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Industrial-Exclusive
A land-use designation under
DOE/EIS-0222-F, Final Hanford
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
Environmental Impact Statement,
that applies to the 200 Areas Core
Zone. Under this land-use
designation, waste management
actiities would continue. This
lar  se assumes an industrial
worke  enario—an exposure
scenanw in which the receptor
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TBC
To Be Considered criteria

Based on this documentation and current Central Plateau assumptions, the
alternative evaluations considered the following anticipated land-use
requirements.
¢+ The Core Zone will have an industrial scenario for the foreseeable future.

The evaluation considers the following uses: '

» Industrial-exclusive use for the next 50 yr (through 2050)

> Industrial land use (non-DOE worker) for 100 yr after 2050 (through

2150)

» Industrial land use post 150 yr.

+ Groundwater contamination under the Core Zone will preclude beneficial
use for the foreseeable future. This evaluation considers the following:

» No consumptive use of groundwater for the next 150 yr, based on the

expected period of waste management.

> Any selected remedy will provide for no further degradation of

groundwater from the 200-UW-1 OU waste sites

» No drilling for water or other purposes will be allowed in the Core

Zone, except as part of an EPA- and Ecology-approved monitoring or
cleanup plan.
In addition, risks were calculated considering the possibility of intruders
150 yr from now (2150).

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) are cleanup
standards, standards of control, and other substantive environmental protection
requirements, criteria, or limitations placed into Federal or state law that:
¢ Specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant,

remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site, or
¢ Address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at
the CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the particular site.

A more detailed discussion of the potential ARARs associated with the
200-UW-10OU was  iites is found in the FFS. These potential ARARs are
incorporated into the RAOs and preliminary remediation goals that drive the
evaluation of alternatives and the selection of preferred remedies.

The key potential ARAR used for the remedy selection of these waste sites
was the implementing regulation under Washington Department of Ecology’s
WAC 173-340-745(5)(b), “Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties,”
“Method C, Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels.”

Remedial Action Objectives

These RAOs have been developed ~ ing into consideration information
currently available for the 200-UW-1 OU and the Central Plate  The
development of the RAOs has not taken into consideration the cumulative
impact of remedies for other OUs (which have yet to be deterr-*~ed) and
potential implications from the remediation/ closure of the whw,< Central
Plateau. The RAOs identified for the waste sites are based on evaluations of
reasonably anticipated future land use, site conceptual models, potential
ARARs, and To Be Considered criteria. Below are the four RAOs identified for
the 200-UW-1 OU.
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environment from releases and potential releases of hazardous substances into
the environment.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Significant analyses and evaluations have contributed to defining applicable
technologies and process options to address the waste sites associated with the
200-UW-1 OU. The contaminants, waste form, and waste location were all
considered as part of this process. As discussed in the FFS, technologies and
process options were identified and evaluated based on their ability to reduce
potential risks to human health and the environment at the waste sites.
Collective experience gained from previous studies and evaluations of
cleanup methods at the Hanford Site was used to identify technologies that
could be carried forward as remedial alternatives to address the RAOs. The FFS
identified four remedial alternatives for detailed and comparative analyses:
¢ Alternative 1 - No Action. The no action alter  ive represents a situation
where no legal restrictions, access controls, or active remedial measures are
applied to the site. No action implies “walking away” from the waste site
and allowing the wastes to remain in place. Verification sampling is
performed to confirm that the no action decision is protective.

¢ Alternative2-1M" ~ :ain Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and
Monitored Natural Attenuation. Existing soil covers (e.g., the clean soils
placed over the waste site to stabilize it, as well as the clean fill placed
during construction of the waste site) are maintained as needed to provide
continuous protection from intrusion by plants and burrowing animals
(e.g., badgers). In addition, institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions,
land-use zoning, and excavation permits) are put in place to prevent human
access to the site. Monitored natural attenuation also is an important
element of this alternative. The process reduces contaminant level in place
by physical, biological, and/or chemical processes such as radioactive
decay. Monitoring would be conducted to demonstrate that natural
attenuation is occurring and that contamination is remaining in place as
concentrations decrease. It will be necessary to maintain the institutional
controls for up to 150 yr, or the time at which radioactivity decays to levels
that comply with the RAOs.

¢+ Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and = »osal. Structures and soil with
contaminant concentrations exceeding the RAOs are excavated, using
available data and the observational approach and conventional excavation
techniques, followed by verification sampling. As noted in Appendix B, the
200-UW-1 OU waste sites range in depth from 1 m (3 ft) to approximately
60 m (200 ft) below ground surface. For some waste sites, contamination
exists at significant depths (approximately 60 m [200 ft] below ground
surface) and would require an engineered excavation such as benching
(similar to open pit-mining operations). These benches are assumed to be
3 m (10 ft) in width and are planned at depth intervals of 8 m (25 ft) to
ensure safe operations and excavation access. At the remaining waste sites,
the excavation will use standard approaches similar to other excavations
occurring on the Hanford Site. Excavated material above the RAOs will be
disposed of on the Hanford Site (e.g., Environmental Restoration Disposal
Facility [ERDF]) in accordance with that facility’s established waste
acceptance criteria. Other materials (e.g., non-hazardous debris) may be
disposed of off the Hanford Site, as appropriate. ERDF is very close (0.4 km

Institutional Controls
Nonengineered controls

(e.g., administrative and/or legal
controls) that minimize the
potential for exposure to
contamination by limiting land or
other resource uses. The State of
Was »n also considers

phys ontrols, such as fencing
and signs, to be institutional
controls.

Monitored Natural
Attenuation

A decrease in the concentration of
a contaminant because of natural
processes such as radioactive
decay, oxidation/re on,
biodegradation, anwor sorption.
Monitoring of natural attenuation
will occur to determine if
additional cleanup activities are
warranted.

Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal

A cleanup method where soil and
debris are excavated in such a
way that no contaminants above
the approved remedial action
goals for direct exposure and
groundwater protection remain at
the Site. ated material is
treated (as :=uessary) and sent to
an on Hanford Site or off Hanford
Site engineered facility for
disposal, as necessary.

Observational Approach

The selective sampling of areas
where potential or suspected soil
contamination can be expected to
be found if a release of hazardous
substance has occurred.
Information that is gathered during
the remedial action phase is used
to make real-time decisions to
guide the remedial action. For
many sites, this method is more
cost- and time-effective than
traditional methods that require
large amounts of initial data to
make detailed plans and designs
for remedial actions.

ERDF
Environmental Restoration
Disposal Facility























































PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public Involvement

Tribal nations, stakeholders, and the general public are encouraged to review
and provide comments on the 200-UW-1 OU Proposed Plan during the 45-day
public comment period that runs from May 16 through June 30, 2005.

Public Meeting

A public meeting will be held jointly with the public hearing on the permit
modification (for the 216-U-12 Crib, a TSD unit). The public meeting will be held
during the public comment period and will be announced in the Tri-City Herald.

Submitting Comments
The Tri-Parties will accept written comments on this Plan from May 16

through June 30, 2005. Comments should be sent to John Price at the
Washington State Department of Ecology via:
¢ ATTN: Mr. John Price, 3100 Port of Benton Blvd,,

Richland, WA 99354-1670

fax: (509) 372-7971

email: jprid61@ecy.wa.gov

Hanford Public Information Repositorv Locations

Copies of this Plan are available at the Hanfc. .. Public Information
Repositories located at the University of Washington in Seattle, Washington;
Gonzaga University in Spokane, Washington; Portland State University in
Portland, Oregon,; and Washington State University in Richland, Washington.

The Proposed Plan also is available electronically at
“1ttp: / /www.hanford.gov/public/ calendar/ under the Public Comment Period
section.

" 7e Record also contains copies of the Proposed Plan and
ts. The Administrative Record is located at 2440 Stevens
101; Richland, Washington 99352. This information can be
ly at http://www2 hanford.gov/arpir

it

Department of Ecology
John Price, Project Manager
(509) 372-7921

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Hanford Project Office

Craig Cameron, Project Manager

(509) 376-8665

U.S. Department of Energy Representative
Kevin Leary, Project Manager
(509) 373-7285

(.
@

Public Comment Period:
May 16 through June 30, 2005.

Public Meetings:
To be scheduled during the public
comment penod.

Information Repositories:
This Pro d Plan is available
for viewing at the following public
information repositories:

+ University of Washington
Government Publications
Suzzallo Library
Seattle, Washington 98195
206/543-1937
ATTN: Eleanor Chase
email:
echase@u.washington.edu

+ Gonzaga University
Foley Center
East 502 Boone
Spokane, Washington 99258
509/323-3834
ATTN: Linda Pierce
email: pierce@gonzaga.edu

o | State University
Branford Price Millar Library
934 SW Harrison
Portland, Oregon 97207-1151
503/725-4126
ATTN: Judy Andrews
email: andrew: __ dx.edu

+ Washington State
University
Public Reading Room
CIC. Room 101L
... . University Drive
Richland, Washington 99352
509/372-7443
ATTN: Janice Parthtree
email: reading_room@pnl.gov
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3. Actual vadose itrations were dewsiiiined based on the field investigation phase

*Note that the contaminant inventory (e.g., t
of the project. The vadose zone concentrat

WAC = Washington Administrative Code.
WAC 246-272-18501, “Department of Health," “On-Site Sewage Systems,” “Abandonment,” Washington Administrative Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia,

Washington.
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he engineered barrier reduces the flux of contaminants into groundwater to an amount that, in the
1 existing contaminant sources in the groundwater, results in groundwater concentrations below the
lix D of the FFS contains a detailed discussion of this modeling.

FECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

1 does not provide long-term effectiveness or permanence. Contaminants are not remedied and will
e industrial land-use timeframe (2150).

2 does not provide long-term effectiveness or permanence for the 216-U-12 Crib. For the
16-U-17 Cribs and 216-U-5, 216-U-6, and 216-U-15 Trenches, however, Alternative 2 does meet the
nd permanence criteria, because the contaminants are expected to reach acceptable levels by 2150
identified institutional control period).

3, based on the conceptual site model, is a reliable and permanent alternative for the 216-U-5,
16-U-15 Trenches as well as the 216-U-16 and 216-U-17 Cribs, because contaminants above the PRGs
'd. The nitrogen as nitrate and nitrite at the 216-U-12 Crib is present at elevated levels to

200 ft bgs and currently is found in groundwater (located at approximately 255 ft). Alternative 3
ificantly large excavation at the 216-U-12 Crib (approximately 910 by 820 ft at the surface of the open
2s workers to contaminants during the action. Alternative 3 meets RAOs 1, 2, and 3. However,
extent of excavation, impacted surface area, and need for additional backfill material, it is
it a significant area will be disrupted.

-4 is reliable for the 216-U-12 Crib. Alternative 4 meets RAOs 1, 2, and 3, because it reduces the
ntaminants beyond 2150 by limiting both human and ecological intrusion and reducing infiltration
ntaminated zone. Preliminary modeling was conducted to simulate the reduced infiltration

h the placement of an engineered barrier. This modeling indicates that the engineered barrier

ix of contaminants into groundwater to an amount that, in the absence of other contaminant sources
it from up-gradient sources, results in groundwater concentrations below the MCL. Analyses of

k and impact at the Hanford Site are conducted and reported on a site-wide scale via a composite
ther evaluations.
ied engineered barrier is designed to provide long-term isolation of contaminants contained within
116-U-16, and 216-U-17 Cribs and 216-U-5, 216-U-6, and 216-U-15 Trenches. This is supported
itural soil analogs present on the Hanford Site, which provide an indication of the long-term stability
ess of evapotranspiration barriers that would exploit such locally available soil.

1l risks to groundwater significantly decrease because of the reduced infiltration rate, coupled with
ctive decay. Itis anticipated that groundwater monitoring will be required to corroborate the model
e actual flux and resulting groundwater concentration, thereby supporting RAO 3. For the
2 J-17 Cribs anc ] ] and 216-U-15Th nati I provides reliability by
sure through the use of an engineered barrier. Durin_ ., life of the barrier, the residual risk
ts is expected to decrease to acceptable levels because of natural radioactive decay.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
Alternative 1 would be effective in the short term, because it does not involve any remedial actions.
Alternatives 2 and 4 would be more effective in the short term when compared to Alternative 3, primarily
v of their lower risk to rem 1 workers,

Alternative 3 will involve excavating contaminated soil and debris to a depth of 200 ft bgs, creating a greater
potential for short-term worker impacts (i.e., an increase in exposure rates) during excavation, transportation, and
¢’ >osal of the materials. Risks to workers from potential exposure to contaminated soil and fugitive dust would
t reater. Because the U Plant Area is a highly disturbed area with limited habitat in proximity to the waste sites,
s rt-term impacts to vegetation and wildlife are believed to be minimal. However, because of the deep
e avations that would occur, this alternative would result in a greater impact to habitat in those areas used for
backfill materials. Alternative 3 requires a significantly large excavation for the crib (approximately 910 by 820 ft at





















