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_.1.3.5 Worker Protection Standards

The DOE requirements for worker protection from radiation hazards are contained in
“Occupational Radiation Protection” (10 CFR 835), which establishes radiation protection
standards, limits, and program requirements for protecting workers from ionizing radiation. The
rule also requires that measures be taken to maintain radiation exposures as low as reasonably
achievable. Although not ARARs under the CERCLA, the DOE is required to meet
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements for worker protection (e.g.,

29 CFR 1910 and 29 CFR 1926). 29 CFR 1910 establishes exposure limits, personnel protection
requirements, and decontamination methods for hazardous chemicals. 20 CFR 1910 also
requires identification of physical hazards posed by a facility to workers including, but not
limited to, confined spaces, falling hazards, fire, and electrical shock. 29 CFR 1926 provides
requirements for worker safety during construction activities.

It is likely that some of the activities under either of the removal actions (Altc  atives 2 & 3) will
involve handling of asbestos or asbestos cor ning materials (ACM). Removal and disposal of
asbestos and ACM are regulated under the Clean Air Act (40 CFR 61, Subpart M) and by the
Occupational Safety and . :alth Administration (29 CFR 1920.1101). 40 CFR 61.52 specifies
packaging requirements for these materials. These materials will be removed according to the
proper procedures, managed appropriately, and disposed of in the burial grounds. All activities
in support of the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) or the deactivate and dismantle
alternatives (Alternatives 2 & 3) will conform to worker protection standards.. A combination of
personal protective equipment, personnel training, and administrative controls will be used to
ensure the requirements for worker safety are met. Because the removal alternatives will entail
more potential for exposure of workers to physical hazards, these alternatives may be less
protective of the workers. This enhanced level of hazard may be ba® c¢ ~ by the longer duration
of exposure to S&M workers over the projected life of the building without a removal.

5.2 Iv _EW \BILITY

This cri  ion considers whether there are any technical, resource, or administrative limits th:
would prevent the implementation of a given alternative. The No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1) is capable of being implemented. This option would continue S&M activities,
which clearly can be performed. Deterioration of the structure over time could affect the ability
to continue in this mode for an extended period without significant capital costs to improve the
building. The two removal alternatives (Alternatives 2 & 3) can be implemented using
commonly available techniques, as are currently being used on the Hanford site and elsewhere in
the DOE complex. Because the methods and techniques used for either of the two alternatives
are the same, the two removal alternatives are equivalent in their implementability.

5.3 Cost

This criterion considers the relative cost of the alternatives, to the extent that the costs can be
quantified. The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) currently costs approx 1ately $400,000
per year. This is the anticipated ongoing cost for S&M activities alone and does not include e
potential costs for any future upgrades to the building to.ensure structural integrity and to
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to enhance the protection of workers, the public, and the environment, which is consistent with
the values expressed by regulators, stakeholders, affected Tribes, and the public. Both
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would contribute to this enhanced protection.

Offsite impacts include potential effects on the public or the environment because of the release
of contaminants resulting from an activity being performed at the Hanford Site. Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 could potentially result in airborne emissions of radioactive contaminants
during the course of deactivation and dismantlement of the 232-Z Bu ling. ow r, based
upon experience with similar activities previously conducted on the Hanford Site, it is not
expected that either Alternative 2 or 3 would significantly affect local or regional air quality.

Neither Alternative 2 nor 3 would be expected to affect existing natural resources. The area
where work would be performed is not identified as critical habitat for any listed species.
However, an annual ecological review would continue to be conducted within the P1  fence line
and surrounding area throughout the life of this project to ensure that there would be no impacts
to natural resources of special concern (e.g., migratory birds).

Disturbance maps indicate that because of previous Hanford Site era construction activities, no
archeological deposits are likely to remain intact within the vicinity of the PFP Complex.
npleme: ition of either Alternative 2 or 3 is not expected to affect archeological artifacts.

Alternative 2 would require an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources in terms of
land it would be committed to the XDF. Alternative 3 would require an irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources in terms of land that would be committed to the LLBG.

In addition, if new haul roads or other infrastructure were needed to implement either

Alternative 2 or 3, this would constitute an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources in terms of land during the time that the infrastructure was being us¢

Socioeconomic impacts, including disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority or

low-income populations, from implementing Alternative 2 or 3 would be minimal. The m 1ber

of resources for implementing either alter itive would not be large and would no! e expected to
“have a significant cumulative impact on the community.

6 RECOM! iM D ALTERNAT | _

The recommended alternative is Alternative Action Number 2, deactivation and dismantle the
facility with disposal to the ERDF. The planned activities involve the removal of all significant
radiological inventories and removal of all contaminated equipment. ve grade, leading to
building demolition and establishment of a slab-on-grade configuration. Below grade ductwork
will be characterized only and will be addressed as part of the future below grade remedial action
for PFP. The slab will be characterized and covered to prevent future exposure.

Appendix D presents a summary overview of this EE/CA process.
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APPENDIX A

I TTER OF CONCURRENCE FROM THE WASHINGTON STATE OFFICE
ARC. \EC OGY AND HIS ORIC PRESERVATION
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
SUBMITTED TO THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR SECTION 800.6(a)

WHEREAS, the U.S. Departmment of Energy, Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) has
decermined that Building 232-Z at the Hanford Site in eastem Washington State is eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and that Building 233-S, while not
individually eligible for listing in the Register, does appesr to merit consideration as a contributing
element to a potential historic district, and, thus, demolition of both 232-Z and 233-S would have
an adverse effect upon their respective potential historic districts, and has consulted with the
Washington State Ristoric Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800,
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470f); and

WHEREAS, substantial documentation exists regarding the construction and operation of
potentially hisworic facilitics on the Hanford Site, including archivectural, engineering and process

drawings, process deactivagon plans, photwographs, operating logs and significant quantities of
other types of records; and

WHEREAS, the mission at the Hanford Site has changed from one of defense production
xoenmnmenulmeduum.mdfadlmafumuiynsdfadefmsepmdncmmbang
ducdvmd.deconmnmnwdmddemmmmed.

WHEREAS, many of the facilities at the Hanford Site present safety hazards due to their
physical condidons and have been scheduled for closure and removal as pant of the Hanford Site
cleanup being undertaken pursuant to the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(known as the Tri-Party Agreement), a legally binding agreement entered into by DOE-RL, the
Environmental Protecion Agency and the Washington Department of Ecology; and

WHEREAS, recordation of historic properties is required of Federal agencies by Secton
_ 110(b) of the National Histotic Preservation Act (VHPA) and Executive Order 11593 whenever
an agency action, or an action assiseed by 8 Federal agency, may substantially alter or demolish a
historic property, and requires that in such a case appropriate records be made of the property and

deposited in the Library of Congress or an other appropriate repasitory designated by the Secretary
of Incerior;

NOW THEREFORE, DOE-RL and the Washington SHPO agree that the undertaking
shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipuladons in order w take into account the
effect of the undernking on p  idially historic propesties.

Stipulations
DOE-RL will ensure that the follo! } measures are carried out

A. Upon execution of this agreement, the DOE-RL shall contact the National Park Ser
(NPS), Westemn Region, Historic American Buildings Survey/ Hiswric American
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APPENDIX B

PLANNED ACTIVITIES FOR DEACTIVATION AND DISMANTLEMENT
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APPENDIX C

COST FOR WASTE DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES
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ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS SUMMARY OUTLINE
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