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transportation rate out of the LLBG. Tt  ansportation staging area within the L] ‘G would be sized to
ensure adequate space was available for  expected backlog of drums awaiting transportation and would
provide adequate spacing between drums to allow for labeling, inspection, and final preparations for
transfer.

The necessary paperwork for all transfers of TRU waste containers meeting the waste acceptance criteria
at CWC or another Hanford Site TSD unit would be checked and verified. The TRU waste containers
would be transported to CWC or another TSD unit. On arrival, the paperwork and TRU waste containers
would be inspected, off-loaded, and placec ito storage witt  the TSD unit.
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Figure 11. HEPA Filtered Venting Device for Drums (Example).
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION
Alternatives to the proposed action are discussed, but not fully analyzed, in the following sections.

3.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Altemnative to the propose iction would not retrieve any buried TRU waste at (s time.
This alternative would leave all buried TRU waste containers in place in the current configuration. The
LLBG would not be modified and CWC or any other TSD unit would not receive and store the currently
buried” U waste drums.

3.2 ALTERNATIVE TO RETRIEVE ALL POST-1970 TRU WASTE FROM LLBG
218-W-4B AND 218-W-4C

This alternative would retrieve all post-1970 TRU waste from LLBG 218-W-4B AND 218-W-4C,
including the boxes, casks, and other I e containers and the remote handled (RH) containers that are not
included for retrieval in the proposed action. These large and RH containers would be shipped to a storage
facility where they would await processing in a RH and large container TRU waste processing facilify that
would be constructed or modified as part of future activities.
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administrative controls. Localized areas of potential radionuclide contamination would be cleaned up,
packaged, and disposed of, however the proposed action would not remediate large areas of the LLBG.
Radionuclide contamination releases, if any, are expected to be extremely small. Because potential internal
deposition would be expected to be extremely small, inhalation doses were not included or calculated in the
dose estimates.

Personnel radiation protection during bor LBG modificc ns and retrieval activities would be provided
through the use of procedural controls a1 1gineering controls as appropriate. Potential radiological
exposure received by personnel during the proposed action would be similar to exposures that occur during
current routine LLBG operation activities. Radiation exposures would be controlled administratively
below D(  mits established in 10 CFR 835, "Occupatio | ation Protection" andt  Project
Hanford Radiological Control Manual (HNF-5173).

Based on existing information contained : WHC-EP-0225, Contact-Handled Transuranic Waste
Characterization Based On Existing Records, a dose estimate was calculated for the proposed action.
Since the time the documents were released some of the waste containers have been moved between
trenches or moved from the LLBG to ano - TSD unit, but no additional TRU waste has been moved into
those trenches. Based on existing inform:  n, bounding dose conditions have been calculated. This
information was used for the bounding in  :ory values in @ safety analysis.

The inventory presented above was cons  ted and groupe¢ into distinct dose rate categories (Table 1)
based on information contained in WHC-EP-0225. Once the inventory was grouped into the dose rate
categories, a statistical analysis was performed to determine the percentage of packages in each category.
A dose rate was estimated and assigned for each category.  1e following assumptions and information
were used in order to estimate the total dose to an individual worker and cumulative dose that would be
expected.

Based on the number of years (approxima - thirty years) it have elapsed since the start of placement of
TRU waste and considering the isotopic distribution and the dose rate information stated in
WHC-EP-0225, it was assumed that the dose rates would be half the reported value because of radioactive
decay. In addition, it was assumed that the exposure wou! e received at a distance of 2 feet from the
source term (a factor of 4 reduction in the  1tact exposure rate). These data were applied to the life cycle
of the retrieval project (currently 5 years).

To estimate the dose received during the project, occupanc  ictors were applied to the amount of time
personnel would be in the dose rate categories listed in Tat 1. The amount of time an individual would
be in the estimated dose rates was 40% of an occupational year (i.e., 2000 hours per year with a 40%
occupancy rate indicates that the annual ¢ ysure time in the referenced dose rate would be 800 hours per
year or 4000 hours for the project). To determine the cum itive dose shown in Table 1, three workers
were assumed to be involved in the retrievi activities and receive exposure from the source term at the
calculated rate over the life of the proposed action.
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Tablel. Potential  .iologica; loses per Dose Rate Category.
Dose rate Percentage Dose Rate Individual Cumulative
category packages in | during retrieval | estimated total dose
(mrem/hr) category operations dose received | (person-mrem)
: (mren ) (mrem)
<5 91.4 0.1 366 1,097
5t0 10 5 0.9 182 546
| )to 20 1.0 1.9 75 226
20t0 50 1.0 4.5 179 538
50 to 100 ns "5 220 661
100 to 150 0.2 15.8 141 422
150 to 250 0.3 22 259 776
Greater than 250 0.4 31.3 557 1,671

mrem/hr = millirem per hour

Based on these estimates, the projected to  zumulative dose for the TRU retrieval project has been
calculated to be approximately 5.9 person-rem over the 5 year period for the proposed actit

Because the proposed action would involve only extremely small radionuclide releases and low direct
radiation exposure during LLBG modific  as and retrieval activities, these impacts to the environment
would be expected to be small.

5.1.5 Nonhazardous Solid Waste Gen ited

It is expected that only small amounts of ~ 1azardous solid waste would be generated during the proposed
action. The addition of nonhazardous waste from the proposed action into an onsite landfill would be small
compared to the expected overall waste dic  sal capacity on the Hanford Site. In addition, other facilities
would be expected to have adequate capac  to accept all ¢  r waste volumes from the proposed action.
All nonhazardous waste would be disposet  ~in accordance with applicable requirements. Therefore,
these impacts to the environment would be expected to be small.

5.1.6 Hazardous, Dangerous, or Radi tive Waste Generated

Small amounts of potential hazardous/da  ‘ous/radioactive waste might be generated during operation.
This waste, if generated, would be manag  ind disposed of in accordance with applicable federal and state
regulations. Waste that might be generated from the proposed action would be expected to be minimal
compared to annual Hanford Site waste g¢  -ation. Therefi :, these impacts to the environment would not
be expected to be consequential.

5.1.7 Hazardous Substances Present

Table 2 presents the possible hazardous st tances present in a small number of the drums to be retrieved
under the proposed action.

Environmental Assessment 5-3 March 2002






DOE/EA-1405
U.S. Department of Energy Environmental Impacts

5.1.11 Effects on C tural Resources

A Hanford Cultural Resources Review, CRC #2001-200-064 (Appendix B), was conducted for the
proposed action. The review concluded that: "No historic properties are affected by this undertaking". In
addition, the State archaeologist concurred “... .that no cultural resources are in the identified area of
potential effect” (Appendix B). Workers would be directed to watch for cultural materials (e.g., bones,
artifacts) during all work activities. If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery would
stop until an archaeologist has made an as  ;sment. Therefore, no adverse impacts under the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 are expected.

5.1.12 Effects on any Floodplain or W nd

The retrieval activities would not occur in a 100- or 500-year floodplain, nor within any area designated as
a wetland.

5.1.13 Effects on any Wild and Scenic  er, State or Federal Wildlife Refuge, or Specially
Designated Area

The proposed action is outside any Wild a  Scenic River corridor, state or federal wildlife refuge, or
specially-designated area.

5.1.14 Reasonably Foreseeable Accidents Considered and the Potential Effects

The term ‘reasonably foreseeable accident’ does not imply that the accident is likely to occur. It does
suggest that the accident has a frequency of occurrence of greater than one in a million.

Modifications Phase

The reasonably foreseeable accidents during the minor LLBG modifications would be typical construction
accidents. Nonradiological risks to personnel from occupational illness or injury were based on statistics
for DOE and DOE contractor experience (  'E 2000). The lost work-day rate is 63 per 200,000 hours of
construction work. " : fatality rate is close to zero per 200,000 hours of work. About 1 lost work day
and nc talities would be expected during : retrieval phase. All LLBG modification personnel would
follow approved LLBG safety procedures for modification activities. There have been no lost workdays in
the LLBG over the last 2 years. Public he: 1 and safety would not be affected because the area is close
to the general public. Typical construction hazards would exist during the LLBG modifications; however,
the risk of severe accidents would be small.

Retrieval Phase

During retrieval of waste containers under : proposed action, operations would be similar to the current
uncovered TRU waste drum removal activities in the LLBG, which are conducted under a DOE-approved
LLBG safety authorization basis and in cor rmance with recognized safety codes, regulations, and
approved procedures. Administrative controls would be used to reduce the chance of accidents.
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The preliminary hazard evaluation for the rieval of TRU from the LLBG has been performed. A fire
and explosion involving retrieved containers was postulated as the bounding accident scenario because of
potential mixing of incompatible materials, unvented hydrogen buildup, or the ignition of propane from
discarded cylinders. Hazardous materials might be present in waste to be retrieved. Among the waste
contents were incompatible materials that could interact, discarded propane cylinders, and materials
causing the potential for hydrogen buildup. These conditions could lead to the explosion of a container.
The frequency of the event was judged to be in the extremely unlikely (<10™ >10°) event frequency
category.

A han ng accident resulting in an explos 1 would be init  :d in the same manner as a mechanical
release. A drum picker (modified forklift) could puncture drums while attempting to grab a drum,  could
cause drums to fall from elevated position: rough unintended contact, through a rapid stop, or through a
rapid start. A number of the drums removed from 2 modt : might not be vented; unvented drums could
have hydrogen-oxygen mixes that might ignite on dropping of the drum, if the impact caused an internal
spark. If incompatible materials were present (initially in separate containers, probably 1-liter plastic jars
but possibly glass) in a drum that was punctured or dropped, breaking or spilling the separate containers
could occur from the damage inducec y1 accident, mixing of incompatible materials or ignition of
hydrogen gas could occur, and an ex} sion could result. A puncture of a drum by equipment would
rupture the drum and could damage multij  containers or a propane cylinder. The piercing by the drum
picker also could provide the spark to ignite the propane or hydrogen gas. a

The scenario for the bounding accident not only involvedt drum that exploded, but also postulated that
29 other containers could be involved in the accident. It was postulated that the fire resulting from the
exploded drum ignited the exposed materi: rom the other containers. The source term for the drums
involved in an explosion accident would involve a drum containing 494 grams TRU, and the subsequent
rupture and burning release of the contents of 29 containers with 200 grams of TRU each.

The dropping of a container resulting in an explosion in one drum and a fire in other drums could occur
because of either a mechanical failure or an operator error. The risk associated with the accident was
determined by comparing the consequences and frequency of the event to the risk evaluation guidelines
based on SEN-35-91, DOE Nuclear Safetv Policy. Comparison of the event consequences to the
evaluation guidelines is documented in Tal 3. The unmitigated onsite and offsite dose consequences for a
multiple TRU container explosion accident were less than the evaluation criterion. The doses also were
below the emergency preparedness action  de of 1 rem offsite (conservatively taken to be the river
boundary).

Table 3. Comparison of Maximum Exposed Ir  vidual Doses tc  isk Guidelines.

Receptor location Projected dose Guideline (rem)
(rem)

Nearest facility 84 100.0

Closest river shore 0.53 1.0

Site boundary 042 ]1to 25.0

To provide perspective on the anticipated health effects associated with projected accident doses of the
magnitude presented in Table 3 above, the cupational dose risk factor of 4 x 10™ fatal cancers per
person-rem and the public dose risk factor of 5 x 10” fatal cancers per person-rem are used to project
potential effects. Maximally exposed indi* uals, if they actually received doses of the magnitude shown in
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Table 3, would have an estimated 3.4 ¢
the nearest fac ty not involved in the a
induced cancer for a member of the put
increase in probability of radiation-indi
It is most likely that there would be no .
of the magnitude shown in the table.

Any of the accident sequences an  rz¢
material. The toxic consequences of ¢
emergency exposure mits (TEELs) a
(  1sequence Assessment Protecti
potential hig release fraction.

The potential hazardous chemical concer
comparison of chemical concentrations t
maximum concentration in the air below
without experiencing other than mild tras
odor. TEEL-2 is the maximum concentr
be exposed without experiencing or deve
could impair their abilities to take protec
concentrations for several different chem

gase in probability of radiation-induced cancer for a worker at
1t, an estimated 0.026% increase in probability of radiation-
cated on the nearest river shore, or an estimated 0.021%

ancer for a member of the public located at the site boundary.
nts of fatal cancer attributable to projected accident exposures

the potential to release toxic material as well as radioactive
¢ from a drum in a fire were compared to the temporary
lished by the U.S. Department of Energy, Subcommittee on
ons (WSI ™~ SAE-99-0001 2000), as this scenario a

ons are shown in Table 4 for the worst case inventories. A
ELs for the bounding accident is. wn. TEEL-1 is the

h it is believed nearly all individuals could be exposed

- health effects or perceiving a clearly defined objectionable
in air below which it is believed nearly all individuals could
g irreversible or other serious health effects or symptoms that
ction. It is unreasonable to assume that the maximum -

are in the same drum, per WHC-EP-0225, !
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5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACTS

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority P ulations and

Low-Income Populations", requires tha
disproportionately high and adverse hur
on minority and low-income population
near the nford Site (PNNL-6415). T
minimal impacts to both the offsite pop:
action. The offsite health impacts from

al agencies identify and address, as appropriate,

:alth or socioeconomic effects of their programs and activities
10rity populations and low income populations are present
ilysis of the impacts in this EA indicates that there would be
1 and potential workforce by implementing the pr  osed
oposed action analyzed in this EA are expected to be

minimal. Therefore, it is not expected that there would be any dispr  ortionately high and adverse impacts
to any minority or low-income portion of the community.

5.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

In analyzing the impacts of the proposed action, increased radioactive dose, potential toxicological

exposures, and potential accident scenarios
TRU waste containers. The proposed actic
contaminated materials and conduct remott
HEPA filtered venting devices would be ve

personnel would occur temporarily during the retrieval of
is sited in LLBG designed to contain radioactively

indling operations. Potential air releases from insertion of
minor and temporary. Once vented, all TRU waste drum

emissions would be captured by the HEPA titer, or a similar device. The potential unabated air releases

from the proposed action as described in -

:NOC is 0.063 mrem, which would be less  an the total

Hanford Site releases to the air of 0.095 mrem reported in 2000 (DOE/RL-2001-32).

All nonhazardous solid waste and hazar
easily handled by existing storage or dis

Because the proposed action would inv:
of temporary assay and venting person
Hanford Site or within Benton and Frai
slightly, but change little because of the
impacts or any disproportionately high
community.

Because there are no substantial, foreseeat
substantial addition to Hanford Site cumul

s or dangerous waste would be generated in small quantities,
il methods on the Hanford Site.

isting operations and construction personnel and a small crew
le or no change is expected in the overall workforce on the
ounties. Operations within the LLBG would be modified

»sed action. There would be no adverse socioeconomic

lverse impacts to any minority or low-income portion of the

adverse impacts from this proposed action, there would be no
ve impacts.

5.5 IMPACTS FROM ALTERNA [VES

Alternatives and the No Action Alternative are discussed in the following sections.

5.5.1 Impacts of the No Action Altern

The No Action Alternative would involve

ve

aving the TRU waste in the LLBG in its current state, for now.

This would result in little to no change in existing short-term conditions within the LLBG. The potential

long-term impacts of the No Action Alte

ve for this EA is the same as the potential impacts of the No

Action Alternative as analyzed in Section 5.5.4 of DOE/EIS-0113, and the long-term analysis is not

repeated here.
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5.5.2 Impacts of / ernative to Ret: Post-1970, Suspect CH-TRU Waste from the 218-W-4B
and 218-W-4C LLBG

The alternative to retrieve all post-19° s ct CH-TRU waste from the 218-W-4B AND 218-W-4C
LLBG, including the boxes, casks, an > arge containers and RH containers was not analyzed in detail.
The impacts of this alternative would be:  her potential for personnel exposure due to more movements
of waste containers. The impacts would de substantially greater cost due to the need to developa
storage facility capable of storing the 1y  d RH waste containers until they can be processed in the
future. This alternative may be consider¢  a future time, when it al” s with treatment and processing
capacity for the large and RH waste.
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6.0 PERMITSA REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

It is the policy of the I E to carry out rations in compliance with all federal, state, and local laws
and regulations; Presidential Executive ;; DOE Orders; and DOE-RL L  :ctives. The proposed
action would follow pollutior reventio rements under Executive Order 12856: Federal Compliance
with Right-To-Know Laws and Pollutic rention Requirements. The Radioactive Air Emissions
Notice of Construction for the Transur ‘aste Retrieval Project (DOE/RL-2001-57), an air permit

NOC per WAC 246-247-110(9), Radic Air Emissions, was approved by WDOH on

January 7, 2002. The U.S. Enviror 1 stection Agency (EPA) approved the NOC on

February 2002. Environmental reg ~authority over the Hanford Site is vested in federal and state
agencies.

The Hanford Site is subject to the emissi  mits of WAC 173-400-040, General Standards for Maximum
Emissions and WAC 173-460, Controls ~ New Sources of Toxic Air Pollutants, which are designed to
protect existing air quality. While New Source Review in accordance with WAC 173-400-110 has been
determined to be applicable, the potenti issions have been determined to be below the Small Quantity
Emission Rates and Acceptable Source ct Levels. Therefore, a NOC application under WAC 173-
400 or WAC 173-460 would not be rec

Caa
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7.0 ORG VIZATIONS CONSULTED

Before approval of this EA, a draft version was sent for a 30 day review to the following:

Nez Perce Tribe
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla:  n Reservation
Yakama Nation
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Wanapum People
U.S. navironmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Washington State Departments of Ec vy, Fish & W fe, and Health
Oregon Office of Energy
Benton County
inklin County
City of Pasco
City of Richland
City of West Richland ,
Hanford Advisory Board ' I
Heart of America )
Physicians for Social Responsit ty.

A draft version of this EA was made ava e in the DOE reading room (Consolidated Information Center
at Washington State University Tri-Citie  nd a notice of availability was placed in the Tri-City Herald.

Comments were received from the Nez Perce Tribe and the Washington State Department of Ecology.
These comments were considered in the p1  aration of the final EA. Copies of the comments and DOE
responses are located in Appendix C.
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Mr. D. G. Saueressig
2001-200-064
Page 2 of 2

cristatum). Native species such as Sandberg’s bluegrass (Poa sandbergii), gray
rabbi rush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) and Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) are
present but are sparsely distributed.

* No migratory bird species wert  served nesting in the vicinity of the proposed site,
however several species could:  in the vicinity, including killdeer and nighthawks, both of
which favor barren gravel areas as nest sites.

Considerations and Recommendati s:

* No plant or animal species protected under the ESA, candidates for such protection, or
species listed by the Washingt  tate government as threatened or endangered were
observed in the vicinity of the proposed site.

* It is recommended that scraping of areas that have not been recently disturbed be perforrﬁed
during the non-nesting season (i.c. between August 1 and April 1) to avoid destruction of
migratory bird nests. If such disturbance between April and August is required, please
contact the ECAP staff for further site-specific review.

» No adverse impacts to species 1bitats, or other biological resources are expected to result
from the proposed actions.

*  This Ecological Compl ceRe wis valid until 15 April 2002. -

Sincerely,
<,

(
Michaet’'R. Sackschewsky
Project Manager
Ecological Compliance Assessment Project
REFERENCES

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1985. Revised List of Migratory Birds; Final Rule. 50 FR 13708
(April 5, 1985).

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1994. Species of Special Concern in Washington.
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1996. Priority Habitats and Species List.

Washington Department of Natural Resources. 1997. Endangered,vThreatened & Sensitive
Vascular Plants of Washington.

Environmental Assessment APP A-2 March 2002




DOE/EA-1405
U.S. Department of Energy Appendix B

APPENDIX B

CULT RAL RESOURCES REVIEW
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ific Northwest
' onal Laboratory
Nnerated by Battelle for the
.S. Department of Energy

June 28, 2001
Dan Saueressig No Historic Properties Affected
Fluor Hanford 4 SHPO Conamene Required

P. O. Box 1000/T4-04
Richland, WA 99352-1000

CULTURALRESOURCE! EVIE OF TRURETRIEVAL PROJECT (HCRC# 2001-200-064)
Dear Mr. Saueressig |

In response to your request receivec  te 20, 2001, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted acu’ I resources review of the subject project located in the 200
West Area of the Hanford Site. Ove = next five years, the TRU Retrieval Project will retrieve
buried waste containers from Trencl V7 and 7 ia 218-W/-4B, and Trenches 1,4,7,20 and 29 in 218-
W-AC. Various methods for excavas  the covered drums and boxes may be employed. A
mechanical scraper may be used to remove the upper 3-4 feet of overburden followed by the use of a
gu.z.zler, soil vacuum, or hand excava  .to remove the remsumng soil surrounding the waste
containers. Excavated soil wil! be placed in spoil piles berween existing trenches, pla.ced in the open
portion of the trench, oruse s fill* :over other waste containers in the trenches. Excavation
depths will entail removal ot 4 feet ot overburden and remove buried drums to a depth of 6-10 feet.
Excavated drum retrieval is propos begin in 2002, and retrieve 1,200 drums in the first year of
operation. The peak retrieval plan  een now and 2006 will be to retrieve 5000 drums in a 12-
month period.

-

Notifications and Public Involver it
~ On June 25, 2001:

o Per 36 CFR 800, the State E  ric Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Trbes were notfied of
this cultural resources review request and the Area of Project Effect (APE). The APE is
~ defined as the Waste Burda  rounds Numbered 218-W-4B and 218-W-4C. (See attached
maps) : .
e Per 34 Stat. 225, 16 US.C.«  the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) were
notified of this request for ¢ 1ral resource review.

Results of the Identification of H ric Properties Survey (Literature and Records Review)

HCRL conducted a literature and records search on June 21, 2001, in an effort 1o identify potential
historic properties. The project area has not been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

902 Battelle Bo  sard » PO. Box 999 * Richland, WA 99352

B
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Aenal photogmphs indicare that the area has been extensively distnnbed by excavarion
activites relared 1o the waste burial ¢ (see atrached maps and figures). This extensive
disturbance would have destroyed th aty of any historic propernes located w:thm the APE.
No historic properties are known to ted within the APE.

Findings and Act ns Require '

It is the finding of HCRL that Nohi  ic properties affected by this undertaking.

The Site Preservation Officer (SPO), D loyd, will submit offidal documentation to the SHPO of
our findings. The SHPO will respond  hin 30 days of receipt of this letter. No project

a " jties can begin until the SHPO]  concurred with our findings stated above.

Theworkersn  be directed to watch for cultural matesials (e-g., bones, artifacts) during all work
activities. If any are encountered, wor  he vicinity of the discovery must stop until an HCRL
archaeologist has been potified to asse e significance of the find, and, i necessary, arrange for
mirigation of the impactsto the find. ©  HCRL must be notified if any changes to project location
or scope are amticipated. Thisis Class  se Maintenance in Disturbed Low Sensitivity Area.

If you have any questions, please call 1 at 376-4626. Please use ¢ HCRC# above for -any furure
correspondence concerning this project. - ,

Fd

Very truly yours,

Ellen Prendergast
Scentist

Cultural Resources Project

S Az

D. C. Stapp, Pro;
Cultural Resources Pro;a

Review and Concurrence:.
D. W. Lloyd, Site Preservation Of  r
DOE, Richland Operations Office

ce: D.W. Lloyd, A5-58 (2)

" G.D.Cummins, Al-14
Environmenta] Portal, A3
Kim M. Welsch G1-30

" File/LB
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RL-665 .
01/00) . .
REQUEST FORCULTURAL IDIORECOLO( AL | Review Tracking Number
RESOURCES REVIEW FOk +HE HANFORD i fE 2001200 -0,
ERC Projects (BHI, CH2M Hill) ' All Other Hanford Projects (PHMC, PNNL, Other)
Direct Form and Culhural Resowrce Quaestions To: Direct Al Forms and Cuttural Resource Quastiona Yo:
Tom Marceau Laurie Hale
Phone 372-9289 Fax I72-9447 MsIN H0-02 Phone 376-6098 Fax 371-2958 MsiN K8-75
Direct Form and Ecological Resource Queations To: Direct Ecological Resource Questions To:
Ken Gano Mike Sackschewsky
Phone 372-9316 Fax 372-9447 wmsINHO-02 . Phone 376-2554 Fax 372-3515 MsINKE-85
DateRec d&: /)20 lny Date Findings | t dy: July 16, 2001
Primary Contact: Dan G. Saueressig . Company/Organization: FH/WM

Emai; Daniel G_Saueressigérl.gov

Telephone: 376-5739 ) Fax: 373-9101 MSIN: T4-04

Secondary Conact William G. Jasen . comm/omrﬂaibn: PEC
William G Bill Jasen@rl.gov

Telephone: 521-0803 Fac 373-9101 MSIN: T4-04

Projact Name: TRU Retrieval Project

Project Numbet/COA: . .
RL Projact Manager; Todd A. Shrader 376-272%

REQUESTOR $HOWULD SUBMIT A COPY OF THIS REQUEST TO THE RL PROJECT MANAGER UNDER WHOM THEIR PROJECT FALLS WITHIN § DAYS.

Project Description, including Time Period over which proposed aclion will occur:

The TRU Retrieval Project yill retrieve buried waste containers over the next five years.
Excavated drum retrieval is proposed to begin in 2002, and retrieve 1,200 drums in the first
year of operation. The peak retrieval plan between now and 2006 will be to retrieve 5,000
drums in a 12 month period. Vai )jus methods for excavating the covered drums and boxes may
be employed. A mechanical scrapper Yy be used to remove the upper 3-4 feet of overburden
followed by the use of guzzler or s0il vacuum or hand excavation to remove the remaining
soil surrounding the waste containers.. Excavated soil will be placed in spoil piles between
existii:g trenches, placed in the open portion of the trench, or used as fill to cover other
waste containers in the trenches.

Project Dimensions:

The proposed action would retrieve ' waste drums from the following trenches in the Low
Level Burial Grounds (LLBG) located in 200 West area {see attached drawings):

Trenches V7 and 7 in 218-W-4B
Trenches 1, 4, 7, 20 and 29 in 218-W-4C

Depth of Excavation(s)! pRemove 4 ft soil overburden and remove buried drums to a depth of 6-10 ft

Project Location: )
[ 100 Area [ 200 East Area [X] 200 West Area [J 300 Area [] 400 Area
{11800 Area {1 700 Area O ern

« =84 8180 provide the following:

1. Overview map showing project ocation (or othar sultable map to sl in finding the project aite)

2 Map or scale dnwhg -howrglu sxcavation areas (inchuding wates, sawer, snd power ines, eic.), parking, lopsol storige areas, squipment staging
| areas, access meds,

Submitted By: wijijam G. J“'“m : Telephone: 521-0803
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//%/emoe

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANA
P.O.BOX 365 - LAPWAI IDAHO 83540-0365 - (208) 843-7375 }\1 FA>C<; Eggj;—

December 4, 2001

Pauf G.X. Dunigan, Jr.
NEPA Compliance Officer
Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550

Richland, Wmhington 99352

Re:  DRAFI- ENVIRONMENTAI. ASSESSMENT {E4), FOR TRANSURANTC
WASTE RETRIEVAL IN THE 218-WA4B AND- 218—\&«-4(: LOW—LEVEL BURIAI.
GROUNDS HANFORD SITE, RIC] AND, WASH]NG’I‘ON’(DOI:/EA 1405) ’

Dear Mr. Dunigan:

The Nez Perce Tribe’s Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Program
(ERWM) has reviewed the draft version of the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Transuranic Waste Retrieval in the 2[8-W-48B and 218-W-4C Low-Level Burial Grounds,
Hanford Site, Richland, Washingt  (DOE/EA-1405). This letier contains, for your
consideration, ERWM's commentsa  uggestions on this document.

The Nez Perce Tribe retains reserved treaty rights in the Mid-Columbia under the 1835
and 1863 treaties with United States  rernment. These rights have been recognized and
affirmed in subsequent federal ay ;1 actions. These actions protect Nez Perce rights to
utilize their usual and accustomed resources and resource areas in the Hanford Reach of
the Columbia River and elsewhere Accordingly, ERWM has support from the U.8.
Department of Energy (DOE) to pa ate in and monitor relevant DOE activities.

We have reviewed the document with careful considemtion, and our comments follow.

b . -

. - ¥ As listed in Section I PROPOSED RECORDS REVIEW. LLBG
UPGRADES, AND STAGING QF tQQ!PMETj .in the third paragraph ‘(and

in Figure 10, the flow che  review of the record information is vital to
identification of the contents of the containers in the pits.  However, the

RECEIVED
DEC 12 2001

1 SN
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following final sentence of paragraph two wams that records may be
compromised. “Because of waste management requirements and practices from
before the mid-1980's, it is anticipated that storage/burial records for some
containers might be incomplete or missing.” The Tribe suggests that responsible
record keeping of the conter of the assayed containers during this proposed
action is a critical element of the action, and that a module addressing
responsible current record keeping be added to end of the flow diagram to
prevent incomplete or missing records in the future.

It is unclear w ther metho  d routes to the CWC or other TSDs are to be
covered in this proposed action. The EA indicates there is adequate storage at the
CWC, but that r TSDs mig! 1 beused. If so, what potential impacts to the
environment might transport of wastes to these locations have?

v Section 2.2 PROPOSED RETRIEVAL ACTIVITIES ~ Paragraph two
begins, “The most efficient methodology of removing the overburden from the
drums would include the maximum use of heavy earthmoving equipment.”  This
overburden is about one me in thickness. The integrity of the tarps and
plywood covering the contain  of waste is not known at this point. Therefore,
the Ttibe expresses concern that using heavy equipment to remove soil cover of
the trenches puts thc waste containers at high risk for puncture or other
destruction.

In addition, we did not notice any reference to checking the integrity of the
storage trenches, such asthe a 1alt bottoms to the pits. As it is intended that the
pits remain in use for LLW lone-term storage, it would seem prudent to check the
pits as well as the containers at s time.

v Section 1.2 - BACKGROUN - Within paragraph four (in italics) it is stated
that some retricval of soil ¢ ered TRU was to have been handled by the
proposed action DOE/EA-098 in 1995, but that activity was never implementzd.
What assurance is there that the currently proposed action will be implemented?

Editorial suggestions for further clarification are listed below

We suggest that the EA would read m : clearly if:

) When describing preliminary work in the LLBG area prior to retrieval,
cither upgrades or modifications be used, but not both; and,

b)  That the third sentencein Section2.0 - DESCRIPTION OF THE
PROPOSED ACTION read as follows: “The drums would be assayed in
the LLBG and designaled as containing TRU waste or LLW." .

Environmental Assessment APP C-2 March 2002
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" The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM apprec s the opportunity to provide comments on the
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA,  Transuranic Wasle Retrieval in the 21 8-W-4B
and 218-W-4C Low-Level Burial Grounds, Hanford Site, Richland, Washingion

- (DOE/EA-1405. If you wish to further discuss Nez Perce ERV 1's comments, please
contact Sandra Lilligren at (208) 843-7375, (208) 843-7378 (fax), or

sandral@nexperce.org (email).

Sincerely,

Gt

Patrick Sobotta
ERWM Director

Cc:  Kevin Clarke (DOE)
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De
Ric
Ricl
Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Director
Environmental Restoration/
Waste Management Program
Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 365
Lapwai, Idaho 83540
Dear Mr. Sobotta:
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS PR!

ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR TRANST
218-W-4C LOW-LEVEL BURIAL (
WASHINGTON (DOE/EA-1405)

The U.S. Department of Energy, Rich
you provided on the draft EA for Trar
Low-Level Burial Grounds, Hanford |
your comments. The comments were
number of changes were made based «
provide the comments.

Please direct any questions about thes
on (509) 376-2725. Questions regard
6667,

WMD:TAS
Attachment

cc w/attach:

C. M. Borgstrom, EH-42
K. (Kim) R. Welsch, FHI
Admin Record, H6-08

:ment of Energy

1 Operations Office
P.O. Box 5§50

, Washington 99352

FEB 25 2002

JED FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
NIC DRUM RETRIEVAL IN THE 218-W-4B AND
JINDS, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND,

| Operations Office (RL), has reviewed the comments
wic Drum Retrieval in the 218-W-4B and 218-W-4C.-..
Richland (DOE/EA-1405). Attached are responses to
sidered in the development of the final EA and a

our comments. RL appreciates you taking-the time to

sponses to Todd Shrader, Waste Management Division,
the NEPA process may be directed to me on, (509) 376-

Sincerely,

%Xﬁwfm i

Paul F. X. Dunigan, J
NEPA Compliance Officer

Environmental Assessment
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02-WMD-088

Comment:

Section 2.2 PROPOSED RETRIEVAL A( [TIES — Paragraph two begins, “The most efficient

methodology of removing the overburden the drums would include the maximum use of heavy

earthmoving equipment.” This overburden is about one meter in thickness. The integrity of the

tarps and plywood covering the contain ste is not known at this point. Therefore, the Tribe

expresses concemn that using heavy equ remove soil cover of the trenches puts the waste

containers at high risk for puncture or ¢ uction. :

Response:

For planning purposes, it is assumed that ps and plywood will not provide any protection for

the drums. A detailed plan for excavatior be implemented. Currently, the plan calls for

mechanically removing the soil cover to 1 approximately one foot above and on the sides of

the containers. The depth or distance to t tainers will be measured frequently with push rods

to ensure that the mechanical excavation « ot disturb this last foot of soil cover over and around

the containers. Heavy earthmoving equip will not be utilized if there is a risk for damaging the

containers. The last foot of soil around th ainers will be removed manually using non-

sparking hand shovels, or by using the Gt soil vacuum. .
r'd

Comment;: ) A S

In addition, we did not notice any referer checking the integrity of the storage trenches, such as

the asphalt bottoms to the pits. Asitis i d that the pits remain in use for LLW long-term

storage, it would seem prudent to check ! s as well as the containers at this time.

Response:

Routine weekly trench integrity inspections are required and performed per LLBG operating
procedures. However, to clarify this point, : following sentence has been added near the end of
the second paragraph of section 2.2. “The integrity of the trenches will be maintained to allow for
long-term operations.” Eventually, after ¢ the TRU containers have been removed, the trenches
might be converted to LLW disposal trenc  and asphalt bottoms are not required for disposal
trenches. ’

Page 3 of 4

Environmental Assessment APP C-7 March 2002



DOE/EA-1405
U.S. Department of Energy Appendix C

02-WMD-088

Comment:

Section 1.2 BACKGROUND - Within pa  raph four (in italics) it is stated that some retrieval of
soil covered TRU was to have beenhar  :  y the proposed action DOE/EA-0981 in 1995, but that
activity was never implemented. Whatas¢  nce is there that the currently proposed action will be
ir lemented? '

Response:

The initiation or completion of an acti t required based on NEPA documentation. The EA is
a decision document utilized to deternr proposed action has No Significant Impact or requires
further analysis in an Environmental I tatement. Issuance of this EA does not assure the
retrieval will take place. However, Fli ford, Inc. is currently contractually incentivized to

perform the retrieval operations described in this EA by September 30, 2006.

Comment:

We suggest that the EA would read more  arly if:

.a.) ~ . When describing preliminary work in the LLBG area prior to retrieval, either upgrades or
modifications be used, but not both; and, '
Response:

The EA has been changed to utilize the w | “modifications” throughout.

Comment:

b.) That the third sentence in Section 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION -
read as follows: “The drums woui e assayed in the LLBG and designated as containing
TRU waste or LLW.”

Res~-—se:

This change would not be accurate. Ass: s but one of a number of possible designation
methodologies that might be utilized.

Page 4 of 4
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FINDING C NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

TRANSURANIC WASTE RETRIEVAL FROM THE 218-W-4B AND
218-W-4C LOW-LEVEL BURIAL GROUNDS

HANFORD SI' , RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

U.S. D] ARTMENT OF ENERGY

March 2002
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AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy
ACTION: Finding of No Significant i act

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA),
DOE/EA-1403, for retrieval of transuranic  te from the 218-W-4B and 218-W-4C low-level burial
grounds located in the 200 West Area ofth  nford Site, Richland, Washington. Based on the analysis in
the EA, and considering public comments, DOE has determined that the proposed action is not a major
federal action significantly affecting > qu: y of the human environment within the meaning of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Therefore, the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is not required.

ADDRESSES AND FURTHER INFOR \TION:

A single copy of the EA and further inforr  m about the proposed action is available from:

Todd A. Shrader

Waste Management Division
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P. O. Box 550 A6-38
Richland, Washington 99352
(509) 376-2725

For further information regarding the DOE  ZPA Process, contact:

Carol M. Borgstrom, Director

Office of NEPA Oversight

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: (202) 586-4600 or (800) 472-2756
E-mail: Carol.Borgstrom@hq.doe.gov

PURPOSE AND NEED: The U.S. Depa aent of Energy needs to improve management of post-1970,
contact-handled suspect transuranic (TRU) waste containers (primarily drums) that are stacked in modules
and covered with soil in the Low-Level Bu . Grounds (LLBG) in the 200 West Area on the Hanford Site.

BACKGROUND: In 1970, the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) defined TRU waste as a
separate waste category and declared that TRU waste must be retrievably stored. In 1973, the AEC
determined that waste containing plutoniu  night be associated with increased hazards and should be
disposed of in facilities that provide a greater level of containment than the type of shallow land burial
typically used for LLW. Since then, suspect-TRU waste (identified at that time as waste likely to contain
greater than 10 nanocuries per gram of transuranic radionuclides) was separated from other LLW and
retrievably stored in designated areas in the 200 Areas LLBG. The definition of TRU waste was changed
in 1984 to specify only waste containing greater than 100 nanocuries per gram of transuranics; therefore,
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Alternative to Retrieve All Post=-1970 RII  ste from II.BG 218-W-4R and 218-W-4C: This alternative
would retrieve all post-1970 TRU waste frc _LBG 218-W-4B AND 218-W-4C, including the boxes,
casks, and other large containers and the remote handled (RH) containers that are not included for retrieval
in the proposed action. These large and R mtainers would be shipped to a storage facility where they
would await processing ina RH and rge ainer TRU waste processing facility that would be
constructed or modified as part of futurea  ties.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: It is :ted that there wo' | be no adverse effects on cultural

resources from the proposed action. In a n, no Federal or State-listed, proposed, candidate,

threaten  or endangered species are exj to be affected.

Small quantities of gaseous and particu charges might occur from typical excavation activities in the
LLBG. Sources could include the distu of contaminated soil, releases from the unearthing of
contaminated or breached containers, in on of HEPA filtered venting devices, and very minor releases
from the vented containers through the ] filtered devices. Under the proposed action, all air effluents
would be diffuse and fugitive. Moniton diffuse and fugitive emissions is conducted through the
Near-Facility Environmental Monitorin, am. Only very minor radiological and hazardous substance
releases are expected during excavation, g operations, and from the vented containers. Any
unexpected releases would come from b I drums. The number of breached drums is expected to be
very low. Other than some vehicle or c1 1austs, thermal discharges would not be expected. No

substantial increases in overall emissions are envisioned from the proposed action.

Safety Impacts: No significant impacts are expected. Any retrieval work in the LLBG would be
performed in compliance with ALARA principles, applicable federal and state regulations, and

DOE Orders and guidelines. The LLBG are monitored routinely for radiation levels, and radiation work
permits would specify the radiological conc >n and any entry requirements. Personnel would be required
to have appropriate training, wear approoriate personal protective equipment, adhere to ALARA principles,

and follow established administrative Localized areas of potential radionuclide contamination
‘would be cleaned up, packaged, and di >f, however the proposed action would not remediate large
areas of the LLBG. Radionuclide con on releases, if any, are expected to be extremely small.
Personnel radiation protection duringt 1 BG modifications and retrieval activities would be provided
through the use of procedural controls « ineering controls as appropriate. Potential radiological

exposure received by personnel during the proposed action would be similar to exposures that occur during
current routine LLBG operation activities.  diation exposures would be controlled administratively

slow DOE limits established in 10 CI ~ 833, "Occupational Radiation Protection" and the Project
Hanford Radiological Control Manual.

Accident consequences were considered for the proposed action.

Modifications Phase. Reasonably fores accidents during the minor LLBG modifications would be
typical construction accidents. Nonradi | risks to personnel from occupational illness or injury were
based on statistics for DOE and DOE cc or experience. The lost work-day rate is 63 per 200,000
hours of construction work. The fatality rate is close to zero per 200,000 hours of work. About 1 lost
work dav and no fatalities would be expect during the LLBG modifications. All LLBG modification
personn would follow approvec LBG safety procedures for modification activities. There have been no
lost workdays in the LLBG over the last 2 years. Public health and safety would not be affected because
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low-income portion.of the community.

Cumm.ztuadmp.mh Caroulative eavironmental i impacts were cousidered but no significant cumulative
impacts are expected from implementation of the proposad aetion,

DETERMINATION: Based on the analysis contained in the A, and considering the pre-appraval

comments of the Nez Perce Tribeand tht  te of Washiagton De cpartmant of Ecology, 1 conclude thaut

the proposed action to improve management of post-1970, contact-handied Suspect transuranic waste

cottainers {primarily drums) Lbat are stacl  in‘modules and covered with soil in the Low-Leve! Buriaf

Grounds docs not constitute a “major fede  action significantly affecting the quality of the humar
environment” within the .rr.xcaning»o EPA. Thersfore, an EIS is not required.

Issued at Richland, ‘Washington, this S - diy of March, 2002.

t,/é A I\lem

Managar
Richland Operations Office .
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