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te sitesisesti  ed to be approximately $16
ion. Individual present-value costs for each of
the wastes  ; are provided in Appendix A.

Descriptions of the waste sites and all of the
alternatives considered are provided in greater
detail in the FFS (DOE/RL-2003-23) and
throughout the remainder of this document.

SITE BACKGROUND

Hanford Site

The Hanfo Site (Figure 1) is a 1,517-km? (586-
mi®) Federal facility located in southeastern
Washington State along the Columbia River. Fr
1943 to 1990, the primary mission of the Hanford
Site was the production of nuclear materials for
pational defense. In July 1989, the Hanford Site
was placed on the Nation  Priorities List (NPL)
{40 CFR 300, Appendix B) pursuant to CERCLA.
The Hanford Site currently includes three NPL
sites consisting of the 100, 200, and 300 Arcas.

200 Areas

The 200 Areas sre located in the central portion of
the Hanford Site and are divided into three main
arcas; 200 East Area, 200 West Area, and 200
North Area. ~ perations in the 200 East and 200
West Areas  re related to chemical separation,
plutonium and uranium recovery, processing of
fission products, and waste partitioning. Major

- chemical processcs in the 200 Areas routed high-
activity waste strcams to systems of large
underground tanks called “tank farms.” The liquid
wastes were evaporated (concentrated) and nften
neutralized!  >re being routed to the tanks, ..e
storage tanks were used to allow settling of the
heavier constituents from the liouid effluents,
forming The liquid sup iin the
tanks w tely discharged to the soil columnn
via cribs, drains, trenches, and injection/teverse
wells. Process distillate and drainages were also
scat to cribs and trenches via this underground
network. Lower activity liquid wastes were
discharged to surface impoundments such as
trenches, cribs, drains, and ponds, Many of these
surface impoundments were unlined. The 200
North Area was formerly used for interim storage
and staging of irradiated fuel. .

Waste sites within the 200 Areas were organized
into 32 geographically based OUs until 1996, when
the waste sites were reorganized into 23 waste
group OUs based on the type of discharge reccived
and the waste site type (DOE/RL-96-81, Waste Site
Grouping for 200 Areas Soil Investigations). In
February 2002, the Tri-Parties agreed during the
Central Plateau negotiations to streamline the 200

Areas vadose zone characterization activities,
Thus, 12 OUs were identified for remedial
Investigations (RI). Data from the RIs at these 12
OUs will support remedial decisions at all the OUs.

. Other data sources, such as DOE/RL-2001-54,

Draft B, Central Plateau Ecological Evaluation,
aanual Hanford Site environmental reports, and
other existing datz also will be used in the
decision-making process.

The U Plant Closure Area, approximately half
square mile, consists of the U Plant Canyon
Building (221-U Building), associated facilities
and ancillary equipment including underground
pipeline, and several waste sites (Figure 2). The
221-U Building, associated facilities, and ancillary
equipment will be addressed under separate
decision-making pathways. The waste sites consist
CERCLA past-practice sites, RCRA past-practice
sites, and TSDs, all of which are currently assigned
to several source OUs. These waste sites consist
predominantly of liquid waste disposal sites
associated with the 221.U operations and a few
solid waste sites such as debris piles and a burial
trench. The liquid waste disposal sites include
cribs, trenches, french drains, septic systems,
unplanned releases, one underground settling tank,
andoneund _ und pipeline with significant
vadose zone contamination,

Analogous Site Approach

The analogous site approach detailed in the 200
Areas Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Implementation Plan — Environmental Restoration
Program (DOE/RL-98-28) (Implementation Plan)
streamlines the RI process by focusing activitics on
representative sites within OUs. The
representative «jtes have geologic, contaminant
inventory, «....cnt volume, contaminant
distribution, and structure characteristics that are
similar to those of the other sites in the OU or that
represent the worst case scenario in the QU,
making them a bounding condition for the other,
analogous sites. Data are collected from the
representative sites; these data are used to support
the remedial decision for all the waste sites in an
OU. The ROD will address all the waste sitesin an
QU. However, following issuance of the ROD,
additional data may be collected at the waste sites
to confirm that the correct alternative was selected
and to collect design data for the implementation of
the remedial alternative. This strategy results in
considerable cost savings, because investigation
costs can be delayed until after the ROD when the
confirmatory data needs can be streamlined and
focused on the best amount and type of data to
collect.
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reverse well. No stabili=2ton cover exists over the
216-U-4 Reverse Well. ..e well consists of a 7.6-
cm (3—in.)-diameter pipe installed 23 m (75 ft) into
the ground with the bottom 8 m (25 ft) of pipe
perforated. The end of the pipe is nearly closed by
flattening. An overflow pipe connects the 216-U-4
Reverse Well with the 216-U-4A French Drain.
The french drain consists of a 1.3-m (51-in)-
diameter concrete pipe placed vertically in the
ground. The pipe extends downward a minimum
of 1.2 m (4 f) and its ton is 1.5 m (5 fi) below
grade. The pipeisno _ el filled and is covered
by a 12.7-cm (5-in)-thick wooden lid. The drain
rests on undisturbed soil. The sites received acidic
decontamination waste containing fission products
from the 222.U Laboratory bood sinks.

Waste sites considered analogous to the 216-U-4 /
216-U-4A Reverse Well and French Drain include
the 216-U4B French Drain.

UPR-200-W-19 unplanned release. The UPR-
200-W-19 site is near the 241-U-361 Settling Tank
and the 216-U-1 and 216-U-2 Cribs. In the spring
of 1953, organic wastes and cell drainage from the
tributy! phosphate process in the 221-U Building
and waste from the224  Building (UO;)
overflowed to the ground by way of the 241-U-361
Settling Tank and the 216-U-1 and 216-U-2 Crib
vents. Contamination readings of 11.5 rads per
hour at a distance of 7.6 cm (3 in.) were reported
over an area of approximately 4.6 m? (50 £2). The
area where the release occurred is currently marked
as an Underground Radioactive Material Area that
also contains the 216-U-1 Crib, 216-U-;  1b, and
the 241.U-361 Settling Tenk. A portion of the
2607-W§ Septic System (i.e., the tile field) also is
included in the Underground Radioactive Material
Area. In 1953, decont=ruination was attempted
. and the area was bacl.....2d, delineated by s
woodenfer  and posted with Radiation Zone
signs. In1' | contaminated soil in the vicinity of
the 216-U-1 and 216-U-2 Cribs was scraped and
consolidated near  241.U-361 Settling Tank.
Stabilization actions conducted in 1991 included
removing sy ximately 15t030cm (6to 12in.)
of soil from the areas. Stabilization cover 46 to 61
n (18 t0 24 in) thick was placed over the areas
that were not removed from radiological posting.
The arca was downposted from a Surface
Contamination Area to an Underground
Radioactive Material Area.

Waste sites considered to be analogous to the UPR-
200-W-19 unplanned release include:

e 2607-WS$ Sentic System

o 2607-Wi tic Tank

»  200-W-56 Dump

200-W-57 Dump
200-W-71 Pit

UPR-200-W-8 Pit

UPR-200-W-118 unplanned release
UPR-200-W-33 unplanned release
UPR-200-W-48 unplanned release
UPR-200-W-55 unplanned release

200-W-77 unplanned relcase

UPR-200-W-78 unplanned release

200-W-85 unplanned release

200-W-87 unplanoed release

®  200-W.89 Foundation

e UPR-200-W-117 / UPR-200-W-60 unplanned
releases.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

Cleanup of these waste sites is a risk-based, source
control action that addresses contaminated soil and
structures (e.g., concrete, tanks) associated with
solid waste sites and liquid-waste disposal sites
such cribs, trenches, french drains, septic systems,
unplanned relezse sites, one underground settling
tank, underground pipeline, and septic tanks,
Other than the requirement for the source control
action to be protective of groundwater and surface
water, the scope does not include remediation of
groundwater that may be beneath these waste sites.
Contaminatec  undwater in the 200 West Area is
addressed by the 200-UP-1 OU.

Findings of the RUFS indicate that:

» Radionuclide contaminants associated with the
representative waste sites exceed the criteria
for the target dose of 15 mrem/year and the
target risk level of 1.0 x 10-5

‘e Nonr nuclide contaminants in and arow

the representative waste sites are less than the
criteria of the Washington Administrative
Code (WAC) 173.340.745, Method C

e  Groundwater protection values are exceeded
for nonradionuclides (WAC 173-340-747) and
for radionuclides (total dose of 4 mrem/year)
at two of the representative waste sites

»  Ecological risks are not likely high enough to
pose unacceptable risk to terrestrial wildlife
populations in the area, with the exception of
200-W-42 Virrified Clay Pipeline / UPR-200-
W.163, where cesium-137 is above the
environmentsl hazard quotient of one,
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIATION
OBJECTIVES

Human health and ecological risk assessments
were performed in sccordance with the Hanford
Past-Practice Strategy (DOE/RL-91-40). This
approachlii s the preremediation studies (e.g.,
Rls), so that more resources can be atlocated to the
cleanup of waste sites. A conceptu iite model
was developed for the waste sites. Poteptal risks
to human health and ecological receptors were
evaluated in risk assessments for the representative
sites, as documented in the FFS (DOE/RL-2003-
23).

The Tri-Par  : believe that the preferred
alternatives are necessary to protect the public
health or welfare or the environment from actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances into
the environment, Such a release, or threat of
release, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
environment.

Land Use

The reasonably anticipated future land use for the
U Plant Closure Arez is continued fndustrial-
exclusive activities. The DOE worked for several
years with  perating agencies and stakeholders
to define land-use goals for the Hanford Site and
develop fiture land-use plans (Drummond et al.
1992). __:cooperating agencies and stakeholders
included the National Park Service, Tribal Nations,
states of Washington and Oregon, local county and
¢ity governments, economic and business

velo interests, environmental groups, and
agricultura] "-terests.  iese efforts culminated in
the CLUP-!  (DOE/E1S-0222-F, Final Hanford
Comprehensive Land-IIse Plan Environmental
Impact Statemenn) a1 he “Record of Decision:
Hanford Cc msive Land-Use Plan
Environmental Impact Statement” (64 FR « i15),
which were issued in 1999,

According to the CLUP-EIS, industrial (exclusive)
land use wou  sreserve DOE control of the
continuing remediation activities and would use the
existing compatible infrastructure required to
support activitics such as dangerous waste,
radioactive waste, and mixed waste TSD facilities.
The DOE and its contractors, and the U.S,
Department of Defensc and its contractors, could
continue their Federal waste disposal missions, and
the Northwest Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Compact could continue using the U.S. Ecology
site for commercial radioactive waste, Research
supporting the dangerous waste, radioactive wa:
and mixed waste 3D facilities also would be

encouraged within this Jand-use designation. New

- uses of radioactive materials such as food

irradiation could be developed and paclkaged for
commercial distribution here under thi  nd-use
designation. :

Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial action objectives (RAO) were
developed based on the reasonably anticipated
future tand use, the conceptual site model,
applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARAR), and worker safety. The
following RAOs were identified for these waste
sites:

s RAO 1 - Prevent or reduce risk to human
health, ecological receptors, and natural
resources associated with exposure to wastes
or $0il contaminated above ARARS orrisk-
based criteria

o RAO 2 - Prevent migration of contaminants
through the soil ¢column to groundwater such
that concentrations in groundwater are eot
predicted to exceed ARARS

e RAO 3 -Prevent or reduce occupational
health risks to workers performing remedial
actions

» RAO 4 - Minimize the general disruption of
cultural resources and wildlife habitat and
prevent adverse impacts to cultural resources
and threatened or endangered species

~« RAO5- Provide conditions suitable for future

industrial land use of the study area, including

- appropriate institutional controls and
monitoring requirements to protect future
users of remediated sites.

The RAOs provide the basis for d¢  nining the
preliminary remediation goals for evaluation with
the waste site contarninants and conceptual model.
The RAOs will be finalized in the ROD for the
OUs.

Preliminary Remediation Goals

Preliminary remediation goals were developed for
a comprehensive list of contaminants of concern
{COC) to establish residual soil concentrations for
individual contaminants that are protective of
human bealth and the environment at 8 generic
waste site. Following public comment, the PRGs
will be issued in the ROD for these waste sites as
remediation goals or cleanup Ievels.

()
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In addition, the 221.U Building is undergoing a
concwt  CERCLA process (DOE/RL-2001-11,
Final Feasibility Study for the Canyon Disposition
Initiative), with the anticipated remedy inc] ng
the placement of & barrier. The boundary of the
effective barrier covers several sites addressed
within this FFS. Implementation of the barrier at
the 221-U Building would allow these sites to
undergo institutional controls and, in concert with
the 221-U barrier, therefore would be protective.
These sites include:

e 216-U-4 Reverse Well and 216-U4A French
Drain

e UPR-200-W-118 unplanned release
e UPR-200-W-78 unplanned release
e 2607-  Scptic Tank,

The remaining representative waste sites exceed
the groundwater protection PRG primarily for
nitrates and technetium-99, both of which are being
addressed in the 200-UP-] groundwater QU.
‘These waste gites meet the buman health PRG
when the existing s¢  :overis included in the
evaluation.

Application of this alternative complies with
potential ARARs, because it is protective of man
healthand theer  onment and protective ot
groundwater at the identified waste sites,

The Alternative 2 representative site ent-worth
values (in! )00) including capital cost and
operation and maintenance (O&M) cost are as

fo ws:

e 216-U8Crib-! 9
b 216‘U’12 C--- b wv\;g

e  216-U-4 Reverse Well/216-U-4A French
Drain - $193

e  UPR-200-W-19 unplanned release - $184.
Alternative 3= :move and Dispose

Alternative 3 would remove contaminated waste
and soil from waste sites to a depth of upto 4.6 m
(15 ft) bgs, or to the bottom of the engineered
structure to meet the PRGs. This would eliminate
the potential exposure pathways for receptors from
soils located at depths between the surface and 4.6
m (15 ft) bgs. Depending on the depth of
contamination, s0ils may be removed to protect
buman and ecological receptors (up to 4.6 m[15
f]) from direct contact with contaminants or may
be removed to greater depths if required and

practicable to meet groundwater protection PRGs.
Below-ground structures (e.g., cribs, tanks,
pipelines) would be removed or abandoned
according to current regulations. Clean excavated
soil would be used as backfill, and contaminated
soil would be disposed of at the ERDF.

For representative site UPR-200-W-19, this
alternative is implementable and is considered
pratective of human health and the environment,
because this site does not have deep contamination
concerns (i.e., protection of groundwater), and the
removal and disposal of shallow soils effectively
provides the necessary protection.

For those sites with deep contamination (i.e.,
representative sites 216-U-8 Crib, 216-U-12 Crib)
additional institutional controls, as discussed in
Alternative 2, would be required for continued
groundwater and natural attenuation monitoring
associated with the contaminants at depth.
Because the majority of contaminants would be
removed from 2 waste site under this alternative
and placed in an approved disposal facility, failure
of this altemative is not a likely scenario.
Verification sampling to determine that PRGs are
met by the removal activities would verify that
contaminants remaining do not pose unacceptable
risks. In addition, monitoring of the area
petformed as part of the 200-UP-1 OU
groundwater monitoring program would verify that
groundwater has been adequately protected,

This alternative would comply with ARARS by
removing soil that exceeds the PRGs, 1 wingor
abandoning structures. Where contaminants
remain at depth that exceed the groundwater
protection criterion, vadose zone or groundwater
monitoring may be required to show protectiveness
of g rater.

The removal of cont  nated soils and debris from
these sites for redisposal on the Hanford Site at the
ERDF transfers the Jong-term impact of
contaminants from an individual site to one
consolidated disposal facility. The ERDF is
designed for long-term management of buried
waste,

Alternative 3 representative site present-worth
values (in $1,000) including capital cost and
operation and maintenance cost arc as follows:

* 216-U-8Crib-$2,172
* 216-U-12 Crib-§583

s 216-U4 Reverse Well /216-1 A French
Drain- $118
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+ ~UPR-200-W-19 unplanned release - $2,066.
Alternative 4 — Capping

This altern ‘¢ would break potential exposure
pathways to receptors through placement of a
surface barrier and institutional controls.
Institution controls would be maintained at capped
sites until the PRGs are achieved through natural
attenuation. Performance monitoring of the
barriers will provide an early warning detection
system for moisture movement, which is the

_ imary ving force for vertical contaminant
transport. A performance monitoring system also
allows bestma ;ement practices to be
implemented (e.g., thicken the cap, further prevent
run-om), to prevent or mitigate groundwater

" contamination. The deployment of an appropriate
barrier will provide additional intrusion protection
past the 150-year institutional controls period and
also would provide infiltration control to protect
groundwater,

Groundwa iitoring would be coordinated
with the 2! | groundwater OU at those waste
sites that t tertainty associated with mobile

. contaminants (i.e., nitrates, technetium-99) at
depth, These sites are considered high-risk sites
and include  216-U-8 Cridb, 216-U-12 Crib, and
216-U-1 and 216-U-2 Cribs.

This altemative would comply with ARARs for
those waste sites that can be mitigated through
eliminating thways from direct exposure and
limiting contaminant migration for constituents that
excecd the groundwater protection criteria.
Contaminants that exceed the groundwater
protection eriteria will be monitored in
coordinating with the 200-UP-1 QU to show
protectiveness of groundwater for those sites with
contaminants remaining,

A capping demonstratinn project {i.c., Hanford
Barrier) hasbeenim mented on the Hanford
Site. Other types of barriers (i.c., evapotransiration
barriers) have not been used at the Hanford Site but
“have been implemented at other western arid sites,
have been approved by various regulatory
agencies, and are easy to construct, significantly
Jess expensive than the standard caps that have
be  1sed in the past, easy to maintain, and self-
healing in the event of future subsidence and/or
seismic events,

Alternative 4 representative site present-worth
values (in $1,000), including capital cost and
- operation and maintenance cost, are &s follows:

e 216-U-8 Crib - $1,595

10

e  216-U-12 Crib - $1,103

o  216-U-4 Reverse Well / 216-U-4A French -
Drain - $695 :

» UPR-200-W-19 unplanned release - 32,541.

NEPA Values

The NEPA process is intended to help Federal
agencies make decisions that are based on
understanding environmental consequences and
then take actions that protect, restore, and enhance
the environment. Overall, the long-term impacts of
these remedial actions to the public would be
extremely positive, The Secretarial Policy on the
National Environmental Policy Act (DOE 1994)
and the National Environmental Policy Act
Compliance Program (DOE Order 451.1A) require
that CERCLA docurnents incorporate NEPA
values, such as analysis of cumulative, offsite,
ecological, and socioeconomic fmpacts, to the
extent practicable, in lieu of preparing separate
NEPA documentation for CERCLA activities.

The NEPA-related resources and values that have
been considered for these waste sites support the
CERCLA and RCRA decision-maldng process.
These values include:

< Transportation  »Jacts

o  Ajrquality

e  Natural, cultural, and historical resources

o  Noise, visual, and aesthetic effects

e  Socioeconomic impacts

¢ Environmental justice

s Cumulative impacts (direct and indirect)

e Mitigation .

¢ Irreversible and irretricvable comm:
Tesources.

Remedial actions at the U Plant Closure Arca
waste sites would result in some impacts to public
health and the environment. However, the overall
environmental impacts under normal operating
conditions would not be very large, nor would they
vary greatly among the remedial altematives.

ntof

SUMMARY OF PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

Four remedial alternatives were evaluated for the U

Plant Closure Area waste sites. The preferred

remedial slternative for each of the waste sites P
considered is shown in Table 3. The alternatives
were evaluated for the representative sites with
respect to the CERCLA criteria; then they were
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evaluated against cach other using the same
criteria.

Alternative 1 = No Action: Based on existing
information and process knowledge, the no-action
alternative meets the RAOs for the following waste
sites:

o 200-W-5t ump
e 200-W-57 Dump

o  UPR-200-W-8 Pit

e 2607-W7 Septic Tank.

The remaining alternatives evaluated provide
varying levels of protection at a range of costs. For
sites that have contaminant concentrations that will
be above PRGs beyond about 150 years,
engineerec p:  ovide sufficient protection from
biological »~ human intrusion, in combination
with institv  nal controls. Removing
contaminated soil provides the highest degree of
protect . but, depending on the depth of
contamination, may be the highest cost. . .erisk
reductions associated with these actions are
considered small because the starting risks are
currently near RAOs and groundwater use is
currently limited.

Al ative 2 ~ Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural

Attenuation is the preferred alternative for the
following waste sites:

o  241.U-361 Settling Tank
e 216-U-16 Crib
e 216-U-17Crd -

e 216-U4 Reverse Well and 216-U4A French
Drain

e UPR-200-W-19 unplanned release
o 2607-WS5S

e 200-W-71 Pit
o  UPR-200-W-118 unplanned release
e UPR-200-W-33 unplanned release
e UPR-200-W-48 unplanned release
e UPR-200-W-55 unplanned release
e  200-W-77 unplanncd release

ic System

e UPR-200-W-78 unplanned release

1

e 200-W-85 unplanned release
*  200-W-B7 unplanned release
e 200-W-89 Foundation

s UPR-200-W-117/UPR-200-W-60 unplanned
releases.

Alternative 3 - Remove and Dispose is the
preferred altemative for the following waste sites:

e 200-W-42 Vitrified Clay Pipeline / UPR-200-
W-163 unplanned release

e 216-U-§ Trench

®  216-U-6 Trench

e 21¢ -15Trench

e 216-U-4B French Drain.

Alternative 4 - Capping is the preferred alternative
for the following high risk waste sites:

« 216-U-8Crb
6-U-1 and 216-U-2 Cribs
e  216-U-12 Crib.

RCRA TSD UNIT ©'T OSURE
PERFORMANCE . .ANDARDS AND
CLOSURE STRATEGY .

The proposed closure strategy for the 216-U-12
Crib TSD unit is Alternative 4 - Capping. The
Implementation Plan (DOE/RL-98-28) prescribes
the integration of the RCRA closure process with
the CERCLA process. In accordance with the
Implementation Plan, the elements of the TSD unit
closure are to be addressed in the CERCLA OU
RUFSdor  mtation. These elements have been
summarized {n Section 1.4 of DOE/RL-2003-23.

This closure strategy is consistent with the
requirements specified in WAC 173-303-665 (6),
“Landfill,"- “Closure and Post-Closure Care.”
This alternative will provide long-t

minimization of the migration of liquids through
the closed facility, through maintenance of the cap,
managing drainage and minimizing ecrosion of the
cover, and accommodating sertling and subsidence
such that the integrity is maintained, with a reduced
permeability. Following closure, postclosure
requirements are maintained through cap
maintenance (e.g., barrie: * :grity), monitoring
(c.g., bamier performance and groundwater
monitoring), and the management of run-on/runoff.
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

The public is encouraged to read the followmg documents to gain a better understanding of the 200 Areas md
the 200-UP-1 OU:

40 CFR 300, “National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan,” Appendix B, “National
Priority List™.

64 FR 61615, “Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement, Hanford Site,
. Richland, Washington; Record of Decision (ROD),” Federal Register, Vol. 64, No. 218, pp. 616151T,
November 12, 1999.

BHI00! U Plant Aggregafé Area Management Study Technical Baseline Report.
BHI-00268, 216-U-8 and UN-216-W-33 Interim Stabilization Final Report.
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Coniperuation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 USC 9601, et seq.

DOE, 1994, Secretarial Policy on the National Environmental Policy Act (memorandum from H. R. O'Leary,
Secretary of Energy, for Secretarial Officers and Heads of Field Elements, June 13), US. Department of
Energy, Washington, D.C.

DOE/EIS-0222-F, Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.
DOE Order 451.1A, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program.

DOE/RL-91-40, Hanford Past-Practice Strategy.

DOE/RL-91-52, U Plant Source Aggregate Area Management Study Report.

DOE/RL-93-33, Focused Feasibility Study of Engineering Barriers for Waste Management Units in the 200
Areas,

DOE/RL-95-13, Limited Field Investigation for the 200-UP-2 Operable Unit.
DOE/RL-95.106, Focused Feasibility Study for the 200-UP-2 Operable Unit.
DOE/RL-96-81, Rev. 0, Faste Site Grouping for 200 Areas Soil Investigations.
DOE/RL-96-92, Hanford Strategic Plan,

DOE/RL-98-28, Rev. 0, 200 Areas Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Implementation Plan —
- Environmental Restoration Program, -

DOE/RL-2000-60, 200-PW-2 Uranium-Rich Process Waste Group Operable Unit RI/FS Work Plan and
- Process Waste RCRA TSD Umt Sampling PlanDOE/RL-2001-54, Draft B, Central Plateau Ecological
Evaluai

- DOE/RL-~2001-11, Rev. 0, Final Feasthility Study for the Canyon Dbﬁo:in'on Initiative.

DOE/RL-2001-54, Ecological Evaluation of the Hanford 200 Areas — Phase I: Compilation of Existing 200
Areas Ecological Data.

DOE/RL-2002-68, Hanford's Groundwater Management Plan: Accelerated Cleanup and Prore;:ﬁon.
- DOE/RL-~2003-23, Focused Feasibility Study for the U Plant Closure Area Waste Sites.

Drummond, M.E., 1992, The Future for Hanford: Uses and Cleanup, The Final Report of the Hanford Future
Site Uus’ Worlang Group.

EPA/540/G-89/004 1985, Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under
CERCLA.

EPA 541.R99-039, 1999, EPA Superfund Record of Decision: Hanford 100- and 200-Area (USDOE) OUs 15
and 27, Benton County, WA,

HAB, 2002, Report of the Exposure Scenarios Task Force, Hanford Advisory Board, Richland, Washington.
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HAB #132, 2002, “Exposure Scenarios Task Force on the 200 Area,” (letter), Hanford Advisory Board
Consensus Advice #132, Richland, Washington.

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order, 1989, 23 amended.

Hedpges,] 000, “Approval of the Contained-In Determination Request for Hydrazine,” (letter), Washington
State Dep....ment of Ecology, Kennewick, Washington, June 22.

Klein, K. A,, Einan, D. R., and Wilson, M. A., 2002, “Consensus Advice #132: Exposure Scenarios Task Force
on the 20 “.rea,” (letter) U.S. Department of Energy, Richland, Washington.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 UsC 4321, et seq.
PNNL-13788, Hanford Site Groundwater Monitoring for Fiscal Year 2001.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976,42U.S.C, 6901, et seq.
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
1e Administrative Record can be reviewed at the following locations:

Lockheed Martin Information Technology
Administr =~ Tecord

2440 Stevens  nter Place, Room 1101
Richland, Washington 99352

POC: Debbi Isom

(509) 376-2530

POINTSt CONTACT

U.S. Depa—1eat of Energy Representative
KevinLea Project Manager
509/373-7285 '

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Representa 2 (Region 10)
CraigCam 1, Project Manager
509/376-8665

Washington State Department of Ecology
John Price, Project Manager
509/736-3029

INFORMATION REPOSITORIES
This Proposed Plan is available for viewing at the following public information repositories:

University ~* Washington

SuzzalloLi 1ty Government Publications
Seattle, Washington 98195

206/543-1937

ATTN: Elcanor Chase

Gonzage iversity, Foley Center
East 504 _.one

Spokane, Washington 99258
$00193-3839

A'. ...: Counnie Scarpelli

Portland St University,
Branford Pasxc Millar Library
934SWH: on

Porlland, 0l=5011 97207-1151
503/725-3690

US. Depart nt of Energy Public Reading Room
Washington wate University

Consolidated Information Center, Room 101L
2770 University Drive

Richland, Washington 99352

509/372-7443

ATTN: Terri Traub
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( ' Figure 1. L. tion of the U Plant Closure Area in the 200 West Area, Hanford Site.
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GLOSSARY AND TERMS

The first use of technical terms and other specialized text in this Proposed Plan is shown in bold in the document and
defined below. '

Administrative Record - The files containing all the documents used to select a response action at a CERCLA
remedial action site. Locations where the Administrative Record for the Hanford Site is maintained were previously
provided in this document.

Ana oussite - A waste site in an OU that is analogous to a representative site because of similar waste disposal
practices, construction, geology, volumes of e/ .ent and contaminants, and other factors.

Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) - Those cleanup standards, standards of control,
and other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations prorulgated under Federal or
state law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other
circumstance at a CERCLA site, or that address problems or situat sufficiently similar to those encountered at
the CERCLA site that their use is well-suited to the particular site.

Capping ~ A remedial alternative that relics on placement of a physical barrier over s waste site to prevent intrusion
by humans and/or biota; may also be designed to limit infiltration of precipitation to provide protection of
groundwater by limjting mobilization of contaminants in the vadose soils.

Characterization - Identification of the characteristics of a site, often through review of existing site information
and/or sampling and analysis of environmental media and materials, to determine the pature and extent of
contamination so informed decisions can be made as to the level of risk presented by the site and, therefore, the
appropriate remedial response can be made.

Clean closure — A TSD is closed pursuant to RCRA such that contaminant concentrations are below levels of
concern and no RCRA constituents remain that would pose a threat to human health or the environment.

CLUP-EXS - Fina! Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement - DOE/EIS-0222-F

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabllity Act of 1980 (CERCLA) — A Federal Iaw
that establishes a program to provide for the identification of hazardous waste sites to ensure that sites arc clean:
up, and to allow government entities to evaluate damages to natural resources. CERCLA is also known as the
“Superfund.™

Contaminants of concern (COC) — A focused list of radioactive and chemical constituents that may be found at
vatious waste sites.

Decontamination and decommissloning ~ St lization and maintenance or removal of inactive sury  facilities to
reducepc  lalen'  mental, human health, and safety hazards.

Ecology — Washington State 1 _ nt of Ecology.

Environmental Restoration Disposal Facllity (ERDF) - The Hanford Site's disposal facility for most waste and
contaminated environmental media (contingent upon meeting the ERDF waste acceptance criteria) generated under
a CERCLA remedial action. The ERDF currently receives wastes from ongoing remedial actions in the 300 Area
and at other Hanford NPL sites.

EPA -US. Environmental Protection Agency.
FFS - Focused Feasibility Study - DOE/RL-2003-23
HAB -~ Hanford Advisory Board.

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order ___I-Party Agreement) — An agreement and consent
order between DOE, EPA, and Ecology that details the process to be used to address CERCLA, RCRA, and state
requirements for closing the Hanford Site.

Implementation Plan - DOE/RL-98-28.
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Industrjal-exclusive - A land-use designation under the CLUP-EIS that applies to the 200 Areas core zone. Under
this land-use designation, waste management activities would continue. This land use assumes an industrial
€xposure scenario.

Institutional controls - Nonengineered instruments, such as administrative and/or Jegal controls, that minimize the
potential for exposure to contamination by limiting land or resource use. The State of Washington also considers
ysical controls, such as fencing and signs, to be institutional controls as well.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) - A Federal law that establishes a program to prevent and
eliminate damage to the environment. Values for s act encompass a range of environmental concerns.

National Pric y List (NPL) - A list of top-priority hazardous waste sites in the United States that are eligible for
restigation and cleanup under Superfund (40 CFR 300, Appendix B).

Natural attenuation — A decrease in concentration of a contaminant due to natural processes, such as radioactive
dccay. oxidation/reduction, biodcgradation, and/or sorption.

Observational approach - A method of planning, designing, and m:plcmentmg a remcdxa! action that uses a limited
amount of initial field characterization datato¢  te a gencral understanding of the site conditions. Information that
is galhercd during the remedial action phase is used to make real-time decisions to guide the remedial action. For
some sitcs, this method is considered more cost- and time-eflective than traditional methods that require large
amounts of initial data to make detailed plans and designs for remedial actions,

Operable unit (OU) - As applied to the Hanford Site, an OU is a group of land disposal sites or groundwater
plumes placed together for the purposes of investigation and subsequent clcanup actions.

Preliminary remcdiation goals (PRG) - Initia! cleanup levels that are developed during the CERCLA decision-
making process. PRGs may be refined in the ROD to become final cleanup levels (i.e., remediation goals).

Proposed Plan - The plan that px;cscnts the preferred alternatives for remedial action of waste sites to the public by
the responsible partics. The proposed plan is developed based on the results of feasibility studies perforrmd on the
waste sites {in this case, the FFS for the U Plant Closure Area Waste Sites).

Record of decision (ROD) - The formal document under CERCLA or NEPA in which the lead regulatory agency
sets forth the selected remedial measure and provides the reasons for its selection.

Remedial action objectives (RAO) — General descriptions of what the remedial action will accormplish (e.g.,
restoration of groundwater).

Remedial alternative - General or specific actions that are evaluated to determine the extent to which they can
elim  leorm r :threats posed by contaminants to human health and the environment.

4 est it \ data collection activityunde:  i.._A thatincludess: ling and analysis to
identify the nzature and extent of contaminants at a waste site,

Remove and Dispose ~ A cleanup method where soil and debris are excavated such that no contaminants above the
approvcd 1 liation goals for direct exposure, groundwater, and river protection remain at the site. Excavatcd
material is treated (as necessary) and sent to an engineered facility for disposal. i .

Representative site — A waste site in an QU that either typifies or bounds the contaminant characteristics of thc .
waste sitesin the (. A representative site is selected based on the types and volumes of ¢fflucnts and
contaminants discharged to the site, the construction of the waste site, the physical characteristics and setting of the
arca around the waste site, availability of data, and other site-specific factors. The representative sites are
characterized during the RI to determine the nature and vertical extent of contamination. This information is used to
support the decision-making process for the OU, .

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) - A Federal law that establishes rcquucmcnts for the
storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste,

SEPA - State Environmenta  otection Act (RCW 43.21C).
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__eatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) unit - A RCRA site used to treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste.

Tri-Parties=U.S ~ rironmental Protection Agency, Washington State Department of Ecology, and U.S.
Departrnent of Energy.

Waste sites - Sites that are contaminated or are potentially contaminated due to past operations. Contamination may
be contained in environmental media, such as soil or groundwater, or in man-made structures or waste, such as
debnis.
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AFPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF SITE COST ESTIMATES
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Cost Estirnates (in $1,060). {1 Pages)

Waste Site/Group
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Cost Estivaates (in $1,000). (2 Pages)

Waste Site/Group

SO0 W58 Thumgr

Afternative 1: No Action
Adternative 2 Maintain
Existing Seoill Cover,
institutional Controls, and
Monitored Natural
Attenuation
Alernative 3: Remove and
Dispose

Alternative 4 Capping

2004057 Dumg - 348 $125 3784
200-W-71 Pit ~ 345 5362 $L003

Neser Cost drizdls are iy Appendix ¥ of DOE/BL-2003-23, Focused Frasibiling Shudy for the 1 Plont Tlosvery Aves Wasty Sites.
Figt presenst worth takan cves Hiedvame needed to veach industrisl snd conloginal prelindne:
*hese waste sites are anticipated fo be wnder the boundary o the effective baveer anlicipa

14

200-W-77 pnplanned relesse - 46 5104 SHOE
2009988 unplanned release - $at §108 705
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ZO0W B9 Foumtaling 548 5161 S02%
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P H-Z00-40-48 - 548 3110 3721
UPR-200-W-55 - 546 $104 S695
URR-200W. TR . $45 $103 5646
UPRA200-W-117UCR-200-W-60 - 348 3141 $346

remeitiation goala

J oy the 32110 Building,.
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APPENDIX B

REPRESENTATIVE & ANALOGOUS WASTE SITE SUMMARY
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Table B. ~U-8 Crib and Associated Analogous Waste Sites. (4 pages)
Waste Site Conflguration, Construction, sad | Current Waste Site
\Vaste Site Purpose Cover/Vegetation Site and Discharge History Rationale
241-U-361 Setding Tank | The 241-U-361 Sentling Tank is located southwestof | Griver and shoterete | ™ - *nk received cell drainage from | This setiling tank is analogous to the 216-U-8

the 221-U Building, north of 16* Streel. The

216-U-1 & 216-U-2 Cribs and the 241-U-361 Settling
Tankare. atedinscomm  Wdiologically
controllcs arca. It is posted witn underground
Radioactive Material Area signs. The tank is posted
with Inactive Miscellaneous Underground Storage
Tank signs. Waste flowed (rom the 24 1-U-361
Settling Tank to the 216-U-1 C  which lies 30 m
{100 ) to the west), and then to e 21 6-U-2 Crib.
The 241-U-361 Settling Tank is a circular underground
settling tank 6 m (20 ) in distneter by 6 m (19 )
deep, constructed of 15em (640 teel reinforced
prestressed concrete. The top o5 uxe tank is 2 m (6 ft)
below grade and sevenal vents and risers penetrated
the ground surface. The sirface surrounding the
setiting tank has been covered with shoterete,

6 tank in the 221-U Building
raste from the 224-U Building
the uranium

- -7pcrations shut down m 1957, From

luly 1957 through May 1967, the
216-U-1 & 216-U-2 Crib system
received waste from the 224-U
Building and equipment
decontzmimation waste and
reclamation waste from the 221-U
Building Canyon via the 241-U-361
Sentling Tank. In December 1949,
the inlet lines to the well were cut
snd plugged. The waste line was
extended from the 241-U-361
Settling Tank to the 216-1-1 and
216-U-2 Cribs. A reverse well was
associated with the settling tanl
however, the WIDS database
indicates thal it never received
waste. Records show that well
299-W19-9, located adjacent to the
241-U-361 Sctiling Tank, was
compleied on August 26,1944, to s
depth of 92 m (302 ). WIDS states
that well 299-W19-9 was sbandoned
and grouted. Approximately
106,000 liters (28,000 gal) of waste
sludge are believed to rermain in the
tank.

Crib because (1) it received a similar
uranjum-rich waste streanc (2) it received
similar contaminant inv ess uranium
and p!lutonium, but mos wa-4 ., ond Sr-90); ﬂ)
its primary contaminants (Cs-137, uranium, and
$¢-90) are gimilar to those of the 216-U-8 Crib
but with the addition of technetium, (4) the two
sites have similar hydrogeology snd a thick
vadose zone; (5) the site is locate  rithin close
proximity to 216-U-1 and 236-U-z Cribs (and is
conneeted 1o thern via 8 stainless steel pipeline)
which sre considered snalogous 10 216-U-8 Crib.

No characterization data have been collected to
specifically characterize any relesses from the
241-U-361 Sctting Tank. Risks associated with
this site sre expected 1o be bounded by the
216-U-8 Crib, because any releases from the
tank are expected o be gignificantly lower in

olume than the 216-U-1 & 216-U-2 or 216-U-8
_ribs,
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Tablel  216-U-8 Crib and Associated Analogous Waste Sites. (4 pages)
Waste Site Configuration  nstruction, and | Current Waste Site )
Waste Site Purpose Cover/Vegetation Site and Discharge Iistory Rationale
200-W42 VCP/ The release site is locsted in t sbove the Gravel UPR-200-W-163 occurred over This VCP/unplanned release is contidered to be
UPR-200-W-163 pipeline from the 224-U Buily the 216-U-8 time, as leaking waste from the analogous to the 216-U-8 Crib, becsuse the VCP
Crib. The release consisted o logically underground VCP-contaminated the | conveyed waste material to the 216-U-8 Crib an¢
contaminated vegetation grow ove the site of the soil. Vegetation ebsorbed some of | therelore is expected to have & similar waste
200-W-42 VCP, the undergro seline to the the ndioactive contaminants. inventory. Surface soil samples collected during
216-U-3 Crib. The undergrov=n vr P transferred U Broken picces of contaminated the VCP limited field investigation typically
Plant waste to the 216-U-8 C ¢ area currently vegelation scattered in the wind and | showed background levels of activity for
is posted with Underground F tive Material caused the size of the surface-posicd | analyzed constituents. The highest levels of
Arcasigns. The 15.2em (6 neter VCP runs contamination area to be increased. | contamination were detected in the subsurface
from a neutralization tank loc meath the The site encompassed 1.8 hectares | near the VCP. However, many constituents were
2715-UA Building couth 1o tf U-8 Crib. The (4.5 ecres) at one time; however distributed throughout the 4 m {12-1t) depth of
pipeline is buried 3 to 4 m (1 fl) below grade. 1.4 hectares (3.5 acres) were the investigation. The data also suggested that
The pipeline was blanked off he 216-U-8 Crib stabilized and down posted to no minor latera! spreading (no more than 1to2 m [3
was deactivated, and it was exiended spproximarely posting in 1994, The site currently | to 5 ft]) was apparent.
225 m (738 ft) south to the 216-7"12 Crib. The consists of 0.4 hectare (1 acre) of
-ipeline is buried approximately (10 i) below soil above the underground pipeline  The maximum concentrations of smericium-241,
made for the segment betweent 16-U-8and that {y marked and posted with esium-137, plutorium-239/240, and
216-U-12 Cribs. Underground Radicactive Material | strontium-90 detected during the pipeline
Area signs. UPR-200-W-163 is investigation were 426 pCi/g, 49,100 pCi/g, 70.6
associated with the 200-W-42 VCP | pCi/g, and 180 pCi/g, respectively for soits. The
connecting the 216-1J-8 Crib to the | highest strontium activity was detected ina
224-U Building. The posied area vegetation sample at 1,380 pCi'g.
over the pipetine on the north side of
16th Street was stabilized in October
2001.
) )
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Tal . 216-11-12 Crib and Ascacizted Analnonous Wacte Sites. (6 pages)
Waste Site Coaflgui auvmn. vorrent Waste Sitc
Waste Site Construction, and Parp Cover/Vegetation Site aed Discharge History tionale

rocess Waste Group Analogous sites to be evaluated using the 216-U-12 Crib model

16-U-5 Trench The site is located northwest of the Gravel This site was used as s liquid disposal site | This trench is considered to be analogous to the 216-U-12
221U Building. Thesiteconsis  fan fo- "—:-adiated urs ~ ste fromthe | Crib because the sitc ~~~ s an inactive unlined trench; (2)
wunlined treach (12by 12 m (40! OR) cC...-Avprmst . __. UBuilding. | received a uranium-._.. vaste stream; (3) has primary
atbase of excavation). The sbow- The site was: only during contaminants of uranium and nitrate; (4) is expected to
ground piping was removed an March 1952, 1x was deactivated when the | have similar contaminant distributions with maximum
trench was backfilled with 3 m Jof start-up waste disposal operation was concentrations expected st the basc of the trench (3 10 6
clean soil immediately after rec 4 complete. The aboveground piping was [ m [10 to 12 ft] bgs) and little latera] spreading; and
waste. No structures exist in t ich, removed and the trench was backfilled. (5) hat gimilar hydrogeology and thick vadose zone,
which is posted with Undergrouna The site was interim stabilized in 1994
Radioactive Material Area signs, with 0.61 m (2 ft) of clean soil. This site {s bound by the 216-U-12 Crib; however,

contaminant concentrations, vertical distribution, and
risks likely sre Jower than those of the ¢rib, based on: (1)
the site receiving 2 orders of magnitude less wastewater
(2,250,000 L. {595,000 gal)}; (2) the site receiving a
smaller inventory of contaminants (an order of magnitude
Tess uranium, which was unirradiated); (3) the site
receiving a single short-duration discharge (Yacks &
persistent driving source of wastewater), which likely
would further limited the vertical movement of
contaminants from the point of discharge; and (4) the
mobile contaminants (vranium and nitrate) have not
impacted the undarlying groundwater, Confirmatory
sampling should be used to confirm the nature of
contamination and the risk associated with this site.
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Table B-3, 216-T1.4 Ry

VellVU4A French Drain and Associated Analopous Waste Sites, (2 naees)

the 222U Labora" — The frencnonain
consistsof20.9n. . in.) conc ipe
slaced vertically below grade. pe
:xtends 3 m (10 ft) downward. - ipe
s located under a cement pad w

LS cm (1 in.) diameter steel rise Y
which has been eapped. The ver r
extends approximatety 1.2 m (4

above the surface.

regisiered imderground injection well, It
is posted with Underground Radioactive
Material Area siy  The sile operated
from January 190u w July 1970. The unit
was deactivated when Pacific Northwest
Laboratory operations in the

222-U Laboratory were shut down. From
January 1960 10 July 1970, the gite
reccived waste from a hot cefl and hood in
the 222-U Labontory. From

January 1965 to July 1970, the site
received waste from hoods and hot cells
in the 222-U Laborutory from Pacific
Northwest Laboratory work.

‘ Waste Site Ceimgur-mm Current Waste Site
Waste Site _ Constructlos, and Purpe CoverfVegetation Site and Dlscharge History Rstionale
Reverts Well/French Drafn Group Anzlogous sites to be evaluated using the 216-U-4/216-U-4A mode!
216-w=ad French Drain | This site is located 9.1 m (30 f) vof Concrete The french drsin is a Washington State- | This site is analogous 10 the 216-U-4A French Drain

because (1) it is an inactive french drain, (2) the french
dmain structure depth is similar, (3) waste inventories are
similar, and (4) site lithology is similar because of the
close proximity of the two gives.

The risk associated with the 216-1J-4D French Drain is
expected to be boundad by the 216-U-4A French Drain
because the waste liquid volume discharged to the
216-U-48 French Druin is sn order of magnitode less
han that discharged to the 216-U-4A French Drain.

NPH =
TBP =

= notdetecied or not analyzed.
normal parzffin hydrocarbon.
tributyt phosphate.
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T’b‘e B‘4- IIPR"

=19 Unplanned Release and Accaciated Analogous Waste Sites. (13 pages)

Waste Site Configur Cuarrent Waste Site
Waste Site Construction, and Py CoverfVegetation Site and Disckarge History Rationale
doild Yvasve Group Anstogous sites to be evaluated ushi PR-200-W-19 model
200-W-56 The site is located approxim m Rabbit brush, tumble | The gite is not marked or radiologicaly | No known contamination has been documented a1 this
(150 yd) north of the 221-U | . weed, and cheat grass | posted. site. The site is considered analogous to
The site consists of a pile of sc+ UPR-200-W-19 because any releases at this site would
spproximately 3.05 m (1€ icter have been to surface soils.
containing wire, fencing maret tal
scrp, cable, and grounding roas. Any risk associated with this site is expected to be
bounded by UPR-200-W-19. No characterization dats
exist for this site, so confirmatory sampling should be
used to canfirm the nature of any contamination and
the risk associsted with this site. The site i also
considered snalogous to the U Plant Closure Area,
Waste Site 200-W-CSLA, which is s rejecied site, 1t §s
believed that this site may be rejected also.
200-W-57 The laydown srez was located outside the Gravel A RCRA genenl inspection in 1997 No known contamination has been documented ll this

fenced T-Hopper Storage Area,  he
west side of the 2714-U Building "he
site was an excess equipment are

r

identified the materis] as an area necding
10 be addressed. The equipment was in the
process of being satvaged and/or recycled

site. The yite is considered anslogous to
UPR-200-W-19 because any releases at this site would
have been to surface soils.

storage for radiotogically by a junk dealer. The materis! has been .
uncontaminated equipment. removed and the arca now consists of Any risk associated with this site is expected to be
gravel and pavement. bounded by UPR-200-W-19. No characterization dats
exist for this site, $0 confirmatory sampling should be
used to confirm the nature of any contamination and
the risk associated with this site. The sile is atso
considered snalogous to the U Plant Closure Ares,
Waste Sile 200-W-CSLA, which Is a rejected site, Itis
believed that this site may be rejected also.
) ) )
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Table B4. UPR-i

3

<W-19 Unplanned Release and Associated Analogous Waste Sites. (13 pages)

Waste Site

200-W-T1

Waste Site Cenfiguration,
Coastruction, snd Purpose

An open trench s visible on a 14 nay
photograph of the 200 West Area. 1pe
trench was located southeast of (

221-U Building, south of 16th Suxe and
east of Beloit Avenue, The trench
apparently has been backfilled and is not
marked ot posted. The 216-U-17 Crib is
just west of the trench location. In the
1990s the 200-UP-| Ground Water Pump
and Treat project was located in the area
The trench has been filled in. The date of
beckfilling is unknown. The arcais not
posted or marked.

ste Site
taifon

Site and Discharge History

Ratlonsle

xaoon onsn, tumble
wreed, and chest grass

It is not kmown what the trench was used
for. There are no designated burial
grounds et this location; however, s
drawing (Hanford Drawing 1-2-1498, 200
West Steam Line Plof) shows &
mainienance disposal groumd (which may
be the site formerly known as the
200-W-CSLA site, & rejected site). The
1948 serial photograph shows an open
trench and a spoil pile. Historical photos
from 1950 and 1956 show smoke emitting
from the trench. There are no designated
burial grounds st this location. Later, the
ame area was used a3 a construction
down ares for the reconfiguration of U

ruant for the uraniumn recovery process. A
meeting held in 1987 with several
knowiedgeable long-time employees
sttributed the obvious surface debris to the
U Plant construction activities. There was
a genera! recollection among the older
cmployees that natural uranium was once
sent to a trench in this srea. However, no
radioactivity was ever detected during
various core sampling in the area over the
“ears. Based on the historical photographs
nd the general lack of information on this
« cite and on UPR-200-W-8, this sitec may be
he bura pit that is described in the

| JPR-200-W-8 waste site.

Significant uncertainties exist as to the nature of ay
releases at this site as well as the location of the site.
Based on the historics] photographs and the general
tack of information on this site and on UPR-200-W-8,
this site may be the bum pit that is described in the
UPR-200-W-8 waste site, See the UPR-200-W-8
rationale below.
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Table B-4. UPR-200-W-19 Unplanned Release and Associated Analerous Waste Sites. (13 pages)

)

‘Waste Site Conliguration,

Waste Slte Cs - rton,ond 1 se
- = not detected or not analyzed. -
NPH = normal paraffin hydrocarbon.
PUREX = Plutonium-Reducstion Extraction (Plant).
REDOX = Reduction-Oxidation (Plant).
TBP = tributyl phosphate,
WAC = Washington Administrative Code.

Hanford Drawing H-2-1495, 200 West Steam Line |

Resource Conscrvation and Recovery Act of 1976, 4z J.!

WAC 246-272, “On-Site Sewsge Systems,” Washingron
Waste Information Data System, Hanford Sile database.

Current Waste Site |
Cover/Vegetation

Site and Discharge istory J

6901, t seq.
tnistrative Code.

Ratlonale

vV yuq ‘v2-£002- T304
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