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The final two criteria (state and community acceptance) are modifying
criteria. The State of Washington concurs with the proposed alternatives
outlined, and the preferred remedies identified are acceptable to the Tri-Parties.
Community acceptance of a preferred alternative, however, only can be
determined following the public comment period.

The general approach for selecting the remedial alternative is as follows:
Alternative 1: Preferred where no/inconsequential contamination is
identified
Alternative 2: Preferred for sites with minimal contamination that will
decay/attenuate to acceptable levels within the institutional control period
Alternative 3: Preferred where the bulk of the contamination is accessible
Alternative 4: Preferred where contaminants exist at significant depth that
could impact groundwater
Alternative 5: Preferred for sites with shallow and deep contamination,
when risk from the shallow contamination is significant and long-term
(otherwise, Alternative 3).

NEPA ""ALUES

The Secretarial Policy on the National Environmental Policy Act (DOE 1994) and
DOE O 451.1B, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program, require that
CERCLA documents incorporate NEPA values (e.g., analysis of cumulative,
off-site, ecological, and socioeconomic impacts) to the extent practicable, in lieu
of preparing separate NEPA documentation for CERCLA activities.

The NEPA process is intended to help Federal agencies:

Make decisions that are based on understanding environmental
consequences

Take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment.

The NEPA-related resources and values considered for the 200-PW-2/4 OU
waste sites support the CERCLA decision-making processes. For the remedies
evaluated,} ’A impacts include temporary short-term disturbance
(e.g., increased traffic, noise levels, ar  fugitive dust) of approximately 1.3 km?
(0.5 mi?) for a disturbed industrial area that has low- to marginal-habitat quality.
Appropriate borrow source material source areas were analyzed in
DOE/EA-1403, Environmental Assessment, Use of Existing Borrow Areas, Hanford
Site, Richland, Washington.

Long-term impacts identified for the remedies evaluated include potential
aesthetic and visual impacts should the caps not be adequately contoured and
vegetated to blend with the surrounding area. Minimal or no impacts are
expected for air quality; natural, cultural, and historical resources; transportation;
socioeconomics; environmental justice; irreversible and irretrievable commitment
of resources; or cumulative impacts.

Puge 21







216-C-1 Crib
200-E-58 Neutralization Tank.

Currently, the 216-A-10 Crib exceeds groundwater protection PRGs because
elevated contaminant concentrations are found throughout the soil column to
approximately 19 m (63 ft) bgs. The preferred CERCLA alternative for this
representative site is Alternative 4 - Engineered Surface Barrier because this
alternative is protective of human health, the environment, and groundwater;
complies with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR); is
implementable with minimal worker risk; and is cost-effective.

For the 216-A-5 and 216-A-45 Cribs, which are expected to possess deep
mobile contamination, the preferred remedy also is Alternative 4 - Engineered
Surface Barrier. Alternative 4 is protective of human health, the environment,
and groundwater; complies with ARARs; is implementable with minimal worker
risk; and is cost-effective.

For the relatively shallow 216-C-1 Crib, the preferred remedy is
Alternative 3 - Removal, Tre ent, and Disposal. Alternative 3 r yves all
contaminants exceeding PRGs, and is cost-effective.

For the 200-E-58 Neutralization Tank, the preferred remedy also is
Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal. Alternative 3 removes all
contaminants necessary to meet PRGs and therefore is protective of human
health, the environment, and groundwater; is implementable with minimal
worker risk; and is cost-effective.

Table 7 provides a summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the
selection of the preferred alternatives for this group of waste sites.

Group 3 - Representative Waste Site 216-A-19 Trench
and Analogous Sites

The 216-A-19 Trench, located administratively within the 200-PW-2 OU, is the
representative site for the following analogous waste sites:

216-A-1 Crib

216-A-3 Crib

216-A-18 Trench
216-A-20 Trench
216-A-22 French Drain
UPR-200-E-17
216-A-28 Crib
216-A-34 Ditch
216-5-8 Trench
UPR-200-E-145.

Currently, the 216-A-19 Trench exceeds groundwater protection and
ecological wildlife PRGs for total uranium and groundwater protection PRGs for
nitrates. These constituents are found throughout the soil column with elevated
concentrations to a depth of approximately 14 m (47 ft) bgs. The preferred
remedy for this representative site is Alternative 3 - Removal, __eatment, and
Disposal. This alternative is protective of human health, the environment, and
groundwater; complies with ARARs; is implementable with manageable worker
risk; and is cost-effective.
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For the 216-A-36A Crib, which is contiguous with the 216-A-36B Crib, the
preferred remedy also is Alternative 5 - Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Engineered Surface Barrier. Alternative 5 is protective of human
health, the environment, and groundwater; complies with ARARSs, is
implementable with manageable worker risk; and is cost-effective.

For the UPR-200-E-39 waste site, the preferred remedy is Alternative 3 -
Removal, Treatment, and Disposal despite its proximity to the
Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (PUREX) Plant. Although this waste site could
be incorporated under a barrier associated with remediation of PUREX,
implementation of Alternative 3 represents a near-term cost-effective remedy
that is protective of human health, groundwater, and the environment.

Table 9 provides a summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the
selection of the preferred alternatives for this group of waste sites.

Group 5 - Was: Site 216-A-37-1 Crib

The 6-A-37-1 Crib, loc [ administratively within the 200-PW-4 OU,
currently is not a representative site for any analogous waste sites. This site is a
RCRA TSD unit and was characterized to facilitate RCRA closure/ postclosure.

Currently, the 216-A-37-1 Crib exceeds groundwater soil-screening levels only
for nitrate to approximately 8 m (25 ft) bgs. Although the PRG is exceeded, the
bulk of the contamination is shallow where it should not adversely impact
groundwater. The preferred CERCLA alternative for this representative site is
Alternative 2 - Maintain Existing Soil Cover, Monitored Natural Attenuation,
and Institutional Controls. This alternative is protective of human health, the
environment, and groundwater; complies with ARARs; is implementable with
minimal worker risk; and is cost-effective.

Table 10 provides a summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the
selection of the preferred alternative for this waste site.

Group 6 - Representative Waste Sites 216-B-12 Crib
and Analogous Sites

The 216-B-12 Crib, located administratively within the 200-PW-2 OU, is the
representative site for the following waste sites:

216-B-60 Crib

216-C-3 Crib

216-C-5 Crib

216-C-7 Crib

216-C-10 Crib

209-E-WS-3 Valve Pit and Hold-Up Tank
270-E-1 Neutralization Tank
UPR-200-E-64.

Currently, the 216-B-12 Crib exceeds groundwater protection PRGs for
nitrates and total uranium because elevated concentrations are found throughout
the soil column to approximately 59 m (192 ft) bgs. The preferred remedy for this
representative site is Alternative 4 - Engineered Surface Barriers because this
alternative is protective of human health, the environment, and groundwater;
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complies with ARARs; is implementable with minimal worker risk; and is
cost-effective.

For the 216-C-3, 216-C-5, 216-C-7, 216-C-10, 209-E-WS-3, and 270-E-1 waste
sites, the preferred remedy is Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal,
because the majority of the contamination is accessible. Alternative 3 removes all
contaminants necessary to meet PRGs and therefore is protective of human
health, the environment, and groundwater; is implementable with manageable
worker risk; and is cost-effective.

For the 216-B-60 Crib, the preferred remedy is Alternative 2 - Maintain
Existing Soil Cover, Monitored Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls.
This deep waste site is beneath the 225-B (Waste Encapsulation and Storage
Facility) and its inventory is believed to be mostly solid material that is confined
to the waste site structure. Furthermore, the most recent inventory estimate
indicates minimal contaminant presence (RPP-26744).

For the UPR-200-E-64 waste site, where speck contamination has been spread
by ants and wind, the preferred remedy is Alternative 2 - Maintain Existing Soil
Cover, Monitored Natural Attenuation, and In  utional Controls. This 8,100 m?3
(2-acre) site is contaminated with low concentrations of cesium-137 and
strontium-90 that are pected to decay to acceptable levels in a few decades.
Excavation of the 270-E-1 Neutralization Tank, as recommended above, will
remove the source of contamination for the UPR-200-E-64 site.

Table 11 provides a summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the
selection of the preferred alternatives for this group of waste sites.

Grot 7 - Representative Waste Sites 216-S-7 Crib
and nalogous Sites

The 216-5-7 Crib, located administratively within the 200-PW-2 OU, is the
representative site for the following waste sites:

216-S-1&2 Cribs
UPR-200-W-36
216-5-4 French Drain
216-5-22 Crib
216-5-23 Crib
216-T-20 Trench.

Currently, the 216-5-7 Crib exceeds groundwater protection PRGs for nitrate
and total uranium because elevated concentrations are found throughout the soil
column to approximately 69 m (226 ft) bgs. The preferred remedy for this
representative site is Alternative 5 — Partial Removal, Treatment, and Disposal
with Engineered Surface Barrier. This alternative is protective of human health,
the environment, and groundwater; complies with ARARs; and is implementable
with manageable worker risk. Although more costly than Alternative 4, the RTD
portion of this remedy removes high concentrations of cesium-137, plutonium,
and americium-241 that represent a potential intruder risk and removes much of
the uranium inventory representing potential groundwater risk. Groundwater
risk from deeper constituents would remain preserving the need for a barrier, but
after excavation, such a barrier could be less robust.
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For the 216-5-1&2 Cribs and associated UPR-200-W-36 waste sites, the
preferred remedy is Alternative 4 - Engineered Surface Barrier. Alternative 4 is
protective of human health, the environment, and groundwater; complies with
ARARs; is implementable with minimal worker risk; and is cost-effective.

For the 216-5-4, 216-5-22, and 216-T-20 waste sites, the preferred remedy is
Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal. Alternative 3 removes all
contaminants necessary to meet PRGs and therefore is protective of human
health, the environment, and groundwater; is implementable at the waste site,
and is cost-effective.

For the 216-5-23 Crib, the preferred remedy is Alternative 2 - Maintain
Existing Soil Cover, Monitored Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls.
This relatively deep (8.5 m [28 ft]) waste site is reported to have received only
minor inventory that should decay to acceptable levels in a few decades.

Table 12 provides a summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the
selection of the preferred alternatives for this group of waste sites.

Groups 1 .nirough 7 and Analogous Sites

Based on information currently available, the Tri-Parties believe the preferred
alternatives described above meet the threshold criteria and provide the best
balance of tradeoffs among the other alternatives with respect to the balancing
and modifying criteria. The Tri-Parties expect the preferred alternatives to
satisfy the following statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121(b):

Be protective of human health and the environment

Comply with ARARs

Be cost-effective

Use permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable

Satisfy the preference for treatment as a principal element.
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Based on the representative sites evaluated in the FS, the following five site
conceptual models were developed and the associated standard remedies were
identified:

Waste sites where no hazardous material was disposed of or where
contaminants disposed of currently meet the RAOs. The standard remedy is
defined as Alternative 1 - No Action.

Waste sites where limited contamination exists, there is no potential for
groundwater contamination, and contaminants are expected to meet the
RAOQOs within the period of institutional controls. Contaminated
environmental media include soil and solid waste, including debris and
materials (e.g., timbers and vent pipes), associated with the waste sites. The
standard remedy is defined as Alternative 2 - Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Monitored Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls.

Waste sites where contaminants exceed the RAOs and contamination is
relatively shallow and can be cost effectively remedied through removal,
treatment, and disposal. Typically, these contaminants exceed the human

1 Ith and ecological PI . Cont  nated environmental media include soil
and solid waste, including debris and materials (e.g., timbers and vent
pipes), associated with the waste sites. The standard remedy is defined as
Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.

Waste sites where contaminants exceed the RAOs and the contaminants have
a potential to adversely affect groundwater because of contaminants at
significant depth. Contaminated environmental media include soil and solid
waste, including debris and materials (e.g., timbers and vent pipes),
associated with the waste sites. The standard remedy is defined as
Alternative 4 - Engineered Surface Barrier.

Waste sites where readily accessible contaminants exceed the human health
RAOs or represent a significant potential intruder threat, and where the
contaminants having potential to adversely affect groundwater are at
significant depth. This is not applicable to sites where contaminants are in
the shallow layer with no deep component or where contamination is very
deep with no shallow component. Contaminated environmental media
include soil, solid waste, debris, and materials (e.g., timbers and vent pipes)
associated with the waste sites. The standard remedy is defined as
Alternative 5 - Partial Removal, Treatment, and Disposal with Engineered
Surface Barrier.

Establishing the 2ed for Remedial Action

Waste sites that share a common site conceptual model will “plug in” to the
standard remedy if it is determined that remedial action is required because of
the risk to human health and the environment. The risks for newly discovered
waste sites will be evaluated following data evaluation. Remedial action will be
required for sites that contain radioactive contaminants that exceed the RAOs.
For sites that do not exceed these criteria, no further action is proposed.

Public Involv ment in the Plug-in Approach

To ensure that the public is involved meaningfully when the plug-in
approach is used, the Tri-Parties propose to publish these post-ROD changes as
explanations of significant differences (ESD), consistent with EPA guidance. The
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