availability of construction materials.

. Safety and construction quality assurance plans.

. Specification of suitable cover vegetation.

. Monitering and maintenance plans.

Research and engineering activities are ongoing to refine barrier materials and specifications. These
activities include work associated with the monitoring and testing of the Hanford Barrier prototype and
the work described in Sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 below, which is related to the selected remedial actions
for units within the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit. Refinements will be incorporated into definitive cover
designs as they become available.

Seismic susceptibility of the Hanford Barrier prototype has been evaluated (Wing et al. 1995). The
results indicated that potential damage to the barrier from the design earthquake was confined to the 2;1
sideslope. The sideslope was susceptible to a sliding wedge failure mode, with sliding occurring on top
of the fluid-applied asphalt layer. Seismic evaluations have not been carried out to date for the other
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two barrier designs described in this FFS. However, it is anticipated that results for the other designs
will also demonstrate that seismic susceptibility is confined to the sideslopes and is readily controllable
by design.

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER WORK

The following subsections highlight several design issues recommended as pgig{hi_ty'tqpiqs for further
barrier development work., . Recommendations made within, this FES should be dispositioned | before

implementation (except for the materials data base, Section 5:3.6).

5.3.1  Prototype Testing

Plans ferto monitoring and testing-of the Hanford Barrier prototype over the 216-B-57 Crib are
summarized in Treatability Test Plan for the 200-BP-1 Prototype Surface Barrier (DOE-RL 1993e).
After construction, the barrier is expected to take approximately 1 year to stabilize. Barrier
performance will be evaluated for an additional 2-year period (i.e., active monitoring and testing are
planned for 3 years). Because this timeframe is limited compared to the barrier's 1,000-year design
life, the program emphasizes stress testing (i.e., imposition of harsher environmental conditions on the
barrier than those that occur naturally). Monitoring and testing activities will focus on the following
performance issues: :

. Water infiltration control
. Water erosion

- Wind erosion

. Biointrusion

. Asphalt performance.

‘The barrier's ability to control moisture infiltration and to resist mass wasting will be evaluated from
the data to be obtained.

5$.3.2  Asphalt Durability Assessment

Durability of the low-permeability asphalt layer in the Hanford Barrier and the Modified RCRA.
Subtitle C Barrier is a design issue. Preliminary information from analog studies of natural asphaltic
materials (Waugh et al. 1994) indicates that asphaltic materials are likely to exhibit adequate durability
for surface barriers with design life criteria of 500 or 1,000 years. Additional investigations are
planned (Freeman and Romine 1994) to obtain defensible data on the long-term performance of
asphaltic materials for barrier applications. These investigations will (1) develop and perform a
defensible accelerated aging test procedure to measure asphait properties over 1,000 years, and {2)
supplement and validate laboratory aging data by comparisons to asphalt artifacts from archaeological
sites. The scope of work recommended by Freeman and Romine (1994) has been initiated.

5.3.3  Alternative to Fluid-Applied Asphalt Top Coat
The Hanford Barrier and Modified RCRA. Subtitle C Barrier designs both include a low-permeability
asphalt layer consisting of 15 cm (6 in.) of "double-tar” asphaltic concrete with a seal coating of

spray-applied polymer-modified asphalt. The specification calls for the fluid-applied asphait to be
applied in two coats, each approximately 100 mil thick. During construction of the Hanford Barrier
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prototype at the 216-B-57 Crib, constructability problems were experienced with the fluid-applied
asphalt (DOE-RL 1994). When the material was applied in 100 mil thickness as specified, it tended to
develop bubbles up to 1 ¢m (0.4 in.) in diameter. Remedial measures were implemented to detect and
eliminate bubbles while the material was hot, Other bubbles, which were not identified until afier the
material had cooled, were repaired by remelting the material with a propane torch. The tendency for
bubbling was reduced by applying the material in thinner layers. It is reported that, ultimately, it was
necessary to apply five to seven thin layers of the polymer-modified asphalt to get acceptable resuits,

In view of the constructability problems, there is an apparent need to reevaluate the specification of
polymer-modified asphalt in the two designs. Moreover, this is a disproportionately expensive
material. In initial permeability tests (DOE-RL 1994), the asphaltic concrete layer exceeded design
requirements. Therefore, it may be appropriate either to identify an appropriate substitute for the
fluid-applied asphalt coating or to eliminate it altogether.

5.3.4 Bioinirusion Barrier .

During this FFS, there was extended consideration of a fourth barrier option, a so-called "biointrusion
barrier." The biointrusion barrier was envisioned for waste sites containing only hazardeusdangerous,
LLW, or LL mixed waste constituents that are strongly sorbed onto the soil column (i.e., constituents
that are highly immobile in the calcic vadose zone environment of the 200 Areas). In such cases, it is
expected that baselime-risk assessments would generally show that moisture infiltration does not pose a
significant risk to groundwater quality. Consequently, the biointrusion barrier was conceptualized as a
design consisting of multiple layers of coarse-textured soil materials that would isolate waste physically,
but not hydrologically.

: 6 pe
certairi Gontariinants: ex:st at the s 31te If thwe co,utammants do not p_ose a threat to groundwater then
the performance @nd designcr cmena e atmg to groundwater protecnon may I 0t be re!evant and

appropriate and can’ be ehmmated in th&g:ﬁsne-specxﬁc evaiuatmn “This. would then result in a batrier
criteria that i§ doniinated by the blomtrusxon scenario, If an altemate des:gn is then desned that t design

can be best developed by factongg in all other. sﬁe—speczﬁc "ARARs “information,

5.3.5  Settlement and Subsidence
Settlement and subsidence refer to various forms of soil response to surcharge loading of the site

surface. In the context of engineered barriers, surcharge loading refers to the combined weight of
materials placed in various cover layers per unit area of the site surface. Settlement refers to a change
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in elevation of a structure or the ground surface caused by compressive stresses acting on the subgrade,
leading to densification (void volume reduction) within the soil. Subsidence generally refers to
localized anomalous settlement patterns produced by collapse of large individual voids within the
subgrade or the cumulative densification of low-density fill material.

Earth structures, such as surface barriers, generally can tolerate a significant amount of settlement,
provided the settiement is short-term and relatively uniform. However, localized or uneven settlement
is a potential performance issue for barriers.

This FES does not address settlement and subsidence issues as they relate to eevezsﬂle surface Jbarriers
evaluated mﬂ:us FFS To deal effectively with this issue, the engineering focus must be redirected
from the barrier to the subgrade. A follow-on engineering study is recommended to address settlement
and subsidence issues associated with various types of waste sites in the 200 Areas. This study will be
performed in two parts.

1. Conventional foundation engineering methods will be used to make estimates of normal
settlement for the three recommended surface barriers on sites with undisturbed subgrade.
Estimates will be prepared for a range of barrier sizes (i.e., 9.3-, 46.5-, and 93-m? [100-,

. 500-, and 1,000-ft’] areas), and separate estimates will be prepared for sites in the 200 East
Area (where the shallow subgrade generally consists of coarse alluvium) and the 200 West
Area (where the subgrade includes finer alluvial materials).

2. The remainder of the study will address subsidence issues associated with specific waste site
types (e.g., cribs, trenches and ditches, ponds, burial grounds) and make specific
recommendations on appropriate subgrade modification methods for eliminating subsidence
potential in advance of barrier construction.

5.3.6 Barrier Materials Data Base

The information that has been collected in Appendix B of this FFS could serve as the basis for a
spreadsheet or data base for accumulating and correlating data on material quantity and scheduling
requirernents for barrier construction. Such a data base would be useful in budgeting and planning for
tracking material quantity requirements, scheduling borrow site operations, planning capital
expenditures, and other related tasks.

54 IMPLEMENTATION LOGIC FOR GRADED BARRIERS

This FFS provides a sequence of generic conceptual desxgns of surface barriers for 200 Area waste
sites. These generic conceptual designs can be used as a baseline cover desxgn to evaluate various
remedial alternatives durmg a site-specific evaluanon . During thIS sme-speclﬁc evaluatmn the taﬂormg
of the cover design can be 2 .accomplished factormg in speclﬁc locatlon contammants tisk levels etc.
The generic’ desxgn provxded ‘here reflects a. bamer that meets. all potennal des:gn cntena and ca}:t bf:
simplified or reduced if not all the design criteria is. needed for the spemﬁc site. F:gure 5-1 represents
the logic for barrier selection and for | unplementatlon of the "graded approac ch® to surface barriers for
the 200 Areas. Decision gates numbered in the figure correspond to the following questions and
statements.




DOE/RL-93-33

Draft B

1. Does the WMU contain TRU constituents er-FRU-mixed-waste-in concentrations in excess of
100 nCi/g?

2. Does the WMU contain LLW er-Eb-mixed-waste-with GTCC activity (i.e., does waste
activity exceed Category 3 limits)?

3. Does the WMU contain waste regulated as hazerdous-or-mixeddangérous waste?

4. Does the WMU contain LLW with Category 3 activity?

5. Does the WMU contain LL'W with Category 1 activity?

6. Only nonradiological, nonhazardous solid waste is present.

Applying the logic requires that sufficient information is available regarding contaminant constituents
and concentrations to classify the radiological component of the waste against the activity limits in
Appendix A and to determine whether hazardeusdangerous constituents are present at levels of
regulatory concern.

According to the waste-site information in Appendix B and the summary in Table 1-1, there are 30
waste sites (predominantly in the 200 West Area) with TRU contaminated soil or TRU mixed waste.
According to Figure 5-1, these sites will all be candidates for the Hanford Barrier.

Table 1-1 indicates there are 239 LLW and LL mixed waste sites included in Appendix B and another 8
hezardousdangerous waste-only sites. Characterization and/or waste inventory data are currently
insufficient to provide a breakdown of these sites with respect to radiological activity. However,
according to the logic in Figure 5-1, sites with GTCC activity (if any) would be candidate sites for the
Hanford Barrier, and Category 3 sites and h&zafdeusaangerous waste-only sites would be candidates
for the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier. The Subtitle C Barrier would also be selected for Category
1 - mixed waste sites, in consideration of the hazardeusdangerous component. Sites with Category 1
LLW and nonradiological, nonhazardous sclid waste would be candidates for the Modified RCRA
Subtitle D Barrier. Table 1-1 indicates there are 14 nonradiclogical, nonhazardous waste sites included
in Appendix B.

5-6
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Figure 5-1. Implementation Logic for the Graded Barrier Approach (the numbered notes
refer to statements listed in Section 5.4).

Yes Select
A - Hanford
Barrier
Yes
Dangerous yeq Select
Waste?>, T » Modified RCRA
Subtitle C Barrier
Yes
Yes Select
Y p{ Modified RCRA
Subtitie D Barrier

Solid Waste Yes
(6)
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APPENDIX A

LOW-LEVEL WASTE ACTIVITY LIMITS
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The LLW is divided into three categories at the Hanford Site: Category 1 (analogous to NRC Classes
A and B), Category 3 (analogous to NRC Class C), and GTCC as defined by NRC in 10 CFR
61.55(a)(2). The DOE Categories 1 and 3 waste are defined according to the radiological constituents
and corresponding activity limits tabulated in Section 3.0 of WHC (1995). The information in this
appendix is reproduced from that source. Waste with multiple constituents are characterized
according to a "sum-of-fractions" rule derived from 10 CFR 61.55(a)(7).
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Categories I and 3 Activity
Limits for Disposal. (Page 1 of 3)

Activity limits (Ci/m?)

Nuclide Category 1 Category 3
H 5.0 E+06
Be 1.0 E+-00 2.2 E+Q2
“C 4.0 E-02 9.1 E+00
“Ca 4.0 E-01 9.1 E+01
*Cl 4.0 E-04 8.3 EG2
“K 1.7 E-03 34 E-01
“Co 7.7 E+01
*Ni 4.0 E+00 83 E+02
FNi* 40 E+01 8.3 E+03
®Ni 4.8 E+00 1.7 E+04
“Nj? 48 E+01 1.7E+05
*Se 3.8 E01 8.3 E+01
%Sr 1 4.3 E-03 1.5 E+04
»Zr 2.7 E+00 5.9 E+02
*Nb 2.6 E-04 5.6 E-02
“Nb? 2.6 E-03 5.6 E-01
Mo 3.0 E-01 7.1 E+01
*Te 5.6 E-03 1.2 E+00
*Tc 5.6 E-03 1.2 E+Q0
wpd 4.8 E+00 1.0 E+03
EnCd 2.0 E-01
1Z28n 6.3 E+00 2.0E+05
Sn 1.8 E-04
i | 2.9 E-03 5.9 E-01
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Categories 1 and 3 Activity
Limits for Disposal. (Page 2 of 3)

Activity limits (Ci/m?)

Nuclide Category 1 Category 3
5By 7.7 E-01
PiCs 1.9 E-01 4.2 E--01
BCs 6.3 E-03 1.3 E+04
“Sm 1.6 E-02 3.4 E+00
#1Sm 3.8 E+01 1.8 E+05
Eu 1.6 E-03 7.7 E+02
*’Eu 5.3E-02
**Eu 8.3E-01
2Gd 6.3 E-03 1.3 E+00
¥Re 5.3 E+00 1.1 E+03
*Po 2.9 E-02 7.7 E4+01
Hph 1.0 E-02 5.6 E+05
ZRa 1.4 E-04 3.6 E-02
#Ra 1.9 E+01
ZAC 4.5 E-03 3.2 E+05
®Th 4.8 E-04 1.1 E01
*Th 2.1 E-03 1.3 E-01
#Th 1.2 E-04 2.2 E-02
e 1 1.6 E-04 3.3 E-02
= 5.3 E-04 4.0 E+400
B Vi 7.7 E-03 1.1 E+00
Rall} 9.1 E-03 2.1 E+00
Yy 3.2 E-03 5.9 E-01
»U 1.0 E-02 2.2 E+00
=0 6.3 E-03 1.4 E+00

A-3
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Categories 1 and 3 Activity
Limits for Disposal. (Page 3 of 3)

Activity limits (Ci/m?)
Nuclide Category 1 Category 3

27N 1.9 E-04 4.0 E-02
=pyb 9.1 E03 4.5 E+01
2pyP 3.6 E-03 7.7 B-01
Mpyb 3.6 E-03 7.7 E-01
UipyP 7.7 E-02 3.1 E+01
pyb 3.8 E-03 8.3 E-01
#pyP 8.3 E-04 1.7 E-01
MAmP 2.6 E-03 1.1 E+00
#mAmb 2.6 E-03 24 E+00
®Am® 1.3 E-03 2.8 E-01
»Cm? 2.5 E-02 6.3 E+02
#Cm® 2.3 B-01 2.9 E+02
%CmP 2.1 E-03 3.3 E-01
#Cmb 3.3 E-03 7.7 E-01
*Cmb 7.1 E-04 1.5 E-01
®Cm® 9.1 E-04 2.0 E-01

* Limit for 1sotope in activated metal.
® Category 3 limit is the lower of this value

and 100 nCi/g.

A4
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APPENDIX B

WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS IN THE 200 AGGREGATE AREA
DESIGNATED IN THE AGGREGATE AREA MANAGEMENT STUDY REPORTS
AS CANDIDATES FOR REMEDIATION WITH SURFACE BARRIERS
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 1 of 12)

Operable unit Unit name Unit type Waste category msld;?‘gl :
200-PO-2 216-A-2 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-3 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-4 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-5 | Crib LI/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-S Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-10 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-11 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 216-A-12 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 216-A-13 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 216-A-14 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-15 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 216-A-21 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-22 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-FO-2 216-A-26 French Drain LLW N
200-PO-2 216-A-26A French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 216-A-27 Crib LI./Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-28 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-31 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-32 Crib LLW Y
200-PO-2 216-A-33 French Drain LLW N
200-PO-2 216-A-35 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 216-A-36A Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-36B Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-38-1 Crib Nonhazardous/ N

Nonradiological
200-PO-2 216-A-40 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-41 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-2 216-A-45 Crib LIw Y
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 2 of 12)

200-PO-2 218-E-1 Burial Ground Pre-1970 ‘N
TRU/Mixed Waste
200-PO-2 218-E-13 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-2 299-E24-111 Injection Well LLW N
200-PO-4 216-A-6 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO4 216-A-30 Crib LLW Y
200-PO4 216-A-37-1 Crib LLW Y
200-PO4 216-A-37-2 Crib LLW Y
200-P0O-4 216-A-42 Retention Basin LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-5 207-A-NORTH Retention Basin Nonhazardous/ N
Nonradiological
200-PO-5 207-A-SOUTH Retention Basin Hazardous Waste N
200-PO-5 216-A-1 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-5 216-A-7 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-5 216-A-8 Crib LLW Y
200-PO-5 216-A-18 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-5 216-A-19 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-5 216-A-20 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-5 216-A-24 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-5 216-A-29 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-PO-5 216-A-34 Bitch LY/Mixed Waste N
200-PC-6 218-E-8 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-PO-6 218-E-12A Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-1 216-B-43 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-44 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-45 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-46 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-47 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-48 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-49 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 3 of 12)

200-BP-1 216-B-50 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-57 Crib LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-1 216-B-61 Crib Nonhazardous/ N
Nonradiological
200-BP-2 216-B-14 Crib LI/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-15 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-16 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-17 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-18 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-19 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-20 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-21 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-22 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-23 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-24 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-25 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-26 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-27 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-28 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-29 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-30 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-31 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-32 Trench LI/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-33 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-34 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-52 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-53A Trench TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-BP-2 216-B-53B Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-2 216-B-54 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 4 of 12)

200-BP-2 216-B-58 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-3 216-B-35 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B-36 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B-37 Trench LI/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B-38 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B-39 Trench LI/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B40 Trench LI./Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B41 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-3 216-B-42 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-4 216-B-7A Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-BP-4 216-B-7B Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-BP-4 216-B-8 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-4 216-B-11A Reverse Well LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP+4 216-B-11B Reverse Well LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP4 216-B-51 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-6 216-B-4 Reverse Well LL/Mixed Waste 'Y
200-BP-6 216-B-5 Reverse Well TRU/Mixed Waste N
Contaminated Soil
200-BP-6 216-B-6 Reverse Well LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-6 216-B-9 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-6 216-B-10A Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-6 216-B-10B Crib L1./Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-6 216-B-13 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-6 216-B-56 Crib Nonhazardous/ N
Nonradiological
200-BP-6 216-B-59B Retention Basin LLW N
200-BP-6 216-B-60 Crib L1./Mixed Waste N
200-BP-6 218-E-6 Burial Ground Nonhazardous/ . N
Nonradiclogical
Solid Waste
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 5 of 12)

200-BP-6 218-E-7 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-8 216-B-2-1 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-8 216-B-2-2 Ditch Li./Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-8 216-B-2-3 Ditch LLW Y
200-BP-8 216-B-63 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-8 207-B Retention Basin LLW Y
200-BP-9 216-B-12 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-9 216-B-55 Crib LLW Y
200-BP-9 216-B-62 Crib LLW N
200-BP-9 216-B-64 Retention Basin LLW - Y
200-BP-9 200 Area Pit Nonhazardous/ N
Construction Pit Nonradiological
Solid Waste
200-BP-10 218-E-2 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-10 218-E2A Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-10 218-E-4 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-10 218-E-5 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-10 218-E-5A Burial Ground Pre-1970 Y
TRU/Mixed Waste
200-BP-10 200-E-8 Borrow Pit | Ash Pit Hazardous Waste N
Demolition Site
200-BP-10 218-E-9 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-10 218-E-10 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-BP-11 216-B-3 Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-11 216-B-3A Pond Li/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-11 216-B-3B Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-11 216-B-3C Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-11 216-B-3-1 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-11 216-B-3-2 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-BP-11 216-B-3-3 Ditch LLW Y




DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 6 of 12)

200-BP-11 216-E-28 Pond Nonhazardous/ N
Nonradiological
200-8S-1 218-E-3 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-1U-6 216-A-25 Pond LLW Y
200-S0-1 216-C-1 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-80-1 216-C-2 Reverse Well LLW N
200-S0O-1 216-C-3 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-S0O-1 216-C4 Crib LE/Mixed Waste Y
200-SO-1 216-C-5 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-S0-1 216-C-6 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-S0-1 216-C-7 Crib LLW Y
200-S0-1 216-C-9 Pond LLW N
200-S0O-1 216-C-10 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-SO-1 218-C%S Burial Ground LLW N
200-S0-1 200-E Powerhouse | Ditch Nonhazardous/ N
Ditch Nonradiological
200-NO-1 216-N-1 Pord LLW Y
200-NO-1 216-N-2 Trench LLW Y
200-NO-1 216-N-3 Trench LLW Y
200-NO-1 216-N-4 Pond LLW Y
200-NO-1 216-N-5 Trench LW Y
200-NO-1 216-N-6 Pond LLW Y
200-NO-1 216-N-7 Trench LLW Y
200-RO-1 216-8-5 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-8-6 Crib LI/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-S-10D Ditch LEL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-S-10P Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-S-11 Pond LE/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-8-16D Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-S-16P Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 7 of 12)

200-RO-1 216-8-17 Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-S-19 Pond LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-1 216-8-25 Crib L1LW Y
200-RO-1 216-U-9 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 207-S Retention Basin LLW N
200-RO-2 216-8-1 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y

Contaminated Soil
200-RO-2 216-8-2 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y

Contaminated Soil
200-RO-2 216-S-3 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 216-8-7 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 216-5-8 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-RO-2 216-8-9 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 216-S-13 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 216-8-15 Pond LI/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 216-8-18 Trench LI./Mixed Waste N
200-RO-2 216-S-23 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-2 218-W-9 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste N
200-RO-3 207-SL Retention Basin LL/Mixed Waste N
200-RO-3 216-8-12 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-RO-3 216-S-14 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-RO-3 216-S-20 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-3 216-S-22 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-RO-3 216-S8-26 Crib LLW Y
200-RO-3 218-W-7 Burial Ground LEL/Mixed Waste N
200-SS-2 216-W-LWC Crib LLW Y
200-SS-2 200-W Powerhouse | Ash Pit Nonhazardous/ N

Ash Pit Nonradiological

Solid Waste

200-SS-2 200-W Ash Ash Pit Hazardous Waste N
Disposal Basin
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 8 of 12)

200-SS-2 200-W Burn Pit Pit Hazardous Waste N
200-TP-1 216-T-5 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-7TF Crib and Tile Field | LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-21 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-22 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-23 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-24 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-25 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-36 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-1 216-T-32 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-TP-2 216-T-13 Trench LI/Mixed Waste
200-TP-2 216-T-18 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-TP-2 216-T-19TF Crib and Tile Field { LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-2 216-T-20 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-2 216-T-26 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-2 216-T-27 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-2 216-T-28 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-2 216-T-31 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste N
200-TP-3 207-T Retention Basin LLW Y
200-TP-3 216-T4A Pond LL/Mixed Waste N
200-TP-3 216-T-4B Pond LLW N
200-TP-3 216-T-4-1D Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-3 216-T4-2 Ditch LLW Y
200-TP-3 216-T-6 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-TP-3 216-T-12 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-3 216-T-14 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-3 216-T-15 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-3 216-T-16 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y




DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 9 of 12)

200-TP-3 216-T-17 Trench LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-4 216-T-1 Ditch LLW Y
200-TP-4 216-T-2 Reverse Well LL/Mixed Waste N
200-TP4 216-T-3 Reverse Well TRU/Mixed Waste N
Contaminated Soil
200-TP-4 216-7-8 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-4 216-T-9 Trench Nonhazardous/ Y
Nonradiological
200-TP4 216-T-10 Trench Nonhazardous/ N
Nonradiological
200-TP-4 216-T-11 Trench Nonhazardous/ N
Nonradiological
200-TP-4 216-T-29 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP4 216-T-33 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP4 216-T-34 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-4 216-T-35 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-TP-4 218-W-8 Burial Ground LI/Mixed Waste N
200-TP4 241-T-361 Settling Tank I L/Mixed Waste Y
200-Up-2 216-S4 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-5-21 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 207-U Retention Basin LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-1 Crib LE/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-2 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-3 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U4 Reverse Well LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UpP-2 216-U4A French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-4B French Drain LE/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-5 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-UP-2 216-U-6 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-UP-2 216-U-7 French Drain LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-8 Crib LI/Mixed Waste Y
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 10 of 12)

200-UP-2 216-U-10 Pond TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-UP-2 216-U-11 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-12 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-13 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-UP-2 216-U-14 Ditch LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 216-U-15 Trench LL/Mixed Waste N
200-UP-2 216-U-16 Crib LLW Y
200-UP-2 216-U-17 Crib LLW Y
200-UP-2 241-U-361 Settling Tank LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-UP-2 200-W-5 Burial Ground LLW N
200-UP-2 200-W Construction | Burial Ground Hazardous Waste N
Surface Laydown
Area
200-UP-2 216-Z-1D Ditch TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil ‘
200-UP-2 216-7Z-11 Ditch TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-UP-2 216-Z-19 Ditch TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-UP-2 216-Z-20 Crib 4 LLW Y
200-UP-2 200-W Powerhouse | Pond Nonhazardous/ N
Pond : Nonradiological
200-UP-3 200-W-4 Demolition and Hazardous Waste Y
' Inert Waste Landfill
200-ZP-2 207-Z Retention Basin LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-ZP-2 216-Z-1&2 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-ZP-2 216-Z-1A Tile Field LL/Mixed Waste Y
200-ZPp-2 216-Z-3 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil
200-Zp-2 216-Z-4 Trench L1/Mixed Waste Y
200-ZP-2 216-Z-5 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y

Contaminated Soil
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers, (Page 11 of 12)

200-Zp-2 216-Z-6 Crib LL/Mixed Waste Y

200-ZP-2 216-Z-7 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil

200-ZP-2 216-Z-8 French Drain TRU/Mixed Waste N
Contaminated Soil

200-ZP-2 216-Z-8 Settling Tank TRU/Mixed Waste Y

200-Z2P-2 216-Z-9 Trench TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil

200-ZP-2 216-Z-10 Reverse Well TRU/Mixed Waste N
Contaminated Soil

200-Zp-2 216-7-12 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil

200-ZP-2 216-Z-13 French Drain LILW N

200-ZP-2 216-Z-14 French Drain LLW N

200-ZP-2 216-Z-15 French Drain LLW N

200-ZP-2 216-Z-16 Crib LLW Y

200-Z2p-2 216-Z-17 Trench LLW Y

200-ZP-2 216-Z-18 Crib TRU/Mixed Waste Y
Contaminated Soil

200-ZP-2 241-7-361 Settling Tank LL/Mixed Waste Y

200-ZP-3 218-w-1 Burial Ground Pre-1970 Y
TRU/Mixed Waste

200-ZP-3 218-W-1A Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y

200-ZP-3 218-W-2 Burial Ground Pre-1970 Y
TRU/Mixed Waste

200-ZP-3 218-W-3 Burial Ground Pre-1970 Y
TRU/Mixed Waste

200-ZP-3 218-W-4A Burial Ground LL and Pre-1970 Y
TRU/Mixed Waste

200-ZP-3 218-W-11 Burial Ground LL/Mixed Waste Y

200-ZP-3 Z Plant Burn Pit Burn Pit Hazardous Waste N

200-10-3 Old Central Landfill | Landfill LLW ®
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Table B-1. Candidates for Remediation with Surface Barriers. (Page 12 of 12)

200-1U-3 Solid Waste Landfill | Landfill Nonhazardous/ o
Nonradiological
Solid Waste

200-10-3 NRDWL Landfill Hazardous Waste ®

?As indicated in Tables 9-1 and 9-2 of the AAMS reports. Units that are not candidates for the
IRM or LFI paths are subject to final remedy selection.

*No remediation path has been designated for these units to date because they were not addressed
within the AAMS process. They are listed in this table because they are situated in the 200 Areas
NPL site and are scheduled and/or expected to be capped with surface barriers.

AAMS
IRM

LFI

LL
LLW
NPL
NRDWL
TRU

| | Y

Aggregate Area Management Study
Interim Remedial Measure
Limited Field Investigation

Low-Level
Low-Level Waste
National Priorities List

Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Landfill

Transuranic
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1.0 CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS APPENDIX

This appendix presents information concerning numerical performance assessments of the three
surface barrier designs (Hanford Barrier, Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and Modified RCRA
Subtitle D Barrier) proposed as remedial action alternatives for WMUs in the 200 Areas. These
simulations were conducted to evaluate the hydrologic performance of the barriers under long-term
ambient precipitation conditions, muitiyear periods of elevated (twice ambient) precipitation, and the
design storm.

Performance of the three proposed barrier designs was evaluated using both the HELP {Version 2.0)
and UNSAT-H (Version 2.0) Models. The HELP Model is recommended by EPA for evaluating
hydrologic performance of surface barrier designs. However, for arid site applications, the HELP
Model has two significant limitations. The HELP Model requires the assumption of a constant
evaporative zone depth through the year. In actuality, evaporative depth varies considerably through
the year at arid sites, tending toward a maximum value during the summer months when soil moisture
is typically low, and 2 minimum value in the winter months when the majority of annual precipitation
is often received. Secondly, moisture movement in the unsaturated state is calculated by algorithms
in the HELP Model that are computationally efficient, but do not accurately represent unsaturated
flow. As a result, the HELP Model tends to overestimate drainage across a capillary barrier
interface. The capillary barrier is an advantageous design concept for barriers in arid locations, and it
is used in all three of the barriers recommended in this FFS. '

Because of the importance of hydrologic performance in the context of the long-term effectiveness of
each design, several different approaches were taken to prepare these calculations. The approaches
were as follows,

1. The HELP Model simulations were performed for each barrier using measured and calenlated
parameter values for the fine-textured soil layers and default data for the layers of
coarse-textured material. A value of 90 cm (36 in.) was used for the evaporative zone depth.
A 10-year climate data set consisting of actual Hanford Site meteorological records was used
in the simulations. The results are reported in Appendices C-1, C-2, and C-3.

2. The three barriers were reevaluated using the UNSAT-H Model. Material properties for the
various layers were assigned, based on actual data for the fine-textured soil components (from
laboratory and literature sources) and presumptive information (from literature sources) for
the coarse-textured soils. Hanford Site weather records for the same 10-year period were
used.

3. The HELP Model was "calibrated” using water-balance data from the Field Lysimeter Test
Facility at the Hanford Site. The objective of calibration was to minimize the effects of the
assumption of constant evaporative depth and the approximations in calculating unsaturated
flow and moisture retention. The three barrier designs were then reevaluated using best-fit
input parameters from the calibration. Evaporative zone depth was determined separately for
each barrier, using averaged annual values from the UNSAT-H modeling. The same 10-year
climate data set was used. Results of the UNSAT-H Model simulations and the "calibrated”
HELP Model simulations are reported and compared in Appendix C-4.
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Selection and assembly of the input files for the "uncalibrated” HELP Model runs is discussed in
Section 2.0 below. Selection of input information for the UNSAT-H Model simulations and the
"calibrated" HELP Model simulations is described separately in Appendix C-4.

2.0 NOTES ON HELP MODEL SIMULATIONS REPORTED IN
APPENDICES C-1, C-2, AND C-3

The HELP Model computes runoff, lateral drainage, and infiltration through a multilayer soil liner
and/or cover system for a user-specified location, using actual or stochastically generated daily
rainfall data and stochastically generated temperature and solar radiation parameters for that location,
To model the recommended barrier designs, each layer must be characterized in terms of thickness,
degree of compaction, porosity, field capacity, wilting point, and saturated hydraulic conductivity.
The HELP Model contains a look-up table with default characteristics for various representative soil
textural types. Climate input information for HELP Model applications at the Hanford Site is
documented in WHC-SD-EN-CSWD-028 (Skelly 1990). The Hanford Site data set includes 10 years
of daily precipitation values (for the period January 1, 1979, to December 31, 1988). The data set
also includes site-specific stochastic parameters for temperature and solar radiation, beginning and end
dates for the growing season, and a maximum leaf area index parameter.

For the simulations reported in Appendices C-1, C-2, and C-3, the cover area was defined as 1 acre
(43,560 ft?) so that runoff, drainage, and infiltration values in the output file are directly assessable on
a "per acre” basis, The runoff curve number of 87.21 was assigned by the program. A value of

90 cm (36 in.) was assumed for the simulations as the limiting depth of evapotranspiration.

Each model was rerun until quasi-steady state moisture conditions were identified. This was
accomplished by redefining the final moisture content values for individual layers from one run as the
initial values for the next run until the initial and final values became invariant. This procedure
eliminates the effects of overstating soil moisture conditions at the beginning of a simulation.

Input Parameters for the Hanford Barrier (Appendix C-1). The Hanford Barrier design was
modeled as seven layers with the following material properties:

Layer 1—-upper silt layer with pea gravel admixture: 102 cm (40 in.) thick.
Material properties for McGee Ranch silt for this simulation are the same as specified
below for Layer 2; however, porosity, field capacity, and wilting point values were
reduced by 7.9% to reflect the reduced void volume attributable to the pea gravel
admixture. (The void volume reduction factor was calculated based on a mixture
consisting of 15 wt.% pea gravel [125 Ib/ft* dry unit weight and 25% porosity] and
85 wt. % silt [85 1b/ft® dry unit weight and 51.4% porosity]).

Porosity = 0.4734

Field Capacity = 0.2381

Wilting Point = 0.0629

Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity = 9.9 x 10 cm/sec
A "poor" grass cover was specified.

Layer 2-lower silt layer: 102 cm (40 in.) thick, Material properties for
uncompacted McGee Ranch silt for this simulation are from DOE-RL (1990); field

C-2
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capacity and wilting point values are based on moisture retention data in Figures 5-10
and 5-11 of Gee et al. (1989), and saturated hydraulic conductivity is from Table 5-5
(same source), ‘

Porosity = 0.5140

Field Capacity = 0.2585

Wilting Point = 0.0681

Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity = 9.9 x 10* cm/sec

Layer 3—sand filter layer: The layer was modeled as consisting of 15 cm (6 in.) of
HELP Model default textural type 3 soil (fine sand). Layer 3 was modeled as a
compacted soil layer.

Layer 4--gravel filter layer: The layer was modeled as 30 cm (12 in.) of HELP ‘
Model default textural type 1 soil (sand and gravel). This layer was also modeled as
a compacted soil layer.

Layer 5—~crushed basalt biointrusion layer: Modeled as 152 ¢m (60 in.) of HELP Model
default type 1 soil, uncompacted. A saturated hydraulic conductivity value of

0.1 cm/sec was input to override the default k value. This material will be minus

25 cm (10 in.) of material with a D, of 10 cm (4 in).

Layer 6--lateral drainage layer: The lateral drainage layer was modeled as a 30-cm
(12-in.) layer of uncompacted HELP Model default type 1 soil (sand and gravel),
sloping at 2%. Specifications call for this material to be a screened product that is
substantially free of fines with a relatively high saturated hydraulic conductivity

(>1 cm/sec).

Layer 7-—-asphalt layer: The asphalt was modeled as a barrier soil layer with a saturated
hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10® cm/sec and arbitrarily assigned low porosity (0.022), field
capacity (0.021), and wilting point (0.020) values. Actual asphalt porosity should be well
below 2%. However, the HELP Model will not accept lower values. Because the layer is
identified as a barrier soil layer, the HELP Model operates on the assumption that the layer is
saturated at all times and computes flow according to the Darcy equation (i.e., unsaturated
hydraulic properties for Layer 6 do not enter into the analysis).

Input Parameters for the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier (Appendix C-2). The Barrier was
modeled-as follows:

Layer 1--upper silt layer with pea gravel admixture: 51 cm (20 in.) thick.
Material properties for McGee Ranch silt for this simulation are the same as specified
for Layer 1 of the Hanford Barrier. A "poor" grass cover was specified.

Layer 2—lower (compacted) silt layer: 51 cm (20 in.) thick. The following
adjustments were made to reflect compaction of Layer 2:

. Porosity: reduced by 25% relative to Layer 1.

. Field capacity: reduced by 25% of the difference between the uncompacted field
capacity and wilting point values.
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. Saturated hydraulic conductivity: 1.6 x 10 cm/sec (based on laboratory data from
compacted samples reported in DOE-RL 1990).

These modifications to properties are consistent with the algorithm within the HELP
Model that modifies default soil properties to account for the effects of compaction
(Schroeder et al. 1988). .

Layer 3—sand filter layer: The layer was modeled as consisting of 15 em (6 in.) of
HELP Model default textural type 3 soil (fine sand). Layer 3 was modeled as a
compacted soil layer.

Layer 4--gravel filter layer: The layer was modeled as 15 cm (6 in.) of HELP
Model default textural type 1 soil (sand and gravel). This layer was also modeled as
a compacted soil layer.

Layer 5--lateral drainage layer: The lateral drainage layer was modeled as a 15-cm
(6-in.) fayer of uncompacted HELP Model default type 1 soil (sand and gravel),
sloping at 2%. Specifications call for this material to be a screened product,
substantially free of fines, with a relatively high saturated hydraulic conductivity

{>1 cm/sec).

Layer 6--asphalt layer: The asphalt was modeled as a 15-cm (6-in.) barrier soil layer with a
saturated hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10® cm/sec and arbitrarily assigned low porosity
(0.022), field capacity (0.021), and wilting point (0.020) values. These are the same values
used in the Hanford Barrier simulation.

Input Parameters for the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier (Appendix C-3). The RCRA
Subtitle D Barrier design was modeled as consisting of the following three layers:

Layer 1--upper silt layer with pea gravel admixture: 20 cm (8 in.) thick. Material
properties for McGee Ranch silt for this simulation are the same as specified for
Layer 1 of the Hanford Barrier and Layer 1 of the Modified RCRA Subtitle C
Design. A "poor" grass cover was specified.

Layer 2--middle (uncompacted) silt layer: 41 cm (16 in.) thick. Material
properties for uncompacted McGee Ranch silt for this simulation are the same as
specified for Layer 2 of the Hanford Barrier.

Porosity = 0.5140

Field Capacity = 0.2585

Wilting Point = 0.0681

Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity = 9.9 x 10 cm/sec

The hydraulic conductivity value is based on field and laboratory measurements.
Layer 3--lower (compacted) silt layer: 30 cm (12 in.) thick. The values cited here

are the same as values used for compacted McGee Ranch silt in Layer 2 of the
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier design.
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ATPPENDIX C-1
HANFORD BARRIER DESIGN

PRELIMINARY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FOR STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS
(HELP VERSION 2.0 RESULTS)
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APPENDIX C-1

HANFORD BARRIER DESIGN

(HELP VERSION 2.0 RESULTS)

THICKNESS
POROSITY

FIELD CAPACTITY
WILTING POINT

1 -- POOR GRASS COVER

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT

SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

THICKNESS
POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY
WILTING POINT

nnnumao

40.00 INCHES
0.4734 VOL/VOL
0.2381 VOL/VOL
0.0627 VOL/VOL
0.0834 VOL/VOL
0.000989999971

VERTICAL FPERCOLATION LAYER

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT

SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

THICKNESS
POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY
WILTING POINT

40.00 INCHES
0.5140 VOL/VOL
0.2585 VOL/VOL
0.0681 VOL/VOL
0.1171 VOL/VOL
0.0009895999971

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

INTTIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT

SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

|21 I 1 I [

C1-3

6.00 INCHES

0.4570 VOL/VOL
0.0830 VOL/VOE
0.0330 VOL/VOL
0.0922 VOL/VOL
0.003100000089

CM/SEC

CM/SEC

CM/SEC
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VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

12.00 INCHES
0.4170 VOL/VOL
0.0450 VOL/VOL
0.0200 VOL/VOL
0.0442 VOL/VOL
0.00999999377¢

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

nenawugn

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

60.00 INCHES
0.4170 VOL/VOL
0.0450 VOL/VOL
0.0200 VOL/VOL
0.0350 VOL/VOL
0.100000001490

THICEKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

munonn

LATERAT; DRAINAGE LAYER

12.00 INCHES
0.4170 VOIL/VOL
0.0450 VOL/VOL
0.0200 VOL/VOL
0.0450 VOL/VOL
1.000000000000

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

mnou

[ [ [}

SLOPE 2.00 PERCENT
DRAINAGE LENGTH = 295.0 FEET
LAYER 7
BARRIER SOIL LINER
THICEKNESS .00 INCHES
POROSITY .0220 VOL/VOL

.0210 VOL/VOL
.0200 VOL/VOL
.0210 VOL/VOL
0.000000010000

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

=R R oo i)

LA | R | I VT [}

Ci4

CM/SEC

CM/SEC

CM/SEC
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GENERAL SIMULATION DATA

87.21
43560. 8Q FT
36.00 INCHES
17.0424 INCHES
3.0024 INCHES
0.0000 INCHES

S5CS5 RUNQFF CURVE NUMBER

TOTAL AREA OF COVER

EVAPORATIVE ZONE DEPTH

UPPER LIMIT VEG. STORAGE

INITIAL VEG. STORAGE

INITIAL SNOW WATER CONTENT

INITIAL: TOTAL WATER STORAGE IN
SOIL AND WASTE LAYERS

I ownnwan

11.8656 INCHES
SOIL WATER CONTENT INITIALIZED BY USER.

CLIMATOLOGICAL DATA

USER SPECIFIED RAINFALL WITH SYNTHETIC DAILY TEMPERATURES AND
SOLAR RADIATICN FOR HANFORD SITE, WASHINGTON STATE.

MAXIMUM LEAF AREA INDEX = 1.60
START OF GROWING SEASON (JULIAN DATE) = 113
END OF GROWING SEASON (JULIAN DATE) = 288

NORMAL MEAN MONTHLY TEMPERATURES, DEGREES FAHRENHEIT

JAN/JUL FEB/AUG MAR/SEP APR/OCT MAY /NOV JUN/DEC
28.30 36.30 45.10 53.10 61.50 €9.30
76.40 74.30 65.20 53.00 32.80 32.70
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEBAR 1979

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

(INCHES)

LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

0.54
0.09

0.000
0.000

0.778
0.080

0.0002
0.0002

0.0040
0.0041

0.17
c.38

0.000
0.000

0.304
0.285

0.0002
0.0002

G.0036
0.0041

0.54
0.20

0.000
0.000

0.208
0.285

0.0002
0.0002

0.0040
0.0039

0.52 0.10
0.67 1.36

0.000 0.000
¢.000 0.000

0.452 0.el1
0.137 0.350

0.0002 0.000
0.0002 0.000

0.0039 0.004
0.0041 0.004

0.00
0.93

0.000
0.000

0.262
0.531

2 0.0002
2 0.0002

0 0.0038
0 0.0041

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL: DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 6

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

7

SQIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SQOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

1

1

0.0477
1.206
1.87
3.08

0.00

173.
4375.
43087.
47466.

0.

0.04

21.70
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{INCHES)

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1980

1.32
0.00

0.000
0.000

0.487
0.285

0.0002
0.0002

0.0041
0.0041

1.30
0.02

0.000
0.000

l.188
0.020

0.0002
0.0002

0.0038
0.0041

0.30
0.85

0.000
0.000

1.943
0.383

0.0002
0.0002

0.0041
0.0040

0.86 1l.41
0.33 0.44

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.511 1.681
0.364 0.293

0.0002 0.000
0.0002 0.000

0.0040 0.004
0.0041 0.004

0.%96
1.88

0.000
0.000

2.054
0.324

2 0.0002
2 0.0002

1l 0.0040
0 0.0041

PRECIPITATION
RUNOCFEF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

S0IL WATER AT START OF YEAR

S0IL. WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

1

1

0.001
9.533
0.0026
0.0484
0.085
3.08
3.17
0.00
0.00

0.00

176.
345.
47466.

47810.

100.00
0.01
28.49
0.03
0.50

0.98
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1981

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.56

0.19

RUNOFF {(INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.698

(INCHES) 0.182
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM 0.0002
LAYER 6 (INCHES) 0.0002
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0041
LAYER 7 (INCHES) 0.0041

0.860
0.03

0.000
0.000

1.506
0.030

¢.0002
‘0.0002

0.0037
0.0041

0.70
0.60

0.000
0.000

0.949
0.102

0.0002
0.0002

0.0042
0.0039

PRECIPITATION
RUNCFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUATL, WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.0481
-0.221
13.17
12.55

.00

0.00

0.00

0.02 0.93 0.43
0.38 1.08 1.45
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.394 0.338 1.571
0.347 0.538 0.558
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0040 0.0041 0.0040
0.0041 0.0035% 0.0041
(CU. FT.) PERCENT
25555, 100,00
0. . Q0
26175 102.42
9. 0.04
174. 0.68
-803. -3.14
47810.
47007.
g.
0.
0. p.oo
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1982

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNQFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{INCHES)

LATERAL: DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER & (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

0.33
0.22

0.000
0.000

0.688
0.704

0.0002
0.0002

0.0040
0.0040

0.57
0.20

0.000
0.000

1.1861
0.196

0.0002
0.0002

0.0037
0.0040

0.30
0.55

0.000
0.000

0.866
0.285

0.0002
0.0002

0.0040
0.0038%

0.758
1.33

¢.000
0.008

0.588
0.402

0.0002
0.0002

0.0035
0.0040

0.28 0.75
0.91 1.79

0.000 0.000
0.600 0.000

0.697 0.472
1.036 0.568

0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002

0.0040 0©.0039
0.0038 0.0040

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 6

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF

7

YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF

YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YBAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

1

0.008
7.6872
0.0024
0.0472
0.251

2.95

13.20

0.00

0.00

{CU. FT.) PERCENT
28967,  100.00
28. 0.09
27848, 96.14
0.03
171. 0.59
912, 3.15
47007.
47919,
0.
o. 0.00
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{INCHES)

LATERAL DRATNAGE FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

PERCOLATTON FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1983

1.44
0.31

0.000
0.000

0.596
0.747

0.0002
0.0002

0.0039
0.0038

1.36
0.12

0.000
0.000C

0.998
0.123

0.0002
0.0002

0.0036
0.0039

1.00
0.46

0.000
0.000

2.199
0.460

0.0002
¢.o002

0.0039
0.0037

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FRCM LAYER 6

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

7

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

1.311

13.20

1

4 .51

0.42 0.52 0.68
0.52 2.12 2.12
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.870 0.605 1.791
0.157 0.703 0.461
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
¢.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0038 0.003% 0.0038
0.0039 0.0037 0.0038
{(CU. FT.) PERCENT
 40184.  100.00
0. 0.00
35250, 87.72
8. 0.02
166. 0.41
4759, 1l.84
47919,
52678.
0.
0.
0. 0.00

C1-10




DOE/RI1-93-33
Draft B

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1984

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{INCHES)}

LATERAL DRATNAGE FROM
LAYER & (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

0.
a.

0.
0.

.467
.162

o002
0002

o038
0038

0.24 l.01
0.00 0.42

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

1.340 1l.958
0.000 0.214

6.0002 o0.0002
0.0002 0.0002

0.0036 0.0038
0.0037 0.0038

0.60
0.07

0.000
0.000

0.510
0.269

0.0002
0.0002

0.0037
0.0037

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FRCM LAYER 6

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOLL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEBRR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.000
2.057
0.0021
0.0444
-1.833
14.51

12.68

0.55 0.99
1.83 0.5%
0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000
0.729 2.337
0.468 0.601
0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002
0.0038 0.0036
0.0036 0.0037
} PERCENT
100.00
0.00
. 124 .58
0.03
0.61
. -25,22
0.00
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MONTELY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1985

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.34

0.12

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.681
{INCHES) 0.026
LATERAL, DRAINAGE FROM 0.0002
LAYER 6 (INCHES) 0.0002
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0037
LAYER 7 (INCHES) 0.0037

0.82 0.36
0.01 0.63

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

1.218 0.921
0.104 0.335

0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002

0.0033 0.0037
0.0037 0.0035

e e e e B e e S e o A e o e b e e o m y A o o e TR T T AN e o M e e e A e e e M = e A e e

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.0432

0.279
12.68
12.96

0.00

.00

0.01 0.12 0.15
0.46 1.24 0.84
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.010 0.144 0.165
0.262 0.281 0.630
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0036 0.0037 0.0035
0.0037 0.0035 0.0037
(CU. FT.) PERCENT
18513, 100.00
C. .00
17335, 93.64
7. 0.04
157. 0.85
1014. 5.48
46023,
47036.
0.
0.
0. 0.00
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{ INCHEES)

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1986

1.76
0.21

0.000
0.000

0.535
1.165

0.0002
0.0002

0.0037
0.0037

1.37
0.02

0.000
0.000

1.400
0.020

0.0002
0.000z2

0.0033
0.0037

0.76
0.96

0.000
0.000

1.85¢
0.328

0.0002
0.0002

0.0037
0.0036

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL: DRAINAGE FROM LAYER

PERCOLATICON FRCM LAYER 7

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL. WATER AT START OF YEAR

SCOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL, WATER BUDGET BALANCE

6

. 0435
112
.98

.85

0.00 0.30 .00
0.29 0.65 0.77
¢.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.287 0.363 0.420
0.270 0.236 0.273
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0026 0.0037 0.0036
0.0037 0.0036 0.0037
{CU. FT.) PERCENT
25737. 100.00
0.00
25378. 100.94
7. .03
iss. 0.61
-407. -1.58
47036.
46630,
0. 0.00

C1-13




DOE/RL-93-33

Draft B

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

(INCHES)

LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1987

0.80
0.50

0.000
0.000

0.27¢
0.500

0.0002
0.0002

G.0037
0.0038

Q.19
0.07

0.000
¢.000

1.031
0.070

0.0002
0.0002

0.0034
0.0038

1.05
0.01

0.000
0.000

0.775
0.010

0.0002
0.0002

0.0038
0.0037

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7

CHANGE IN WATER STCRAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

6

12.

iz.

. 000
.217
.0022
.04459

.194

85

65

0.14 0.17 0.11
0.00 0.40 1.63
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.405 0.5%4 0.941
0.000 0.224 0.389
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0037 0.0038 0.0037
0.0039 0.0037 0.0039
{CU. FT.) PERCENT
18404. 100.00
0.00
18936. 102.89
0.04
163 0.89
-703. -3.82
46630,
45927.
0. 0.00
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{INCHES)

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 6 ({INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 7 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1988

0.48
0.13

0.000
0.000

0.818
0.130

0.0002
0.0002

0.0039
0.0040

06.00
0.00

0.000
0.000

0.642
0.000

0.0002
0.0002

0.0037
0.0040

0.39
0.39

0.000
0.000

0.531
0.165

0.0002
0.0002

0.0038
0.0039

PRECTIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

S50IL WATER AT START QF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

1
1

4.914
0.0024
0.0468
0.783
2.65

1.87

1.12 0.33 0.11
0.01 0.82 0.40
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.483 0.582 0.791
0.205 0.289 0.279
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0038 0.0039 0.0038
0.0040 0.003% 0.0040
(CU. FT.) PERCENT
15173 100.00
0.00
17838, 117.56
0.06
170. 1.12
-2843. -18.74
45927.
43083,
0.

.00
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AVERAGE MONTHLY VALUES IN INCHES FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

PRECIPITATION
TOTALS 0.78 0.73 0.64 0.44 0.48 0.42
0.18 0.0% 0.51 0.41 i.09 1.24
STD. DEVIATIONS 0.54 0.51 0.30 0.40 0.42 0.40
0.14 0.12 0.28 0.39 0.57 0.60
RUNOFF
TOTALS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.co00 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.00Q0 0.001 ¢.000 0.000

STD. DEVIATIONS c.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 ¢.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
TOTALS 0.602 1.079 1.221 0.451 0.634 1.080
0.399 0.085 0.259 0.241 0.442 0.462
STD. DEVIATIONS 0.164 0.364 0.701 0.218 0.411 0.795

0.370 0.095 0.136 0.121 0.258 0.136

LATERAL, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 6

TOTALS 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ©.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7

TOTALS 0.0039 0.0036 0.0039 0.0038 0.003% 0.0038
0.0039 0.003% 0.0038 0.003% ©.0038 0.0039

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.0002 ©¢.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
0.0002 " 0.0002 0.0002 0©.0002 0.0002 0.0002
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AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTALS & (STD. DEVIATIONS) FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

{INCHES) (cu. FT.) PERCENT
PRECIPITATION 7.00  (2.164) 25425.  100.00
RUNOFF 0.001 (0.002) 3. 0.01
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 6.955 (2.062) 25247. 899.30
LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM 0.0023 (0.0002) 8. 0.03
LAYER 6
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7 0.0460 (0.0019) 167. 0.66
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE 0.000 (0.807) 0. 0.c0
PEARK DAILY VALUES FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

PRECIPITATION --at;;-- --;;;;?;—

RUNCFF 0.o008 27.5

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 6 0.0000 0.0

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 7 0.0001 0.5

HEAD ON LAYER 7 0.0

SNOW WATER 0.76 2743 .4

MAXIMUM VEG. SOIL WATER (VOL/VOL) 0.l626

MINIMIM VEG. SOIL WATER (VOL/VOL) 0.0625
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FINAL WATER STORAGE AT END OF YEAR 1988

LAYER {INCHES) (VOL/VOL)
B 3.34 “o.083¢
2 4.68 0.1171
3 0.55 0.0922
4 0.53 0.0442
5 2.10 0.0350
3 0.54 0.0450
7 .13 0.0210
SNOW WATER 0.00
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APPENDIX C-2

MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE C BARRIER DESIGN
PRELIMINARY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FOR STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS
(HELP VERSION 2.0 RESULTS)
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\ APPENDIX C-2

MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE C BARRIER DESIGN

PRELIMINARY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FOR STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS

(HELP VERSION 2.0 RESULTS)

LAYER 1 -~ POOR GRASS COVER

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

20.00 INCHES
0.4734 VOL/VOL
0.2381 VOL/VOL
0.0627 VOL/VCL
0.0977 VOL/VOL
0.000989985971

VERTICAL PERCOLATICN LAYER

THICKWNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING FOINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

20.00 INCHES
0.3470 VOL/VOL
0.2109 VOL/VOL
0.0681 VOL/VOL
0.0677 VOL/VOL
0.000001600000

I I | I (1 I 1}

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

THICKNESS = 6.00 INCHES

POROSITY = 0.4570 VOL/VOL
FIELD CAPACITY = 0.0830 VOL/VOL
WILTING POINT = 0.0330 VOL/VOL
INITIAT, SOIL WATER CONTENT = 0.0476 VOL/VOL
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY = 0.00310000008%2

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

6.00 INCHES

0.4170 VOL/VOL
0.0450 VOL/VOL
0.0200 VOL/VOL
0.0259 VOL/VOL
0.009929999776

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

LI TR I I

C2-3
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LATERAL DRAINAGE LAYER

6.00 INCHES

0.4170 VOL/VOL

0.0450 VOL/VOL

0.0200 VOL/VOL

0.0450 VOL/VOL
1.000000000000 CM/SEC
2.00 PERCENT

295.0 FEET

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY
SLOPE

DRAINAGE LENGTH

wnwn it unn

BARRIER SOIL LINER

6.00 INCHES
0.0220 VOL/VOL
0.0210 VOL/VOL
0.0200 VOL/VOL
0.0210 VOL/VOL
0.000000010000 CM/SEC

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

e anman

GENERAL SIMULATION DATA

87.21

43560, 8Q FT
36.00 INCHES
15.0200 INCHES
3.0372 INCHES
0.0000 INCHES

SCS RUNQFF CURVE NUMBER

TOTAL AREA OF COVER

EVAPORATIVE ZONE DEPTH

UPPER LIMIT VEG. STORAGE

INITIAL VEG. STORAGE

INITIAL SNCW WATER CONTENT

INITIAL TOTAL WATER STORAGE IN
SOIL, AND WASTE LAYERS = 4.1450 INCHES

b ouwann

SOIL WATER CONTENT INITIALIZED BY USER.

CLIMATOLOGICAL DATA

AL e A e n -

USER SPECIFIED RAINFALL: WITH SYNTHETIC DAILY TEMPERATURES AND
SOLAR RADIATION FOR HANFORD SITE, WASHINGTON STATE.

MAXTMUM LEAF AREA INDEX = 1,60
START OF GROWING SEASCN (JULIAN DATE) = 113
END OF GROWING SEASON (JULIAN DATE) = 288

NORMAL: MEAN MONTHLY TEMPERATURES, DEGREES FAHRENHEIT

JAN/JUL FEB/AUG MAR/SEP APR/OCT MAY /NOV JUN/DEC
29.3¢0 36.30 45.10 53.10 61.50 69.30
76.40 74 .30 65.20 53.00 ° 39.80 32.70
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1978

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{INCHES)

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 5 {INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

0.54
0.09

0.000
0.000

0.774
G.090

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.17
0.38

0.000
0.000

0.564
0.277

0.0000
0.0000

0.0c00
0.0000

0.54
0.20

0.000
0.000

0.206
0.303

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF

&

YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF

YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL: WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.0001
1.287
4.14

5.43

0.52 0.10 0.00
0.67 1.36 0.95
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 ¢.000
0.455 0.542 0.027
0.158 0.359 0.518
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0600
(CU. FT.) PERCENT
20183 100.00
G. 0.00
15512. 76.86
0. 0.00
0. 0.00
4670. 23.14
15046.
19717.
0.
0.
0. 0.00
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MONTHELY TOTALS FOR YHAR 1580

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 1.32

0.00

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.485
{INCHES) 0.303
LATERAL, DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000
LAYER 5 {INCHES) 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER 6 (INCHES) 0.0000

1.30
0.02

0.000
0.000

1.158
0.020

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.30
0.85

0.000
0.000

1.882
0.384

0.0000
0.0000

0.0Q00
0.0000

0.86
0.33

0.000
0.000

0.583
0.379

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

1.41 0.9%¢6
0.44 1.89

0.000 0.000
0.000 C.000

l.668 2,041
0.287 0.314

0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000
¢.0000 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.0001
0.166
5.43

5.60

0.00

0.00

(CU. FT.) PERCENT
" 3s138.  200.00
0.01
34534. 88.28
0. .00
0. 0.00
601, 1.71
18717.
20318.
0.
o.
0.00
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1981

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

{ INCHES)

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 5 (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

0.56
0.19

0.000
0.000

0.663
0.186

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

QO

0.
g.

.60
.03

. 000
. 000

429
.030

. 0000
. 0000

0000
0000

0.70
0.60

0.000
0.000

1.050
0.114

0.0000
©.0000

0.0000
0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNCFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 5

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF

<3

YTEAR

SCIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF

YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END QOF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.

7.
0.
0.
-0.
5.
5.
0.
0.

0.

000

183
cooo
0001
153
60
44
00
e1o]

00

0.02 0.95 0.43
0.39 1.08 1.45
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.38B2 0.350 1.568%
0.357 0.513 0.542
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0C0C 0.0000 0.0000
{(CU. FT.) PERCENT
28585, 100.00
0. -0.00’
26111. 102.17
0. 0.00
0. 0.00
~-556., ~2.18
20318.
19762,
0.
0.
0. 0.00
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MONTELY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1982

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.33

0.22

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.657
(INCHES) 0.683
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000
LAYER 5 (INCHES) 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER & {(INCHES) 0.0000

0.57
.20

0.000
0.000

1.105
0.200

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.30
0.55

0.000
0.000

0.949
0.300

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.75
1.33

0.000
G.008

0.582
0.397

0.0000
0.0000C

0.0000
0.0000

.28 0.75
06.51 1.79

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.702 0.504
0.3982 0.544

0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 " 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.008
7.615
0.0000
0.0001
0.357
5.44
5.80
0.00
0.00

0.00

(CU. FT.) PERCENT
" 28%67.  100.00
28. 0.09
27643 95.43
0. 0.00
0. 0.00
1297. 4.48
19762,
210589.
0.
0.
c. 0.00




DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1583

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 1.44

0.31

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.574
(INCHES) 0.946
LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000
LAYER 5 (INCHES) 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER & (INCHES) 0.0000

1.38
0.12

0.000
0.000

0.960
0.121

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.000
0.000

2.199
0.460

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.42 0.52
G.52 2.12

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.830 0.655
0.159 0.627

0.0000 0©.000
¢.0000 0.000

0.0000 0.000
0.0000 0.000

.68
2.12

0.000
0.000

1.913
0.446

0 0.0000
¢ 0.0000

60 0.0000
0 0.0000

DPRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
DERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOII, WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER ‘AT END OF YEAR

AWNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

5

(INCHES)

0.0000
0.0001
1.178
5.80
6.98

0.00

{CU. FT.)

4278.
21059,

25337.

10.65
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1984

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.23 0.94 1.01 0.60 0.55 0.99
0.06 0.00 0.42 0.07 1.83 0.57
RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000 0.000 ©0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 ©0.000
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.446 1.282 2.024 0.515 0.742 2.307
(INCHES) 0.592 0.000 0.225 0.263 0.466 0.581
LATERAL DRAINAGE FRCM 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
LAYER 5 (INCHES) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0,0000 0,0000
LAYER 6 (INCHES) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 00,0000 0,0000
T T awuar, ToTaLs FoR vEaR 1s84
{INCHES) (Cu., FT.) PERCENT
PRECTPITATION .27 26390.  100.00
RUNOFF 0.000 0.00
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 9.442 34276. 129.88
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 5 0.0000 0. 0.00
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6 '0.0001 o0
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE -2.173 -7886. -29.88
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR £.98 25337,
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR 4.81 17450.
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR 0.00 0.
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR 0.00
ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE 0.00 0. 0.00
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YBAR 1985

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.34

0.12

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.656
{INCHES) 0.031
LATERAL: DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000
LAYER 5 (INCHES) 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.00c00
LAYER 6 (INCHES) ¢.o0000

0.82
0.01

0.000
0.000

1.176

.0000
.0000

(=N o)

0.0000
0.0000

0.3¢
0.63

0.000
0.000

0.971
0.356

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER 5
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

S0IL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END COF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAYL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.000
4,798
0.0000
c.oo01
0.302
4.81
5.11
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01 0.12 C.15
0.46 1.24 0.84
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.037 0.144 0.171
0.266 0.276 0.615
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
{CU. FT.) PERCENT
18513 100.00
0. 0.00
17415 94.07
0. ¢.00
C. 0.00
1098. 5.93
17450.
18548.
0.
0.
0. 0.00
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1986

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 1.76

0.21

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.534
(INCHES) 1.229
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000
LAYER 5 (INCHES) 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER 6 (INCHES) 0.0000

1.37
Q.02

0.000
0.000

1.357
0.020

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.7
0.96

0.000
0.000

1.738
0.353

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.00
0.29

0.000
0.000

0.362
0.263

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

¢.30 0.00
0.65 0.77

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.362 0.415
0.230 0.270

0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNQFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

5

{CU. FT.) PERCENT
" T25737.  100.00
0.00
26110. 101.45
0. 0.00
0. 0.00
-374. -1.45
18548.
18175.
0. 0.00
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MONTELY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1987

PRECIPITATION (INCHES} .80

06.50
RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.47%
{INCHES) 0.500
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000
LAYER: 5 (INCHES) 0.0000
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER 6 ({INCHES) 0.0000

0.19
0.07

0.000
0.000

0.952
0.070

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000C
0.0000

1.05
0.01

0.000
0.000

0.643
0.010

0.00G0
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.14 0.17
0.00 0.40
0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000
0.386 0.577
0.000 0.222

0.11
1.63

0.000
0.000

0.978
0.432

0.0000 O©.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0©.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LAYER
PERCOLATION FRCM LAYER 6
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SCIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

5

5.249
0.0000
0.o001

0.179

4.83

0.00

-650.

18175.

17525.

100.00
0.00
103.53
0.00
0.00

-3.53
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PRECIPITATION {INCHES)
RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSDPIRATION

{ INCHES)

LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM
LAYER 5 (INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 6 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1988

0.48
0.13

0.000
0.000

0.7%96
0.130

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.00
0.00

0.000
0.000

0.664
0.000

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

0.39
0.35

0.000
0.000

0.538
0.173

0.0000
0.0000

0.0000
0.0000

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

S0IL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAY. WATER BUDGET BALANCE

4.
5 0.
0.
-0.
4.
4.
0.
0.

0.

863
oooo
0001
683
83
14
oo
Q0

00

1.12 0.33 0.11
0.01 0.82 0.40
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.506 0.580 0.722
0.196 0.284 0.274
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0©.0000
6.0000 0©.0000 O0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
(CU. FT.) PERCENT
15173. 100.00
0. 0.00
17652 116.34
0. 0.00
0.00
-2479. -16.3¢
17525.
15046,
.00
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AVERAGE MONTHLY VALUES IN INCHES FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

PRECIPITATION
TOTALS 0.78 0.73 0.64 0.44 0.48 0.42
0.18 0.09 0.51 0.41 1.09 1.24
STD. DEVIATIONS 0.54 0.51 0.30 0.40 0.42 0.40
0.14 0.12 0.28 0.38 0.57 0.60.
RUNCFF
TOTALS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000

§TD. DEVIATIONS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

TOTALS 0.606 1.065 1.226 0.466 0.632 1.065
0.469 0.084 0.268 0.244 0.425 0.454

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.123 0.283 0.697 0.205 c.408 0.831
0.398 0.093 0.137 0.121 0.237 c.128

LATERAT, DRAINAGE FROM LAYER &

TOTALS 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 6

TOTALS 6.0000 0.0000 ©.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 ©.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ©.0000 O0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTALS & (STD. DEVIATIONS) FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

{INCHES) {Cu. ¥T.) PERCENT
PRECIPITATION '7.00 ( 2.164)  25425.  100.00
RUNOFF 0.001 ( 0.002) 3. 0.01
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 7.003 ( 2.135} 25421, 99.99
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM 0.0000 { 0.0000} 0. 0.00

LAYER 5

PERCOLATICON FROM LAYER € 0.0001 { 0.0000) 0. 0.00
CHANGE IN WATER STORZGE 0.000 ( 0.974) 0. 0.00

PEAK DAILY VALUES FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

{INCHES) (CU., FT.)
PRECIPITATION --Bj;;-- --;;;;T;“
RUNOFF 0.008 27.5
LATERAL DRAINAGE FROM LQYER 5 0.0000 0.0
PERCCL.ATION FROM LAYER & 0.0000 0.0
HEAD ON LAYER 6 0.0
SNOW WATER 0.76 2743 .4
MAXIMUM VEG. SOIL WATER (VOL/VOL) 0.1685
MINIMUM VEG. SOIL WATER (VOL/VOL} 0.064%
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FINAL WATER STORAGE AT END OF YEAR 1988

LAYER {INCHES) {VOL/VOL)
Y 1.95 T 0.0977

2 1.38 0.0677

, 3 0.29 0.0476
4 0.16 0.0258

5 0.27 0.0450

& 0.13 0.0210

SNOW WATER 0.00
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APPENDIX C-3

MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE D BARRIER DESIGN
PRELIMINARY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FOR STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS
(HELP VERSION 2.0 RESULTS)
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APPENDIX C-3
MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE D BARRIER DESIGN

PRELIMINARY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FOR STEADY-STATE CONDITIONS
(HELP VERSION 2.0 RESULTS)

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

8.00 INCHES

0.4734 VOL/VOL

0.2381 VOL/VOL

0.0627 VOL/VOL

0.1356 VOL/VOL
0.000989999971 CM/SEC

oo nu

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

THICKNESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL, SOIL WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY

16.00 INCHES
0.5140 VOL/VOL
0.2585 VOL/VOL
0.0681 VOL/VOL
0.0742 VOL/VOL
0.000989999971 CM/SEC

nahwnn

VERTICAL PERCOLATION LAYER

12.00 INCHES

0.3470 VOL/VOL

0.2109 VOL/VOL

0.0681 VOL/VOL

0.0681 VOL/VOL
0.000001600000 CM/SEC

THICKNWESS

POROSITY

FIELD CAPACITY

WILTING POINT

INITIAL SOIL. WATER CONTENT
SATURATED HYDRAULIC COMDUCTIVITY

Hawunnmn

C3-3



DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

GENERAL SIMULATION DATA

SCS RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER

TOTAL, AREA OF COVER

EVAPORATIVE ZONE DEPTH

UPPER LIMIT VEG. STORAGE

INITIAL VEG. STORAGE

INITIAL SNOW WATER CONTENT

INITIAL TOTAL WATER STORAGE IN
SOIL. AND WASTE LAYERS

87.21
43560, SQ FT
36.00 INCHES
16.1752 INCHES
3.089%2 INCHES
0.0000 INCHES

amuonnn

3.0892 INCHES

SOIL WATER CONTENT INITIALIZED BY USER.

CLIMATOLOGICAL DATA

USER SPECIFIED RAINFALL WITH SYNTHETIC DAILY TEMPERATURES AND
SOLAR RADIATION FOR HANFORD SITE, WASHINGTON STATE.

MAXTMUM LEAF AREA INDEX = 1.60
START OF GROWING SEASON {(JULIAN DATE) = 113
END OF GROWING SEASON (JULIAN DATE) = 288

NORMAL MEAN MONTHLY TEMPERATURES, DEGREES FAHRENHEIT

JAN/JUL FEB/AUG MAR/SEP APR/OCT MAY /NOV JUN/DEC
2595.30 36.30 45.10 53.10 61.50 69.30
76.40 74.30 6€5.20 §3.00 35.80 32.70
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)

RUNCFF (INCHES)

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
{INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 3 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1979

0.54
0.08
0
0]

. 000
. 000

0.774
0.050

0.0000
0.0000

0.17
0.38

0.000
0.000

0.580
0.276

0.0000
0.0000

0.54
0.20

0.000
0.000

0.208
0.304

0.0000
0.0000

0.52 0.10
0.67 1.36

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.468 ¢.510
0.159 0.362

0.000C 0©.000
0.0000 o0.000

0.00
0.98

g.o000
0.000

0.010
0.518

¢ 0.0000
0 0.0000

PRECIPITATION
RUNQFF
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

11214,

15934,
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)

RUNCFF (INCHES)

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
(INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 3 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1580

1.32
0.00

0.000
0.000

0.485
0.233

0.0000
0.0000

1.30
0.02

0.000
0.000

1.159
0.020

0.0000
0.0000

0.30
0.85

0.000
0.000

1.894
0.382

C.0000
0.0000

0.96
1.88

0.000
0.000

2.003
0.314

0 0.0000
0 0.0000

PRECIPITATION
RUNCFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.0000
0.159

4,39

0.86 1.41
0.33 0.44

0.000  0.000
0.000 0.000
0.678 1.678
0.383 0.291
0.0000 ©0.000
0.0000 0,000
(CU. FT.)

15534.

16510,
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PRECIPITATION ({INCHES)

RUNOFF (INCHES)

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
{INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
IAYER 3 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1981

0.56
0.19

0.000
0.000

0.665
c.is2

0.0000
0.0000

0.60
0.03

0.000
0.000

1.433
0.030

0.0000
0.0000

0.70
0.60

0.000
0.000

l.066
0.113

0.0000
G.0000

0.000
0.600

0.452
0.358

0.0000
0.0000

0.59
1.08

0.000
0.000

0.406
0.516

0.000
¢.000

0.43
1.45

0.000
0.Q000

l.426
0.543

0 0.0000
0 0.0000

S e i e e A e e e o T Al e e MS du i e S e e e = e e T TR e e TE RN R mm W e e e e v W e e

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

S0OIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YERR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAIL: WATER BUDGET BALANCE

4.

55

4.40

0.
0.

0.

o0

00

00

156510.

i5962.

o
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1982

e = T S T A Ry e by e T o Y M R A T R M TR R e SR e e e TR A e TS e S Ay e e -

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.33

0.22

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.660
(INCHES) 0.697
PERCOLATION FROM 0:0000
LAYER 3 (INCHES) 0.0000

0.57
0.20

0.000
0.000

i.109
0.189

0.0000
G.o0000

0.30
0.55

0.000
0.000

1.032
0.300

0.0000
0.0000

0.75 0.28
1.33 0.91

0.000 ¢.000
c.go08 0.000

0.607 0.676
0.400 0.988

0.0000 0.000
0.0000 ©.000

0.000
0.000

0.408
0.547

0 0.0000
¢ 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
S0IL WATER AT START OF YEAR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR
ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

27671.

1269.
15962.

17231,
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1983

PRECIBITATION (INCHES) 1.44
0.31
RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.577
(INCHES) 0.758
PERCOLATICN FROM 0.0000
LAYER 3 (INCHES) 0.0000

1.3¢
0.12

0.000
0.000

0.365
0.121

0.000
0.000

1.00
0.4¢6

0.000
0.0600

2.210
0.480

0.42 0.52
0.52 2.12

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.848 0.720
0.1l61 ¢.578

0 ©0.¢c000 0.0000 O0.000
0 0.0000 0.0000 0.000

0.68
2,12

0.000
0.000

1.585%
0.445

0 0.0000
0 0.0000

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
PERCCLATION FROM LAYER 3
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL, WATER AT START OF YEAR
SO0IL, WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR
ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

9.832
0.0001
1.238
4.75

5.98

17221.
21724.
0.
0.

0.

100.00
0.00
88.82
0.00

1l1.18
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PRECIPITATION (INCHES)

RUNOFF (INCHES)
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
(INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 3 (INCHES)

MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1984

0.23
0.06

0.000
0.000

0.444
0.729

0.0000
0.0000

0.94
0.00

0.000
0.000

1.276
0.000

0.0000
0.0000

1.01
0.42

0.000
0.000

2.100
0.230

0.0000
0.0000

0.60
0.07

0.000
0.000

0.538
0.260

0.0000
0.0000

0.55
1.83

0.000
¢.000

0.753
0.468

0.000
0.000

0.99
0.57

0.000
0.000

2.115
0.577

2 0.0003
0 0©0.0000

R e e e e ey A e e e e e T S T SR R R G T TR M e W G e WY A e e e

PRECIPITATICN
RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSDIRATION

PERCOLATION FRCM LAYER 3

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAT, WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.
2.
0.
-2.
5.
3.
0.
C.

0.

elelo]
420
0005
221
98
76
oo
00

00

2.

-80s81.

21724.

13663.
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1585

PRECIPITATION (INCHES) 0.34

0.12

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.652
{INCHES) 0.031
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER 2 (INCHES) 0.0000

0.82
0.01

0.00¢
0.000

1.169
0.098

0.0000
0.0000

0.36
0.63

0.000
0.000

1.033
0.362

0.0000
0.0000

0.01 0.12
0.46 1.24

0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000

0.010
0.273

.142
.278

oo

0.0000 0.000
0.0000 0.000

0.15
0.84
0.000
0.000
0.150
0.612

0 0.0000
¢ 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOCTRANSPIRATION
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR
S0IL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR
ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.000
4.811
0.0000
0.28%

3.76

13663.
14712,

0.
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1986

PRECIPITATION (INCHHES) 1.76 1.37 0.7¢6 0.00 0.30 0.00

0.22 .02 0.96 0.28 0.865 0.77

RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.533 1.350 1.805 0.452 0.364 0.406
{INCHES) 1.136 0.020 0.365 0.267 0.233 0.271
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

LAYER 3 (INCHES) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000C 0.0000 O©.0000

{INCHES) (CU. FT.) PERCENT
PRECTPITATION T2 25737.  100.00
RUNOFF 0.000 0. 0.00
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 7.201 26140. 101.57
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3 0.0000 0. 0.00
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE -0.111 -403. -1.57
SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR 4.05 14712.
$OIL WATER AT END OF YEAR 3.94 14309.
SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR 0.00 0.
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR 0.00 0.
ANNUAL WATER BUDGET BALANCE 0.00 0. 0.00
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MONTHLY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1987

PRECIDPITATION (INCHES) 0.80
0.50
RUNOFF (INCHES) 0.000
0.000
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 0.274
(INCHES) 0.500
PERCOLATION FROM 0.0000
LAYER 3 (INCHES) 0.0000

0.19
0.07

0.000
0.000

1.012
0.070

0.0000
0.0000

1.05
0.01

0.000
0.000

0.697
0.010

0.0000
0.0000

0.14 0.
0.00 0
0.000 0
0.000 0
0.406 0
0.000 0

17

.40

. 000
.000

.587
.226

0.11
1.63

©.000
0.000

1.007
0.423

0.0000 0©.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0©.0000 0.0000

PRECIPITATION

RUNOFF

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE
SOIL WATER AT START OF YERR
SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR
SNCOW WATER AT START OF YEAR
SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUATL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.
5.
0.

-0.

000
223
o000

153

14309.
13752.
0.

0.

103.03:
0.00

-3.03

C3-13



DOE/RL-93-33

Draft B

PRECIPITATION (INCHES)

RUNOFF {INCHES)

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
(INCHES)

PERCOLATION FROM
LAYER 3 (INCHES)

MONTELY TOTALS FOR YEAR 1988

0.48
0.13

0.000
0.000

0.776
0.130

0.0000
0.0000

0.00
0.00

0.000
0.000

0.655
0.000

0.0000
0.0000

0.39
0.39

0.000
0.000

0.550
0.177

0.0000
0.0000

0.11
0.40

0.000
0.000

0.711
0.276

0 0.0000
0 o©.0000

PRECIPITATION
RUNOFF
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3

CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE

SOIL WATER AT START OF YEAR

SOIL WATER AT END OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT START OF YEAR

SNOW WATER AT END OF YEAR

ANNUAIL WATER BUDGET BALANCE

0.

4.

0.

0.

0.

0co
880

0000

oo
00

1.12 0.33
.01 0.82
0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000
0.5289 0.580
0.200 0.287
0.0000 0.000
0.0000 0©.000
(CU. FT.)
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AVERAGE MONTHLY VALUES IN INCHES FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

TOTALS 0.78 0.73 0.64 0.44 0.48 0.42
0.1i8 0.05 0.51 0.41 1.08 1.24

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.54 0.51 0.30 0.40 0.42 0.4¢
0.14 0.12 0.28 0.39 0.57 G.60

TOTALS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0c00
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
TOTALS 0.584 1.071 l.259 0.499 0.644 1.023
0.449 0.083 0.270 0.246 0.423 0.453
STD. DEVIATIONS 0.156 0.279 0.697 0.216 0.408 0.809

0.270 0.093 0.138 0.122 0.233 0.127

PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3

TOTALS ¢.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ©.0000 0.0000 0.0000

STD. DEVIATIONS 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0©.0000 0.0000
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AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTALS & (STD. DEVIATIONS) FOR YEARS 197% THROUGHE 1988

(INCHES) {(Cu. FT.) PERCENT
PRECTPITATION 7.0 ( 2.164)  25425.  100.00
RUNCFF 0.0c1 ( 0.002) 3. 0.01
EVAPOTRANSPIRATION 7.003 ( 2.134) 25421. 89.89
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3 0.0001 ( 0.0002) 0. 0.00
CHANGE IN WATER STORAGE 0.000 ( 0.996) c. 0.00

PEAK DAILY VALUES FOR YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988

{INCHES) (CU. FT.)
PRECIPITATION Co.s3 33759
RUNOFF 0.008 27.5
PERCOLATION FROM LAYER 3 0.0000 0.0
SNOW WATER 0.76 2743 .4
MAXIMUM VEG. SOIL WATER (VOL/VOL) 0.1698
MINIMUM VEG. SOIL WATER (VOL/VOL) 0.0667
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FINAL: WATER STORAGE AT END OF YEAR 1988

LAYER (INCHES) (voL/voL)

I 1.09 - 0.1356

2 1.19 0.0742

3 0.82 0.0681
SNOW WATER 0.00
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APPENDIX C+4

CALIBRATION OF HELP VERSION 2.0 AND PERFORMANCE
ASSESSMENT OF THREE INFILTRATION BARRIER DESIGNS
FOR HANFORD SITE REMEDIATION
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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s HELP model was used to evaluate water balances of
three alternative covers for buried waste at the semi-arid Hanford Site, The evaluation was made to assess
the effects of restrictive assumptions within the HELP mode] on simulations of arid sites. The HELP model
assumes that only gravitational forces act upon pore water movement. However, the cover designs utilize the
concept of a capiilary barrier to minimize meteoric water infiltration into the waste. The evaluation was
performed by accomplishing two objectives. The first objective was to calibrate the HELP model to Hanford
Site lysimeter data. The second objective was to compare results from the calibrated HELP model with *
results from the UNSAT-H model for equivaient barrier performance simulations.

This report presents results of the calibration exercise and cover simulations. The calibration resuits
suggest that the HELP model may adequately account for near-surface capillarity at semi-arid sites by
considering the combined effects of evaporation and transpiration if: (a) the vegetative option in the model is
used and (b) the evaporative depth is known beforehand. However, estirnating the evaporative depth at the
Hanford Site is difficult because it is not temporally static and may be specific to soil type and profile
layering.

Simulations were performed for three precipitation scenarios: (2) ambient, (b) two times (2x)
ambient, and (c) design storm. The results of the barrier simuiations indicate that for the ambient and design
storm precipitation conditions, the barriers will perform as designed and will return nearly 100% of the
precipitation to the atmosphere through evaporation and transpiration. For the 2x ambient precipitation
conditions, two of the three cover designs are projected to provide only marginal protection from deep
infiltration into the stored waste,
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Calibration of HELP Version 2.0 and Performance
Assessment of Three Infiltration Barrier Designs
for Hanford Site Remediation

1. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Energy’s Hanford Site in south-central Washington State has been used for
national defense programs and nuclear reactor research activities since the mid-1940s. As a result of these
activities, radioactive and hazardous waste is present at the Hanford Site in a variety of focations. These
locations include subsurface tank farms, solid waste burial grounds, and contaminated burial grounds.
Geographic locations within the Hanford Site are numerically designated as the 100, 200, 300, 400, 600 and
1160 areas (Figure 1).

In 1993, the Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) evaiuated alternative concepts for covers
engineered to minimize risks from hazardous and radioactive wastes stored at the 200 Area of the Hanford
Site. The evaluation included categorization of alternative designs with respect to the types of waste to which
they could be applied to comply with regulations.

The engineering objectives of the covers are to minimize the potential of four scenarios: (a)
penetration of biota into contaminated materials, (b) direct human exposure to the contaminated areas, (c)
atmnospheric transport of radioactive and/or toxic particulates and gases, and (d) deep infiltration of
precipitation.

A key measure of an engineered barrier's effectiveness in meeting objective (d) is its ability to
intercept, temporarily store and return moisture to the atmosphere by evapotranspiration. To assess each
barrier's effectiveness, WHC numericaily simuiated the effect of each design on the subsurface water
balance. These analyses were made using the Hydrologic Evaluation of Landfiil Performance (HELP
Version 2.0) simulation mode] developed for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Schroeder et al.,
1989).

WHC contracted with EG&G Idaho, Inc. to review WHC's water-balance analysis of barrier
performance by (a) calibrating the HELP model to Hanford site lysimeter data, (b) simulating the -
performance of the alternative barrier designs using both the HELP and UNSAT-H (Fayer and Jones, 1990)
models, and (c) analyzing and documenting the results. These tasks were accomplished by meeting the
objectives discussed in Section 2.

2. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The main purpose of this study was to determine if the HELP model provides adequate water
balance analysis at the semi-arid Hanford Site for evaluating alternative barrier designs. This purpose was
achieved by accomplishing two objectives which are briefly described below. A more in-depth discussion of
the methods used are presented in Sections 4 and 5 of this report.

The first objective was to calibrate the HELP Version 2.0 model using data from four weighing
lysimeters located within the Hanford Site Field Lysimeter Test Facility (FLTF). The FLTF is a unique
research facility designed specifically to test the performance of capillary barriers for the semi-arid
conditions at the Hanford Site. The FLTF consists of 24 lysimeters filled with a variety of soil/sediment
configurations.

The second objective of the study was to numerically simulate fluid flow for three infiltration barrier
designs using the HELP and UNSAT-H modelis. Equivalent parameters were used in both models whenever
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Figure 1. Hanford site, showing locations of numerically designated areas.
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possible. Performing equivalent simulations with both models provided a benchmarking test to evaluate how
well the HELP model compares to a code that has been previously calibrated at the Hanford site.

A general description of the HELP and UNSAT-H models are presented in Section 3. Next, previous
evaluations of the HELP models's performance is presented in Section 4. The methods used to calibrate the
HELP model to the FLTF data and the calibration results are presented in Section 5. A discussion of barrier
simulations and the results in Section 6. Finally, the calibration and barrier simulation resuits, and general
study conclusions are discussed in Section 7. ’

3. MODEL DESCRIPTIONS

Two numerical models, UNSAT-H and HELP, were used to simulate the performance of three
barriers designed to minimize infiltration of precipitation into waste materials. The two models represent two
different approaches in groundwater modeling. The UNSAT-H model takes a very general approach that
maximizes flexibility; the HELP model makes is very specific assumptions that are more restrictive.

The UNSAT-H model numerically solves the general partial differential equation (PDE) governing
unsaturated fluid flow in porous media. Because no significant limiting assumptions are used in formulating
this equation, the model is applicable to all unsaturated conditions.

The HELP model uses a mass balance approach to partition flow into water-balance components.
The model assumes that only gravitational forces act on pore water. This assumption effectively reduces the
governing equation for unsaturated flow from a 2nd-order PDE to a Ist-order PDE. This assumption also
reduces the computational effort required to solve the problem and makes the model more computationally
efficient. An in-depth description of the general features and theoretical background for each model is
presented in the three sections that follow.

3.1 UNSAT-H Model

3.1.1 General Description

The UNSAT-H model code is designed to simulate the dynamics of water movement through the
vadose zone as a function of meteorologic conditions and soil hydraulic properties. UNSAT-H Version 2.0 is
an enhanced version of UNSAT-H 1.0. Version 1.0 simuiates the processes of infiltration, redistribution,
drainage, and evapotranspiration and uses the potential evapotranspiration (PET) concept. Version 2.0
additionally includes the options to calculate soil heat transfer coupled with water flow, surface-energy
balance, and actual evaporation.

The model is written in FORTRAN 77 and consists of three main programs: (1) DATAINH, a
preprocessor, (2) UNSAT-H, the flow simulator, and (3) DATAOUT, a post-processor. For simple problems
the model runs efficiently on a personal computer. However, for cases with complex stratigraphy, the model
requires a scientific workstation or larger computer. The model was verified and benchmark tested by Baca
and Magnuson (1990), and has successfuily been applied to simulate moisture movement at several semi-
arid locations (Fayer et al., 1992; Baca et al., 1992; and Martian and Magnuson, 1994).

3.1.2 Theoretical Background

The PDE for flow in unsaturated porous media is Richards’ equation (Richards, 1931). The UNSAT-
H model solves an extended, one-dimensional form of Richards' equation, that includes both liquid- and
vapor-phase water movement. To model soil heat transfer, the model solves the advection diffusion
equation. The extended form of Richards' equation, as implemented in the model is
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where
z = depth
S{z,t) = evapotranspiration sink term
qy = thermal vapor flux density
Kr = total hydraulic conductivity; Kt=Kj +Ky,

KL = liquid conductivity
Ky, = isothermal vapor conductivity
Ch)

It

slope of soil moisture curve; 00/0h.

The governing equations are solved using an iterative finite difference approximation with a Crank-
Nicholson method for the time derivative. The finite difference technique replaces the partial derivatives
with a quotient of two finite differences. The end result of using finite differences is that the partial
differential equation is approximated by a series of algebraic equations which are solved simultaneously.

To solve Richard's equation, UNSAT-H requires parameterization of the moisture characteristic
(C(h)) and hydraulic conductivity curves (K; (h)). UNSAT-H contains four options for describing these soil
hydraulic properties: polynomials, Haverkamp functions, Brooks-Corey functions, and van Genutchen
functions.

. UNSAT-H permits the user to select several boundary conditions. The lower boundary condition can
be a unit gradient, constant head, specified flux, or zero flux. The upper boundary condition can be either a
flux or a constant head. When the flux option is selected, the upper boundary condition is a function of
meteorologic conditions and alternates between a fiux and a constant head. Initially, during periods of
infiltration or evaporation, the boundary is a flux. However, if the value at the surface node becomes less
than a minimum suction head (saturated conditions) during infiltration, or if the surface node exceeds a
maximum value (unnaturaily dry conditions) during evaporation, the upper boundary becomes a constant
head until conditions revert to normal. If the surface node becomes less than a minimum, the minimum value
can either be calculated internally from relative humidity or specified by the user.

Within UNSAT-H, evaporation is calculated either by an energy balance at the soil surface when the
heat transfer option is selected or by the potential evapotranspiration (PET) concept. If heat transfer is not
simuiated or if the PET option is selected, PET is partitioned into potential transpiration (PT) and
evaporation by one of two methods. The first method uses the leaf area index (LAI) to partition evaporation
and transpiration by the equation

PT = PET[-0.21+0.70(LAD /%], (2)

where PET is the measured radiation and is not the PET calculated using the Penman method '
(Ritchie, 1972). In the second method, PET (net radiation) is partitioned into transpiration and evaporation
using an empirical method posed by Hirds (1975) using data on cheatgrass growth.

The UNSAT-H model does not directly calculate runoff. However, if the flux of meteoric water into
the surface exceeds the infiltration capacity, the excess water is assumed to be lost to runoff.
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3.2 HELP Model
3.2.1 General Description |

_ The Hydrologic Evaluation of Landfill Performance (HELP) Model Version 1.0 was developed to
assist hazardous waste landfill designers and regulators evaluate the hydrologic performance of proposed
landfill designs. The model was specifically designed to rapidly and economically assess landfill designs
without an in-depth knowledge of unsaturated soil hydraulic parameters or computational techniques. To
meet these objectives, HELP contains a broad meteorologic and soil type data base and operates interactively
with the user. In Version 2.0, the capabilities were enhanced by the addition of a synthetic weather generator
(Richardson and Wright, 1984) and a vegetative growth model (Amold et al., 1986).

The code is written in FORTRAN 77 and consists of two modules: (1) HELPI, an interactive input
program and (2) HELPO, the execution and output program. The program is designed to run efficiently on
an IBM or compatible personal computer.

3.2.2 Theoretical Background

HELP is a quasi-two-dimensional, deterministic water budget model that maintains a continuous
water balance between surface runoff, evapotranspiration, vertical drainage, and Jateral subsurface drainage.
Each component of the water balance is computed as follows:

« Surface runoff is computed using the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) method
« Evapotranspiration is computed using the PET concept

e Percolation is computed using Darcy's law modified for unsaturated conditions
» Lateral drainage is computed using a mass balance equation.

In the SCS method, infiltration rates have been empirically found for different soil types and levels
of vegetation. The amount of runoff is computed by the equation

P-025)2
Q= ((PTGEE))_’ (3)
where
Q = nrmmoff
P = precipitation
$ = retention parameter.

The retention parameter is a non-linear function of soil moisture and vegetative cover density. This
function is described by a series of curves developed by the SCS. The methed attempts to encompass all
processes involved in infiltration and redistribution (i.e., surface storage due to roughness, raindrop effects,
soil surface compaction, and any number of other factors that may affect runoff).

The evaporation calculated by HELP is a portion of the PET that is determined by the Penman
method, as developed by Ritchie (1972) from

PET = _1:28AH

T (A+G)254° @

where

H = net solar radiation
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G = psychrometric constant, 0.68
A = slope of saturation vapor pressure curve computed from
21.255 - 5304/
= S om0, ®
where
T = the mean daily temperature.

If a LAl is specified, the PET is partitioned into PT and ET by using the LAI the equation

PT = PETe A,

(6}
The daily PT is first applied to any free water on the surface. PT demand in excess of surface water is first
extracted through soil evaporation and any further demand is extracted through transpiration. Soil
evaporation oceurs in two stages. Stage 1 assumes evaporation is controlled by atmospheric demand.
However, when the evaporation amount exceeds an upper limit determined from the evaporation coefficient
for the soil type, stage two evaporation occurs and the soil’s unsaturated conductivity controls the
evaporation. The sum of the evaporation and transpiration is then distributed throughout a static evaporative
zone depth using a function in which the weighting factors decrease with depth.

Infiltration through the drainage layers is computed by Darcy’s law for unsaturated conditions. The
hydraulic gradient is assumed to be a downward unit gradient. This assumption neglects capillarity and
assumes that only gravitational forces act on the pore water. The downward flux is then equivalent to the
unsaturated hydraulic conductivity of the soil, which is assumed to be a linear function of soil moisture and

can be expressed as
K(e_eszq_(z/?«.) ) '
7=K5o8 ' i ™
8 -6,

where
q = rate of downward flux
© = soil water content
8, = residual soil water content
0, = porosity
A = pore size index.

Infiitration through the barrier (i.e., low permeability) layer is assumed to occur under saturated conditions
and proceeds by Darcy’s law where the pressure gradient is determined from the water accumulated over the
barrier.

The amount and timing of percolation through each layer is calculated by applying the mass-balance
equation over each segment, with the amount of storage evaiuated at the midpoint of each time step. This
method is analogous to the Crank-Nicholson finite difference scheme used to numerically solve Richard’s
equation in UNSAT-H.

Finally, the amount of lateral drainage that occurs is estimated by an approximated solution of the

mass-balance equation for lateral drainage. The approximated solution assumes steady-state conditions and a
unit gradient in the direction of drainage. The laterat drainage equation is
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where

= horizontal distance from drain

= saturated thickness in lateral draénage layer

= inclination angle of lateral drain

= elevation of phreatic surface

= vertical drainage rate into saturated portion of lateral drainage layer
saturated hydraulic conductivity in lateral drainage layer

saturated hydraulic conductivity in barrier soil

b
HR R R TR X
|

= thickness of barrier soil layer.

The abstract appearance of this equation warrants an explanation. The first term represents the lateral flow
amount; the second term represents drainage from above into the lateral drainage layer; the third term
represents infiltration into the barrier layer.

3.3 Discussion of Differences

The previous two sections illustrate the different approaches used by the two models in
approximating the physics of infiltration and redistribution. UNSAT-H uses a very general approach that can
be applied over a wide range of conditions. HELP uses several assumptions that may or may not be
appropriate for specific applications.

The most significant of these assumptions is a unit gradient for vertical infiltration. This assumes
that only gravitational forces affect pore water below the arbitrarily defined evaporative zone depth.
Althoygh HELP does not directly consider capillary forces, the effect of capillarity is indirectly accounted
for by applying continuity to evapotranspiration and pore water above the evaporative zone depth. For humid
conditions, the unit gradient assumption is appropriate. However, for semi-arid conditions, the arbitrary and
static evaporative zone depth could either over- or under-estimate deep infiitration into the vadose zone.
Under-estimating the evaporative zone depth could resuit in over-estimation of infiltration below the root
zone by not allowing deeper pore water to return to the surface. Over-estimating the evaporative zone depth,
particularly during the rainy season when the evaporative zone depth may become relatively shallow, counld
under-estimate deep infiltration.
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4. PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS

The ability of HELP to accurately simulate arid and semi-arid vadose zone processes has been
investigated by several researchers with conflicting results. This section summarizes their previous work and
conclusions regarding the application of the HELP model for arid sites.

4.1 Thompson and Tyler

Thompson and Tyler (1984) compared the resuits of HELP Version 1.0 and UNSATID (an early
predecessor of UNSAT-H) in simulating fluid flow in covered fly ash landfills. The models were applied to
a landfill profile consisting of bare topsoil underlain by compacted clay and fly ash waste. The simulations
were performed for three locations: (1) a humid site at Cincinnati, Ohio, (2) a semi-humid site at
Brownsville, Texas, and (3) a semi-arid site at Phoenix, Arizona. To ensure consistency of input data used in
the two models, the same climatological, initial conditions, and material hydraulic properties for each site
were used to the extent practical.

The results of the simulations reflected the different solution algorithms used by each model. For
semi-humid and arid conditions, UNSAT1D predicted an upward flux through the ciay layer while HELP
predicted a downward or zero flux. UNSAT1D also predicted more evaporation for all cases. In addition,
over the entire simulation period, HELP predicted an increase in storage for all sites while UNSATID
predicted an increase in storage only for the humid site. HELP also predicted more runoff for all three sites.
This result was thought by the authors to be more representative of actual conditions because HELP uses the
SCS’s empirical method while UNSATID simply assumes that runoff is equivalent to any precipitation in
excess of the soil’s infiltration capacity. The two models showed good agreement for predicted infiltration
and final water storage only for the humid site.

4.2 Nichols

Nichols (1991) compared the results of HELP Version 2.0 and UNSAT-H Version 2.0 in simulating
the performance of a two-layer infiltration barrier designed to minimize deep infiltration at the Hanford Site.
The landfill barrier was modeled as a silt-loam top layer with grass underlain by a fine sand capillary break.
Water movement in the soil profile was modeled for a 10-year period using daily meteorologic data recorded
at the Hanford Site. As in the Thompson and Tyler study, input parameters were chosen to achieve a
comparable representation of the physical system by both models, However, a data-entry error was
subsequently identified in the precipitation totals, resulting in the application of 2.13 cm more water in the
HELP simulation than in the UNSAT-H simulation. Another difference between input data for the two
models was the length of the growing season. The growing season used in the HELP model was specified to
be 50-days longer than that specified in the UNSAT-H model.

The resuits from both models indicated that very little deep infiltration would occur through the
infiltration barrier. UNSAT-H predicted no infiltration while HELP predicted that approximately 0.2% of the
precipitation total precipitation would infiltrate through the barrier. Other differences between the two
simulations were that HELP predicted a higher percentage of precipitation would be returned to the
atmosphere than was predicted by UNSAT-H. HELP aiso predicted no change in storage while UNSAT-H
predicted a slight increase in storage over the period simulated.

4.3 Stevens and Coons

Stevens and Coons (1994) appiied HELP Version 2.05 to simulate long-term infiltration from a
proposed landfill in southern New Mexico. The infiltration rate predicted by the model was compared to
estimates of infiltration based on predictions from chloride mass-balance studies and laboratory evaluations
of core samples from the site. The model was used to simulate moisture movement in the landfill during 80
years of operation and approximately 4,500 years after closure. Default hydranlic parameters for fine loamy
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sand and refuse provided in HELP were used with model-generated precipitation and evaporation data to
simulate landfill performance.

The chloride mass balance method assumes that the principle source of chloride in the soil water is
from precipitation. At equilibrium, the rate of chioride mass entering the soil from precipitation will equal
the rate of chloride mass leaving the soil through deep infiltration, and the recharge rate can be calculated by
the equation -

R = (Clp/Clm) xXP, (9
where
R = rechargerate
Cl, = chioride concentration in precipitation
Cly, = chioride concentration in soil water
P = average annual precipitation.

To estimate recharge rates from core samples taken from the site, the van Genuchten relations (van
Genuchten, 1980) were fit to moisture retention and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity curves obtained from
laboratory analysis of the core sections. The unsaturated hydraulic conductivity at the in-situ moisture
content was then used to calculate the darcy velocity, assuming a downward unit gradient.

Their HELP simulation predicted infiltration would reach a maximum of 0.0084 in/yr after 1,200
years and equilibrate at 0.0027 in/yr after 4,200 years. The recharge estimate from the chloride mass balance
method was 0.0077 in/yr and 0.0072 in/yr for two locations. The geometric mean of laboratory estimates of
recharge was 0.0062 infyr.

4.4 Conclusions of Previous Evaiuations

In summary, the study by Thompson and Tyler concluded that HELP and UNSATID yield similar
fluid-flow resuits only under humid conditions, and the assumption on which HELP is based (namely the
downward unit gradient) appears to limit its applicability at arid sites. Nichols concluded that HELP is
“conservative” in the sense it over-predicts deep infiltration. However, the differences in simulated water
balance between HELP and UNSAT-H were relatively small compared to the differences encountered by
Thompson and Tyler. The results from Nichols should be viewed with caution because of the data entry error
and the appreciably different growing seasons specified for the two simulations.

The study by Stevens and Coons concluded that HELP predicted reasonable deep infiltration rates at
a semi-arid site because the results compared well to estimates from chloride mass balance and laboratory
evaluation of core samples. Their results shouid also be viewed with caution because the laboratory
estimates of recharge used the same unit gradient assumption. The estimates of recharge based on the
chloride mass balance were determined from the average chloride concentration. If the peak and lowest
values were used, the recharges estimate would be 10 times smaller or 3 times larger, respectively.
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5. HELP CALIBRATION

Model calibration is a trial-and-error process of adjusting input data until computed data match field
observations. The Field Lysimeter Test Facility (FLTF) was specifically constructed to test the performance
+ of capillary barriers. The measurements coilected at the FLTF provide a readily available source of data to
calibrate numerical models of potential barrier designs at the Hanford Site.

Moisture content, drainage, and storage data gathered in the four weighing lysimeters from January
1, 1988 to December 31, 1992 were used to calibrate HELP Version 2.05 to the Hanford Site. The main .
focus of the calibration was to estimate the depth of the evapotranspiration zone in the subject lysimeters. A
description of the weighing lysimeters is presented in Section 5.1. The calibration method and results are
given in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively.

5.1 Weighing Lysimeter Descriptions

Covers with a capillary barrier have been proposed to isolate iow-level radioactive waste at the
Hanford Site. The FLTF was designed and constructed to test this concept. Four weighing lysimeters were
chosen to calibrate HELP Version 2.0 because the weighing capability of the lysimeters provided an
additional calibration parameter (i.e., storage). The four weighing lysimeters represent vegetated and bare
surfaces for ambient and augmented precipitation. Each weighing lysimeter measures 1.5 m square and 1.7
m deep and is filled with 1.5 m of soil over 0.2 m of #20 - #30 sand, as illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Weighing lysimeter configuration

Two of the four weighing lysimeters received augmented precipitation which was 2 times the
ambient precipitation during the first three years of operation (November 1987 - October 1990) and 3 times
the ambient during October 1990 through the present (Gee et al.,1993). Table 1 lists the four weighing
lysimeters and their respective precipitation treatments and surface conditions.
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Table 1. Weighing lysimeter precipitation treatments and surface conditions.

Precipitation Surface
Lysimeter Treatment Condition
wo1-1 Ambient Vegetation
W02-2 Ambient Bare
W03-3 2x and 3x Vegetation
W04-4 2x and 3x Bare

5.2 Calibration Procedure
5.2.1 Evaluation Criteria

The measured values of lysimeter storage and drainage were used to evaluate how well the HELP
mode] approximated the lysimeter observations. Because no drainage was observed from any of the
lysimeters during the calibration period, the result of using drainage as a calibration parameter was to
minimize drainage in all simulations.

Evaluating the match between simulated and measured storage required both quantitative and
qualitative criteria. Two quantitative indicators were chosen to measure the agreement between ficld data
and simulation results. The first indicator was the root mean square (RMS}) error; the second was the
correlation coefficient.

The RMS error provides a good estimation of the average error throughout the two data sets and is

defined by the equation
¢ 2
( 2 (s;=1) J
RMS = —1=l— , (10)

where

fi = field data point

s; = simulation data point

k = number of comparison points.

The comrelation coefficient measures the degree to which there is a linear correlation between
corresponding field data and simulation results. It provides an estimate of how well the trends between the
data sets agree (i.e., the shape of the data curve). The correlation coefficient is defined by the guantity

k Kk
stsf.-- Z%Zfs

= i=1 izl i=1 . (11)

[z Az ez 2]

A perfectly linear reiationship between data sets would result in a correlation coefficient of 1. At the other
end of the scale, a correlation coefficient of 0 would indicate that the data sets are completely independent.
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Finally, graphical comparisons between the measured and simulated data were used to qualitativeiy
judge how well the simulation results represented the lysimeter data. Plots were made of the measured data
superimposed over the simulation results, and the agreement was visually evaluated.

. 5.2.2 Calibration Parameters and Methods

The HELP input parameters that were adjusted in the calibration process were: (1) porosity, (2) field
capacity, (3) wilting point, (4) sawrated hydraulic conductivity, (5) LAl and (6) evaporative depth. A
description of each parameter as it is defined within the HELP model, and the effect of increasing the
parameter on the amount of water retained within the simulated lysimeter profile (storage) is discussed
below.

* Porosity is the soil water content at saturation. The effect of increasing porosity is to increase the
amount of lysimeter storage because the unsaturated hydraulic conductivity at any given moisture con-
tent is reduced (see Equation 7 in Section 3.2.2). This reduces the rate at which water may evaporate or
drain out of the bottom of the profile.

* Field capacity is the soil water content after a prolonged period of drainage and is defined as the mois-
ture content at 1/3-bars. The effect of increasing this parameter is to increase the vegetated lysimeter
storage and decrease bare lysimeter storage. The decrease in bare lysimeter storage was probably due
to the fact that moisture content is higher at any given tension and the unsaturated hydraulic conductiv-
ity (see Equation 7 in Section 3.2.2) is also higher. Initial storage after an infiltration event is higher,
however the water evaporates and drains faster which resuits in a lower average storage. This trend
was not seen in the vegetated simuiations because transpiration is not limited by the soil’s unsaturated
hydraulic conductivity.

* Wilting point is the lowest soil water content that can be achieved through plant transpiration and is
defined as the moisture content at 15-bars. The effect of increasing the value of this parameter was to
increase lysimeter storage because more water is retained at all tensions. However, the unsaturated
hydraulic conductivity does not increase because the wilting point increases proportionally to the
moisture content (see equation 7 in Section 3.2.2).

* The evaporative depth is the maximum depth at which water may return to the surface as a result of
evaporation and transpiration. Increasing the evaporative depth decreases the amount of water in stor-
age by allowing more evapotranspiration.

¢ The leaf area index (LAI) is used to represent the amount of vegetation at the surface and is used to
partition evaporation and transpiration. Increasing the LAI decreases storage because a larger LAI
results in a larger ratio of transpiration to evaporation, and the transpiration rate is not limited by the
unsaturated soil’s hydraulic conductivity.

Initial estimates for the values of these parameters in the calibration simulations were those of the
original barrier simulations by WHC (DOE, 1993). The uncompacted McGee Ranch Silt specified in the
WHC simulations is identical to the fill used in the weighing lysimeters. The initial hydraulic parameters for
the barrier silt are presented in Table 2. Parameter values for the lysimeter sand were those of the HELP
default soil type 1 (coarse sand). Initial estimates of moisture content correspond to the lysimeter storage at
the beginning of the calibration period. Each parameter was varied to obtain a best fit to the observed water
storage while minimizing drainage. After improvement trends were identified, all of the parameters were
adjusted to obtain the best overall agreement with the lysimeter observations.
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Table 2. Initial hydraulic parameters for silt.

Parameter : Initial Value
Porosity (cm*/em®) 0.514
Field Capacity (cm*cm?®) 0.258
Wilting Point (cm®/em?) 0.068
Saturated Conductivity (cm/s) 0.001
Evaporative Depth (in) 36.0
Leaf Area Index 1.60

The calibration methods discussed above was appiied to three representations of the weighing
lysimeter soil profile. The three profiles are described below and are illustrated in Figure 3.

* Two layers consisting of McGee Ranch Silt and coarse sand: This is the simplest representation of the
weighing lysimeter’s two soil types and is how HELP was intended to represent a two-layer cover sys-
tem.

*» Six layers consisting of five identical silts and a coarse sand: This representation was evaluated
because HELP assumes a uniform moisture content in each layer when solving for the water balance.
The multi-layered representation of the silt allows portrayal of different moisture contents as a func-
tion of depth.

» Four layers consisting of silt, coarse sand, barrier membrane, and barrier soil: This representation
was used to depict a zero flux bottom boundary condition because no drainage was observed from the
lysimeters during the calibration period.

Depth (in) | Depth (in)
Silt Loam
11.8
Silt Loam
23.6
Silt Loam .
Silt Loam 354 Silt Loam
Silt Loam
472
Siit Loam
59.1 59.1
Coarse Sand Coarse Sand Coarse Sand
66.9 66.9
67.9/‘ oditiel Laye
Barrier Membrane

Figure 3. Weighing lysimeter representations used in HELP simulations.
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‘5.3 Calibration Results

The simulations using the initial hydraulic parameters from WHC showed poor agreement with
lysimeter storage and drainage results. Simulated drainage was as high as 18% of the precipitation totals and
RMS storage errors approached 30% for the irrigated lysimeters. The correlation coefficients for these
initial, uncalibrated simulations varied from a maximum value of 0.925 for the vegetated lysimeter with
ambient precipitation to 0.798 for the bare lysimeter with augmented precipitation. The high correlation
coefficient and RMS values indicate the uncalibrated results matched the seasonal variations in storage
better than the base line storage amounts in these simulations.

Overall, the initial simulations over-predicted drainage and under-predicted evapotranspiration.
Results of these uncalibrated simulations are presented in Figure 4 (two-layer representation) and Figure 5
(four layer representation). The uncalibrated results from the four-layer representation illustrate that
evaporation from the bare lysimeters was under-predicted by a larger degree than was evapotranspiration for
simulations of vegetated conditions. The augmented precipitation condition resuited in even more departure
between simulated and measured storage values. The calibration effort greatly improved the agreement
between measured and simulated storage. The RMS errors were reduced to approximately 10% and drainage
was reduced to approximately 1% of total precipitation for the vegetated lysimeters. The resulting hydraulic
parameters that provided the best agreement between measured and simulated lysimeter storage for the
McGee Ranch silt are in Table 3.

Table 3. Silt hydraulic parameters for calibrated HELP model.

Parameter Recommended Value
Porosity (cm3lcm3) - 0514
Field Capacity (cm>/cm®) 0.200
Wilting Point (em’fem?®) 0.060
Saturated Conductivity (cm/s) 0.0001
Evaporative Depth (in) > 59.06
Leaf Area Index 1.60

It is important to note that the values for the hydraulic parameters in Table 3. do not represent the actual
values for the silt. However, they provide the best agreement with observed lysimeter conditions when used
within the HELP model. This is primarily due to the fact that the HELP model may not be adequately
modeling the physics in a shailow capillary barrier.
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Figure 4. Simulation results of storage for the uncalibrated two-layer lysimeter representation.
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Figure 5. Simulation resuits of storage for the uncalibrated four-layer lysimeter representation.
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A quantitative comparison of measured and simulated lysimeter storage using the calibrated final
parameters discussed above is provided in Table 4. Dividing the silt profile into several layers to permit
different moisture contents with depth did not significantly change the simulation results. Nearly identical
storage and drainage results were obtained with two-layer and six-layer representations which could be seen
. in identical RMS error and correlation coefficients between the two- and six-layer representations. These
six-layer results were not included in the figures or in Table 4. Plots comparing measured and simulated
lysimeter storage for the two-layer and four-layer representations are illustrated in Figures 6 and 7,
respectively.

Table 4. Quantitative evaluation of HELP simulation results using calibrated parameter values.

Two-Layer Representation
Root Mean Square Correlation
Lysimeter Error Coefficient | Drainage (%)

wWO1i-1 0.674 0.967 1.75
wO02-2 1.048 0.830 6.99
W03-3 1.071 0.934 0.91
Wo04-4 1.193 0.847 10.9

Four-Layer Representation
WO1-1 0.987 0.963 0
wO02-2 2473 0.425 0
W03-3 1.385 0.930 0
W04-4 5.728 0.383 0
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Figure 6. Simulation storage results using best-fit parameters for the two-layer lysimeter representation.
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Figure 7. Simulation storage results using best-fit parameters for the four-layer lysimeter representation.
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5.4 Discussion of Calibration Resulits

Overall results of the calibration exercise indicate that HELP under-predicts evapotranspiration and
over-predicts drainage in the weighing lysimeters, as can be seen in Figure 7. These tendencies were more
evident in the bare-surface lysimeters than in the vegetated surface lysimeters, as indicated in the larger RMS
and lower correlation coefficients for the bare lysimeter simulations. These results suggest that HELP
Version 2.05 inadequately models the physics of a shallow capillary barrier. The departure of simuiated from
the observed storage is primarily due to the unit gradient assumption implied within the model’s solution
algorithm, as well as the assumption of a static evaporative depth. .

The resuits of the simulations of vegetated surfaces suggest that the model may adequately simulate
the combined effects of evaporation and transpiration at a semi-arid location in 2 non-capillary barrier
application if the evaporative depth is known beforehand and the location experiences a temporally constant
evaporative depth, However, the partitioning between evaporation and transpiration, and the evaporation
algorithm may not correctly portray conditions at the Hanford Site. This is evident in the simulated
performance of the vegetated and bare lysimeters. The simulations of the vegetated lysimeters predicted
evaporation and drainage near the measured values. However, the simulations of the bare surfaced lysimeters
significantly over-predicted drainage and under-predicted evaporation.

The average evaporative-zone depth appears to be more than the 59-in. depth of the lysimeter’s siit
layer. However, the assumption of a static evaporative depth may not be appropriate for Hanford Site
conditions. The dynamic nature of soil processes in northern arid climates resuits in relatively shallow winter
and early spring evaporative depths, and relatively deep late summer and early fall evaporative depths.
Assuming an average depth tends to smooth out the observed extremes in storage. Hence, this assumption
may limit the application of HELP at northemn arid sites because seasonal variations in climatic tend to be
very severe.

Finally, it should be noted that these conclusions were drawn from a seemingly unfair evaluation of
the HELP meodel. The model was calibrated to experimental data collected from a capillary barrier designed
to hold moisture near the surface. This is because the capillary forces within finer textured soil are much
larger than gravitational or capillary forces in the coarser material below. However, the solution algorithm
within the HELP mode] assumes that only gravitational forces are present.

5.5 HELP Sensitivity

Sensitivities to the key input parameters discussed in Section 5.2.2 were identified throughout the
calibration process, as well as through a separate parametric sensitivity analysis. During the formal
sensitivity analysis, the input parameters that provided the “best” fit to the measured lysimeter storage were
used as the base case. These parameters were individually increased and decreased by 20%, and the resuiting
change in predicted storage was evaluated through their effect on the RMS error and the correlation
coefficient. The sensitivity ranking of each parameter for each lysimeter is presented in Table 5.

C4-24



DOE/RL-93-33
Draft B

Table 5. Parameter sensitivity ranking for each lysimeter.

Sensitivity Ranking for each Lysimeter
_(1 is the most Sensitive parameter)
Parameter Wo01-1 W02-2 W03-3 W04-4

Porosity 3 41 3 1
Field Capacity 2 3 2 3
Wilting Point 5 2 4 2
Saturated Conductivity (cm/s) 6 4 6 4
Evaporative Depth (in) 1 5 1 5

Leaf Area Index 4 NA 5 NA

The most prominent sensitivity trend identified during the calibration effort was the different
response to changes in evaporative depth between the vegetated and bare lysimeters. Evaporative depth was
the most sensitive parameter in the vegetated lysimeter simulations (W01-1 and W03-3) and was the least
sensitive parameter in the bare-surface lysimeter simulations (W02-2 and W04-4).

This trend can be partially explained by the method HELP uses to determine evaporation amounts.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2, evaporation occurs in two stages. Stage one assumes evaporation is controlled
by atmospheric demand while stage two assumes the unsaturated conductivity of the soil controls the rate of
evaporation. Because the Hanford Site has an arid climate, stage two evaporation occurs during much of the
growing season and the evaporation rate is primarily controlled by the soils hydraulic conductivity and not
the evaporative zone depth. However, if plants are included in the simulations, the transpiration rate is not

restricted by the soil's hydraulic conductivity and substantially more evapotranspiration occurs.
Consequently, evaporative depth is the most sensitive parameter in the vegetated simulations and the Jeast
sensitive parameter in the bare surface simulations.
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6. BARRIER SIMULATIONS

6.1 Barrier Descriptions

Three alternative cover designs were developed for isolating iow-level and hazardous waste in the
Hanford Site’s 200 areas. These designs were engineered to minimize infiltration of meteoric water below
the covers by utilizing the concept of a capillary barrier. A capillary barrier relies on the concept of a
capillary break that occurs when a fine-textured soil (i.e., silt) overiies a coarser textured soil (i.e., sand or
gravel). The effect of surface tension (i.e., capillarity) is larger in the small pores of the fine textured soil-
than in the large pores of a coarser soil. These capillary forces in the fine textured soil tend to be larger than
the gravitational forces and infiltrated water is retained in the fine soil until it is removed by evaporation or
plant uptake. However, the fine textured soil must remain unsaturated for a capillary barrier to perform
effectively. The calibrated HELP and UNSAT-H mode} were used to simulate the water-balance
performance of the infiltration barriers for ambient, and 2 times ambient precipitation conditions.
Additionally, the HELP code was used to simulate design storm conditions to determine a maximum runoff.

The three infiltration barriers evaluated are described below in order of decreasing overail
performance and level of protection provided.

» Hanford Barrier: This cover is 15-ft. thick and provides the highest level of containment and hydro-
logic protection of the three infiltration barriers. This barrier was designed for use at sites containing
transuranic wastes, and has a minimum life expectancy of 1,000 years.

* RCRA Subtitle C cover: This is 5.7 ft. thick and was designed for use at sites containing hazardous and
low-level radioactive waste. It was designed for a minimum life expectancy of 500 years.

o RCRA Subtitle D cover: This 3 ft. thick and was designed for use at sites containing non-hazardous
solid wastes. It has a design life 100 years.

The three barriers are illustrated in Figure 8, and a description of barrier structure is presented in Sections
6.1.1 through 6.1.3. - ,

6.1.1 Hanford Barrier Design

The Hanford barrier consists of nine layers. A detailed description of each layer starting with the
uppermost layer and proceeding downward follows:

e Layer 1 is a 40-in. silt and pea gravel mix. The functions of this layer are threefold. The first function
is to support the growth of vegetation and thereby promote evapotranspiration. The second function is
to prevent wind and water erosion by the addition of the pea gravel. The third function is to tempo-
rarily intercept and store moisture for later removal by evapotranspiration.

e Layer 2 is a 40-in. thick silt layer designed to function as layer 1, except that erosion protection is not
needed.

e Layer 3 is a geotextile filter fabric designed to prevent the mixing of topsoil and sand during construc-
tion.

e Layer4 is a 6-in. thick sand filter iayer designed to act as a capillary break and prevent migration of silt
into the underlying gravel (layer 5).

« Layer 5 is a 12-in. thick gravel filter also designed to act as a capillary break and to prevent migration
of sand into the underlying crushed basalt (layer 6).

e Layer 6 is a 60-in. thick crushed basalt bio-intrusion layer designed to isolate the covered wastes from
contact with plant roots and burrowing animals.
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* Layer 7 is a 12-in. thick gravel.layer designed to facilitate lateral drainage and prevent head build-up
over the underlying asphalt (layers 8 and 9).

* Layers 8 and 9 are 6- and 4- in. thick asphalt layers designed to act as a hydraulic barrier, thereby min-
" imizing infiltration into the underlying materials.

Hanford Barrier
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Figure 8. Barrier layers.

6.1.2 RCRA Subtitle C Cover Design
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The RCRA Subtitle C barrier is an economical version of the Hanford barrier that does not include
the bio-intrusion layer. The conceptual model used to represent the barrier consists of seven layers and is
described as follows:

» Layer 1 is a 20-in. thick silt and pea-gravel mix designed to function in a manner analogous to layer 1
of the Hanford barrier.

» Layer 2 is a 20-in. thick compacted silt layer designed to function in a manner analogous to layer 2 of
the Hanford barrier. It is compacted to retard moisture migration through the lower part of the cover.

» Layer 3 is a 6-in. thick sand filter designed to function in a manner analogous to layer 4 of the Hanford

barrier.

* - Layer 4 is a 6-in. thick gravel filter designed to function in a manner anaiogous to layer 5 of the Han-
ford barrier.
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* Layer 5 is a 6-in. thick gravel layer designed to function in 2 manner analogous to layer 7 of the Han-
ford barrier.

¢ Layers 6 and 7 are 6- and 4-in. thick asphalt layers designed to function in a manger analogous to lay-
ers § and 9 of the Hanford barrier.

6.1.3 RCRA Subtitie D Cover Design

The RCRA Subtitle D batrier was designed for use at solid-waste sites that do not contain hazardous
or radioactive wastes and does not include the filter sand and gravel layers used by the Hanford and Subtitle
C barrier designs. Instead, it relies on the coarse nature of the grading backfill to provide the capillary break.
The design can be described as consisting of:

* Layer 1 is a 8-in. thick silt and pea-gravel mix designed to function similar to the Hanford barrier
layer t.

* Layer2isa 16-in. thick silt layer designed to function in 2 manner analogous to layer 2 of the Hanford
barrier.

s Layer 3 is a 12-in. thick compacted siit designed to function in a manner similar to layer 2 of the
RCRA Subtitle C barrier.

6.2 Precipitation Treatments

Water balance simulations for each barrier design were conducted for three precipitation scenarios:
(a) ambient precipitation, (b) 2x ambient precipitation, and (c) design storm conditions. The ambient
precipitation scenarios used daily precipitation data collected at the Hanford Meteorologic Station for the
time simulated. The 2x ambient precipitation scenario was realized by doubling the precipitation that was
recorded each day rather than by doubling the number of days during which precipitation occurred. This was
done to maintain better agreement with the other meteorologic records used in the simulations (e.g., solar
radiation and dew point). The 2x ambient and scenario was simulated to evaluate the effects of climatic
changes which result in dramatically more precipitation. The design storm scenario was simulated to
determine the maximum runoff which may occur during the barriers’ life-span.

A different design storm intensity was used to evaluate the performance of each barrier. The
simulation of the Hanford barrier used a 1,000-year, 24-hour storm scenario. The RCRA Subtitle C barrier
simulation used a 500-year, 24-hour storm scenario, and the RCRA Sabtitle D barrier simulation used a 100-
year, 24-hour storm. The ],000-year, 24-hour storm was projected to deliver 2.68 in. of precipitation. The
500-year, 24-hour storm was projected to produce 2.47 in. of precipitation, and the 100-year, 24-hour storm
was projected to generate 1.99 in. of precipitation (Stone et al., 1983). These precipitation values were
applied on the day following the largest simulated precipitation event when soil moisture content was at a
maximum (December 31, 1983). This date was chosen by WHC to result in the largest simulated runoff
during the modeling period.

6.3 Application of UNSAT-H

To solve Richard's equation, UNSAT-H must be supplied with soil hydraulic parameters, a
computational grid, initial conditions, and boundary conditions. Each of these components is discussed in the
following sections. '
6.3.1 Barrier Hydraulic Parameters

The hydraulic parameters specified in the UNSAT-H simulations represent three basic soil
properties: (2) the moisture characteristic curve, (b) the hydraulic conductivity curve, and (c) saturated
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hydraulic conductivity. The van Genuchten equations were used to represent these constitutive relationships.
The equation for the characteristic curve is

1
0=0+(6,-0)[1+ (k) (12)

where

= suction head
volumetric moisture content

S D =
1}

.,
|

= residual moisture content

D
©
1}

porosity
= curve fitting parameter

[= =
]

inverse air-entry potential.

The equation for the hydraulic conductivity curve is

K(h) = K, {1-(ah)"='[1+ (ah)r]i-1/n}2

[1+ (ah)n]l(l-l/n} (13)
where
K(h) = unsaturated hydraulic conductivity
K, = saturated hydraulic conductivity

l

pore interaction term.

Seven soil types were identified in the three barrier simulations. The seven soil types and sources of
the hydraulic parameters are listed below in Table 6. A discussion of each soil type follows the table.

Table 6. Sources of hydraulic parameter values for UNSAT-H barrier simulations.

Soil Type Source of Hydraulic Parameters
McGee Ranch Silt Gee et al., 1989
Compacted Silt UFA data and calculated from Silt
Silt/Pea Gravel Mix Calculated from Silt

Filter Sand UNSAT-H modeling in Fayer et al., (1992)

Filter Gravel UNSAT-H modeling in Fayer et al., (1992)
Drainage Gravel/Crushed Basalt Estimated by author and DOE-R1.-93-33

Loamy Sand Carsel and Parrish, 1988

6.3.1.1. McGee Ranch Silt.
Gee et al. (1989) packed 16 soil samples representative of the McGee Ranch silt to a density of

1.37 g/cm®. The saturated hydraulic conductivity of the samples was determined using a falling head
method. The water retention characteristics were obtained using hanging columns, pressure plates, and
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relative humidity measurement methods. The resulting tension versus moisture content data were then
simuitaneously fit to the van Genuchten equations. The work performed by Gee et al. did not include
estimation of hydraulic parameter values for very dry conditions. Therefore, the residual moisture content
resulting from the curve fitting was predicted to be unrealistically low. However, because moisture
conditions for the simuiations never approached the vaiues represented by the driest portion of the soil
moisture curves, the unrealistic residual moisture content did not affect the simulation results. The resulting
hydraulic parameters are presented in Table 7,

Table 7. UNSAT-H McGee Ranch Silt hydraulic parameters.

Parameter Value
K, (cm/sec) 9.9 x 107

6, («::1'1131'cm3 ) 0.496

8 (cm’/cm®) 0.0049

o (1/cm) 0.0163

n 1.3716

. Because the hydraulic parameters for silt have the largest impact on barrier performance, the fitted
silt parameters were validated by simulating weighing lysimeters W02-2 and W04-4 during the period form
January 1, 1988 through December 31, 1992. For both the lysimeter simulations, and the barrier simulations
the pore interaction term (/) in Equation 13 was set to zero, as proposed by Fayer et al. (1992). In Fayer's
analysis, UNSAT-H was used to model eight lysimeters at the Hanford Site’s FLTF and the match between
lysimeter observations and the UNSAT-H simulations were greatly improved by setting / to zero, The effect
of setting / to zero was to increase the unsaturated hydraulic conductivity for dry conditions, thereby
reducing summer storage while not significantly changing winter storage. The PET was also set to zero and
the precipitation amounts were modified to account for melting and freezing. An in-depth description of this
procedure is presented in Section 6.3.4.1

The results showed very good agreement between simulated and observed values for both

lysimeters. The agreement is illustrated below in Figure 9. RMS errors of 0.39 and 0.701, and correlation
coefficients of 0.96 and 0.94 were obtained for lysimeters W02-2 and W04-4, respectively.
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Figure 9. Validation resuits for McGee Ranch silt.
6.3.1.2. Compacted Silt.

The compacted silt properties were determined from unsaturated hydraulic conductivities of the
compacted silt and from the compacted silt properties. The unsaturated conductivities were obtained from
WHC and were determined using the Unsaturated Flow Apparatus (UFA) method (Conca and Wright,
1990). This method uses an open-flow centrifuge to achieve hydraulic steady state and Darcy’s Law to
calculate the unsaturated conductivity. )

The compacted silt hydraulic parameters were then determined in three steps. First, the inverse air-
entry potential (o) in Equation 13 was calculated from the uncompacted silt air entry potential, and from an
empirical relation by Campbell (1985). The relation is

"I'rc = Wes (pbc/p bnc) oeTe (14)
where
Y.s = uncompacted silt air-entry potential
Ppe = compacted bulk density

Ppue = uncompacted bulk density
b -2, + 0.20, in which 0, is the particle size geometric standard deviation.

Second, the porosity was determined by calculating the particle density (pp) from the relation

C4-31



DOE/RL-93-33

Draft B
0, = pie (15)
§
. where
Pruc = uncompacted bulk density
6; = uncompacted porosity.

Third, the UNGRA computer program (van Genuchten, 1988) was used to curve fit the UFA unsaturated
conductivity data. The resultant hydraulic parameter estimates are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. UNSAT-H hydraulic parameters for compacted silt.

Parameter Value
K, (cm/sec) 5.236x 10

8, (cm3/em®) 0454

oom/em) 0.1114

a{l/cm) 0.6077

- 1.783

6.3.1.3. Silt/Pea Gravel Mix.

Hydraulic parameters for the silt/pea gravel mix were estimated from the silt parameters. The
porosity and residual moisture content were reduced 8% to refiect the reduction in void volume due to the
pea gravel addition. Bubbling pressure and saturated hydraulic conductivity were not significantly changed
because flow would occur principally in the silt matrix. The reduced porosity and residual moisture content
are 0.457 and 0.0045, respectively.

6.3.1.4. Filter Sand.

The hydraulic parameters for the filter sand were taken from Fayer et al. (1992).The moisture
characteristic curve for sand was derived from combined data for two sands. The particle diameters were 0.5
to 1.0 mm and 0.25 to 0.5 mm. These sizes are comparable to the particle size distributions specified in
DOE-RL-93-33 (i.e., D}5 = 0.15-0.5 mm, Dsg = 0.375-1.2 mm, and Dgs = 0.7-2.5 mm). The hydraulic
properties for the barrier filter sand are given in Table 9.

Table 9. UNSAT-H hydraulic properties for filter sand.

Parameter Value
K (cnv/sec) 0.109
6 (cm3lcm3) 0.445
er(cm3lcm3) 0.010

o (l/cm) 0.0726

n 2.8
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLE CALCULATIONS OF WIND AND WATER EROSION
FOR ENGINEERED SURFACE BARRIERS
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Three different barrier designs (Hanford Barrier, Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and Modified
RCRA Subtitle D Barrier) are proposed in this FFS for environmental restoration applications in the
200 Areas. The three designs employ a common top layer design treatment consisting of silt loam
topsoil material containing a 15 wt.% admixture of pea gravel, constructed with a slope angle of 2%,
planted with a mixture of perennial grasses. A primary objective in designing surface barriers is to
anticipate and minimize the destructive effects of wind and water erosion. The pea gravel admixiure,
the low-slope angle, and the cover vegetation are all design provisions for mitigating erosion.

Estimates of the long-term effects of erosion are provided in this appendix, using computational
methods developed originally for agricultural applications. Because the three barriers share a similar
top surface design, they are computationally equivalent with respect to estimating erosion rates.

The computational methods employed are useful for evaluating soil loss potential from surfaces made
up of fine-textured soils such as McGee Ranch silt loam, the recommended topsoil material.
However, the effectiveness of the pea gravel admix treatment cannot be readily assessed using these
same methods. The utility of admixing pea grave] into the topsoil layer has been demonstrated
directly by wind tunnel testing (Ligotke and Klopfer 1990). The presence of the pea gravel admix
component is excluded from consideration in the following estimates. Consequently, these estimates
should be viewed as "worst-case” projections, rather than expected actual values.

Because it is a site-specific variable, the effect of slope length on erosion is not considered in detail in
the following calculations. For purposes of preparing the estimates that appear in this appendix, a
slope length of 500 ft is assumed to be representative of the upper limit on the unsheltered slope
length dimension that would be necessary for barrier applications at the Hanford Site, given the types
and sizes of waste sites present.

2.0 SAMPLE CALCULATIONS OF POTENTIAL WIND EROSION

-

The wind erosion equation (WEQ) was developed by the U.S. Department of Agricuiture (USDA),
Agricultural Research Service. It has been modified for use in the State of Washington by the U.S.
Soil Conservation Service (USDA 1987). The equation is used to evaluate potential wind erosion of
soil surfaces in the following manner:

E = f(IKCLV)
where

E = the estimated average annual soil loss in tons per acre per year due to wind
erosion

f = an indication that the equation includes functional relationships that are not
straight-line mathematical functions

I = soil erodibility factor

K = ridge roughness factor

C = climatic factor

D-1
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L = unsheltered distance
V = vegetative factor.

The equation can be considered to be solved by successive modifications to I. The I factor is the
potential annual wind erosion in tons per acre per year for a given soil on an isolated, level, smooth,
unsheltered, wide, and bare field with a noncrusted surface for which the climatic factor is 100%.

The I factor is dependant on soil texture and the percentage of dry aggregates over (.84 mm in size
(i.e., coarser than 20 mesh). McGee Ranch soils normally exhibit a crusted surface and no less than
3% dry aggregates coarser than 20 mesh. The indicated I value in Table D-1 for these conditions is
36.7. It is expected that the topsoil layer will form a crusted surface relatively soon after
construction, in response to rain and snowfall events during the winter of the first year. If necessary,
formation of a crusted surface may be accelerated by direct application of water. Adjustment of the I
factor for knoll configuration as indicated in Curve b of Figure D-1 for a 2% surface slope yields an I
value of about 40. If the surface slope of the barrier is increased by just 1%, the I factor increases to
48,

The ridge roughness factor (K) primarily applies to soil surfaces that are exposed to recurring
agricultural practices (e.g., plowing, planting, disking, and harrowing). Ridges are created on the
soil surface at planting time. For surface barriers, a ridge height of 1 to 2 in. may exist during the
first year after construction. However, soil ridges will not be restored in subsequent years by
periodic tillage. Therefore, a ridge height value of zero is assumed beyond the first year. For this
condition, the indicated K value in Figure D-2 is 1 (the worst case).

The distribution of climatic factor (C) values across Washington State is indicated in Figure D-3.
Appropriate C values for the Hanford Site are in the range of 60 to 70.

The unsheltered field length (L) will vary with individual barrier applications. For this analysis, a
value of 500 ft is assumed. Unbroken slope lengths much larger than 500 ft are likely to require
special provisions for wind erosion control.

The vegetative factor (V) is the most difficult parameter in the WEQ to characterize. During the first
year after cover construction, before a mature stand of cover vegetation has been produced, the soil
surface will be protected from wind erosion by spreading and crimping 4,000 Ib of straw per acre
on/into the soil surface. For subsequent years, the amount of plant production must be estimated.
The USDA Soil Conservation Service has performed a number of evaluations of range site conditions
for varying soil and precipitation conditions, Average annual rainfall for the Hanford Site is in the 6
to 7 in. range. Using data from similar climate and land use areas, the total annual production of air-
dry weight per acre for cover vegetation of mixed wheatgrasses is predicted to range from a minimum
of 200 1b in unfavorable years to 500 Ib in favorable years (USDA 1981), yielding a median value for
V of 350 Ib of air-dry material. Based on data for crested wheatgrass in Table D-2, the flat small-
grain equivalent quantity is roughly 1,100 Ib per acre.

With the given information I equals 40, K equals 0.6 for the first year and then 1.0 for the life of the
barrier, C equals 60 to 70, L equals 500 ft, and V equals 4,000 Ib per acre for the first year and then
1,100 Ib per acre for subsequent years; the value of E in the WEQ is determined by interpolation of
Soil Conservation Service wind erosion charts for these values. Sample wind erosion charts are
provided as Table D-3. Wind erosion for the first year is estimated to be essentially zero, attributable
primarily to the projected effectiveness of the straw muich treatment. In subsequent years, wind

D=2
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erosion is predicted to average between 1.4 tons per acre per year (for C equals 60) and 1.8 tons per
acre per year (for C equals 70). The straw muich will continue to assist in reducing wind erosion for
2 to 3 yr after placement, depending on actual weather conditions experienced during that time span.

For a 3% slope angle and the same 500-ft slope length, for which I equals 48, and K, C, and V
defined as above, predicted wind erosion would average between about 2.0 tons per acre per year (for
C equals 60) and 2.75 tons per acre per year (for C equals 70).

The soil loss projections represent average annual estimates and are highly dependant upon
characterization of the vegetative factor. In years when cover vegetation yield is above average, the
erosion rate will be significantly reduced. Until the vegetative cover is established, erosion rates may
exceed the estimated range. After vegetation has been established, erosion rates should coincide more
closely with the predicted range. Increasing vegetative growth to optimal production (500 Ib air-dry
weight per acre) would decrease predicted soil losses to zero.

3.0 SAMPLE CALCULATIONS OF POTENTIAL WATER EROSION

'The potential for erosion of the barrier surface as a result of precipitation events is evaluated below
using the USDA’s Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) (Ecology 1987, p. 40-1):

A = RKILSCP
where,
A = average soil loss in tons per acre
R = rainfall and runoff erosivity factor
K = soil erodibility factor
LS = slope-length factor
C = cover/management factor
P = erosion control practice factor,

The following topsoil properties and cover design information are used to evaluate A:

Topsoil type: sandy siit

Organic matter: <0.5%

Estimated percent sand (coarser than 0.1 mm): 18%
Estirnated percent silt and sand finer than 0.1 mm: 77%
Estimated percent clay: 5%

Cover slope: 3%

Slope length: 231.5 ft
Cover vegetation: (first year) 2 tons of straw mulch crimped into the soil surface;

(subsequent years) 60 to 80% ground cover consisting of mixed perennial grasses.

* & & & & » o

The R factor in the USLE is a rainfall erosion index value that accounts for site meteorological
conditions. In Figure D-4, R values of less than 20 are shown for most of eastern Washington,
including the Columbia Basin and the Hanford Site. More detailed information provided in
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Figure 5-2 in Israelsen et al. (1980) indicates that appropriate R values for the Hanford Site are in the
range of 9 to 12 (use R equals 12).

The K factor is used to differentiate the erodibility potential of various soil types under conditions
where rainfall, topography, cover and management are invariant. Using the nomograph in Figure D-
5, the proposed topsoil (McGee Ranch silt loam) has a K value of about 0.64.

The USLE combines the effects of cover length and steepness into a single topographic factor, LS.
From Figure D-6, LS for a 2% slope angle and 500-ft slope length is about 0.32. (For a 3% slope
angle and 500-ft slope length, LS is about 0.45.)

The cover/management factor addresses the effects of vegetation and other agricultural (as opposed to
engineering) erosion-control practices, On freshly covered surfaces without any vegetation or
erosion-reducing vegetative controls (such as mulch), the C factor usually has a value of about 1.
Application of straw muich is highly effective in reducing the C factor component of the USLE
during the initial period before perennial vegetation becomes established, particularly if the mulch is
punched or tacked in place (Israelsen et al., 1980; p. 11). For the purpose of developing these
estimates, it is assumed that approximately 2 tons per acre of straw mulch would be spread and
crimped into the soil surface in conjunction with seeding barrier surfaces. Based on this assumption,
the expected C value for the first year would be about 0.10. For subsequent years, C values can be
estimated from Table D-3. It is envisioned that a 60 to 80% grass cover will be attained over the
cover area within a 3- to 5-yr period after cover construction, corresponding to 2 range of C values of
0.01 to 0.04 (use C equals 0.025).

The supporting practices factor P takes into account some agricultural practices other than vegetation

effects (e.g., contouring, terracing and contour strip cropping) and also includes the beneficial effects
of engineering treatments such as compaction, soil blending, and stabilization with additives. For this
analysis, no credit is taken for any ongoing support practices that would be performed after the cover
is constructed and planted (use P equals 1).

For the first year, E is estimated to be:

E = (12)(0.64)(0.32)(0.10)(1) = 0.25 tons per acre per year.
For subsequent years, E is estimated to be:

E = (12)(0.64)(0.32)(0.025)(1) = 0.06 tons per acre per year.

Comparing these estimates with the previous calculations for wind erosion potential, it can be seen
that water erosion potential for barrier surfaces at the Hanford Site is relatively low compared to
potential wind erosion. The sum of projected soil loss rates (i.e., wind and water erosion) for the
first year after construction is less than 1 ton per acre per year. Expected wind and water erosion
rates for subsequent years (1.5 to 1.9 tons per acre per year) are consistent with EPA’s target value
(2.0 tons per acre per year). Increasing the surface slope to 3% would tend to increase water erosion
potential slightly (i.e., from about 0.06 to 0.08 tons per acre per year). However, the beneficial
effect of the lower slope angle on wind erosion is the primary rationale for maintaining the surface
slope at 2%.

D-4
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4.0 PROJECTED SOIL LOSSES OVER BARRIER DESIGN LIFE

The projected thickness of soil that may be lost to wind and water erosion over a barrier’s design life
can be estimated from the annual loss rate projections (developed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 above) and
the in-place bulk density of the topsoil. The estimates developed below are for topsoil material
consisting of McGee Ranch silt loam without pea gravel admixture. A representative value for in-
place bulk density for this material is 1.38 g/cc (86.3 Ib/ft®). With the 15 wt% pea gravel admixture
in the topsoil surface layer, actual losses should be significantly below these projections,

1.9 tons/acre/yr = 3,800 Ib/acre/yr
3,800 Ib/acre/yr x 1 acre/43,560 ft* = 0.0872 1b/fi¥/yr
0.0872 Ib/fi%/yr / 86.3 1b/ft® = 0.00101 ft/yr
0.00101 ft/yr x 12 in./ft = 0.0121 in./yr

For the Hanford Barrier (design life of 1,000 yr):
0.0121 in./yr x 1,000 yr = 12.1 in. per 1,000 yr

For the Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier (design life of 500 yr):
0.0121 in./yr x 500 yr = 6.0 in./500 yr

For the Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier (design life of 100 yr):

0.0121 in./yr x 500 yr = 1.2 in./100 yr
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Figure D-1. Knoll Adjustment (z) From Top of Knoll and
(b) From Upper Third of Slope (EPA 1979).
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Figure D-2. Soil Ridge Roughness Factor K from
Actual Soil Ridge Roughness (EPA 1979).
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Figure D-3. Annual Wind Erosion Climatic *C’ Factor in Percent (USDA 1987).
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Figure D-4. Average Annual Values of Rainfall-Erosivity Factor R (EPA 1979).
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Figure D-5. Nomograph for Determining Soil Erodibility

Factor K for U.S. Mainland (EPA 1979).
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Figure D-6. Length-Slope Factor (LS) for Different Slopes (Ecology 1987).
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Table D-1. Soil-Wind Eredibility Index I (Israelsen et al, 1980).

Percent of dry soil not

passing a 20 mesh sereen 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9%
(Units) Noncrusted soil surface (tons/acre)

0 - 310 250 220 195 180 170 160 150 140
10 134 131 128 125 121 117 113 109 106 102
20 98 95 92 90 88 86 83 81 79 76
30 74 72 71 69 67 65 63 62 60 58
40 56 54 52 51. 50 48 47 45 43 41
50 38 36 33 31 29 27 25 24 23 22
60 21 20 19 18 17 16 16 15 14 13
70 12 11 10 8 7 6 4 3 3 2
80 2 - - - - - - - - -

Fuliy crusted soil surface (tons/acre)

0 - 517 417 367 325 300 283 267 25.0 23.3
10 223 218 213 208 202 195 188 182 177 170
20 163 158 153 150 147 143 13.8 13.5 132 127
30 123 120 11.8 11.5 112 108 10.5 10.3 10.0 9.7
40 9.3 9.0 8.7 8.5 8.3 8.0 7.8 7.5 7.2 6.8
50 6.3 6.0 5.5 52 4.8 4.5 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.7
60 35 33 32 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.5 2.3 22
70 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.3
80 0.3 - - - - - - - - -

g yeaqg
£e-€6-TH/H0d



Table D-2. Guide for Converting Range Vegetation to an Equivalent Quantity

of Flat, Small-Grain Residue (USDA 1987).

Pounds per acre of range vegelation

Grass plants
50 100 200 00 400 500 600 700 800 900 1,000
Buffalograss!, tusrograss, and Inland saltgrass 320 720 1,630 2,630
Big bluestem?® 45 1e 280 480 05 050 1,215 1,495 1,785 2,090 2,410
Western whealgrass', creeping wildrye, and sdeouts 155 245 775 5,240 1,740 2,260 2,795 3345
grama
Litde bluestem 45 1o 285 495 735 995 1,280 1,580 1,900 2,230 2,575
Bhie grama®, threadleaf sedge, and perennial 110 235 450 760 1,040 1,325 1,610 1,905
three-awn
Galleta and tobosa 150 300 800 1,200 1,700 2,600
Bottlebrush squirreltail, needle-and-thread*, and 0 150 600 800 1,200
Thurber’s needlegrass
Alkali sacaton 50 150 400 800 1,400 2,200 2,800 3,600 g
w2
Bluebunch wheargrass 50 120 300 550 850 1,150 1,500 1,500 2,300 2,600 3,000 ,Ep =
Idaho fescue 100 00 400 500 1,500 2,300 ?
v N =4
2
Indlan ricegrass 100 175 300 600 900 1,400 LI.O
93
Crested wheaigrass £30 300 600 900 1,300 1,800 2,400 3,100 4,000
Chestgrass 100 200 300 600 800 1,000 1,200 2,000 2,500 3,000

NOTE: Other grass species equivalents were estimated by comparing the growth characteristics with the tested species.

*Lyles and Allisen {1980},
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Table D-3. Sample Wind Erosion Charts.

(E)" Soil Loss from Wind Erosion (Tons Per Acre Per Year)

January, 1981

C = 60
Surface -K = 1.0 I = 38
{V}** - Flat Small Grain Residue {Pounds per Acre}
Unsheltered
Distance {ft} 0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 2750 3000
10000 22.8 18.9 13.7 8.9 4.6 1.7 0.6
8000 228 18.9 13.7 8.9 4.6 1.7 0.6
6000 22.6 18.8 13.6 8.8 4.6 1.7 0.6
4000 21.4 17.7 12.8 8.2 4.2 1.5 0.6
3000 204 16.9 12.1 7.7 3.9 1.4 3.5
2000 18.6 15.4 10.9 6.9 3.5 1.2
1000 14.9 12.2 8.5 5.2 2.6 0.8
800 14.0 11.4 7.9 4.8 2.3 0.7
600 12.4 101 6.9 4.1 2.0 0.4
400 10.% 8.1 5.5 3.2 1.5 0.3
300 8.6 6.8 4.5 2.6 1.2 0.2
200 5.6 4.4 2.8 1.6 0.6
150 4.2 3.2 2.0 1.1 0.4
100 3.0 2.3 1.4 0.7
80 2.2 1.6 1.0 0.5
860 1.5 1.1 0.6
50 1.1 0.8 0.4
40 0.8 0.5
30 0.8 0.3
20
10
(E}* Soil Loss from Wind Erosion (Tons Per Acre Per Year) January, 19?1
c =70
Surface - K = 1.0 1= 48
(V}** - Flat Small Grain Residue (Pounds per Acre)
Unsheltered
Distance {ft) 0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 2750 3000
10000 33.6 28.3 21.2 14.4 8.0 3.3 1.4 0.5
8000 33.6 28.3 21.2 14.4 8.0 3.3 1.4 ‘05
6000 33.6 28.3 21.2 14.4 8.0 3.3 1.4 0.5
4000 32.2 27 20.2 13.6 7.5 3.1 1.3 0.4
3000 31.1 26.2 19.4 13.0 7.1 2.9 1.2 0.4
2000 29.2 24,5 18.1 121 6.5 2.6 1.0
1000 24.5 20.5 14.9 9.7 5.1 1.9 0.7
800 23.0 194 13.8 9.0 4.7 1.7 0.6
600 20.8 17.3 12.4 7.9 4.1 1.5 0.5
400 18.1 14.9 10.6 6.6 3.3 1.2
300 15.7 12.9 9.0 5.6 2.7 [sK:)
200 12.6 10.3 7.1 4.2 2.0 0.4
150 10.0 8.1 5.5 3.2 1.5 0.3
100 7.6 6.0 4.0 2.2 0.9
80 5.8 4.6 3.0 1.6 0.6
60 4.0 3.2 2.0 1.0 0.4
50 3.3 2.5 1.6 0.7
40 25 1.9 1.1 0.5
30 1.6 1.2 0.7
20 0.9 0.5
10
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Table D-4. Values of C for Ydie Land
(Ecology 1987).

Grass cover 95-100% C
As grass ‘ 0.003
As weeds 0.01

Ground cover 80%

As grass 0.01
As weeds 0.04

Ground cover 60%

As grass 0.04
As weeds 0.09
No ground cover 1.00
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APPENDIX E

COST ESTIMATES
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Appendix E presents cost estimates for each of the three proposed barrier designs (Hanford Barrier,
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier, and Modified RCRA Subtitle D Barrier). The estimates were
developed for an actual 5-acre waste site in the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit (216-B-43 to 216-B-50
cribs): refer to Section 2.0 and Table E-1 for the Hanford Barrier; Section 3.0 and Table E-2 for the
Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barrier; and Section 4.0 and Table E-3 for the Modified RCRA Subtitle D
Barrier.

2.0 HANFORD BARRIER COST ESTIMATE

2.1 ENGINEERING

Definitive Design: Definitive design will be performed by a consulting civil engineer. Definitive
design activities will include preparation of plan and section drawings, specifications, and quality
control plans for construction; materials testing to support preparation of specifications; stability and
performance analysis calculations; and preparation of procurement documents. Costs for this task
(including OH&P) are estimated as 5% of construction costs.

Construction Management. Engineering and Inspection: This task covers bid evaluations, control and
review of vendor submittals, engineering support during construction (including survey support),
design change control, inspection planning, constructibility reviews, and production of as-built
drawings. This task includes costs for QC overview and sampling and testing exclusive of SDRI test
(see following task). Costs for this task (including OH&P) are estimated as 10% of construction
costs.

Sealed Double-Ring Infiltrometer (SDRIT) Test on Asphalt Layer: Costs are included in the estimate

for performing two SDRI tests on the asphalt layer: after construction of the layer and before
construction of any superimposed layers, to obtain a direct measurement of the hydraulic conductivity
of the layer as built. The tests will be performed by a consulting geotechnical engineering
subcontractor. The task will include equipment, labor, per diem and travel expenses related to
construction, instailation, and monitoring, followed by disassembly of the testing apparatus.
Equipment costs are limited to expendable portions of the apparatus. Costs for this task (including
OH&P) are estimated at $9,000 per test, or a total of $18,000.

2.2 IMPROVEMENTS TO LAND

Site Grading, Compaction and Placement of Grading Fill: Construction will be performed by a
qualified contractor. Costing is based on a site surface measuring approximately 415 ft (E-W) by

530 ft (N-8). The area is assumed to be devoid of vegetation (no clearing and grubbing will be
pecessary). The existing site surface is slightly irregular and slopes at approximately 1.5% to the
north. A planar surface is desirable prior to placement of the barrier layers, to facilitate survey
control and QC of material placement and layer thicknesses. Consistent with ALARA principles,
balanced cuts and fills will not be used to create a uniform site surface. Surface grading will be done

E-1
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exclusively with fill. It is estimated that approximately 65,900 bank yd® of grading fill will be needed
(corresponding to 79,000 loose yd®, assuming 20% swell). The material will be sourced from Pit 30,
situated between 200 West Area and 200 East Area, opposite the 609-A fire station. Moisture
conditioning (i.e., addition and control) will be performed at Pit 30 before transportation to the
construction site. The one-way haul will be approximately 4 mi. Grading fill and existing site soils
will be densified by making several passes over the site with a vibratory compactor to create a
suitable sub-base for barrier construction.

Place Asphalt Base Course: The base course material will be >80% minus 5/8-in. material
conforming to WSDOT M41-10, 9-03.9(3). The material will be provided by a local commercial
supplier. Cover construction will require hauling and placing approximately 5,350 tons of material
(corresponding to approximately 3,300 yd®). These quantities were determined based on placing 4 in.
of material over an area of (530+48)(415+48)ft> and a dry unit weight of 120 Ib/f. A track dozer
will spread and grade the material. A vibratory compactor will densify the base course material as it
is placed. The base course layer will be constructed on a 2% slope.

Place Asphalt: The asphalt layer will be placed by a qualified contractor (possibly different from the
one performing other construction activities). The asphalt will be a double-tar asphaltic concrete mix
with a spray-applied top coat of a proprietary liquid styrene-butadiene asphaltic material. The asphalt
layer will be 6 in. thick and will be placed over an area of (530--48)(415+48) ft* = 267,600 fi® =
29,700 yd®. The asphalt layer will be constructed on a 2% siope.

Place Gravel Drainage Layer: The specification for the gravel drainage material is a saturated
hydraulic conductivity value of 1 cm/sec. Material will be sourced from Pit 30 between 200 West
Area and 200 East Area. Run-of-pit material will be screened to specification at the pit. The
one-way haul will be approximately 4 mi, Construction of the gravel drainage layer will require
hauling and placing approximately 16,300 tons of material (corresponding to approximately

10,200 yd®). These quantities were determined based on placing 12 in. of material over an area of
{530+56)(415+56) ft*; a material density of 0.70 ft? solids per ft* volume and a specific gravity of
2.70, corresponding to 117.9 Ib/ff. A motor grader will be used to spread and grade material.

A vibratory compactor also will support construction of this layer.

Place Coarse, Fractured Basalt L aver and Side Slopes: The coarse basalt layer and the perimeter side
slope will be built up by placing basalt above the drainage gravel layer described in the previous task.
The side slopes of the barrier will be constructed at 2H:1V. There will be a 15-ft-wide perimeter
access road bed for service vehicles at the crown. The maximum thickness of basalt, 13 ft + 2 in.,
will be beneath the access road. The coarse basalt layer will be a uniform 5 ft thick. At the margin,
the basalt layer will taper up to the crown on a slope of 3H:1V. The basalt will be minus 8- to 12-in.
material that is free of fines (similar to the coarse, fractured material specified for the biointrusion
barrier layer). The material will be sourced from an existing quarry immediately east of State
Highway 24 on the east end of Umtanum Ridge, overlooking the Vernita Bridge. The one-way haul
will be approximately 17 mi. It is estirnated that barrier construction will require hauling and placing
approximately 128,000 tons of material (corresponding to approximately 75,000 yd®). These
quantities were determined using a material density of 0.75 ft* solids per ft* volume and a specific
gravity of 2.70, corresponding to 126.4 1b/fi®.

Place Gravel apd Sand Filter Layers: The two filter layers will prevent entry and accumulation of
fines in the lateral drainage layer. Filter gravel will be sourced from Pit 30. Run-of-pit material will
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be screened to specification at the pit. Construction of the gravel filter layer will require havling and
placing approximately 11,300 tons of material (corresponding to approximately 7,100 yd®). These
quantities were determined based on placing 12 in. of material over an area of (530-30)(415-30) fi?;
a material density of 0.70 ft* solids per fi® volume and a specific gravity of 2.70, corresponding to
117.9 Ib/fi*. A motor grader will spread and grade the material over the majority of the work area.
A vibratory compactor will be required to support construction of this layer.

Filter sand also will be sourced from Pit 30. This material will be another size fraction product from
the same size separation plant providing the gravel filter material. Construction of the sand filter
layer will require hauling and placing approximately 5,600 tons of material (corresponding to
approximately 3,600 yd®). These quantities were determined based on placing 6 in. of material over
an area of (530-30)(415-30) ft*; a material density of 0.70 ft* solids per ft* volume and a specific
gravity of 2.65, corresponding to 115.8 1b/f®. A motor grader will spread and grade the material. A
vibratory compactor will support placement of this layer. When completed, the two filter layers will
slope down at 2% over the central part of the cover area and will slope up at 3:1 around the
perimeter.

A nonwoven, needle-punched, polypropylene geotextile will be placed over the top of the sand filter
layer as a construction aid. The area to be covered is 192,500 fi2.

Place Lower Siit Layer: Silt loam soil will be sourced from the McGee Ranch site, which represents
a 17-mi one-way haul. The layer will be 40 in. thick. Construction will require hauling and placing
approximately 23,000 tons of material (corresponding to 19,700 yd®). Quantities were computed
based on the following dry unit weights - bank unit weight of 86.5 Ib/f8, loose unit weight loaded on
haul trucks of 72.1 Ib/ft* (assumes 20% swell), and placement at bank unit weight of 86.5 Ib/f°. The
layer will be constructed in three lifts, using a motor grader or a small dozer to spread material. A
water tanker truck and a farm tractor with disk will be required to support constraction of the Iayer.

Place Upper Silt Layer With Pea Gravel Admix; The silt soil will be sourced from the McGee Ranch

site. However, the material will first be transported to an admix plant (assumed to be sited at Pit 30).
Pea gravel will be mechanically mixed with the silt to produce a product that is 85% silt and 15% pea
gravel by weight. Construction will require hauling and placing approximately 26,400 tons of
material (corresponding to 21,700 yd&®). These quantities were determined based on placing material
to a depth of 40 in. and the following dry unit weights — bank unit weight of 86.5 Ib/fi®, loose unit
weight loaded on haul trucks of 72.1 1b/ft* (assumes 20% swell), and placement to a unit weight of 90
Ib/ft®, similar to the original bank density. A motor grader or a small dozer will be used to spread
the material. Minimal compaction of this material is needed (i.e., wheel or track loads of placement
equipment will provide sufficient compaction; no additional compaction equipment will be required).

Place Road Base Aggregate on Perimeter Access Road: The road base material will be minus 1.5-in.
material provided by a local commercial supplier. Construction will require hauling and placing
approximately 1,700 tons of material (corresponding to approximately 1,000 yd®). These quantities
were determined based on placing 6 in. of material over an area of (415)(530)-(415-30)(530-30) =
27,450 ft? (i.e., a road width of 15 lineal feet); a material density of 0.75 ft® solids per ft* volume and
a specific gravity of 2,70, corresponding to 126.4 Ib/f®. A motor grader and a vibratory compactor
will be used to spread, grade and compact the material.
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3.0 MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE C BARRIER COST ESTIMATE

3.1 ENGINEERING

Definjtive Design: Definitive design will be performed by a consulting civil engineer. Definitive
design activities will include preparation of plan and section drawings, specifications, and quality
control plans for construction; materials testing to support preparation of specifications; stability and
performance analysis calculations; and preparation of procurement documents. Costs for this task
(including OH&P) are estimated as 5% of construction costs.

Construction Management. Engineering and Inspection: This task covers bid evaiuations, control and

review of vendor submittals, engineering support during construction (including survey support),
design change control, inspection planning, constructibility reviews, and production of as-built
drawings. This task includes costs for QC overview, and sampling and testing exclusive of SDRI test
(see following task). Costs for this task (including OH&P) are estimated as 10% of construction
COsts.

Sealed Double-Ring Infiltrometer (SDRI) Test on Asphalt Layer: Costs are included in the estimate
for performing two SDRI tests on the asphalt layer: after construction of the layer and before
construction of any superimposed layers, to obtain a direct measurement of the hydraulic conductivity
of the layer as built. The tests will be performed by a consulting geotechnical engineering
subcontractor. The task will include equipment, labor, per diem and travel expenses related to
construction, installation, and monitoring, followed by disassembly of the testing apparatus.
Equipment costs are limited to E:f:pendable portions of the apparatus. Costs for this task (including

OH&P) are estimated at $E81600.

3.2 IMPROVEMENTS TO LAND

Site Grading, Compaction and Placement of Grading Fill: Construction will be performed by a
qualified contractor. The site surface measures approximately 415 ft (E-W) by 530 ft (N-S). The

area is devoid of vegetation (no clearing and grubbing will be necessary). The existing site surface is
slightly irregular and slopes at approximately 1.5% to the north. A planar surface is desirable prior
to placement of the barrier layers, to facilitate survey control and QC of material placement and layer
thicknesses. Consistent with ALARA principles, balanced cuts and fills will not be used to create a
uniform site surface. Surface grading will be done exclusively with fill. It is estimated that
approximately 56,600 bank yd® of grading fill will be needed (corresponding to 67,900 loose yd?,
assuming 20% swell). The material will be sourced from Pit 30, situated between 200 West and

200 East, opposite the 609-A fire station. Moisture conditioning (i.e., addition and control) will be
performed at Pit 30 before transportation to the construction site. The one-way haul will be
approximately 4 mi. Grading fill and existing site soils will be densified by making several passes
over the site with a vibratory compactor to create a suitable sub-base for barrier construction.

Piacement of Base Course for Asphalt [ayer: The base course material will be >80% minus 5/8-in.
material conforming to WSDOT M41-10, 9-03.9(3). The material will be provided by a local
commercial supplier. Barrier construction will require hauling and placing approximately 4,400 tons
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of material (corresponding to approximately 2,700 yd®). These quantities were determined based on
placing 4 in. of material over an area of (530)(415) ft; and a dry unit weight of 120 Ib/f®. A track
dozer will spread and grade the material. A vibratory compactor will be required to densify the base
course material as it is placed. The base course layer will be placed on a uniform 2% slope.

Placement of Asphalt: The asphalt layer will be placed by a qualified contractor (possibly different
from the one performing other construction activities). The asphalt will be a polymer-modified
asphaltic concrete material with a spray-applied styrene-butadiene top coat. The asphalt layer will be
6 in. thick (nominally), and will be placed over an area of (530)(415) fi* = 220,000 £ = 24,500
yd®. The asphalt layer will be placed on a uniform 2 %slope.

Placement of Gravel Drainage Laver: The specification for the gravel drainage material is a saturated
hydraulic conductivity value of 1 cm/sec. Material will be sourced from the Pit 30 site between

200 West and 200 East. Run-of-pit material will be screened to specification at the pit. The one-way
haul will be approximately 4 mi. Construction of the gravel filter layer will require hauling and
placing approximately 6,500 tons of material (corresponding to approximately 4,100 yd®). These
quantities were determined based on placing 6 in. of material over an area of (530)(415) ft%; a
material density of 0.70 ft* solids per ft* volume and a specific gravity of 2.70, corresponding to
117.9 Io/ft*. A motor grader will be used to spread and grade the material. A vibratory compactor
also will support construction of this layer.

Placement of Side-Slope Fill and Fill to Support Graded Filter Layers: The perimeter side slope will
be built up by placing and compacting fill along the west, north and east sides of the covered area.
The perimeter fill will be placed with a 3H:1V slope and will be approximately 4 ft + 8 in. thick,
Mixed sand and gravel (pit run material from Pit 30) will be used as fill material. Approximately
4,400 yd of fill will be required for side slope construction. Additional fill (of the same type and
source) will be placed to facilitate termination of the graded filter layers around the perimeter of the
covered area. The graded filter layers will be angled up to intersect the surface at a slope of 2H:1V.
The additional fill requirement beneath the filter layers is 1,000 yd®. A track dozer will be used to
spread and grade the material. A vibratory compactor will be required to support construction of this
layer.

Placement of Gravel and Sand Filter Lavers: Two 6-in. filter layers will be placed above the lateral
drainage layer to prevent entry and accumulation of fines in the lateral drainage layer. The gravel
filter material will be sourced from Pit 30. Run-of-pit material will be screened to specification at the
pit. Construction of the gravel filter layer will require hauling and placing approximately 6,500 tons
of material (corresponding to approximately 4,100 yd®). These quantities were determined based on
placing 6 in. of material over an area of (530)(415) ft%; a material density of 0.70 £’ solids per fi*
volume and a specific gravity of 2,70, corresponding to 117.9 Ib/f®. A motor grader will spread and
grade the material over the majority of the work area. A vibratory compactor will be required to
support construction of this layer.

The sand filter layer material also will be sourced from Pit 30. This material will be a separate
product from the size separation plant providing the gravel filter material. As described previously,
construction of the sand filter layer will require hauling and placing approximately 6,400 tons of
material (corresponding to approximately 4,100 yd®). These quantities were determined based on
placing 6 in. of material over an area of (530)(415) ft*; a material density of 0.70 ft* solids per ft*
volume and a specific gravity of 2.65, corresponding to 115.8 Ib/ff. A motor grader will spread and
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grade the material. A vibratory compactor will be required to support placement of this layer. When
completed, the surface of the sand filter layer will slope down at 2% over the central part of the
cover area and will slope up at 2:1 around the perimeter.

Placement of Compacted Sjlt: The silt soil will be sourced from the McGee Ranch site, which
represents a 17-mi one-way haul. Construction will require hauling, placing and compacting
approximately (22,900-1,400) = 21,500 tons of material (corresponding to

13,600-800 = 12,800 yd®). These quantities were determined based on placing and compacting
material to a depth of 20 in. over an area of (530)(415) fi less the volume occupied by fill and filter
layers in the perimeter area sloped at 2:1 and the following dry unit weights -- bank unit weight of
86.5 Ib/f’, loose unit weight loaded on haul trucks of 72.1 Ib/f® (assumes 20% swell), and
compacted unit weight of 125 Ib/fi*. The layer will be constructed in three lifts, using a motor grader
or a small dozer to spread material and a static compactor (such as a sheep’s foot roller) to densify
the material. Moisture conditioning will be performed at Pit 30. A water tanker truck and a farm
tractor with disk will be required to support placement of this layer.

Placement of Silt/Pea Gravel Admix: The silt soil will be sourced from the McGee Ranch site.
However, the material will first be transported to an admix plant (assumed to be sited at Pit 30). Pea
gravel will be mechanically mixed with the silt to produce a product that is 85% silt and 15% pea
gravel by weight. Construction will require hauling and placing approximately

(22,900-700) = 22,200 tons of material (corresponding to 13,600-450 = 13,150 yd®). These
quantities were determined based on placing and compacting material to a depth of 20 in. over an
area of (530)(415) ft* less the volume occupied by fill and filter layers in the perimeter area sloped at
2:1 and the following dry unit weights — bank unit weight of 86.5 Ib/ft®, loose unit weight loaded on
haul trucks of 72.1 1b/ft® (assumes 20% swell), and compacted unit weight of 125 Ib/f*. A motor
grader or a small dozer will be used to spread the material. Minimal compaction of this material is
needed (i.e., wheel loads of placement equipment will provide sufficient compaction; no additional
compaction equipment will be required).

Placement of Coarse, Fractured Basalt Surfacing Material on Perimeter Berm: The fractured basalt
will be minus 12-in. material sourced from the existing quarry immediately east of State Highway 24
on the east end of Umtanum Ridge, overlooking Vernita Bridge. The one-way haul will be
approximately 17 mi. Construction will require hauling and placing approximately 3,400 T of
material (corresponding to approximately 2,000 yd®). These quantities were determined based on
placing 12 in. of material around a perimeter of 2(530+415) + 8(27)/2 = 1,998 lineal feet over a’
width of 27 lineal feet; a material density of 0.75 ft® solids per ft® volume and a specific gravity

of 2.70, corresponding to 126.4 Ib/ft. A track dozer will be used to spread and grade the material,
Compacting equipment will not be required. When completed, the perimeter berm will slope down at
3H:1V to meet surrounding grade.
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4.0 MODIFIED RCRA SUBTITLE D BARRIER COST ESTIMATE

4.1 ENGINEERING

Definitive Design: Definitive design will be performed by a consulting civil engineer. Definitive
design activities will include preparation of plan and section drawings, specifications, and quality
control plans for construction; materials testing to support preparation of specifications; stability and
performance analysis calculations; and preparation of procurement documents. Costs for this task
(including OH&P) are estimated as 5% of construction costs.

Construction Management, Engineering and Inspection: This task covers bid evaluations, control and

review of vendor submittals, engineering support during construction (including survey support),
design change control, inspection planning, constructibility reviews, and production of as-built
drawings. This task includes costs for QC overview and sampling and testing exclusive of SDRI test
(see following task). Costs for this task (including OH&P) are estimated as 10% of construction
costs,

4.2 IMPROVEMENTS TO LAND

Site Grading. Compaction and Placement of Grading Fill: Construction will be performed by a
qualified subcontractor. Costing is based on a site surface measuring approximately 415 ft (E-W) by

530 ft (N-S). The area is devoid of vegetation (no clearing and grubbing will be necessary). The
existing site surface is slightly irregular and slopes at approximately 1.5% to the north.

‘The RCRA Subtitle D cover design does not include provisions for internal lateral drainage.
However, grading to create a planar surface will be performed prior to placement of the barrier layers
to facilitate survey control and QC of material placement and layer thicknesses. Consistent with
ALARA principles, balanced cuts and fills will not be used to create a uniform site surface. Surface
grading will be done exclusively with fill. It is estimated that approximately 56,600 bank yd® of
grading fill will be needed (corresponding to 67,900 loose yd?, assuming 20% swell). The material
will be sourced from Pit 30, situated between 200 West and 200 East, opposite the 609-A fire
station. Moisture conditioning (i.e., addition and control) will be performed at Pit 30 before
transportation to the construction site. The one-way haul will be approximately 4 mi. Grading fill
and existing site soils will be densified by making several passes with a vibratory compactor to create
a suitable sub-base for barrier construction.

Placement of Compacted (Lower) Silt Layer: The silt loam soil will be sourced from the McGee
Ranch site, which represents a 17-mi one-way haul. Construction will require hauling, placing and
compacting approximately 8,100 yd® or 13,700 tons of material. These quantities were determined
based on placing and compacting material to a depth of 12 in. over an area of (530)(415) £ and the
following dry unit weights -- bank unit weight of 86.5 Ib/ff, loose unit weight loaded on haul trucks
of 72.1 Ib/f* (assumes 20% swell), and compacted unit weight of 125 Ib/ft>. The layer will be
constructed in two lifts, using a motor grader or a small dozer to spread material and a static
compactor (such as a sheep’s foot roller) to densify the material. Moisture conditioning will be
performed at the borrow site to the maximum practical extent. However, a water tanker truck and a
farm tractor with disk will be required to support construction.
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Placement of Uncompacted (Middle) Silt Layer: The silt soil will be sourced from the McGee Ranch

site. The middle silt layer will be 16 in. thick. Construction will require hauling and placing
approximately 12,700 tons of material (corresponding to 10,900 yd®). Quantities were computed
based on the area and layer thickness and the following dry unit weights - bank unit weight of 86.5
Ib/ft?, loose unit weight loaded on haul trucks of 72.1 Ib/fi® (assumes 20% swell), and placement at
bank unit weight of 86.5 Ib/ft>. The layer will be constructed in three lifts, using a motor grader or a
small dozer to spread material. A water tanker truck and a farm tractor with disk will be required to
support construction.

Placement of Upper Silt Layer With Pea Gravel Admix: The silt loam soil will be sourced from the
McGee Ranch site. However, the material will first be transported to an admix plant (assumed to be
sited at Pit 30). Pea gravel will be mechanically mixed with the silt to produce a product that is 85%
silt and 15% pea gravel by weight. Construction will require hauling and placing approximately
6,600 tons of material (corresponding to 5,400 yd®). These quantities were determined based on
placing material to a depth of 8 in., the area defined previously and the following dry unit weights -
bank unit weight of 86.5 1b/ft°, loose unit weight loaded on haul trucks of 72.1 1b/f® (assumes 20%
swell), and placement to a unit weight of 90 1b/ft®, similar to the original bank density. A motor
grader or a small dozer will be used to spread the material. Minimal compaction of this material is
needed (i.e., wheel or track loads of placément equipment will provide sufficient compaction; no
additional compaction equipment will be required).

Placement of Coarse, Fractured Basalt Surfacing Material on Perimeter Berm: The fractured basalt
will be minus 12-in. material sourced from the existing quarry overlooking Vernita Bridge. The
one-way haul will be approximately 17 mi. Construction will require hauling and placing
approximately 3,400 tons of material (corresponding to approximately 2,000 yd®). These quantities
were determined based on placing 12 in. of material around a perimeter of

2(530 + 415) + 8(27)2 = 1,998 lineal feet over a width of 27 lineal feet; a material density of
0.75 {t® solids per ft* volume and a specific gravity of 2.70, corresponding to 126.4 Ib/ft>. A track
dozer will be used to spread and grade the material. Compacting equipment will not be required.
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Table E-1. Hanford Barrier Conceptual Cost Estimate. (3 Pages)

COST ITEMS Estimated Indirect Subtatal 15% Cont. Total

Definitive Design (Technical Services)

Subtotal 250,000 0 250,000 37,500 287,500

Enginecring/Inspection (Technical Services)

Subtotal 500,000 0 500,000 75,000 575,000

SDRI Test on Asphalt Layer (Technical Services)

Subtotal 0 A grd|
Site Grading, Compaction & Fill
- Load, haul & dump soil from pit 30, 8 mile round 359,312
trip using 5 dump trucks @ 12 CY each, and one 4 .

CY loader; 65,900 CY plus 20% swell = 79,000 CY
to haul. Ten man crew will average 816 CY per day
for 97 days (20 week job).

- Spread soil and level with dozer/grader.

- Compact site with vibratory roller, 79,040
415 ft x 530 ft area, 6" lifts, 2 passes. 20,441

Subtotal 458,793 79,231 I 538,024 80,704 618,728

Placement of Base Course

- Base course material 5/8" minus, delivered to site 56,911
- Spread gravel and level with dozer/grader, 4 deep. 3,307
- Compact with vibratory roller, 2 passes. 1,288
- Sales Tax at 7.8% 3,860
- OHZP (on markups only) 579
Subtotal 65,945 9,232 75,177 11,277 86,454

Placement of Asphalt

- 6" polymer-modified asphalt. 457,380

(Per Don @ A & B Asphalt)
- Fluid applied asphalt top coat. (Per KEH 1,176,120

estimate ER 3412 (W-263), dated 2-10-93).
NOTE: High cost may be temporary due to current
monopoly con product.

Subtotal 1,633,500 228,690 1,862,190 279,329 | 2,141,519

Placement of Gravel Drainage Layer

- Load trucks with screened run-of-pit gravel. 76,245
- Haul and dump gravel at site, assume § miles 31,416

round trip

- Spread and level gravel with dozer/grader, 12" 10,199
Iayer, 2,639
- Compact gravel with vibratory rolier, 2 passes. 5,171
- Sales Tax @ 7.8% 775

- OH&P (on markups only)
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Table E-1. Hanford Barrier Conceptual Cost Estimate. (3 Pages)

COST ITEMS Estimated Indirect Subtotal 15% Cont. Total
Subtotal 126,446 17,702 144,148 21,622 165,770
= — = e ——————  ———— — —— ————— ————— = ——

Crushed Basalt Layer/Side Slopes .
~ Load, haul and spread 8 to 12 inch crushed basal. 1,902,905

Existing quarry is 17 miles from site.
- Sales Tax @ 7.8% 46,800
- OH&P (on markups only) 7,020
Subtotal 1,956,725 273,942 2,230,667 334,600 | 2,565,267
Gravel and Sand Filter Layers
- Load trucks with screened run-of-pit gravel. 53,073
- Haut and dump gravel at site, assume 8 mile round 21,868
trip. ,
- Spread and level gravel with dozer/grader, 6" 7.115
layer.
- Compact gravel with vibratory roller, 2 passes. 1,852
- Load trucks with screened sand. 42,021
- Haul and durnp sand at site, assume 8 mile round 11,088
trip.
- Spread and Ievel sand with dozer/grader, 6" layer. 3,613
- Compact sand with vibratory roller, 2 passes. 932
- Place geotextile fabric, cost assumes polypropylene 44,281
mesh, stapled, 6.5 oz/sy.
- Sales Tax @ 7.8% 9,035
- OH&P (on markups only) 1,355
Subtotal 196,234 27,473 223,707 33,556 257,263

Placement of Lower Silt Layer

- Load, haul and dump McGee Ranch silt, 36 mile 151,562
round trip
- Spread and Static Compact to 40" depth using 103,981
dozer/grader and water truck for dust controi -
Subtotal 255,543 35,776 _I 291,319 43,698 335,017
= = -}
Placement of Silt/Pea Grave! Admix
- Load, haul, and dump MecGee Ranch silt at pit 141,959
30, 26 miles round trip.
- Mix above silt with 3250 CY of local sourced 146,324
pea gravel, load haul 4 miles, and dump.
- Spread mix anad level to depth of 40". 21,705
~ Sales Tax @ 7.8% 3,385
- OH&P (on markups only} 338
Subtotal 313,711 43,920 357,631 53,645 411,276
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Table E-1. Hanford Barrier Conceptual Cost Estimate. (3 Pages)

COST ITEMS Estimated Indirect Subtotal 15% Cont. Total
Base for Perimeter Access Road
- Base course material, 1-1/2" minus, delivered 18,084
to site,
- Spread gravel and level with dozer/grader, 6" deep. _ Loo1
- Compact with virbratory roller, 2 passes. 403
- Sales Tax @ 7.8% 1,226
- OH&P (on markups only) 183
Subtotal 20,899 2,926 23,825 3,574 217,399
—_— e ————— — =
TOTALS 5,027,796 718,892 5,746,688 862,005 | 6,608,693
PROJECT TOTALS 718,892 |  HEEEER )
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