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Glossary

Acronyms and Initialisms

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

Ecology State of Washington Department of Ecology

RL U.S. Departm™ * of Energy, Ri *~ ad Operations Office
WA _ Washington Administrative Code

Definition of Terms

Nommntitiae —~~- as defined in WAC 173-304: "Solid waste, *~~7ely “~ert waste, resu”
rrom tne aemouuon or razing of buildings, roads, and other man-made structures.
Demolition waste consists of, but is not limited to, concrete, brick, bituminous concrete,
wood and masonry, composition roofing and roofing paper, steel, and minor amounts of
other metals like copper. Plaster (i.e., sheet rock or plaster board) or any other material,
other than wood, that is likely to produce gases or a leachate during the decomposition
process and asbestos wastes are not considered to be demolition waste for the purposes of
this regulation."

Inert waste as defined in WAC 173-304: "Noncombustible, nondangerous solid wastes that
are likely to retain their physical and chemical structure under expected conditions of
disposal, including resistance to biological attack and chemical attack from acidic rainwater."

Leaching. The process in which percolating water mobilizes and tmnsports materials or
waste downward through the soil column.
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5. Cumulative Impacts

Ongoing or planned inert/demolition waste disposal activities presently occurring in
Pit 10 are similar to ti proposed operations at Pit 9; :refore, no anticipated change in
cumulative Hanford Site impacts are expected. The use of Pit 9 for waste disposal activities
yuld not have an a ‘erse impact on gravel production on the Hanford Site. Other gravel
pits would conti e to operate and would be capable of meeting the Hanford Site’s _ /el
needs. ‘
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Geolog : Setting

The geologic units found in the vicinity of Pit 9 include, from the surface down,
Holocene eolian deposits, the Hanford Formation, the Ringold Formation, and Columbia
River Basalt Group. Discussions of the regional characteristics of these units can be found in
the following reference materials:

Geologic Studies of the Columbia Plateau--A Status Report (RHO 1979a)

o Geology of the Separation Areas, Hanford Site, South-Central Washington
(RHO 1979b)

e Su _asalt Sediments of the Cold Creek Syncline Area in Subsurface Geology of the
Cc  Creek Syncli « 10 1981a)

e Wanapum and Saddle Mowztains Basals of the Cold Creek Syncline Area, in
Subsurface Geology of the Cold Creek Syncline (RHO 1981b)

e "Paleodrainage of the Columbia River system on the Columbia Plateau of Wasl * gton
State - A Sum ry” (WDGER 1987)

e Consultation Draft, Site Characterization Plan, Reference Repository Location,
Hanford Site, Washington: Volume 1 (DOE 1988)

e "Special . aper 239" (GSA 1989)
e "Quaternary Geology of the Columbia Plateau” (GSA 1991)

e Geology and Hydrology of the Hanford Site: A Standardized Text for use in
Westinghouse Hanford Comparny Documents and Reports (WHC 1991a)

e Field Trip Guide to the Hanford Site (WHC 1992a)

o Sagit/Hanford Nuclear Project, Preliminary Safety Analysis Report, Volume 4,
Appendix 20, Amendment 23 (PSPL 1982).

The following discussion centers on the geologic trends in the immediate vicinity of
Pit 9.

Jlian deposits: The uppermost geologic unit in the area of Pit 9 consists of a
discontinuous veneer of eolian sands up to 3 meters (10 feet) thick. .olian deposits cover
much of the land surface around the top of the pit as well as locally draping the western wall
of the pit. The eolian sands are fine- to coarse-grained and relatively quartz- and
feldspar-rich. The localized absence of eolian sands are the result of: (1) human activities
associated with excavation of Pit 9 and the adjacent railroad and highway, and (2) natural
processes in the form of wind-driven erosion. Deposits of the Hanford Formation underlie

the eolian deposits.
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® Geologic Setting of the 200 East Area: An Update (WHC 1992c)
e Geologic Setting of the 200 West Area: An Update (WHC 1992d)
e  Field Trip Guide to the Hanford Site (WHC 1992a).

Columbia River Basalt Group: Basalt flows of the Columbia River Basalt Group and
intercalated sediments of the Ellensburg Formation underlie the Pit 9 area and the entire
Hanford Site. The uppermost basalt beneath Pit 9 is probably the Ice Harbor Member of the
Saddle Mountains Basalt, which is found in borehole 699-S6-E14 (RHO 1981b). More
detailed discussions of the basalts are available in RHO 1981b and GSA 1989.

Hydrologic Setting

Based on Groundwater Maps of the Hanford Site (WHC 1992¢), the top of the
unconfined aquifer in the area of Pit 9 is interpreted to lie at approximately 107 ieters
(350 feet) above sea level. This puts the water table at a depth of approximately 19 meters
(60 feet) below land surface in the area around Pit 9 and potentially as little as 3 meters
(10 feet) below the deepest part of the pit. ...e water table in the area is situated within the
gravel-dominated facies of the Hanford formation, which can have transmissivity values of as
much as 55,800 square meters (600,000 square feet) per day and hydraulic conductivities of
as much as 760 meters (2,500 feet) per day (WHC 1992f and WHC 1992g).

The water table in the area of Pit 9 slopes to the east towards the Columbia River.
Consequently, groundwater flow paths in the area gener "y are directed to the east, towards
the river. The Columbia River opposite Pit 9 has an average water surface elevation of
approximately 105 meters (345 feet) above sea level. Based on the limited borehole geologic
information available, the water table between Pit 9 and the Columbia River is s 1ated
i nost entirely within the high transmissivity and conductivity gravels of the Hanford
Formation.
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- Pacific North Division
P.O. Box 999 '
June 28, 1994 Richland, Washington U.S.A. 99352

Telephone {509) 376-5345

Mr. Jim Diebel, G3-10
ICF Kaiser Hanford
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Diebel,

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW OF GRA\"™" PIT #9, FOR THE INERT/DEMOLITION WASTE
LANDFIL  #94-KEH-133.

This report s ;the ;ults of the biolog | review for the above-referenced
project. The proposed project is located within the 600 Area of the Hanfo te. A
field assessment of this site was conducted by C. McKinnon and C. Duberstein on June
22, 1¢ %, The field assessment consisted of a pedestrian survey that focused « plant
and animal species protected under the Endangered Species Act, candidates for such
protection, and species listed as threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, or
monitor by the State of Washington.

Pit #9 will be used as a landfill for inert waste and filled with demolition debris. The
proposed area consists of gravel with very litt vegetation. No animal species were
observed.

| ) plant or animal species protected under the Endangered Species Act, candidates for
such protection, species listed as threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, or
monitor by the State of Washington were observed on the site proposed for the Pit #9
Landfill Project for Inert Waste within the 600 Area. Consequently, no adverse impacts
to such species would occur from this project.

%i?m.y'gmszm Len Q.A&M;\j&

C.A. Brandt, Ph.D.
Project Manager
Ecological Compliance Assessment

CAB/czm

B-1 May 1995
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Pacific Northwest Laboratories
Battelle Boulevard

P.O. Box 999
Richland, Washington 99352

Telephone (509) 372-1791

June 15, 1994 ’
No Known Cultural Resources

Mr. Jim Diebel

Kaiser Engineers Hanford Company
Site Planning

P. O. Box 888/G3-10

Richland, WA 99352

r Jim:

CULTURAL RESO! IRGES REVIEW OF THE GRAVEL PIT #9 TO BE USED AS AN INERT/
DEMOLITION WAL . . LANDFILL PROJECT. HCRC #94-600-043.

In response to your request received May 6, 1994, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted a cultural resources review of the subject project, located in the
600 Area of the Hanford Site. According to the information that you supplied, the project entails
convertine nravel pit #9 into an inert waste landfill which will be filled with debris from demolished
buildings. ...e pit will continue to receive waste until it is full, approximately 250,000 cubic yards.
No excavation will be required, as the waste will simply be placed in the pit.

Our literature and records review shows that the project area has been highly disturbed by
previous gravel pit activities. It is very unlikely that any archaeological materials exist in such
disturbed ground. Survey and monitoring by an archaeologist are not necessary.

it is the finding of the HCRL staff that there are no known cuttural resources or historic properties
within the proposed project area. The workers, however, must be directed to watch for cultural
materials (e.g., bones, artifacts) during excavations. If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of
the discovery must stop until an HCRL archaeologist has been notified, assessed the : _ iifi ce
of the find, and, if necessary, arranged for mitigation of the impacts to the find. The HCRL must
be notified if any changes to project location or scone are anticipated. This is a Class Il case,
defined as a project which involves new constructi  n a disturbed, low-sensitivity art

A copy of this letter has been sent to Charles Pasternak, DOE, Richland Operations Office, as
official documentation. If you have any questions, please call me at 372-1791. Please use the
HCRC# above for any future correspondence concerning this project.

Very truly yours,

/M .E Gk D
M. E. Crist Concurrence: kB
Technical Specialist P. R. Nickens, Project Manager

Cultural Resources Project Cultural Resources Project

cc: C. R. Pasternak, RL (3)
FileLB
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STATE OF WASHINCTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

P.O. Box 47600 * Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 * (206) 3076000 * TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (206) $07-6006

March 15, 1995

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
Department of Energy

PO Box 550

Richland WA 99352

Dear Mr. Dunigan:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the environmental
assessment for the TInert/Demolition Waste Landfill (Pit 9),

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (#DOE/EA 0983) .
reviewed the document and our comments are attached.
any questions on Ecology's comments, please call Mr. Ron

If you have
‘land

with our Nuclear Waste Program at (509) 407-7134.

Consistent with the Department of Ecology's responsibilities as
Washington State's coordinator for the National Environmental

Policy Act, we are forwarding

State of Washington,

the comments received from the
Department of Fish and Wilédlife.

If you have any questions on the comments made by Washington Fish
and Wildlife, please call Mr. Jay McConnaughey (509) 736-3095.

Sincerely,
~z / 5 — /.
Rl a5l

Barbara J.VRitchie
Environmental Review Section

BJR:ri
95-1235

Attachments

QECEiVED
gpi 3 7 1SS

SGE-RL/CCE
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Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan
March 21, 1995
Page 2

4. One of the alternatives for the subject solid waste
addressed in the EA is to use the Rich’ 3 Landfill.
Richland Landfill may not want this inert and demolition
waste because it is difficult to compact and the capacity is
too large; ~ ut three t’ s the capacity of the Richland
T dfill.

S. Section 2.0 -- This section should discuss where the soil
materials separated for future use as cover materials for
landfill closure will be placed.

6. The definition of demolition waste in the Glossary is
stated. Note that some metals. are regulated and should be
separated with other regulated materials.

If you have any gquestions, please call Mr. Ron Effland with the
Nuclear Waste Program at (360) 407-7134.

’

Sincerely, /

7

—A . ," o~ oag . ///..'A.. :
/ /2'1/ /;/}f/ yiioC '(_I,,_/,/ .""’.L7_b
M. Vernice Santee
Environmental Review Section

MVS:
95-1235

cc: Ron Effland, Nuclear Waste
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In general plans for demolition of all asphalt, concrete and/or
steel structures should include raquired planning for reuse of
these materials. Such requirements should be incorporated into
site wide requirements for D&D actions in appropriate gystems
angineering dasign specific;ltions. Efforts should be initiataed te

encourage commercilal 1 iy "'  firms o privati1 an enterprise at
Hanford to utilize thaese ' rials.

Sincerely, ‘e
S o ad
Russell Jim, Manager

Environmental Restoration/Waste Management Program
Yakama Indian Nation

cc: K. Clarke, DOE/RL
L. McClain, DOB/RL
M. Riveland, WA EBcol.
C. Clarke, U.S. EPA Reg. 10
T. Grumbly, DOE/EM
T. 0‘Toole, DOE/EH
Washington Gov. M. Lowry
U. S. Senator P, Murray
" DNFSB
D. Sherwood, EPA, Richland

D-9 : May 1995
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) DOE-EA-0983:

INERT/DEMOLITION WASTE LANDFILL (PIT 9), HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

1a)

Section 6.0, the last sentence on this page states -- A permit, post-
disposal monitoring, or liner are not required (per RCW 70.95.240) for
disposal of waste in the inert and demolition waste pits as long as
management of, and compliance with, WAC 173-304, Section 461, is
strictly enforced. It was also expressed that a permit is required
except for single family farms which are regulated by WAC 173-304-

600 (1). Therefore, a permit is required for the proposed action of

this EA.

Resp e: As stated, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE),
Richiand Operations Office (RL) believes no permit is required for
this proposed action per interpretation of the statute RCW
70.95.240, which supersedes WAC 173-304. This position is
confirmed in correspondence from the State of Washington
concerning this issue. The Benton-Franklin District Health
Department, which has jurisdictional control of this issue (per
WAC 173-304-461[7]), wrote in a letter to RL dated August 29,

), "... RCW 70.95.240 provides for you (DOE) to dispose of your
own waste on your own land as long as you do not violate statutes,
ordinances, or create a nuisance." This point was concurred with
in writing by the State of Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE)
in a letter dated August 15, 1989, from D. W. Abbott, WDOE, Waste
Management Section, to the Benton-Franklin Health Department, as

1 1 as three stipulations are met: )

1) The landfill must comply with the requirements of WAC 173-
304-461.

2) Demolition waste from commercial sources shall not be
accepted.

3. Demolition waste generated off the Hanford Reservation shall

not be accepted.

As stated in the proposed action, RL has every intention to comply
with these mentioned stipulations for managing Pit 9 as an
inert/demolition waste landfill. The wording in Section 6.0 has
been changed to reflect Benton-Franklin District Health
Department's and Ecology’s comment.

Environmental Assessment D-11
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Enclosure
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1b)  Another comment was, though WAC 173-304-461 is mentioned in Section 6.0,
the inert and demolition waste addressed in this EA does not meet the
standard of WAC 173-304-461. WAC 173-304-461 (1) states “inert wastes
and demolition wastes used as road building materials are excluded from
this section.” The inert and demolition waste addressed in this EA
includes used asphalt, which is a road building material.

Response: The waste addressed in the EA does meet the standard
of WAC 173-304-461. It is correct that used asphalt would be
placed in Pit 9. However, the used asphalt addressed here is
waste and will not be used as road building material. Used
asphalt is demolition and inert waste as quoted in the EA, and
defined in WAC 173-304-100 (19 and 40). Therefore, no change to
the EA is needed.

lc) Also expressed was, one of the alternatives for the subject solid waste
addressed in the EA is to use the Richland Landfill. Richland Landfill
may not want this inert and demolition waste, because it is difficult to
compact and the capacity is too large; .about three times the capacity of
the Richland Landfill.

Response: The City of Richland was contacted as referenced in
the first sentence of Section 7.0 regarding this issue. The City
of Richland expressed interest in accepting the inert and
demolition waste of this proposed action, and therefore, appears
to be a reasonable alternative to the proposed action that should
be considered in the EA. No change to. the EA was made response
to this comment.

2) Section 2.0 -- This section should discuss where the soil materials
sep. ted for future use as cover materials for landfill closure will be
placed.

Response; As stated in Section 2.0, last paragraph, fourth
sentence, "... covering Pit 9 with a minimum of 1 foot of soil,
filling any voids to maintain an aesthetic appearance...," the
cover materi2l< for landfill closure will be placed over, or
covering Pit Any temporary storage of soils will be in the Pit
9 Area itself, as addressed in the last sentence to this section.
a wording change was made in Section 2 for clarification.

3) The definition of demolition waste in the glossary is stated. Note that
some metals are regulated and should be separated with other regulated
materials.

Response: All regulated metals, and the substantial majority of
the remaining metals as practical, would be separated for
recycling prior to disposal. Recycling efforts are discussed in
Section 2.1. A wording change was made in section 2.0.
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-k )acts: Ong ng or planned inert/demolition waste disposal activities
presently occurring in Pit 10 are similar to the proposed operations at Pit 9; therefore, the
proposed action is not expected to result in any cumulatively significant impacts.

DETERMINATION: Based on the analysis in the EA, and after considering the
preapproval review comments of the State of Washington and the Yakama Indian Nation, I
conclu : that the proposed conversion and operation of Pit 9 as an inert/demolition waste
landfill does not constitute a major fede: action significantly affecting the quality of the

hum rironment within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, an ._.S for the proposed action
1S ne ired.

Issued at Ric] nd, Washington, this L{ /day of May, 1995.

John D. Wagofér

‘Manager .
Richland Operations Of. ___
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