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0 INT [ 'UCTION

The 100, 200, 300, and 1100 Areas of the Hanford Site were placed on the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) National Priorities List in November 1989 under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). Located in the
100, 200, and 300 Areas are waste sites managed by the Radiation Area Remedial Action
(RARA) program. The waste sites are from accidental spills or contamination spreads, or were
used as disposal sites for low-level liquid and/or solid waste from Hanford Site facility
processes. The subject waste sites are monitored periodically.

This Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) describes the alternatives and selection
criteria based on the necessary protective requirements to maintain these waste sites in a safe and
stable cor  tion, and to be protective of human health and the . /ironment, before final waste

site response action.

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Richland Operations Office (RL), in cooperation with
EPA and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has prepared this EE/CA in
accord e with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 300.415. The EE/CA will provide the
fr  :work to evaluate and select an appropriate removal action from a viable set of alternatives.
The EPA, Ecology, and RL w  prepare and sign an Action Memorandum documenting the
selected alternative following public review.
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2.4  SITE CONDITIONS THAT JUSTIFY A REMOVAL ACTION

M: ' of the waste sites currently undergoing stabilization activities are either known or
suspected to be contaminated with radioactive and/or nonradioactive hazardous substances. If

st ation activities are not implemented, the integrity of the waste sites will degrade and the
he dus substances present may spread. The potential exposure and the potential threat of a
fu ‘elease justifies a removal action.
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3.0 REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
Removal action objectives to protect human health and the environment include the following
components:

e Reduce the threat of release of hazardous substances contained within the subject waste sites.

e Protect workers from industrial, chemical, and radiological hazards posed by the subject
was sites.

e Provii cc s icy with future s of w site n¢ "1l actic

e Reduce volume and mobility of hazardous substances.
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5.5 PROTECTION STANDARDS

Occupational Radiation Protection (10 CFR 835) establishes radiation protection standards,
limits, and program requirements for protecting workers and visitors from ionizing radiation
resulting from the conduct of DOE activities. It also requires that measures be taken to maintain
radiation exposure as low as reasonably achievable. This regulation is applicable to activities
associated with the stabilization alternative.

A combination of personal protective equipment, personnel training, physical design features
(e.g., confinement, remote handling, shielded containers), and administrative controls (e.g.,
limiting time in radiation zones) would be used to ensure that the requirements for worker and
visitor protection are met.

5.6 .JOLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS

The Toxic Substances Control Act of 1¢ . i (TSCA) and WAC 173-303 regulate the management
and disposal of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and PCB waste.  iplementing regulations in
40 CFR 761 contain requirements for the management of spills and cleanup of materials
suspected to conta PCB waste. The ERDF is authorized to accept certain PCB waste for
disposal. All waste suspected to contain PCBs will be evaluated to determine whether it meets
the EE.... waste acceptance criteria. Any PCB waste that does not meet the ERDF waste
acceptance criteria will be sent to a PCB storage area meeting the substantive requirements of
TSCA and will be transported for disposal at a TSCA-approved disposal facility.

5.7  ASBESTOS

Removing and disposing of asbestos and asbestos-containing materials are regulated under the
Clean Air Act of 1955, (40 CFR 61, Subpart 1) and by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) (29 CFR 1910.1101 and WAC 296-62). These regulations provide for
-, ~cial precautions to prevent exposure of workers or airbori  emissions of asbestos fibers
during removal actions anticipated as a part of the stabilization alternative.

5.8 ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY, AND HEALTH STANDARDS

Worker protection standards are described in OSHA regulations, national consensus standards,
and DOE Orders (e.g., 29 CFR 1910, 29 CFR 1926, NFPA 1990, WAC 296-62, and DOE Order
5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and Environment). Exposure limits, personnel

pro tion requirements, and decontamination methods for hazardous chemicals are established
in 29 CFR 1910. Additionally, 29 CFR 1910 requires identification and mitigation of physical
hazards posed by a fac ty to workers including 1t not limited to) confined spaces, falling
hazards, fire, and electrical shock. The 29 CFR 1926 provisions establish requirements for
worker safety during construction activities.
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The following DOE Orders and standards establish additional requirements relating to safety,
health, and environmental protection. The substantive requirements of these stan rds will be

t for any activity conducted as a part of the stabilization alternative. Known and suspected
inventories in each site will be screened during the design phase against the criteria of
DOE-STD-1027-92 (DOE 1992) to determine the appropriate environmental, safety, and health
DOE Order requirements. Site- and activity-specific requirements and controls will be identified
in work plan documents and procedures, including contingency plans and emergency response
plans. In addition, the following DOE Orders contain requirements that are to be considered for
the stabilization alternative:

o Therec ements in DOE Order . 0.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the
Environment, which lir  exposure of the public to radioactive releases.

o The requirement in DOE O 451.1, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance
Program, to address the NEPA values as part of CERCLA response actions.

o The requirement in DOE Order 5480.3, Safety Requirements for the Packaging and
Transportation of Hazardous Materials, Hi  di ~ - Substances and Hazardous Waste, to
comply with U.S. Department of Transport 1 or equivalent packaging standards

° The requirements in DOE Order 5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management, for
management of low-level waste or, if class 3 or  :ater waste is encountered during
stabilization activities, transuranic waste.
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unlikely to disturb sensitive plant or animal species. Prior to initiating any specific field activity,
an ecological review of the surrounding area will be conducted to ensure that no impacts to
natural resources (e.g., migratory birds) occur.

No unmitigated impacts to cultural resources are expected from either the no-action or the S&M
alt____itive. One hundred eighty-five Hanford Site buildings/structures and complexes have been
determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. Appropriate
actions will be taken to mitigate impacts from any stabilization activities undertaken at work
sites in the vicinity of these structures.

Socioeconomic impacts from any of the alternatives would be minimal. The work force that is
requir  r the stabilizatior * ‘iveis small. Thes Trequired to accomplish either of the
altern: s would be drawn > exist 3 work force currently conducting the activities at
the Hanford Site or through available subcontractors.
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7.0 RECO! VMIENDED REMOVAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Based on overall protection and short- and long-term effectiveness, the recommended removal
al ive for waste sites is the stabilization alternative. This alternative provides for continued
maintenance of the waste sites as well as the identification a1  response to potential releases of
hazardous substances that could adversely impact human health and the environment. The
stabilization alternative is protective of workers, satisfies response action goals, and is consistent
with the anticipated future remedial actions.
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WAC 232-12-297, “Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Wildlife Species Classification,”
Washington Administrative Code, as amended.

WAC 246-247, “Radiation Protectior  \ir Emissions,” Washington Administrative Code, as
amen d.

WAC 296-62, “Occupational Health Standards—Safety Standards for Carcinogens,” Washington
Administrative Code, as amended.






