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The U.S. Department of Energy @OE) needs to take action to: retrieve transuranic ~~

waste b-use interim storage waste containers have exceeded their 20-year design life and

could f~ musing a radioactive relwe to the environmen~provide storage capacity for

retrieved and newly generated ~U, Greater-than-Category3 (GTC3), and mixed waste

before trmtient andor shipment to the.Waste Isolation Pflot Project ~P); and upgrade

the Mastrucme network in the 200 West Area to enhance operationrdefficiencies and

redum the wst of operating the Solid Waste Operations Complex.

~ proposal action wotid initiate the retrieval activities @e&ievd) from Trench 4C-T04

in the 200 West Area including the constructionof support facditim n~sary to carry out

the retrieval operations. In addition, the proposed action includes the construction and

operation of a facflity @nhanA Radioactivewed Waste Storage FacM&) in the 200 West

Area to store newly generated and the retrieved waste wMe it awai~ shipment to a fti

disposd site. Mso, InfrastrucWe Upgrades and a Central Waste Support Complex are

necessary to support the Hanford Site’s centrdti waste managementar= ti the

200 West ArM. me proposed action fio includm mitigation for the loss of priority

shrub-steppe habitat restiting from construction. The Mtimatedtoti mst of the proposed

action is $66 tiion.

Other dtemtives to the Retrieval, the Storage Factii~, Mastructnre Upgrades, and the

Central Waste Support Complex were mnsiderd. In addition to a No-ActionMternative,

other dtermtives included the use of existing onsite storage facfiities, and the use of existing

onsite office facilities. These d~rnatives did not m~t DOE’s n~ to retrieve TRU waste;

provide storage capacity for retrieved and newly genera~ TRU, mixed, and GTC3 waste;

upgrade the MaStructure; and reduce the mst of operating the Solid Waste Operations

Complex (SWOC).

me proposed action was evaluated for potentkd impacts to the environment, workers, and

the public. Under noti operating renditions, no environment impacts in terms of
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adverse hdth effects to the general public is eqwted. M work wotid be performed in

comphce wik As bw As ReasonablyAchievable (~) principles, waste

~tion policies, applicable state and federd re@ations, and DOE Orders.

Construction impacts were ev~uated. An estirnati 18.6 hectar= (46 acres) of land would

be disturbd with an estimated 14.6 hectarw (36 acres) of priority shrub-steppehabitat being

destroyed during site clearing activities. ~ land disturbanm represents approfiately 1.5

percent of the Hanford Site’s 200 West Arm. A mitigation strategy for the Hanford Site is

being developd for mitigation of lost’priority shrub-steppehabitat ar=. Habitat loss from

the proposed action wodd be mitigated in accordancewith the sitewide strategy. Habitat

loss wodd be mmpensated for at a ratio of 3 to 1.

A ~turd Resource Review and a Biologid Review of the proposed construction site has

been conducted. No sensitive areas such as wetiands, floodplains, archaeologic sites, or

structures of historid ‘sigtilcance were identiled. me historic White Bluffs Road is

eligible for listing on the Natiod Register of Historic Places. However, the State Historic

Prwervation Officer k determined that the segment of the road which runs through the 200

West Area is a non-~ntributing section due to its loss of physid integrity and location

within the fenced 200 West Area. Work codd proti in this non-mntributing section

without further loss of integrity to the road as a whole. In addition, two bird species, the

loggerhead shrike (federd candidate and state candidate)and sage sparrow (state candidate). .
were observed in the area of the proposed action and wotid be impacti bmuse of lost

shrub-s~ppe habitat. Nthough the northern sagebrush ltid was not observed in the area of

the proposti action, tie loss of sagebrush mtid impact this spmies that relies on the shrub-

steppe habitat. Bmuse the presence of the loggerheadshrike and the sage sparrow has been

determined in the habitat at the site, proj=t constructionschedties would be adjusted to

~ impact on these species by avoidingsite clearing and preparation activities during

the nesting season (March through Jdy).

One postulated accident was evaluated for the retrieval activity having an intimated

frequency of omurrence of about ho times every one tiion yws. ks than one latent
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cancer fatiity (LCF) to tie general public is projecti to occur as a restit of ~ accident.

SWarly, a postiati accident witi an estirnati fre~ency of occurrence of about once

every one tiousand years was evaluated for tie storage activity kving a dctiated LCF to

~e”general public of less ti one. In tie event of eitier tie postiated retrieval accident or

tie postiated storage accident, no LCFSwodd be eqecti to tie ,generd public.

me proposal action was evaluatedregarding potenti socioeconomicand environment

justice impacts. mere wotid be a sW, temporary increase in construction workers. mere

wotid not be a disproportionateadverse impact to any minority or low inmme segment of

tie community.
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As bw As Reasonable Achievable- ALARA. h approach to radiologid control to

manage and control exposures (individti and co~ective) to work form and to tie general

public at Ievek as low as raonable, taking into amunt social, technid, economic,

practid and public policy considerations. ~ is not a dose limit but a process that has

the obj=tive of attaining doses as far below the applicable controlling limits as is reasombly

achievable.

Collective dose emivdent - CDE. me sum of the dose.equ&dents of M individuals in

an exposed popdation. CoUmtivedose equivalent is expressed in units of person-rem.

Committed dose eauivdent. me dcdati dose equivalentprojected to be received by a

tissue or organ over a 50-year period *r a known intake of radionuclide into tie body. It

does not include contributions horn exted dose. Committeddose equivalent is expressed

in units of rem.

Contact-handed w~te. Waste or waste containers whose exted surface dose rate does

not ex=d 200 mtilirem per hour thus permitting close and unshieldedmanipdation by

workers.

Effective dose eauivrdent- EDE. me summationof the products of the dose equivrdent

rmived by specfled tissues of the body and a tissue-specfic wei@ting factor. ~ sum is

a risk-equivalent value and can be used to estimate the hdth-effects risk of the exposed

individti. me tissue-spec~lc weighdng factor represents the fraction of the toti hdth risk

restiting from uniform whole-bodyirradiation that wotid be contributedby that particular

tissue. The effwtive dose equivalent includes the wrnmitted effmtive dose equivalent from

interti deposition of radionuclidm and the effective dose equivalentdue to penetrating

radiation from sources exted to the body. Effective dose equivalent is expressed in units

of rem.
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Greater-~an-Cateporv 3 w~te -GTC3. me nomenclaturegiven to the Hanford Site’s . ,

low-level waste that is stiar to the Gr~ter-ti-Class C classificationas established by

the U.S. Nuclm Re@atory Commissionand defined in 10 Code of Federal.

ReguMons 61.55. This low-level waste has a concentrationof radionuclides that exceeds

the U.S. Nucl~ Re@atory CommissionClass C classificationand is considerd a high

activity waste requiring specti handing in accortim with DOE Order 5820.2A. The

waste is not suitable for near-surface disposd. It is defined in the Hanford Site Solid Waste

Auptance Criteria ~C 1993a).

hw-level waste. Waste that con~ radioactivity and is not classfled as high-level

waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel or byproduct rnaterti where the concentration

of transuranic radionuclides is less than 100 Nctig.

Mfllirem. A unit of radiation dose that is e@ to one-thousandth(1/1000) of a rem.

Mixed waste. Waste contig both radioactive and tidous componentsrequiring

treatment, storage, or disposd in accordanm with the Resource Couserv~”onand Recove~

Aa of 1976 regulations.

Newlv generated TRU waste. TRU waste generati at the present time and forecasted

into the future, prior to being retrievable stored.
. .

Plutonium eauivdent. The amount of plutonium-239that wodd present the same risk, or

h-d, as otier elements or a mixture of isotopes.

~. Unit of absorbed dose. One rad is e@ to an absorbed dose of 100 ergs per gram

or 0.01 jodes per tiogram.

~. Unit of dose equivalent. Dose equivalent in rem is numeridy eqti to the

absorbed dose in rad multiplied by a quality factor, distributionfactor and any other

n-sary mod~ing factor.
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Remote-handld waste. Packaged waste with an exteti surface dose rate that exa

200 tiem per hour reWiring shielding from and titance between it and workers.

Retrievable stored. The emplacementof waste k butidings or other structures, or out of

doors on bermed pads, with the intent of rwlaiming it in the future for treatment or disposd,

SusDmttransuranic. Waste retrievable stored as transuranic waste which, due to

amtrative c-es in the deftition of transuranic waste over time, may or may not

currentiy be defined as,transuranic waste (see deftition of transuranic waste).

Transuranic wrote. Waste mntaining dpha-emitig radionuclideswiti an atomic number

greater than 92 and hrdf-livesgreater ti 20 yms, at concentrationsgrmter than 100 Nci/g.

In addition, radium-226 and uranium-233sour~ are mged as TRU waste at the Hanford

Site in amrdance with DOE Order 5820.2A. mote: Previous administrative levels have

been in effect. Skce May 1970, solid waste classed as or suspectedof being TRU waste

was designated as TRU waste. In 1973, the offlcid level for segregation and storage became

10nCi TRU/g of waste. In 1984, the basis for classificationas TRU waste was established

as 100 Nci TRU/g and remains the desigmti level today).

.,
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Mehic Conversion Chti

myou bow Mdtiply by To get

h-

centimeters 0.394 inches

meters 3.2808 fmt

sque meters 10.76391 s~e feet

Wome@rs 0.62 ties

ha

h=tares 2.471054 acres

~qwe 0.39 spe d+

dometers

Mass (we~t)

Mograms .001102 tons

Volme

[i@rs 0.26 gdons

:ubic meters 35.3134 cubic feet

SoWce: Atipti from ~C Ha&book of Gew.q ati P@sics, Robert C. Weast,

Ph.D., 70th M., 1989-1990,CRC Press, Inc., Boca Wton, Floriti.

. .
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1.0 Wrpose and Need for Agency Action

me U.S. Department of Energy @OE) n- to take action to: retrieve transurtic
~~ waste b-use interim storage waste mntainers have exceeded their 20-year design
l~e tid cotid fti causing a radioactive release to the environment provide storage capacity
for retrieved and newly generati TRU, Greater-than-Category3 (GTC3), and mixed waste
before treatment and/or shipment to the Waste Isolation Pflot Projmt ~P); and upgrade
the infrastructure network in the 2~ West Area to enhance operatioti efficiencies and
rduce the cost of operating tie Solid Waste Operations Complex (SWOC).

1.1 Bac@omd

In the Record of Decision @OD) (53 Federd Register ~) 12449, 1988) for the Final
Enn8ronmetialIrnpti Statement: Disposal of Ha@ordD@enseHigh-Lwel, Transuranicand
Tad Wastes, Hanford Site, Rchhnd, Washin@on(HDW-EIS)@OE 198~, DOE
determind it wotid retrieve and proms M TRU and suspect TRU waste that has been
retrievable stored at tie Hanford Site since 1970. This Environment Assmsment (EA) WM
tier-down from the HDW-EISROD.

me processing of the retrieval TRU and suspwt TRU wastes would occur in the
Waste Receiving and Promsing -) Facfli@and is not included in the scope of this
EA.

Since May 1970, solid waste classed as or suspectedof being TRU waste has been
desigmti as ~U waste. k 1973, the officti level for segregationand storage be-e
10 mocuries TRU per gram @ci ~U/g) of waste. h 1984, the basis for classification as
~U waste was established as 100 Nci ~U/g and remains the designatedlevel today. As a
restit of these administrative changes, not W retrievable stored waste wtil be desigtited as
~U by the current deftition.. Wasti under 100 Nci TRU/g is character~ as low-level
waste (LL~. The retrieved waste wotid be assayed to determine whether the waste is ~U
or LLW.

Retrieval of TRU waste from trenchw wotid be ammplished in phases. This EA
considers the retrieval of TRU and suspwt ~U waste containers horn trench 4C-T04. This
trench contains approximately 15 percent by volume of the toti retrievable stored ~U
waste on the Hanford Site and has waste mntainers expecti to be in better physid

, condition bause they have been stored the shortest length of time. A fiture activity would
remove the balance of the retrievable stored TRU waste. ~sons learned from this retrieval
activity wodd be incorporated into the dwign of fiture retrievrd activities.

/
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me SWOC is a series of efiting and planned trea~ent, storage, or disposd ~SD)
units for solid waste operations in tie 2~ West Area. At present, amtrative and
operations personnel are smttered around tie Hanford Site. Centrdti amtration and
operation factiities ,wotid tiprove SofidWaste operatioti efficienciesand r~um rests by
~ing travel ties.
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U.S. Dep~ent of Wr~ Dwcfiption of tie Proposed Action

2.0 Description of the fioposed Action

This proposal action wotid construct and operate the Retrieval Complex, the Enhand
Radioactive MixedWaste Storage Facfiity (StorageFacflity), the Central Waste Support
Complex (CWSC), and associated Wastructure upgrades (i.e., utiities, roads) in the 200
Wwt Area to support the SWOC. The Retrieval Complex, the f~st three bufidings of the
Storage Facfiity, tie ~SC, and tiastruc~e upgrades wodd be constructed a fust phase
@base 1). If necessary, the remainder of tie Storage FacMty wdd be completedby a
smnd phase. In addition, the proposed action includes a mitigation strategy which has been
develop~ to address lost priority shrub-steppehabitat. The toti wtimated wst of the
proposal action, including mitigation for lost priority habitat, is $66 dion. Figure 1 shows
the Hanford Site and the location of the 200 West Area. Figure 2 shows the location of the
proposed action wifi the 200 West Area. The proposed action covers approtiately
18.6 hectares (46 acres).

2.1 Sotid W-e Retrieval Complex

The proposed retrieval action includes the retrieval of post-1970 solid waste suspected
of .mntainingTRU radionuclidesand tie construction, operation, and maintenanceof a
complex of factiities to be used for the retrieval. The proposed retrieval activity wotid
retrieve approximately 2,260 cubic meters (80,000 cubic feet) in about 10,000 drums, of
suspect TRU waste from the 200 West Area low-levelburial Trench 4C-T04. Nthough a
to@ of approximately 15,400 cubic meters (545,000 cubic f~t) of suspect TRU waste exists
on the Hanford Site, this proposed action wodd focus on the retrieval from ofly
Trench 4C-T04. Trench 4C-T04 has approximately 15 percent by volume of the toti
retrievable stored TRU waste on the Hanford Site and has waste containers expected to be in
a better physid.condition b-use they have been stored the shortest length of time. The
retrieved waste containers wotid be inspected, overpacked,ven~, x-rayed, and assayed in
tie Retrieval Complex, and movti to the Storage Facflity. @sons learned from the
retrieval activities would be incorporated into the design of fiture retrieval activities.

A typi~ storage trench is about 145 meters (475 feet) in length (about 20 storage
modties) witi an asp~t pad @the bottom on which the waste container modules sit. The
bottom of the trench is about $ meters (16 feet) below grade and is accessibleby a sloped
asphalt ramp at one end of the trench from ground level to the trench floor. Figure 3 shows
a typid cross-section of a TRU waste trench.

At trench 4C-T04, the sofl overburdenwotid be removed by a combinationof
hand-digging and mechanid means. Pruutions wotid be taken during the soti overburden
removal to prevent any contact witi the waste container module before removing tie module
revering of plywood and plastic sheeting. A weather enclosure would be erected over the
trench area where the storage modties are located and either ro~ed along the length of the
trench or be moved to the next position by an overhead crane. The enclosure wotid be
securely anchored around the trench perimeter.
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Exhaust fans wodd be instied on the wmther enclosure and exhaust air sampled for
any potenti radiologid release. Samplingof the exhaust air wodd provide a rard of
emissions.

The typid trench storage modtie consists of waste drums stacked about 7.3 meters
(24 fwt) wide by 7.3 meters (24 feet) long by 3.6 meters (12 feet) high. The contiers in
trench 4C-~ are stored under plastic moisture barrier rovers. In some casw, the waste

container has been overpacked in another contier. The.majority of the wntainers are
208-liter (55-gWon) gdvm steel drums and the rest of the containers are painted steel
drums, 416 liter (110 gtion) -, and meti boxes of v~ious s*. The waste contiers
are coverd with plywood, plastic sheetig, and 1.2 meters (4 f=t) of*. Figure 3 shows
a cross-section of a storage array of retrievable stored TRU waste mntainers in a typid
trench storage modde.

Retrieval operations wodd typi~y progrws down the trench in the last-tifust-out
mode although d~rnate sequencingmay’be necessary. A maximum of one storage module
(12 - wide by 12 drums long by 4 drums high) wotid be unmvered at a time. The
front layer (3.6 meters [12 feet] high) of waste drums in the storage array wotid be removed
from top to bottom (see Figure 3). A jib crane wodd lower the top waste - from the
storage array to the trench floor where the overpackingwould occur. Drum vent falters
wodd be instied on the overpack drums and a gas sample taken. Containers wodd be
assayed (to determine the amount of f~sionable mater~ prwent), x-rayed, and then moved
by truck approximately 1.2 Wometers (0.75 ties) to the proposed Storage Facflity. The
retrieval containers wotid be stored in the Storage Facfiity unti processing in m.

Waste containers to be retrieved from trench 4C-T04 are charactertid m contact-
handd (less than 200 tiirem [mrem]per hour). However, in the event a waste container
is encountered in the trench that requires remote-handing, it wotid be decontaminatedor
shielded to a level below 200 rnrem per hour and movti to the Storage Facflity;

The retrieval action wodd include mobtie facilities which cotid be reused in fiture
retrieval operations. The facilities wotid be located in previously disturbed surfam areas
and, as required, utiity tie-ti wotid be made to the nearest source. The planned facilities
would be located in a non-radiologid area fim of surface sofl contamination. However,
radioactive sofl codd be encounteredduring constructionactivities. If contaminatedsofi is
encountered, it wotid be removed and disposed of in Hanford Site’s low-level burti
grounds. .Any mixed waste encounteredwotid be removal and stord onsite in a Resource
Consem@.onati Recove~ A@ of 1976 @CM) permiti storage facflityunti shipment to
an approved RCW permitted TSD facflity.

Planned support facilities wodd include the foflowing:

. Weather enclosure-A moddar pre-engineeredmeti buflding (approximately
2,650 square meters [28,500 square feet]) that wodd cover a portion of the trench
and can be relocatd to support future retrieval activities. The purpose of this
buflding is to provide wwther protection during retrieval operations.
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●

●

●

●

Retrieval office buflding-A facfity consisting of a double-wideoffice trtier
(appro@tely 204 square meters [2,200 square feet]) to house the assignd
administrative personnel. me facflity wotid have a site offiw space, a mnference
room, a lunchroom, and restrooms.

.
Retrieval staff changeroom- A facflity consistingof a double-wideoffice trtier
(appro@tely 2M square meters [2,200 square feet]) to house an ~timated
retrieval operations staff of 20. ~ bufldingwodd have locker rooms,
lunchrooms, restrooms, and shower facilities. An area wotid be Womted for
hdth physics technicians.

Nondestructive~tio~ondestructive Assay Facfli~-A mobfle offlm tr~er
containing appropriate shielding that wotid be used to inspect and assay containers
retrieved from the trench. me trtier cotid be used in or out of tie trench area
and would support fi~e retrieval activities.

Venting Factiity-A mobfie ofice trtier mntaining appropriate shielding that wotid

. .

be used to vent containers retrieved from the trench. The trtier cotid be used in
or out of the trench area and wotid support fiture retrieval activities.

,

Ml retrieval activities wotid comply with federd requirements of 29 Code of Federal
Regutiom (CFR) 1910, ‘Owupatioti and Safety Hdth Administration [OSHA],” and 29
CFR 1926, ‘Safety and Hdth Re@ations for Construction,”as implementedby DOE
Order 5480.4 @OE 1984). Work activities wotid comply withAs hw As Reasonably
Achievable (~) principles, waste managementpolicies WC 1994), applimble state
and fderd re@ations, and DOE Orders and guidelines. The potenti radiation dose
received by workers during the performance of the retrieval activities wotid be
administratively contro~ed below DOE radiologid dose limits as set forth in 10 CFR
Part 835, OccupationalRadi@.onProtea.on, (limiti 5 roentgen equivalent man [rem] annual
effective dose equivalent (EDE) for onsite employeeand 0.1 rem EDE for a member of the
public) (DOE 1993)and the H@ord Site Radiobgical ControlManual (HSRC~ (HSRCM
1994). Any workers entering a radiation mne during instruction or operation of a retrieval
facfiity wodd be requirti to have the proper type of protective clotig and equipment.
This entry would be contro~ed by site-approval radiologid and industiti safety pro~ures.
Principles of fi~ would be implementedduring the constructionand operation of the
retrieval facilities.

2.2 Efimced Radioactive md Wed Wtie Storage Facfi@

Theproposed Storage Facfiity wotid provide a RCRA-permittedstorage facflity for
retrieved TRU and newly generated TRU, &d, and GTC3 waste awaitingprocessing in
the - facdity and for processed waste awaiting shipment to the permanent disposd site.
The Storage Facflity wotid provide storage capacity for approtitely 5,621 cubic meters
(199,504 cubic feet) of waste. This dmign capacity assumm the - factiity is
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.

operatioti and retrieved waste is ody stored temporarily pending processhg. The Storage
Factiity wodd be designed for a use~ operating We of 30 years.

The Storage Factiity project wotid consist of tie constructionand operation of
approximately 10 bufldings. Proposed new facilities wotid include an administration
buflding, a shipping and r~iving buflding, a transfer corridor butiding, an automated h
storage butiding, a gas sampling butiding, an ignitable waste storage butiding, approximately
thr~ long-term drum storage butidings, and a box storage buflding. Figure 2 shows the
proposed location of the Storage Facflity butidings within the SWOC. The SWOC is an
existing and planned series of TSD units that mntrdh the managementof solid waste ‘
operations at a single location in the 200 West Arti. Ody the thrm long tirm drum storage
butidings wotid be buflt in the fxst phase of instruction. M or some of the additionrd
butidings maybe constructed during a fiture constructionstage as the need to complete the ,
~ proposed Storage Facfity aris~. h addition, the proposed action includes mitigation for
loss of priority sbb-steppe habitat. .

The fo~owing is a brief description of the bufldings lomti in the proposed Storage
Factiity. Refer to Figure 2 for the planned siting.

●

●

●

●

●

●

bn~-Term Drum Stora~e Bufldin~s. Thrm butidings wodd utiti rnanud
(nonautomatic) storage and handing equipmentfor storage of GTC3 and mixed waste.
In manti storage, waste containers mtid remain in the Storage Facdity without
transfer for more ti two years before treatment or disposd. @igure 2, #3, #4, #5)

Ignitable Waste Storage. This butiding wodd provide storage for tily characterti,
ignitable mixed was~. Mo, storage wotid be provided for retrieved, potentially
ignitable suspect TRU waste. This storage bufidingwotid comply with applicable state
and lod f~e protection coda for flamrnabfity. @igure 2, #1) ~

Box Storage. This butiding wodd provide storage for boxed waste. The bufiding
would contain equipment for r-iving and shipping waste boxes and placing them into
and removing them from storage spare. @igure 2, #2)

Shi~~in~and Receiving. The shipping and receiving butiding wotid contain truck bays ‘
and equipment for waste package transfer with a transport equipmentmaintenancearea.
@igure 2, #6A)

Administrative Suuuort. A butiding adjacent to the Shippingand Rmiving Butiding
wotid mntain administrative support space for approximately 12 assigned personnel, a
lunchroom, restrooms, record storage, and the inventoryand automated equipment
handing system control center. @igure 2, #6B)

Gas SamDlinE Butiding. This buflding is attached to the Shippingand Receiving
Butiding and wotid provide an area and equipmentwhere a gas sample would be taken
of a retrieved waste container and dyd prior to shipment to an offsite disposd
facfiity. (Figure 2, #6C)
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Automati Drum Stora~e. This buflding, as currentiy envisioned, wodd be a rack
supported, high bay structure providing storage and automated rnaterti handing of
waste drums by using a computer mntro~d automated stacker-retriever. The primary
inventory of ~ butiding k to be 208-liter (55-gWon)dmms and 322-liter (85-gdon)
drum overpacks. @igure.2, #~

Transfer Corridor. The transfer corridor wotid connect the automati storage and the
gas sampling budding with the shipping and receiving bu~ding, and wodd be used for
the transfer of incomingand outgoing waste and for access to the WRAP Facfiity
modties. The corridor wodd be sufflciendy sti to amrnmodate tw~way waste
mntainer trtilc with a safety divider. ForU@ and electric motor-driven unih wotid
transport waste containers. Figure 2, #8)

Al retrieved waste containers (includingmixed waste wntig both radioactive and
kdous constituents)wotid be handd and stored witi the Storage Facflity or other
RCW compliant storage facilities. However, there wotid be no prowsing or repackaging
of this waste within the Storage Facflity. No- operations wotid involve tie receipt, .
movement, and storage of drums and boxes containingthis waste. The waste contiers
would not be opend. Mthough the waste drums stored within tie butidings wotid have
charcoal falterson the vents, there wotid be some poten~ for airborne etisions caused by
passive ventilation. Pre-instruction approvals for air emissions from facflity exhausting
systems wodd be obtained from the U.S. Environment Protection Agency @PA) and the
State of Washington Department of HAth @O~.

There would be a gas sampling system witi the Storage Facflity tiat wotid draw
routine gas samples from the waste drums. Basal on gas sampling, drums wotid be purged
as necessary to reduce potentti bufldupof fl~ble gases. The Storage Facflity wodd
have mntinuous air monitors that, upon detition of a release, wotid automatidy shut
down the buflding’s supply and exhaust system. The bufldingswotid be protecti by an
automatic f~e protection system, and wotid have radiation and air monitoring
instrumentation in storage arm. The Storage Facfiity bufldingswodd be construct in .
accordanw with DOE Order @30.1A, GeneralDesign Criteria @OE 1989).

Table 1 shows the estimati volumes of waste for the entire proposed Storage Facfiity
~C 1991a). The three bng-Terrn Drum Storage Bufidingsplanned for the f~st phase
construction wodd hold approximately 13,300 Drum EWivdents or 2770 cubic meters
(97,800 cubic feet) of waste.

of
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Table 1- -ted W-e Storage Capa@

Waste Description II Waste @tity (cubic meters) I Drum @antity II

GTc3/LLwM II 832 I 4,000 II

Otier/LL~ . II 1,250 I 6,000 II
Ignitable Mixd Waste II 42 I 200 II

Newly Generated TRU II 1,520 I 7,300 II

Retrieved Suspect TRU II 625 I 3,000 II

Ignitable Retrieved Suspect TRU II 166 I 800 II

Box Storage 1,186 5,700”

Toti 5,621 27,000’
(199,504 cubic f=t)

● Drum Equivalents

The waste volumes shown in Table 1 include waste from thr~ categories:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Ml

RetrieVedwaste from burti ground trenches

Mixed waste horn ongoing activities (newlygenerated), and

brig-term storage of GTC3 waste unti the best avtiable ~hnology and/or
disposd methods are selected.

work activities associatedwith the @instructionand operation of the proposed
Storage Facflity wotid comply with federd requirements of OS~ as implem;n~ by DOE
Order 5480.4 @OE 1984). The principles of ALARA, waste ~tion ~C 1994)
wotid be implemented during the instruction and operation of the proposed Storage
Facfiity. The Storage Facflity wotid be a permitted facflity h accortice with the
requirements of the RCRA and WashingtonAdministrativeCode WAC) 173-303for storage
of RCRA W%ti.

The potenti radiation dose received by workers during the performance of the storage
activities wodd be administrativelymntroHedbelow DOE radiologid dose limits in 10 CFR
Part 835, Occup@’oMlRdia.on Protection, (lirniti 5 rem annual effective dose equivalent
@DE) for onsite employee and 0.1 rem EDE for a member of the public) and the HSRCM
(HSCRM 1994).

Wtionmeti AssMsmeti 2-9 Sep@mber 1995



.,-,-.. .. -. :.,_-—. ..- ,,

U.S. Dep~em of hrgy Description of tie Proposal Action

The infrastructure for developmentof tie SWOC wotid be part of the Phase 1
instruction and include a=s roads, elmtrid power, water supply (sanitary and raw
water), f~e protection, sani~ sewers, storm moff systems, and telammunications
s~sterns. The fo~owingproposed upgrades wotid serve the existig and planned wntidti
waste management facilities located in the SWOC. Refer to Figure 2.

. Access Roads. Roads n-sary for a-s to the Storage Facfiity, the CWSC, and tie
WRAP Facflity moddes would be constructed. Two existing Hanford Site roads
(22nd, and 23rd Streets) wodd be extended west of Dayton Avenue, upgraded to
current road standards, and resurfaced with asp~t. These two road extensions wodd
provide a-s to the two new administrativesupport factiities (extensionof 23rd) and
to the three bng Term Drum Storage bufldings (extensionof 22nd). Approximately
23,225 square meters (250,000 square feet) of asphalt paving wotid be required for
roads and parking ar~. Paved roads wodd be cons~cted to provide for twmway
trtilc and wotid be suitable for loaded tractor-trtier and automobilea-s. Utiity
~rridors wotid be provided on both sides of the roads.

. Electrid Power. Electrid Iinu wotid tie into the Hanford Site network at an
existing 13.8-tiovolt overhead line near the titersection of Dayton and 23rd Str~t.
The elmtrid distribution system fir the proposal action wodd have stilcient capacity
without a need for a new power source.

● Water Supply. Raw water is pumped from the ColumbiaRiver through a Hanford Site
network servicing W areas. Water, as required, is then treati in falterplants at the
various arw for fdterd and sanitary water needs. Additionrdpotable water ties
would be instied to provide service to Centrdtied SWOCfactiities as necessary.
Existhg potable water lines in the nwby vicinity wotid be used as practicable to
complete the distribution network.

● SanitarvSewer. The SWOC wotid be served by two new, separate sanitary sewer
systems mnsisting of septic tanks, dosing chambers, and pressurti drtilelds. M
drtilelds wotid be located away from existing burti grounds. The proposed new
septic tank systems wotid be instied in phases as n~ed to meet the use demand.
One system wotid serve the proposed Storage Factiity The second system wotid serve
the proposed retrieval facilities. The toti design flowrate of the two systems is about
17,700 liters (4,600 gdons) per day to serve a poptiation of approximately
210 persons. Permits wotid be obtained from the DOH.

The construction of a central co~ectionand treatment plant for sanitary waste is under
consideration for the 200 Arm @OE-M 1993). If this plant is constructed, it wotid be an
evaporative systim to ~ tie use of drtilelds and liquid discharges to the soti. The
proposed septic tank systems may be tied into the treatmentplant if it is buflt in the kture.



.—-..’.

“U.S. Dep~eti of ~r~ Description of tie Proposal Action

. Storm Runoff. Site grading throughout the SWOC wodd provide for adequate drainage
and control of storrnwater runoff. An overti SWOC stormwater co~ection system
wotid be designti and butit within the 200 West fenced area to direct storrnwater away
from burti grounds and monitoring weh in the 200 West Area. This system wotid
include appropriate =tch basins and corrugated meti pipe drtiines. tient planning
.l~tes the storm system setiing basin wwt of the proposal new north-south
tiastructure a=s road. The proposed setiing basin wodd be tiind and
approximately 30 square meter+by 1 meter deep (100 square fmt by 3 feet deep). The
sofi and underlying formations in the 200 West Area are composd of sedimentary
mater~ wnsisting of sflts, sands, and gravek. Any runoff water would evaporate
with residti runoff percokting into the sofl.

. Telecommunications. Telecommunicationcapabfities wodd be instied to provide
telephone, Hanford H Area Network, and networked computer mpabfities to
support the SWOC. Telecommunicationcabhg wotid be instied from a new hub
lo~tion approximately 610 meters (2,000 f=t) south of the existing Dayton Avenue
and 23rd Street intersection. Fiber optic mbling wodd be routed in underground
mnduit to the proposti CWSC (managementsupport butiding) and horn there go to the
proposti Storage Facflity. The system wotid include spares that mdd be used for
future telecommunicationneeds.

● Otier. The proposed infrastructure upgrades wodd include the initiation of
sidew~, fencing, lawn sprtiers, and landscaping. After construction, surface areas
not pav@ or landscaped wotid be stabflti either by re-seeding or gravel to control
blowing sand. Some arm would require vegetation control to prevent unwanted plant
groti. If re-seeding was performed, plant species wodd be mmpatible with
surrounding ground cover vegetation. Some existing fencing may be removed, as
necessary, to tiow for the proposed a-s roads, and pavti areas may be cut and
patched to insti utiitiw.

The concept of site tiastructure titegration is consistentwith Hanford Site planning
gods (DOE-M 1993).

2.4 Central W@e Support Complex

The proposed CWSC, which wodd be cons~cted in Phase 1, would include Wo
pre-engineered meti or modtiar type solid waste managementsupport buddings. Each
butiding wotid be a single-story structure having individud heat pumps for hating rmd
moling. Fire protection lines wotid be instied. Telmmmunication features would be
extendti to these bufldings. Sidew*, parking lots, landsmping, and trtilc amws routes
wouldbe provided as part of the propos@ action. Personnel occupyingthe proposed
butid~gs wodd be relocated from other areas onsite as part of effort to centrrdti waste
mgement activities.

Wtionmeti Assessmem 2-11 Sepwmber 1995
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The two solid waste managementsupport buddings wodd include: (1) a 1028 square
meter (11,000 square foot) operatioti support facflity for Wrap 1and the other Central ~ “ “
Waste Complex Factiities and (2) a 374 square meter (4,000 square foot) maintenance
support factiity. These bufldings wotid be constricted n~ the Wrap 1 facflity. The
Operations Support Facfiity wotid provide office space for approximately 65 personnel and
the maintenance facflity wotid provide worhpace for about 15 cr-men. Three facilities
would include office bays, lunchrooms, rwtrooms, computers and mpy centers, and other
appropriate workstation and maintenancetype functions.

The solid waste ~tenanm facflity wotid provide space for sm~ maintenancejobs.
The butiding wotid not have changeroomsor shower facilities in it. Provisions wodd
include a material staging ara, a raiving arti, electrid, mechanid, and instrumentation
shops, and a shop stochoom and grinding arm.

2.5 Mtigation for Priori@ Habitat hss

The proposed action would require clearing shrub-steppehabitat to construct new
factiities, Part of that habitat, dominatti by mature sagebrush, meets the State of
Washington designation of “priority habitat” because of its importance to wddife and
because it is becoming relatively since in the state. Therefore, the loss of substantial
acrmge of this habitat type is an issue of mncern. Compensatorymitigation for unavoidable
loss of this priority habitat, in the form of restored, enhand, or created stiar habitat,
would be a part of the proposed action. A Hanford sitewide mitigationprogram is being
developed by U.S. Department of Energy, Rctiand Operations Office ~) in cooperation
with the Washington Department of Fish and Wfldife, the U.S. Fish and Wfldife Service
~SFWS), and the indian tribm.

Compensationfor lost habitat values would be amomplished by enhmcing the habitat
value of an area wmt of the 200 West Area that has had no sagebrush component for many
years due to past fxes, but has W the other componentsof a mature habitat (e.g., understory
species). This area is shown on Figure 1. If a more favorable area is determined by the
Sitewide Mitigation Strategy, another site maybe selecti. A baseline charactertition of the
proposed compensationarea has fieady been completi. The mmpensation site ar~ has
dso been surveyed for culmd r=ources to tie sure the mitigationaction wotid not affect
cultural resources. Enhancementwould be through restoration of the shrubs in a selected
area of habitat. Compensationfor lost habitat value for the SWOC Project would be done at
a ratio of 3 to 1.

The fust phase of the proposed action would remove an estimated 11.4 hectares (28
acres) of mature habitat. At the ratio of 3:1, 34 hectarm (84 acres) would be remediated as
compensation. Under a potenti fiture phase of Project W-112, 3.2 hectar= (8 acrw) of
habitat may be destroyed and 9.6 hectares (24 acrw) would be remediated in the appropriate
area. Sagebrush plants of appropriate sb could be salvaged from the Phase 1 and Phase 2
areas and transplanted. W is currentiy evaluatingthe possibtiity of siting the Box and
Ignitable Storage Bufldingsin a previously disturbed area direcfly mt of the thr= hng
Term Storage Butidings to reduce the potenti habitat loss by 3.2 hectares (8 acres).

.
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me current proposal, consistentwith the draft SitewideMitigation Strategy,
proposes that sagebrush trwplants wodd be placed at “adensity of no more than 50 per
hectare (20 per acre) and wotid be supplement with tibeling nursery stock at a m-um
density of 500 per hmtare (200 per acre). If the SitewideMitigation Strategy determines that
a more favorable method of mitigation or a more favorable location is appropriate, the
Sitewide Mitigation Strategy wotid be fo~owd.

2.6 Decommissioning of Waste Management Facfities

At some undetermined fiture date, the facilities used for the was~ management
activities associated with this propos~ action wotid undergo decontaminationand
decommissioning@&D) in accordanm witi DOE Order 5820.2A, Chapter V,
Decom>sioning of Rtiio~.ve& Cotiandn@edF~ilities (DOE 1988). ~ese waste
management facilities wotid be managd in an environmentiy safe manner in compliance
with led, state, and ftierd standards untfl a fti disposition is made of the facflity. It is
anticipate that when the facfities are no longer needd, tie structures wodd be
dmmmissioned and the site restored. Informationon darnmissioning plans or activities is
not sufficient to provide a mti~ discussionof tie environment impacts associated
from decommissioning. me D&D of waste managementfacilities is not evaluated in this EA
and would be the subjmt of future Nm.owl Environmetial Poliq A~ of 1969 reviews.

fitionmeti Asessmeti 2-13 Sepkmber 1995



..”

3.0 Mtematives to the fioposed Action

3.1 Retrieval Mtemativw

3.1.1 No-Ation

Under this alternative, the etiting TRU waste
mntinue to be stored in a retrievable mtilguration.

inventory in Trench 4C-TM wotid
Current waste managementpractices “

wodd be fo~owed. Monitoring, surveManm, and maintenanceof TRU solid waste wotid
wntinue unti a dwision is made to retiieve. Hting onsite monitoring fictions wotid
mntinue with activities such as site smeys, groundwater anrdys~, atmospheric sampling,
and biotic surveys. Based on monitoringrwdts, maintenancewotid include such activities
as erosion and subsidence control, rnaintenanm of trench vent pipes, and control of plant and
_ access. ,

~ alternative wotid maintain the waste containers in a retrievable stored condition
we~ beyond the intended design We of the waste containers, which mtid m- an increasing
potenti for loss of structural integrity. As a r~dt of mntainer deterioration, potential
releases of ~U waste to tie environmentcodd OCCW.

The No-Action Atermtive does,not support the purpose and need.

...

3.2 Storage Facfi~ Mtemativw

3.2.1 No-Ation

The Storage Factiity wotid not be buflt. Without the Storage Factiity, waste retrieval
and tr=tment for fii prowsing within the W Facfiity would be inefficient and there
would be insufficient RCRA compliant storage for retrieved TRU and newly generated TRU,
GTC3, tied waste, and for the processed waste awaiting shipment to ~e permanent
disposd site..

This alternative does not support the purpose and need.

3.2.2 Use of an E- Wte StorageFa~ty

Under thk alternative, an efiting factiity on the Hanford Site wotid be used for
storage of waste and the Storage Facfli~ wodd not be buflt. Retrievable stored and newly
generated TRU, tied, and GTC3 waste wodd be moved to this facflity for storage awaiting
processing and/or disposd.
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Existing factiities on the Hanford Site were evaluated that codd be utiti for storage
of solid waste witi sufficient capacity to support- Facdity processing and storage of
processed waste awaiting disposd. A 9,300-spe-meter (100,000-square-foot)buflding
construc~ in the 200 Mt Arm in the mly 1950’s, the 2101-M Buflding, was identiled as
the bwt pote4ti onsite storage alternative. me facfiity is presentiy occupied and would
have to undergo extensive modificationsto serve as a storage facflity. Using this facflity
wotid be less efficient, because waste wotid have to be stored in the 200 East Area but
processed in the 200 West Area. Costs to mow the 2101-M Butiding to RCRA standards
were estimati at about $106 per square foot, wtie new constructionwould cost about
$~ per square foot.

Mthough this alternative wotid greatiy reduce impacts to priority shrub-steppe habitat,
mst and schedde consideration tie this alternative unauptable. me CWC is currendy at
75 percent of avaflable.storage mpacity and WU run out of capacity in early 1997. ~
alternative would not provide tie needed additioti RCW compliant storage mpacity in a
timely manner. No other suitable facilities were identiled ~C 1993b).

3.2.3 Mte-te Co-don She of Sto~e Fa~@ _ SWOC ,

Under this alternative, the Storage Factiity wotid be located within SWOCbut sited in
an area that has been previously disturbed from prior solid waste activities. Based on the
restits of the biologid review, other sites within the SWOCwould disturb a larger area of
habitat (AppendixB).

~is alternative does not meet the purpose and need.

3.3 ~rwtmctie Up~adw Mtemativm

3.3.1 No-A&on
,

me tiastruc~e upgrades wotid not be provided as part of the proposed action.
Existing utiities wotid continue to be used and no upgrades wodd be made to support the
planned retrieval activity and - Factiity processing. Access to the planned SWOC to
support future transport and shipment of ~U waste wodd be restricted to inadequate
existing roadways.

me No-Action Wternative wotid not provide the site upgrades at the SWOC to
effectively implement tie Retrieval activities, Storage Facflity activitim, and eventual
_ Facflity prowsing and does not support the purpose and n~. .
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3.4 Central W-e Support Complex Mtemativ~ . .

3.4.1 No-Ation

Under this rdternative, a centrdti waste support complex consisting of two
administrative bufldings and one operation and maintenanw factiity wotid not be btit. Solid
Waste administrative and operatioti personnel wotid continue to be smttered around the
Hanford Site at various lomtions and wotid continue to travel between these scafiered offices
to work on assignd tasks.

me No-Action Mternative ,dom not support the purpose and need.

3.4.2 Use of Avdable Hte A~ation and Mtitenance Faties

Under this alternative, existing factiities on the Hanford Site wotid be used to
house the ~SC administrativeand maintenan~ personnel versus construction of new
pre-engineered bufldings.

~ alternative wotid support the square footage requirements to housethe plannd
personnel but would not provide for centrdti solid waste managementoperation in the 2M
West Area. Without this centrdti operation, the estimated4W solid ‘waste~gement,
maintenance, and engineeringpersonnel wotid continue to be spread throughout the Hanford
Site and wotid not provide for the desird operatioti efficiencyof the support tictions.
Office space outside the 2W Areas does not meet the need to rdu~ operationrdrests of the ~
Swoc.

Because of other ongoing activities in the 2W Area (e.g., actions n~sary for the safe
interim storage of Hanford tank was~; spent nuclear fiel mgemen~ Hanford cleanup
actions; and actions relati to tank waste remediation)and the projected growth in the 2W
Ara popdation @OE-~ 1993), administrativeand maintenancefacilities are not currentiy
avtiable to fu~y support waste managementneeds. If practid, a sharing of facilities wotid
be undertaken to accommodateofflm space n~. ~ alternative wotid neither provide
the n~ed administrative and maintenanceofice area, nor support the operatioti efficiency
of waste managementoperatiom.

~is alternative do~ not support the purpose and need.
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4.0 Location and Nfected Enfioment

4.1 bcation of the ~oposed Action

The proposed retrieval and storage activities wodd oww in the 200 West Area of the
Hanford Sitemear Dayton Avenue and, between 16th and 27th streets. S= Figure 2.

The Hanford Site Figure 1) is 1,450 square Mometers (560 square ales) and lomted
in southmtern Washington state. It is a semiarid region of ro~ing topography. Two
topographic fmtures dominate the landscape: Ratiesnake Mountain, a treeless 1,066
meters (3,500 fret) anticline, located on tie southwestboundary and tible Mountain, a
s@ ridge 339 meters (1,112 feet) in height, location the northern portion of the Site.
The Columbia River flows tiough the northern part of the Hanford Site and forms part of
the Hanford Sites’ eastern boundary. Arm adjacent to the Hanford Si~ are primarfly
agricdturd lands.

The 200 West Area is Iomted on the 200 Area plateau 8 tiometers (5 ties) from the
Columbia River and is not lowted in the 100-yearor 500-year floodplainof the Columbia
River, the probable maximum floodplainof Cold Creek, nor is it located within a wetiands
area (Cushing 1994). The 200 West Area k the Hanford Site’s waste managementoperation
center. Burial trenches, waste storage.facfiiti~ (solid and liquid), and retired chemid
prowsing plants are located here. The 200 West Area dow not contain any prime fardand,
state or mtioti parks, forests, mnservation areas, or other areas of recreation, scenic, or
aesthetic importance.

The 200 West Arw is about 48 Wometers (30 ties) northwest of the City of
Rictiand. The City of Rictiand @optiation 32,315), located in Benton County, adjoins the
southernmostportion of tie Hanford Site boun~ and is the nmest popdation center
@igure 1).

The site for the proposed Retrieval Complexwodd occupy approximately2.4 hectares
(6 acres) witi the western part of the 200 West Arm. The site for the CWSC would
omupy approximately 3.2 hectarw (8 acres) just north of tie Storage Facfiity @igure 2).
The a=s roads, septic and drtileld systems, runoff control, paved areas, and various
utiities required for the proposed ~astruc~e upgrades wotid occupy an additionrdaea of
approximately 12.9 hectares (32 acres). A toti of 18.6 hectares (46 acres) wotid be
included within the combined ‘footprint” for the Retrieval Complextid the Storage Facflity
and Support Complex @igure 2).

Exted radiation mmurements were taken at 58 smey sites in the 200 Areas. The
results indicated the average annti dose rate wm 130 mrem per yw WM 1994).
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4.2 Socioeconotics .,.

me Hanford Site is a do-t factor in lod employmentproviding best
one-quarter of the toti nonagricdturd jobs (17,000 of 67,000) in Benton and Frtiin
Counties in 1992 -EC 1992). h f~d y= 1988, the DOE and its mntractors
p~chased about $96 Won of goods and semices in.the State of Wastigton. me Hanford
Site has had many major instruction projecfi ranging from office facilities to a major
mmmercti nucla plant.

me leading employers in the immediateregion that impact the Iod economy are tie
DOE and its operating mntractors, the WashingtonPubfic Power Supply System, and the
agrictiturd sector including food prowsing planti. Other major employers include a
nuclear fiel fabrication plant, a meat pactig plant, a ptip and paper d, r~oad, and
sdl manufacturing fums.

4.3 Physical Entioment

me water table in tie 200 West Area k approximately70 meters (230 fwt) to 88
meters (290 f-t) below the surface. Groundwateris monitored routinely tid’ the resd~ are
reviewed to detect any change (tihing 1994).

mere are no hewn groundwater contaminationplumes beneath the area with the
possible exception of the outer margin of the 200 West Area mbon tetractioride plume
where the isopleth shows the concentrationat about 10 parts per b~ion @oral1993).

me sofl in the 200 Area is predominatelya sand and gravel mixture. As effluent
percolates downward through a mtiti-layered sofi column, considerablelateral spreading “
within each layer would occur. hdti perched water conditionsmay develop at various’
intervals in the sofl column above the watertable which is about 70 meters (230 fret) below
the surfam.

me 200 West Area of the Hanford Site is characterti by relatively cool, tid winters
and warm summers with an average of about 15 to 18 centimeters (6 to 7 inches) of annual
prwipitation and aioti high winds of up to 129 Wometers (80 tiw) per hour. mere
has been no repoti omurrence of a tornado on tie site and the area has low to moderate .
seismicity. Air quality is well,within the state and federd standards for criteria po~utits
(such as sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, mbon monoxide, lead, omne, and particulate
matter) although there are natural events such as dust storms and brushfires that can cause
particulate conmntrations to reach high Ievek @OE 1995). ~ increasedpartictiate
concentration is a short-term condition. ~

Atmospheric dkpersion conditionsof the area vary between summer and winter
months. me summer months gener~y have good air mixing characteristics. If the
prevtiing winds from the northwest are light, 1=s favorable dkpersion conditionsmay
omur. Occasioti periods of poor dkpersion conditionsoccur during the winter months.
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4.4 Ecolo~

me vegetation on the Hanford Site is a shrub-steppecommunityof sagebmsh and
rabbitbrush with an understory consistingprimartiy of cheatgrass and Sandberg’s.bluegrass.
me typid insmts, sd btids, ~s, and“repties commonto the Htiord Site w be
found in the 200 West Area (Cushing 1994). Relativelyundisturbed arm of mature shrub-
steppe vegetation that are high @ity habitat for many plants and @s have been
designated as “priority habitat” by the State of Washington.

A Biologid Review has bmn mmpleti for portions of the proposed site
(AppendixA). During this review, the loggerhmd shrike (federd adidate 2 and state
candidate spwies) and sage sparrow (state candidak) were observed in the area. me shrub-
steppe habitat on and nm the proposed site is mnsiderd priority habitat used for
nmtingbreeding/foraging by the loggerhead shrike and sage sparrow and is habitat for the
northern sagebmh ltid. A red-tied hawk and western mmdowlarks were dso observed
in tie area of the proposed action. No fderd listi or candidateplant species were
observed in the area of the proposal actiondthough the stied-pod *etch (state monitor
spwies) was observd.

me Biologid review of my 23, 1995 (AppendixA) coverti an area of approxi-
mately 36 hectares (89 acres) of which approximately20 hectares (50 acres) were identiled
as priority habitat. me project scope has been rdu~ since the survey and now contains
approxima~ly 18.6 hectares (46 acres) of which approximately 14.6 hectarw (36 acres) is
estimated to be priority habitat.

A Cdturd Resourw Review (CRR)has b~n completedby the Pacific Northwest
bboratory ~~) (AppendixB). No ctimd artifacts of sigtilcance were found during the.
survey and no rwtrictions were pla~ on constructionor operation.

me historic White Bluffs Road has been identiled as passing through the
200 W=t Area. me segment of the road tit passes through the 200 Wwt Area has been
extensively disturbed by previous activities and k been found to be a noncontributing
section to the roatis historid status because of its loss of physid integri~ (AppendixB).
Construction activities from this proposed action wotid be close to or intersect this segment
of the road. Other than the White Bluffs Road, there are no known archeologic, historid,
religious sites, or other sensitive cdturd areas in the vicinity of the proposed action.

~tiometi &swsment 43 September 1995
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5.0 .Enfiomental hpacts of the Proposed Action . .

5.1 bpack from Cotimction Actititiw

Under norrnd construction activities, no airborne emissions of radioactive or h~dous
materials are expected. However there is a potential for an airborne emission if a radiation
ar~ is unexpectiy disturbed during constructionof the proposed retrieval facfiities, storage
factiities, infrastructure upgradw, and administrative facilities. However, the likelihood of
any potentti release is minimrdbecause of the radiation awtrative controk in place
during the instruction activities. Mdiologid field work wodd be performed in compliance

, with WAU principles, applicable state and federd re@ations, and DOE Orders and
guidelines. Under nerd conditions, air emissions wodd be within construction air permit
requiremen~. In the event that radioactive contamfition is encountered work wotid stop
and more detied monitoring.wodd be done. Any contaminatedarea caused by a potentird
release above permit requirements would be clmed up”as a routine operation on site.

Exhaust gases and minor amounts of hmt would be discharged to the atmosphere from
the instruction equipment. Ambient noise levels wotid be increased in the immediate
vicinity during construction, but would be a temporary condition.

Particulate releases to the atmosphere, typid of dl constructionprojects, would be
limited to dust generated for short periods as a rwdt of project construction activities. Dust
control measures, such as spraying the groudd with water or a so.fifmtive, wodd be
implementedas needed during these activities to mitigate blowing dust.

Administrativesafety procedures would be enford to maintain safety in the workplace
and prevent occupatioti accidents. Constructionactivities would comply witi OSHA safety .
requirements.

5.1.2 Water ~pati

No liquid discharges to the environmentwodd be expectedduring construction, except
for the water that would be sprayed on the ground during constructionto control dust. No
detriment impact is expected to the groundwater in the 200 Wwt Area, which is .
approximately 70 meters (230 feet) below the surface ~= et d. 1991).

5.1.3 W-e Management~pa@

Mis~llaneous small quantities of nonradioactiveand nonh=dous construction scrap
materials would be generated by the proposed activities. ~ waste wotid be disposed of in
accordance with d applicable federd and state re@atiom, and DOE Orders and guidelines.
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W wash wodd be disposed of in the existing Hanford Site centid landfdl or other approved
disposd site. .&y waste disposed of offsite wotid be taken to an appropriatelypermitted
factiity.

If contaminated so~ is encounter (e.g., wind may blow mntaminated sod into the
non-radioactive wne), this mntaminated sofl wotid be properly characterhd for disposd

in amrdanm with ~ applimble federd and state re~ations, and DOE Orders and
guidelines. The volume of con-ted sod that maybe encounterti is not known, but
potentti waste volume for disposd is expecti to be ~ because the construction arm
is expected to be free of contaminatedsofi. Any sofi contaminationdesignatedas LLW
wotid be disposed of at the Hanford Site’s LLW burti grounds. Mixed waste would be

. stored onsite in a RCRA- permitted storage facflityunti shipment to ~ approved RCRA
permitted TSD facflity.

5.1.4 Lad ~pa~

The toti land area involved in this proposed action is about 18.6 hectares (46 acres) in
comparison to the approximate 777 hectar~ (1,920 acrw) that makeup the 200 Wwt Aea
and reprments about 1.5 percent of the land in the 200 West Arw. Site clwing to remove
sagebrush and other vegetation and grading of the sites wotid be required during construction
of proposed bufldings, access roads, and dr~lelds.

5.1.5 Noise tips- -

Equipment usd during constructionwould temporarily increase ambient noise levels.
Any noise level increase would not be expected to have any detrirnenti impact to .
neighboring office workers. Constructionworkers wodd wear appropriate hming protection
during operation of the construction equipment.

hy work in radiation controlled areas wotid be performed in compliancewiti
ALAW principles, applicable state and federd regulations, and DOE Orders and guidelines.
The potenti radiation ruived by workers during the performance of the action would be
administratively contro~ed below DOE limits established in 10 Cm Part 835, Occupational
Rtiiation Proteti’on and the HSRCM @OE 1994). Those limits require that individud
radiation exposure be contro~ed below’an annual EDE of a maximumof 5 rem per year.
However, contractor administrative controls further impose an administrativecontrol level on
an individud’s radiation exposure to 500 mrem per year. These controls assure that, under
nerd conditions, workers wotid not be exposedto radiation levels approachingthe DOE
limit.
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5.1.6.1 Co-don of Retiev~ Fafities . .

Radioactive sofi is not anticipated to be encountered during instruction b=use there
is about four feet of cl- sofl overburden covering the waste drums and the surfam arm is
designated as a non-radioactivezone. Because the constructionactivities wotid occur in a
non-radioactivear=, no radioactive airborne emissions are expected.

Nthough contact with contaminate soti is not expected, it codd be encountered during
instruction activities. If so, a radiation mntrol zone would be atablished around the
contaminatedarea. Workers, w=ing proper protective equipment, wotid enter tie zoned
area and cleanup the contaminatedarea. me contaminatedsofl wodd be properly
charackrized and either stored or disposd of on the Hanford Site.

5.1.6.2 Constrntion of Storage Fatitiw

me radiologid conditions and work practices associatedwith the instruction of the
Storage Facflity are s~ar to tiat describti for constructionof the Retrieval facditim in
Swtion 5.1.6.1 with the exception that known waste containers are not located beneath the

. cons~ction area. Constructionactivities wodd occur in a non-radioactivesurface ar= with
no a-s restrictions. ~ wotid not pose any unusti hdth risks to the construction
workers.

Athough contact with contaminatedsofl is not expected; it could be encountered during
construction activities. If so, a radiation wntrol zone wodd be wtablished around the
contarninati area. Workers,’wearing proper protective equipment, wotid enter the zoned
area and clean up the contaminatedarea. me contaminatedsofl wotid be properly
characterti and either stored or disposed of on the Hanford Site.

5.1.7 Co~ption of NonrenewableRwomw
. .

Construction rnatertis, such as concrete, steel, and petroleum, repr~ent a relatively
sdl long-term mmmitment.of nonrenewablermources. A toti of approximately
17,600 cubic meters (23,000 cubic yards) of concrete and 299,000 Wograms ( 330 tons) of
steel would be used in construction of tie Retrieval and Storage Factiity actions, and
approximately 250,000 liters (66,000 gdons) of petroleum products wotid be consumed.

5.1.8 Effect on Setitive ~eas

me proposed Retrieval activities and the Storage Facflity activities wotid be located in
the 200 West Area of the Hanford Site. A CRR specific to tie site of the proposed action
has been mmpleted by Pm. During the cti~d review, the historic White Bluffs Road was
identified as being witiin the proposed complex. No other archaeologic siti or isolates
were recorded during the survey (AppendixB).

. fitironrne~ Assument 5-3 September 1995



, .. ., ,.

me historic White Bluffs Road is eligible for kting on the Natioti Register of
Historic Places. However, the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that the
segment of tie road located within tie 2~ West Area is a non-contributingsection and is not -
considerd to be a historic property. No other sensitive areas, such as wetiands, floodplains,
archaeologic, sole source aquifers, or s~ctures of historid sigtilcance, are known to be
Iocati in the vicinity of the proposed action. h the event that any cultural materials maybe
encountered during work activities, work wodd Mt unti a PM ~chaeologist could assess
the sigtilcanw of the find.

me proposti action wodd be located on the 2~ Area Plateau. hd disturbance
would be limited to the 2W West Ar=. It wodd not be located in tie lW- or 5W-year
floodplain of the Columbia River or Cold Creek. mere is no evidence of the etitence of
any wetiands in the area.

A Biologid Review of the ar= (Append~ A) indicated that the loggerhead shrike
(federd candidate level 2 and state candidate)and the sage sparrow (state mdidate) were
observed in the area. Nthough the northern sagebrush ltid was not obsemed in the area of
the proposed action, the loss of sagebrush codd impact this species that relies on the shrub-
steppe habitat. No other spmies listed (or candidate for listing) as threatened or endangered
would be impacted by the proposti action. Project cons~ction schedules would be adjusted
to ~ impact on these species by avoiding site clearing and preparation activities
during the nesting season march through July). No other restrictions were recommended
from the biologid review. After the nesting period, the shrub-steppehabitat would be
destroyed in the area of the proposed bufldings, a-s roads, and parking lots. Of the
approtiately 18.6 hectares (46 acres) covered by the toti proposed project, h estimated
14.6 hectares (36 acres) of state designatedpriority shrub-steppehabitat would be destroyed
by the project construction. me f~st phase of the proposed action wodd remove an
estimatti 11.4 hectares (28 acres) and an additioti 3.2 hectares (8 acres) could be removed

e. by a future eqansion. Simtiar shrub~steppehabitat efits ekewhere on the Hanford Site,
although the habitat is shrinking in s~.

A short-term impact on plant and - life within or near the proposed action during
construction is anticipated, as wefl as a possible long-term, detriment impact to the
loggerhead shrike and sage sparrow because of tie destruction of nesting habitat. In order to
m- impacts of lost shrub-steppehabitat, DOE would mitigate tie removal of priority
shrub-steppe habitat as d~cussed below and in Section 2.5.

A Hanford sitewide mitigation program is being developedby U in cooperation with
the Washington Department of Fish and Wfldife, the USFWS, and the indian tribes. me
development of the program is in a formative stage, with concepts and procedures for
agreements being the initti focus. ASpart of this effort, a draft sitewide mitigation strategy
is being prepared.

me following are key componentsof the mitigation strategy: .

● Avoidanm and ~tion of impact through siting
“ Salvage and transplant
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“ Restoration of temporarily disturbed habitat
● Compensationfor lost habitat.

Each of the componentsof the sitewide mitigation strategy as they apply to the
proposed action is discussed in the fo~owingparagraphs.

Measures to avoid and ~ impacts have been applied to tie extent faible. The
anticipated loss of mature sagebrush habitat has been rduced substantiy by a change in
project smpe. The origti smpe of the project included a footprint of approximately 36.
hectares (89 Acres), of which 20 hectares (50 acres) of priority habitat wotid have been
destroyed. Since then, the scope of the project has been sigtilcantiy changed to reduce the
habitat loss. The new proposal footprint is ody 18.6 ha (46 acres) and ody 14.6 ha (36
acres) are priority habitat within the 36 hectare (89 acre) footprint encompassedby the
previously surveyed cdturd resource and biologid reviews (AppendixA and B). Part of
the impact to habitat would *O be delayed by the phased approach to construction of the
Storage Facflity. It maybe possible to change the siting for the Phase 2 bufldings to a
previously disturbed area and avoid the potenti habitat removal from the second phase
construction.

Restoration of temporarily disturbed habitat wotid not be considered for the proposed
action because the habitat that wodd be disturbed during instruction would be effectively
removed from the ecosystem during the M life of operations.

DOE would mmpensate for priority habitat loss in accordancewiti the Sitewide
Mitigation Strategy when it is approved.. If a sitewide mitigationprogram is not adoptd in a
timely fashion @y no later than Jtiy 199Q, the Solid Waste Operations Complex (SWOC)
would then develop a stand-done program for mitigating the loss of mature sagebrush
habitat. The concepts would apply the ksy elements of the draft Sitewide Mitigation
Strategy.

The f~st phase of the proposed action would remove an estimated 11.4 hectares (28
acres) of mature habitat. At tie ratio of 3:1, 34 hectares (84 acres) would be remediated as
compensation. Under a potential future phase of Proj~t W-112, 3.2 hectares (8 acres) of
habitat may be destroyed and 9.6 h=tares (24 acres) wodd be remediated in the appropriate
area. Sagebrush plants of appropriate sti wdd be salvaged from the Phase 1 and Phase 2
areas and transplanted. W is currendy evaluatingthe possibility of siting tie Box and
Ignitable Storage Butidings in a previously duturbed arm directiy east of the three hng
Term Storage Butidings to reduce the potentti habitat loss by 3.2 hectares (8 acres).

5.2 hpacti of Retrieval Operatiow

5.2.1 No- Retiev~ Operations

Workers would wear protmtive clothing and the work ar= wotid be continuously
monitored for radiation levels during no- retrieval operations. The retrieval activities
wotid be performed in ~mpliance with ~ principles, applicable state and federd

Mvironmenti Assmsment 5-5 Septemkr 1995



U.S. Dep~ent of hr~ fitionmeti Mpacts of tie Proposal Action

.

regulations, and DOE Orders and guidelines. me contractor a_@ative con~ol level for .
worker exposure is a maximum of 500 mrem per year which is lower than tiose DOE limits
established in 10 CFR Part 835, Occup@.onalWiation Proteti.on and the HSRCM. ~ese
controls assure tit, under normal conditions; workers wodd not be exposed to radiation
levels approaching the DOE limit of 5 rem per year @SRCM 1994). When x-raying wrote
drums, the - are movd into a My shieldedvatit arm. During x-ray operation,
workers are protected by this shielding. In addition, dmigned safety featurw would prohibit
x-ray operation unti the vault area is clear of workers.

Implementationof work practices for the dkectiy involvedworker would mitigate
potentkd hdth impacts. Radiation work permits that spec~ the radiologid condition and
any radiologid zone entry requirements.wotid be requird. Workers me required to have
appropriate training, wear appropriate persomd protective equipment, adhere to MARA
principles, and fo~ow wtablishti administrativecontrok.

.
Workers wotid be exposed to a direct radiation source during the retrieval activities.

Prelirnii design includes measures to provide stielding to workers and minimize
exposure. Based on early dose uptake dculations, it is intimated that the average annual
dose to a retrieval worker is about 0.3 rem. Over an titimated tiee year retrieval activity,
a projected group of 14 retrieval workers wotid rmive a dose consequenceof 12.6
person-rem. Potentkd radiologid risks to workers wotid be ~ by job safety
planning and adherence to establishedAL~ principles and industrid hdth and safety
procedures. Applying the Internatiod Commissionon Radiologid Protection (ICRP)
now cance; fatiity ‘coefficientfor low dose, low dose-rate whole body irradiation of
approximately 4 x lV latent canmr fatrdi~ (LCF) per person-rem EDE (See Section 5.2.2),
the hdth effect to this directiy involvedworker group is 0.005 LCF.

A leaking waste container could,be found during retrieval operations. Because of the
protective covering and the relative dry climate (about 15 to 18 centimeters (6 to 7 inches)
annual precipitation), no l=ching of sofl contaminantsto groundwaterwould be expected to
have occurrti. me contaminationis expected to be lotiized. me contaminatedarea would
be cleaned up with no adverse impact expected to underlying groundwaterabout 70 meters
(230 feet) below the surface @za et d. 1991). ~

Under normal retrieval operations, potentkd exposure to chemid hazards is low.
After the SONoverburden is removed off the drum module the area is pre-monitored for
detectable indication of potentti chemid exposure to workers. If the monitoring indicates a
chemid had presenm, workers would wear appropriateprotective clothing for the
particular chemid hazard.

Equipment used durhg retrieval operations would tempor=fly increase ambient noise
levels.
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5.2.2 Potited Atident - Abnoti Retievd Operations

A Preliminary Safety Evaluation @SE) evaluatedpostiati radiologid accidents
during the proposal Retrieval operations, and dcdated the radiologid EDE in person-rem
~C 1991b). me postiated accident that generated tie largest dose consequencewas a
drum explosion before ins~ing venfi on the container. me explosion is postiated to omur
as a rmdt of hydrogen bufldup, in unvented containers, that eventiy reaches an explosive
concentration with oxygen. me explosion ignites the waste rnater~, and contaminated
titerti is releasti by fxe. me amount of ~U waste in the exploded drum is assured to
be the highest ~U-loaded drum in the trench area nearest the Plutonium Finishing Plant
@FP). An mtited 0.0414 plutonium equivalent curie is released. As noti in the PSE,
this postulated awident has an annd probabtiity occurrence of 2.3 x lW (about two times
every one tiion years) and is considered an extremely tiikely event, but is developed here
to quan~ impacts.

Radiologid dose mnsequences to onsite and offsite poptiations were dcdatd for
this postiati accident using the Hanford Site standard dosimetry GEMI computer code
Napier et d. 1988). ~ code Ay= environment releases restiting from acute or
chronic releases to the air, water, or sofl. Sixteen compass sectors are dy~. me code
uttib Hanford Site-sp=Ylc meteorologic data, and models atmospheric dispersion
betwmn the release point and the r~ptor as a straight-line Gaussianplume with no terrain
effats. me GENI atmospheric dispersion model becomes increasingly inaccurate at close
distances, and is therefore not used at distanm lMSthan 100 meters (328 feet) from the
release point.

me ICRP has determined that the nom cancer fatiity coefficient for low dose, low
dose-rate whole body irradiation is approximately4 x lN LCF per person-rem EDE for a
worker population, and approximately5 x lW LCF per person-rem EDE for a popdation of
dl ages (ICRP 1991). Hdth effects in terms of LCFSare dcdatd by multiplying the
dculati radiologid dose by the IC~. coefficient ~C 1993c).

Under a postulati amident rendition, the onsite and offsite hdth effects in terms of
projmted LCFSare dculated for the duecdy involvd worker, the onsite maximum exposed
individud (ME~, the offsite MEI, and the maximumexposed onsite and offsite popdations.
me MEI is defmd as a hypothetic individud receiving the highest dose horn the release
and represents the upperboundingdose consequent.

Population data horn the 1990 census is used in deftig the toti poptiation
surrounding the radiologid release point. me toti offsite poptiation is mnsidered to
be the general public, and is assumed to extend from the Hanford Site boundary to a circle
having an 80-Wometer (50-tie) radius from the relae point. ~ poptiation totis
375,860.

HAth effects from a postiated auident are basal upon crdculati GENI dose
consequenceswithout the @enchenclosure structure. me purpose of the enclosure structure
is puely for weather protition. However, the dl w=ther enclosure cotid serve to mitigate
dose consequencesto workers and the general public in tie tiikely event of a postiated
accident.
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The dctiated dose consequencesare breed on a 50-year time duration after exposure
and a 95-permnt metrology factor whereby a wndition of atmospheric dispersion is
extied 95-permnt of the year in a given sector. This represents a very conservative
approach to projmting hdth effects WC 1993c). .~en combined with the annual
accident probability of 2.3 x lW, the risk to the onsite and offsite MEI, to the directiy
involvd workers, and to the onsite and offsite poptiations of becoming a LCF is
substantiy reduced. As noted earlier, the postiated explotig drum accident h= an
annual probabtiity occurrence of 2.3x lW, and is considered to be an extremely urdikely
event. Table 2 reprments a summary of the dctiated dose mnsequences and associated
hdth effat in terms of LCFS:

/

Onsite Hdti Effec@

The onsite MEI is a hypothetic individud receiving the highmt dose from the
postulated accident. This MEI is located 100 meters (328 feet) from the release point and
repr~ents the upperboundingdose consequencewhich is greater than any dose consequence
to any other individti in the onsite popdation. The dcdatd dose consequenceis 18 rem
and, applying the ICN coefficient, a projected 0.0072 LCFSwotid occur. Because this is
IMSthan one fatiity, no LCF wotid be expected. The 0.0072 LCF means that the onsite
MEI has a chan~ of about 1 in 140 of b~ming a LCF.

The population hdth effects caused by a radioactive reline depend on the population
distribution around the release point, as we~ as site-specificmeteorology. For the postulated
trench acciderit, the maximum dose to the onsite poptiation was to those located east of
Trench 4C-T04, towards the PFP.

The onsite popdation is assumed to extend from a minimum of 100 meters (328 feet)
from the release point to the Hanford Site boundary, and consists of DOE employees,
DOE contractor employees, other contractor personnel, and supervisedvisitors on the
Hanford Site. This poptiation group is notdirectiy involved in the proposed drum removal
activity, but would receive the Iargwt dose consequenceof 14,900person-rem in the event of
a postiated accident. Applying the ICW coefficientof 4 x lW LCF/person-rem,‘the hdth
effect to this onsite poptiation group is dcdated to be 6.0 LCF. The 6.0 LCF means that
an average member of the exposd onsite popdation of 3,488 has a chance of about 1 in
580 of brooming a LCF shodd the postiated accident occur.

The anrdysisof onsite popdation dose mnsequences considers an unmitigated release
and exposure, and does not take credit for the Ha@ordEmergenq Response Plan
(DOE-M 1994)prepared and implementedin accordancewith DOE Order 5500.3A, and
Phnning and Preparednessfor Oper&”onalEmergencies (DOE 1992), which would
minimti the risk of exposure. Emergency signrdswould warn the onsite population if the
postiated amident occurred. An emergency mmunication network exists on the Hanford
Site to inform the onsite poptiation of emergencyactions to be taken. Training for
emergency situations on the Hanford Site is routine in nature and wodd reduce potential
onsite popdation dose mnsequences and projected LCFS.
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For directiy involvd workers within 100 meters (328 feet) of the release point, the
GE~I computer code used to evaluate atmospheric dispersion and tiution of the release is ~
unreliable. ~, mmbined with the fact that radiologid dose mnsequences to these

-.‘ workers are primarfiy dependent on where workers are located at the time of release ~
(e.g., upwind or downwind), prohibits the making of an accurate quantificationof the dose
mnsequences. However, a rough estimate of dose consequencescan be made using
InternatiomdAtomic Energy Agency WA) guidance@ 1990), which indicates that d
other things being equal, rtiucing the distance between the worker and the release point by
an order of magnitude resdts in a factor of 30 increase in worker dose. h this case, the
GE~I wmputer code dctiated the MEI 100 mekrs (328 f~t) from the release point wotid
receive a dose of 18 rem EDE. Using the ~ guidance, a direcfly involvti worker
10 meters (33 feet) away from the release point wotid receive a dose of roug~y 540 rem
EDE (MA 1990).

.

In the event of a postiated accident, this EA assumes that five directiy involved
workers are 10 meters (33 fwt) from the explodingdrum and wodd receive a toti of
2,700 person-rem. Each worker is assumed to be eq~y exposed and wotid r~ive an
acute whole body dose of 540 rem EDE. ~ level of exposure cotid be a potentiy Ieti
radiation dose to a worker. me worker wotid experienw musm and vomiting within two to
four hours and lasting for less than 24 hours. me worker’s blood system wodd be damaged
because of the radiation and up to 90 percent of the workers wotid require hospititition for
treatment @loodtranstiion, antibiotics, and rest) for a period of 60 to 90 days. me
incidence of death wodd range from mro to eighty per~nt and would occur within three
weeks to two months (SMeien,B., et d, 1984). Asuming the worker receives medid
treatment and survives the acute dose, damage to other body organs (i.e., eyw, bone
marrow, lungs, thyroid) may have occurred that cotid effect the workers hdth later in life.

,

Retrieval workers would be wearing proper personnel protective equipment when
working in a radiation area and work practices wotid adhere to ~ principles.
Additioti engineered controls would be in place to provide protective shielding to mtiti
worker exposure. Buuse of tie shielding design, the acute whole body dose of 540 rem “
EDE would be considerably reduti. As stated in Section 5.2.2, tie annual probabtiity of a
retrieval accident is about two times every one tiion yms and is an extremely udikely
event. me likelihood of a worker r~iving a dose consequenceof 540 rem EDE is very
remote.

~is EA does not dyn the.potenti impact to tie f~e dirmtiy involved worker 10
meters (33 feet) of an explodingdrum. wDependingupon where the worker is standing and
what protection may exist between tie worker and the drum, potenti fatiities could occur.
In addition, any other individti within 100 meters (328 feet) of tie exploding drum muld
be fatily injured. Any other individti who may happen to be within this 100 meters but
not directiy involved in the drum retrieval cotid, likewise, be a fatiy injured depending on
location.
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Offsite Hdtb Effwts

The offsite MEI is a hypothetic individti receiving the highest dose from the
postulated amident. The dcdati dose is 0.077 rem and represents the upperbounding dose
consequence. This dose consequenceis greater than any dose consequenceto any other
individud in the offsite population. Applying the ICM coefficient of 5 x lW
LCF/person-rem, a projected 0.0000385 LCFSwould occur. Becaye the dculated LCF is
much less than 1, no LCF wotid be expected. The offsite MEI, located in the west-
northwest smtor of Trench 4C-T04, wotid have a chan~ of about 1 in 26,000 of becoming
a LCF.

The greatest exposure to the offsite poptiation, should the awident occur, is received
by a poptiation of 102,538. This population group wodd receive 152 person-rem.
Applying the IC~ coefficient of 5 x lW LCF/person-rem, tie hdth effect to this offsite
poptiation group is dcdated to be 0.076 LCF. The dctiated LCF is less than one and,
therefore, a LCF wotid not be expwti. The 0.076 LCF means that m average member of
the exposed offsite popdation of 102,538has a chance of about 1 in 1.3 ~ion becoming a
LCF should the postulati accident occur. men the annti accident probability of 2.3 x 10
6 is considered, risk to tie offsite population and MEI of becoming a LCF is reduced
substantitiy. No adverse hdth effects are expectd.

The potentti offsite radiation dose consequenceover a 50-year time period is related to
tie extent of exteti exposure to or the intake of radionuclidesrelaed from a postulated
accident. For both the offsite MEI and offsite poptiation receptors, the primary pathway of
radionuclides taken into the body is by Mation resdting from an exposure in a radioactive
plume.

Table 2- S-m of Nomrd and Abnofi LCFS- Retievd Ations

Normal retrieval actions 12.6 person-rem CDE I 0.005
(14)

MEI - Onsite (1) I 18 rem EDE ● “1 0.0072

MEI - Offsite [1) I 0.077 rem EDE I 0.0000385

Exposed Onsite Population 14,900person-rem CDE 6.0
(3,488)

Exposed Offsite Population ~ 152person-rem CDE 0.076
(102,538)

Mvkonmeti Assessmeti 5-1o Sepkmber 1995
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,. 5.3 hpack of Storage Facfi@ Operatiomt
. .

5.3.1 Noti Stor@e Operatiom

No liquid effluents, other than the sanitary waste from the planned septic and drtileld
systems, would be discharged from the proposed factiities. me sanitary effluents would be
nonh=dous and nonradioactive, and wotid not be a RCRA re@ated waste. me sanitary
sewer systems wotid be designd and ans~cted to operate in conformancewith current
state and lod wunty re@ations, and liquid discharges wotid occur routinely during
operations. me sanitary sewer system wodd be reviewed and approved by‘the DOH.

If the plannd sanitary sewer system were utiti to ~ qacity of 43,000 cubic
meters (approximately 11 dlion gtions) per year, there cotid be a 1.5 percent increase in
the toti nonradioactiveeffluent of dl Hanford Site operations being dischargd to the soti
column. Litde, if any, moundingat the watertable wodd rwult. Any impact to lod

. groundwater flow dirmtion, or powntkd mntaminant plume is predicted to be minimrd
~ler 1993).

Workers are required to have appropriate training, wear appropria~ persoti prowtive
equipment, adhere to ALARAprinciples, and fo~ow establishedadministrative mntrols. No
adverse noise impact is expati during nod storage operations.

For tiis EA, approximately 12 dumtiy involvedworkers would be engaged in Storage
Facflity activities. ~ wodd include a mixture of plant craft discipltiw (i.e., equipment
operators, electricians, laborers, radiation monitoring, etc) and supervisory personnel. ~ese
12 workers would be exposed to a dirut radiation source. Preliminary engineering dmign
fmtures include provisions for shielding to m- worker exposme. Based on mly dose

. uptake dctiations, it is mtirnated that the average annual dose to a storage worker is about
0.3 rem. Over a three year storage activity, the proj=ted worker group of 12 storage
workers would receive a dose consequenceof 11.0 person-rem. Applying the ICRP noti
canmr fatiity coefficient of approximately4 x 1~ LCF per person-rem EDE (See Section
5.2.2), the hdth eff=t to this dirmtiy involvedworker group is 0.004 LCF.

5.3.2 Abnorrnd Operatiom - Potiated Accident

A separate PSE evaluatedpostulated radiologid accidents during the Storage Factiity
operations and dcdated the collective radiologid EDE in person-rem WC 1991c).
Udike the postulated accident of the Retrieval operations, the postiated accident for the
Storage Facfiity that wotid generate the largest dose mnsequence is an earthquake fo~owed
by a f~e. Under thii accident sm~io, a radioactive airborne release could occur from the
Storage Facfiity to the environmentb=use of breached waste contiers. ~ would
release an estimati 0.172 plutonium equivalentcuries and 15.9.curies of mixed f~sion
products.
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me annual probability of the postiated amident for the Storage Facflity was
determined to be 1 x 10-3(on= every one thousand years). In the event of an earthquake,
the waste drums are Asumed to fti, rupture, and ignite. me fo~owing f~e is assumed to
wnsume the combustible waste and an airborne release omurs. Using the Hanford Site
standard dosimetry GENI computer code ~apier et d. 1988), radiologid dose ~
consequences to onsite and offsite poptiations were dcdated for the postiated earthquke
and f~e awident at the Storage Facfiity ~C 1993d). me GENI atmospheric dispersion
model bmmes incrmingly tiurate at close distanm, and is therefore not usd at
disti= less than 100 meters (328 feet) from the release point.

As noti in S~tion 5.2.2, hdth effects in terms of LCFSare dcdated by multiplying
the dculated radiologid dose by the IC~ coefficient ~C~ 1991).

OnSite Hdth Effwts

me onsite MEI is a hypotietid individud Iomted 100 meters (328 fret) from the
release point and r-ives the highest dose from the postiated accident. ~is dose to the
MEI reprments the upperboundingdose consequenceand is gr~ter than any dose received
by any other individud in the onsite poptiation. me dculated dose consequenceis
2.13.rem and, applying the IC~ coefficientof 4 x lW, a projected 0.00085 LCFS would
occur. Because this is less than one fatiity, no LCF wodd be expected. me 0.00085 LCF
means that the onsite MEI has a chance of about 1 in 1,200 of becoming a LCF.

me GEMI computer code model determind that the maximumdose to the omite
. population would occur soutieast of the Storage Facflity, towards the PFP. ~is sector has

an estimated population of 3,861 and wotid r~ive a dose consequenceof 1,520 person-
rem. me crdctiated hdth effmt using the ICR wefflcient of 4 x lN is 0.6 LCF.
Because this dculated hdth effect is less than one, it is tiikely there would be a fatiity in
the onsite popdation group. me 0.6 LCF means that an average member in the exposed
onsite population of 3,861 has a chance of about 1 in 6,430 of becoming a LCF should the
postulati accident occur.

As described earlier, directiy involvedworkers within 100 meters (328 feet) of the
relwe point, tie GENI mmputer code usd to evaluate atmospheric dispersion and dtiution
of the release becomes incrmingly inamurate. Stiar to that approach discussed in Section
5.2.3.1 for estimating a dose consequenceto the directiy involvedworker, a rough estimate
of dose consequencescan be made using NA guitice. For the postulated Storage Facflity
accident, the GEMI computer code dculated the MEI 100 meters (328 fret) from the
release point wodd r-ive a dose of 2.13 rem EDE. Using the MEA guidance, a directiy
involved worker 10 meters (33 f=t) away from the release point wotid receive a dose of 64
rem EDE WA 1990). h the event of a postiated accident, four workers are assumed to
be 10 meters (33 feet) from the ruptured waste container would r=ive a toti of 256
person-rem. Applying the ICW coefficient for workers of 4 x 104 LCF/person-rem, the
projected LCF is 0.102 or a chanm of about 1 in 40 of becoming a LCF.
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me ~ysis for dose consequent for the onsite poptiation and MEI considers an
, unmitigated release and exposure to radiation. me Hanford Site’s emergency preparedness

plan, prepared and implemented in aurdance with DOE Order 5500.3A POE 1992),
would reduce any impact because of emergency sirens and evacuationprocedures. me

. onsite population receives routine training in responding to emergency actions. Dose
. consequencesand projecti LCFSare expected to be less than dcdated because of the

mitigation measures. In addition when mnsideration is given for tie annti accident
probability of 1 x 103, risk to the onsite poptiation and MEI of becoming a LCF is
substant~y reduced.

Offsite Hdth Effmts

, me offsite MEI is a hypothetic individud located at the Hanford Site boundary and
re~ives the highest dose from the postiated accident. ~ MEI represents the
upperboundingdose consequencewhich is greater than any other individud would receive in
the offsite population group. me dculated dose mnsequence is 0.26 rem and, applying the “
ICN coefficient of 5 x lW, a projmted 0.00013 LCFSwould occur. Because this is much
less than one fatiity, no LCF would be expected. me 0.00013 LCF means that the offsite

, MEI has a chance of about 1 in 7,700 of becominga LCF.

‘ In the event of the postulatd accident, the largmt offsite dose would occur to the
population of 102,538 lomted in the smtor west of the Storage Facflity. Refer to
Section 5.2.2.1 for discussion of offsite populationand method of ~ysis. ~is exposed
population would r-ive a dose consequen~ of 654 person-rem. Applying the ICW
wefflcient of 5 x lW LCF/person-rem, the hdth effect to this offsite popdation group is
crdculatedto be 0.33 LCF. me dculated LCF is less than one and a LCF wodd not be
expected. me 0.33 LCF m- that an average member of the exposd offsite poptiation of
102,538 has a chance of about 1 in311,000 of becoming a LCF shotid the postulated
amident occur. men the annual accidentprobability of 1 x 103k considered, risk to the
offsite population and MEI of baming a LCF is reduti substantitiy. No adverse hdth
effecti are expec~.

me potentti offsite radiation dose consequenceover a 50-yw time period is related to
the extent of exterti exposure to or the intake of radionuclidesreleased from a postiated
accident. For both the offsiti MEI and offsite poptiation receptors, the primary pathway of
radionuclides taken into the body is by tiation resulting from an exposure in a radioactive
plume.
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Table 3- S~ of Nomd and Abnorrnd LCFS- Storage Operations

,“

.

Nerd storage operations 11 person-rem CDE 0.004
(12)

IIMEI - Onsite (1) I 2.13 rem EDE I 0.00085 ‘

IIMEI - Offsite (1) I 0.26 rem EDE I 0.00013

Exposed Onsite Popdation 1,520 person-rem CDE 0.6
(3,861)

Exposd Offsite Poptiation 654 person-rem CDE 0.33
(102,538)

5.4 Nonradioactive Hwardow Wrote hpack

Some of the h=dous wastes identified from storage records are asbestos; metis
@eryllium, barium, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, sodium, lithium, fid zirconium);
sodium hydroxide, nitric acid, and other corrosives; and organics (antifreem, stripcoat,
tric~orethylene and other solvents, polyc~orinated biphenyl, tributyl phosphate, carbon
tetractioride, hydraulic fluid, and otis) ~C 1991b,WC 1991c).

?

5.4.1 Hazardow Waste - Comction and Norrnd Retrieval/Storage Conditions

During Retrieval and Storage Facflity constructionactivities, small amounts of
hazardous waste (e.g., cleaning agen~, petroleum products), are expected to.be generated.
These generated wastes wotid be d~posed of in accordancewith applicable federd and state
re@ations.

Under nor~ retrieval and storage renditions, workers would not be exposed to
hazardous waste components in a waste mntainer. However, in the event a waste container
is encountered that e~bits leakage, a smti temporary greenhousewould be constructed
around the contaminated area within the portable weather enclosure butiding. Trained
workers equipped with proper protective clothing would initiate cl-up of the contaminated
area. After waste cleanup, the containers wotid be mov~ to approved storage facilities on
the Hanford Site.
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5.4.2 H~ardow WAe - Abnoti RetrievMStorage Contiom . .

The waste containers to be retrieved from Trench 4C-T04 wodd be stored in the
Storage Facflity in amrdance with RCW and WAC 173-303re@ations. h the event of a
postulated retrieval or storage accident of a container release fo~owd by a fwe, a tidoti
chemid airborne release codd omur. An tiysis of tidous chemid exposures to
onsite and offsite receptors was evaluated in tie PS& ~C 1991b, WC 1991c). Average
exposures were dctiated for onsite and offsite populations, divided by the threshold limit
value ~L~ and presentti as a ratio of con~ntration to tie TLV. The TLV is the tirne-
weighti average conmntration to which the receptors may be repeatdy exposed witiout
adverse effects. The dcdated toxic consequencesfrom a postiated accident foflowd by
f~e are noti below in Table 4.

Table 4- Toxic Consequent from a Potiated Retievd Atident

Omite Average
ktio of Concentration to

Totic Offsite Average @osure mv
@osure

nv
material (m@cubicmeter)

(m@cubic .
(m#cubic meter) meter)

Onsite Offsite

Merc~ 0.0000344 o.moo198 0.05 0.000688 0.000000396

cadmium - 0.0000344 0.0000000198 0.01 0.00344 0.00000198

Barium 0.0000344 0.0000000198 0.5 0.0000688 o.omo4

PCB 0.0205 0.0000118 0.5 0.041 0.0000236

cqcwo4 1 0.00327 0.00000188 2.0 0.00164 0.00000094

1 hta are based on CaO, a combustion product in air for ~CW04 @hosgene). The decomposition product of
~bon tetrac~oride is rem@ed as a tofic substance because when the mbon tetrac~oride is heated to
decomposition; it emits tofic fmnm of phosgene gas.

The ~V for phosgene given off horn heating abon tetrac~oride (CCQ, is * to tit of CaO.

The ratio of concentration to the TLV for onsite and offsite indicates that the exposure
to toxic materials for th~e poptiation soups is well below the TLV (Sax and hwis 1989).
No adverse hdth effect would be anticipated tiom exposure to hmdous chemids as a
rwult of the proposti action.
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5.5 Enfiomeritil Jtiice

~Ex~utive Order 12898, FederalAti.ons to Address EnvironmentalJ~”ce in Minori~
PopuMons and hw-Income Poputiom, requirestit Federd agencies ident~ and
address, as appropriate, disproportionatelyhigh and adverse human hdth or environment
effec~ of their programs and activities on minority and low-incomepopulations. Minority
(espmWy Hispanic) poptiations and low inmme popdations are present near the Hanford.
Site ~~ 1994). DOE is in the proms of developingofflckd guidance on tie
implementationof the Exwutive Order. The @ysis in this EA (Sections5.0) indimtes that
there wotid be ~ impacts to both the offsite poptiation and potential workform by
implementing the proposed action, under both routine and amident conditions. Bemuse the
entire proposed action would omur on the Hanford Site and the offsite environment impacts
from the proposed action dyti in this EA are expected to be ~, it is not expected
that there wotid be any disproportiomte impacts to any minority or low-incomeportion of
the comunity.

5.6 Socioeconomic hpac~ ~

The DOE and its mntractors dominate the lod employmentpicture with almost one-
quarter of the toti nomgricul~d jobs in BentonWd Frtiin munties. Ninety-three
permnt of Hanford employees reside in the Benton and Fr~in munty areas. Therefore,
work activities on the Hanford Si& plays an important role in the socioeconomic of the Tri-
Cities @ctiand, Pasco, and Kennewick)and other parts of Benton and Frtiin counties
(DOE 1995). Other surrounding counties would be impacted to a lesser degree.

Comtruction of the proposed Retrieval and Storage Factiity wodd create a temporary
increase of approximately 100 constructionworkers from lod labor Mls. Initially, about
100 (of the planned 400) administrativeand operationspersonnel would be located in the
SWOC as a rwult of the proposed action. Prirnarfly, time personnel would be relomted
from various offices around the Hanford Site. No substantkdchange is expected in the
number of Hanford Site employeesas a restit of the proposed action. There would be no
discernible impact to employmentlevek within Bentonand Fr*in muntiw.

. .

5.7 Cmtiative Wpacfi

Existing and plannd projmti nearby the lomtion of tie proposed action area were
reviewed to determine cumulative impacts that muld result from initiating the proposed
retrieval action, waste storage activities, the infrastruc~e upgrades, and the CWSC.
Existing areas near the site of the proposed action that mntribute to the cumulative impact
include the following:

f
. Waste Receiving And Processing -P) Factiity - WRAP 1; presentiy under

instruction
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Central Waste Complex an existing‘RCRApermitted storage arm

hw-level Burial Gro~ds; managementof Hanford’s solid waste

Tank Farm activities; managementof Hanford’s waste storage tanks ,

T-Planu existing facflity for decontaminationserviw

U-Plant and the Reduction Oxidation @DO~ Plant; retired promsing facilities

222-S ~ytid Lab; existing laboratory servim.

Plutonium Finishing Plant in proms of residud plutonium cleanup

Environment Restoration and Disposal Facfiity; permitted Comprehensive
Environment Response, Compensation,and LiabflityAct (CERCLA)waste
disposrdfacdity under construction

Environment Restoration activities; managementof inactive facilities, burti sites,
cribs, etc.

5.7.1 Cmtitive hpacts - * Katioa@ve)

The offsite poptiation received about 0.3 person-rem via air and water pathways from
200 Ara operations in 1993 whereas Hanford Site workers involved in the proposed action
would perform sirntiar tasks around other waste mgement activities. The dculated
radiation exposure to these workers under normal conditions is very small. The average
annual dose rate for 1993 in the 200 Areas was 130 mrem per year @NL 1994)and well
below the natural backgroundradiation of about 300 mrem per year. The proposed action k
not expected to alter dculated radiologicrdair doses.

5.7.2 Cmdative tipacts - Water

The proposed action would not discharge any radioactive liquid effluent to the ground
and, therefore, not incrementiy add to Hanford Site radioactive liquid effluent discharges to
the ground.

Nonradioactive liquid e~uents would be discharged to the ground bause of the
planned septic sewer systems in the 200 Arm of the Hanford Site. In the 200 Areas, a toti
of 2,180,000 cubic meters (576 flion grdlons)of nonradioactiveeffluents were discharged
to the ground in CY 1991 @NL 1992). Assumingthe sewer system operates at full design
capacity, during a seven-daywork week, the proposed action wotid add approximately
43,000 cubic meters (11 tiion gdons) in one YW to nonradioactiveliquid effluents
producing a toti annurddischarge for the Hanford Site of about 2,223,000 cubic meters (588
mfllion gdons) to the ground. Due to the lateral spreading and relatively smti discharge

. .
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rates, tiere may be litie diswrnable mounding, if any at the water table. The hydraulic
impact to lod groundwater flow direction is likely ~ and movement of any
underground contaminatedplumes is not expected. Nthough the discharge from this
proposed action would incrementiy add to the amount of nonradioactiveeffluents being
discharged on the Hanford Site, the proposed septic system would not be exp~ted to impact
the groundwater ~ler 1993).

5.7.3 Cmtitive bpa~ - Land

me proposed Retiievd actions and Storage Factiity actions wotid omur on the
200 West Area of the Hanford Site. Approximately 18.6 hectares (46 acres) of the toti 777
hectares (1,920 acres) in the 200 Wwt Ara wotid be impacted. This is about 1.5 percent of
the land area in the 200 West Area. The retrieval activities would occur on previously
disturbed VW, wtie the proposed Storage Facflity would be constructed on relatively
undeveloped land. The proposed action is compatiblewith the planned 200 Wmt Area land
uses.

Because the proposed Storage Facflity would occur on undisturbed land, there would be
an increment loss of shrub-steppehabitat for tie loggerheadshrike, sage sparrow and
northern sagebrush ltid. An estimated 14.6 hectares (36 acres) of priority shrub-steppe
habitat wotid be lost. Other projects completed, under way, or planned for the future on the
Hanford Site involve loss of priority habitat (Includingthe Environment Restoration
Disposal Factii~p 240 Access Road, Cross Site Transfer, 200 Arw Sanitary Sewer System).
Cumdative loss of priority habitat on the Hanford Site could ex-d 405 hectares
(1,000 acres). An overall Hanford Site Strate~ for mitigation for lost priority habitat is
currentiy being developed. Spectilc mitigation for habitat loss from this proposed action is
discussed in Sections 2.5 and 5.1.8.

5.7.4 Cmtitive hpa* - Sotioeconotim.

Uncertainties exist with regard to Hanford.Site budgets. The current trend is for work
force reduction.whereby DOE is projecting about 4,800 jobs wdl be eliminatedby the end of
f~d year 1995. Additioti budget reductions tiuld occur in f~d years 1997 and 1998
that would necwsitate ~er workforce reductions. As stated in Section 5.6, employment
on the Hanford Site plays an important socioeconomicrole in the region since 93 percent of
Hanford employees reside in the Benton and Frtiin county areas. Therefore, the current
downward trend in Hanfor&s workforce would be expectedto have an impact on the local
community.

Mthough tie retrieval and storage activitim wotid con~ibu~ sligh~y to fie H~ord .
Site employment growth, the increase of about.100 in constructionworkers would be
temporary and the assigned administrativeand operationspersonnel would be re-located from
other onsite offices. No cumulative impact wotid be expectedto the lod economy from
undertaking the proposed action.
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6.0 Pertits and Re@ato~ Reqtiements

The Storage Factiity is included in the Ha@ordCentral W&e Co~ti Miom.ve Mtied
W&e Storage Fmiliq Dangerom W&e Pemit Applic~.on @OE-M 1991), submitted to
the State of Washington Department of Ecology @logy) and the EPA on
October 31, 1991. A State EnvironmentalPoliq Act of 1971 ch~~t was submitted to
Ecology with this permit application.

Pre-construction approvti wodd be required based on the potential for radionuclides and
ddous materird emissions from storage of vented drums for both the State of Washington
RadioactiveAir Emissions Program, and the Natioti Emission Standard for H=dous Air
Pollutants. These approvals wotid be obtied from the DOH and the EPA. Based on
information in the PSE ~C 1991c,WHC 1992c), the waste drums wotid conti some
chemids includd in the list of Totic Air Pollutants re~ated under WAC 173460,
“GeneralRe@ations for Air Po~ution Sources.” Further charactertition wotid be ne~~
to determine the level of permitting required.

Separate sewage disposd systems mnsisting of septic ti and drtilelds wotid be
constructed, as required, for tie proposed support factiities. Each system wotid have a
flowrate of less than 54,888 liters (14,500 g~ons) per day, and would m~t the domwtic
wastewater disposd requirements of WAC 246-272, “On Site SewageDisposal.” A DOH
approval of this system would be required:
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7.0 Agenciw Comulted

Bmuse the Ecologid Survey indicated that the proposed action wodd have no effect on
any plant or wti~e spmies listed as tieatened or endangerti by the federd government,
cons~tation with the USPWS was not rewired. However, an info- contact was made
with the US~S to discuss and inform the agency of the survey rwdts.

DOE has consdti the State of Washington State Historic Preservation Officer regarding
the propos~ action and tie historic White Bluffs Road. Nthough the road is eligible for
listing on tie Natiomd Register of Historic Plain, the segment witi the fend area of the
2M West was found to be a non-mnhibuting section to the historic status of the White Bluffs
Road.

Prior to DOE approval of this EA, it was provided to the State of Washington, the State of
Oregon, the USWS, the Y- kdian Nation, the ConfederatedTribes of the Umatila
Indian Resemation, the Nez Perw Tribe, and the Wanapum People for review. co~en~ .
were r=ived from tie State of Washington, the USWS, and the Nez Perce Tribe. These
mmments were considerd in tie preparation of the fd EA. The mrnments and the DOE
responses to these commenb are providd in Appenti C.

.
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Ms. PennyC. Batin
WesUWhouseHanfordCompany
P. O. BOX 1970,MSINN*13
Richland,WA 99352

Projeot Dasorlptfon: .

. This fs erramendmentfetterto the origid W52OF1O4 datedMay17,1995. Atl chanws havebeen
urrderfined.

,
. A set of mapsshowlngthe areaof thesuwey usingGPS~@ment hasbeeni~udedtih the

amendmentfetter.

.
4GTo4\. ~

Survey Objectives

. To dete~ne the ourre~e h the pmjed areaof plantandanl~ @as pmteot~ underlhe
EndangeredS@es ~ (ESA),=ti~es for suti pmtadbn, andspades l~ed as threatened,
endangered,-date, sensitiie, or rnonftorby the stateof Wsshlngton,and speofespmteoted
underthe MQratoryBid TreatyM,

. To etiuate the potenfkl impaotsof dstu-e on P*W habdatsandprol-ed pfarrtand snlmal
spades Mtifled fn the suwey.

Survey Wthode:

. Pedestrianandooulsrrewnn~ of the proposedsitewasanduoted by G. Fortner,and
M. R.Sakhews~ on May9,1995. The BrauMkmet @VSr-SbUti* soak (Wnharn
1989)was usedto detemirre pemantrover of domlrrantvegetation,

. Ptio@ h~afs ands- of oonoamaredommentetfas SM inths fouowf~ WasMngton
Departmentof Rsh andWme (1993,1994),U. S. ~h andWtirie Setios (19W,1994a& b) and
WashingtonState Departmentof NaturalResoumes(1994).

. .
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Sumey R-fts:

● Vegetativehabitatw~h the SO~r of the proposedDenverAvenuebetween lBth Street ati 23rd
street mnsw @marttyof big sagebrush(fimBb tie-) at 10to 25%soverati an average
hatghtof 13 m, d~atgrass (Broms fetimm at 5 to lr~ rover, Sandberg’sbfuagrass(Pda
_w~ at 1 to5%-er, and -sn~~b (-k M at 1 to 5% ooverin the vbi~.
Staked@ mnkvet~ {mgahs @8mws -~ was*O obsewedon thk
s~n of the proposedMe,

● VegetaWe habiiatbetweenDamn Avewe and the proposedDenverAvenue and between 22rrd
Streetand the southernboundaryof the_ Buiting arrsbts ptimarily of b~ aagebnrshat 10 to
25%aver andan averageheightof 15 @*atgrasa at 5 to lWA eovsr,Sandbe~’s btuegrassat
1 to 5% rover, and Rum we at 1 to 5% mvar Inthevtinity. Stsfke~ rrdhetsh was abo
observedon thb setin of the proposedsfie,

● VagetatNehabtiatbetween22nd Street@ 23rd Street andwest of the proposedDenverAvenue
to the proposed~gana Avenuemnsfefsprfmm.tyof bfgsagebrushat 10to 25% aver andan
averagehekht of 1.75n shsatgrassat 5 to lWA ~nr, Stiem’s blueg~ ~ 5 to l~A @ver,
andspiny hopsage(tiyh qhaa) 1 to 5*Aooverandsfefked@d *etotr at clYo rover.
Loggerheadshrkes (Mnlus timtiarxrs-~ a~=9e
S- (mh@ti Be/B-~ wareobsemsdto be re~ent h the araa. A -ttikd
hawk (Btieo Jarrraben* andwesternmeadowfati (Sfum8flaneg/ma) were alsoobsewsd on Ws
sedkm of the proposedsite,

.
5to~
atlb~ o -

● VegetatMe~atwfth~the sonfdorof the rawwatert.~h afongIah Streetand southof l~h
Streethas beenpRvbusly d~rbed andsonsisteprfrnarftyof he-ad gravelsubstrateand
asphalt,

● Vegetativehab~ withinthe wtirof the rawwaterti~n abng 13thStreet@rrsistsw.marfv of bw
sagsbNsh at 10to25Yerover andan averageha~ht of 1.75m,shestgrassat 5 to 10%oover,
Sendbeq’s bkragrassat 5 to lH aver, andRuss.mWstle at 1 to 5% sever.

tinslderatl~s and Rsmmmendatbns:

● The bbfoghl surveyteam noteddamageto the sagebrushhadalreadyooourreddueto vsMWlar
tram by the surveyteamfor the proposedroadson thk dte.

\= SagabNshhabftatk sona~red a prbrfty hsbw by thestateof Washingtonand k usedfor
nesti~rae~~oragirrg by loggerheadehtikesand sagesp~s, and as habii for nofihem
S~bNSh l-rdS (Smbpmsgrstiaus - ~. Devetopmenfof this sitewfll
mrrtniute tofurtherfragmentatbnof the remd~ng hsbftaton the HanfordSie andwfll ramove
approximately20 ha (50-) W* as a resuttof this pm-.

● DOE-RLk suggestingmg~on vfaoffsitahabitatenhmmenf for bsses of matureaagebNsh
ha~et over 1 ha h area Bease devebpmentptannedrmderthe W-112andW-113pm]-
exoeeds1 ha, hab~aferr~emantWll be nsoessaryto tiset impaststo key Hanfordbblog-bal
resoumes.

● To tinl~e adverse~z to bird-es of amm we -nrmerrd thatd habitatremovalon the
proposedsfte be restdaed to thosemonthsp-dii andfolbwing MarchthroughAty to avow
“Werferensewhh bresdiinea”ng perfods.
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Pew C. Beflin
95-200-lM (Amendment1)
Page3 of 3

. No other plantandanlmaf-es proteded underthe ES& Osndwes forsuti prote~n, or
spties Batedmfha WasMngtondate wvemment were tiservad [nthe Mw of the proposad
snee.

● No adverseIeeto *rspesfes orbs- d sonsemareewded to -r~mtie prom
awn.

CA B*, PhD.
Pmjed Manager
Ealog~l timplkwe Assessmem



PennyC. Sstiln “
. .

95-200-104 (Amendment1) ,

Page4 of 3
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A~AGE _LC~TIONS FOR PROJE~ Wlu / W113

‘Area 1“ - Between Dayton and Denver, 22nd and WRAP 1-

Wrap 1 Area” - previously disturbed -

“~a 2“ - between Denver and Eu~e, 22nd and 23rd ~

“Sewer Area” assume 8WXW pipeline, l~x~ drainfield -

Denver avenue from 22nd to 16thstreet
(=sume 1 tie lon~ lWwide) -

16th street water he (assume 200WX403-

“4C-T04 AreaU - assume 2~x5W -

TOTAL

U am

10 acres

28am

2 ames

U ames

2a-

23 acres

89 acres

(8 priti~)

(o priority)

(28 priority)

(2 priority)

(12 fiority)

(o priodty)

(o priority)

(50 priority)

Note - Areas 1 and 2 areshown on attached habitat maps.
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. (# Batielle “
Pacific Northwest Laboratories
B~IIcIle 3ouletard
P.o. 80\ 39
Richland. \\ashinglon 99352
Telephone 1509)

Mr. Ek G. Epnbeti
WestinghouseHanford Company
P, O. Box 1970, MSIN G3-15
Rlchland,WA 99352

Dear Mr. E~enb@:

BIOLOGIC~ REVIEWOF THE SOLIDWASTERETRIEVALCOMPLEX,ENHANCED
RADIOACTIVEAND MIXEDWASTESTORAGEFACl~, INFRASTRUCTUREUPGRADES,AND
CENTRALWASTE SUPPORTCOMPLEX,200 WestArea, W5-2OO-1O4(Amendment2).

Project Description: ~

● This is an amendment Ietterto W5-2OO-1O4(Amendment1) dated May 23,1995.

● Constructionof the EnhancedRad@actiieMixedWaste StorageFacitii, the RetrievalComplex
~rench 4GT04), the constwction of the CentralWasteSupportComplex,and the associated
infrastructureupgradessuch as teleccmmunhtions, water and electricalutitities,roads and san”tiry
sewer. ExistingHanfordSite roads (22ndand 23rd)will be extended650 feet (198m) to the west
beyondthe WRAP I facTi, upgradedand asphd surfaced. A sanita~ sewerdrainfieldwill be
instructed to the west of 22nd Street and a did accessroad for the sanita~ drainfletd willbe
extended 650 feet (198 m) west to the drainfieldand will be focatedapproximately400 feet (122 m)
northof 22nd street. The totat areaof dtiurbance w.11be approximately18.6 ha (46 acres) and of this
area to be distufid, appmximatety143 ha (36 acres)containspriority habtiat,

Survey Objectives:

● To determine the o~rrence in the ~ject area of plant and animal speciesprotected under the
EndangeredSpecies Act (ESA),candidatesfor such protection, and species listed as threatened,
endangered,candidate, sensttlve,or monhorby the state of Washington,and species protected
under the Migratory BirdTreaty Act,

● to evaluatethe potential impactsof disturbanceon prio~y habtiatsand protectedptantand animal
species identified in the survey.

Survey Methods:

● Pedestrianand ocular reconnaissanceof the proposedsite was conductedby G. Fortrter,
and M. R. Sackchews~ on May9, 1995. The BraumBlanquetcover-abundancescale (Bonham
1989)was used to determine percent cover ofdom.nantvegetation,

● Palo@ habflats and speciesof concern are documentedas such in the following: Washington
Departmentof Fish and Wildrtie(1993, 1994), U. S. F~h andWildlife Sem.ce(1985,1994a& b) and
WashingtonState Depadmentof Natural Resources(1994).
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~Ba~elle.

Suwey Results: ~

● Vegetative habitat within the mrr~r of the formerfyproposedDenver Avenuebetween22nd Street
and 23rdStreetmnsists primanfyof big sagebrush(tiemkia fridenfata) al 10 to 25%cover and an
averageheightof 1.5 m,cheatgrass(Brews fecfomm) at 5 to 10%rover, Sandberg’sbluegrass
(Peaw~rgi~ at 1 to 5% cover,and Russianthistle(Sal~laka~at 1 to 5%cover in the v~rrhy.
Stalked- milkvelch(Mmgahs sclemcapus -~ kvel Q was ah obsewedon this
sectiin of the proposedsite,

● Vegetative habiiat between DaytonAvenueandthe formertypmposad DenverAvenueand
between22nd Street andthe southernboundaryof the WRAPBulMlrrgconsistsprlmadlyof big
sagebrushat 10 to 2570 cover andan averageheightof 1.5m,cheatgrassat 5 to 1WAcover,
Sandberg’sbluegrassat 1 to 5%cover,and Russianthistleat 1 to 5% cover in the vicin~. Stalked-
pod milkvetchwas also obsewedon this sectionof the proposedshe,

“ Vegetativehabiiat between22nd Streetand 23rdStreet and west of the formerlyproposed Denver
Avenue10the formefiy pmpsed EugeneAvenueconsistsprimarilyof big sagebrushat 10 to 25%
Mver and an averageheightof 1.75m, cheatgrassat 5 to 10%cover,Sandbeg’s bluegrassat 5 to
10Y.cover,and spiny hopsage(Gray%spinosa) 1 to5%coverandstalked-podmikvetch at cl YO
cover. Loggerheadshrikes (Lanhs Iudov;ciarrus - ~vel ? ~ and
=ge sparrows(@hhpti Be#i - ~ were observedto be residentlnthe area. A red-
tailedhawk (Buteojarnaicem%)andwesternmeadowlarke(Sfurne//aneg/ecfa) were afsaobsewed
on this sem.onof the pmpasedsite,

● Vegetativehabitat between22nd Streetand 23rd Streetati west of the formertyproposed Eugene
Avenuefor the sanitarysewerdrainfieldmnsists primarityof big sagebrushat 5 to 10%coverand an
averageheightof 1.75m, cheatgrassat 5 to 10Y.cover,Sandberg’sbluegrassat 1 to 5% rover, and
stake&pod milkvetchat CIYOcover. Loggerheadshrikesandsagesparrowswere obsewed to be
residentin the area. Westernmeadowlarkswere alsoobservedon this sectionof the proposedsile,

● Vegetativehabtiatof the proposedPhaseII futuresiteof 8 acres(anarea approximately600 feet
southof 22nd Streetandwest 600feet towardthe sanitary drainfie~ and an area approximately 300
feet northof 22nd Streetandwest 600feet towardthe santiary)mnsists primarilyofb@sagebrushat
10to 25%cover and an averageheght of 1.75m, chealgrassat 5 to lVA cover,Sandberg’s
bluegrassat 5 to 10%cover,andspinyhopsagel to 5% coverandstalkedpod milkvetchat <170
cover. Loggerheadshrikesand sageapamowswereobsewadto be residentin the area. Western
meadowlarks(Slume//anegleda)were afsoobsewedon this sectionof the proposeds~e,

Considerations and Recommendations:

● The biotogicatsurveysmentionedaboveare for PhaseI of the proposedprojectand are vafidfor only
one year.

● The bmlog.balsurveyteam noteddamageto the sagebmshhadalreadyoccureddueto vehicular
traftb by the land auweyteamfor the proposedroadson thissite. ~is damageoccumdabng the
formertyproposed Denverand EugeneAvenuesbetween16thand 23rd Streetsand west from the
formerfyproposedDenveravenueto the proposedsanitarysewerdrainfield. Thisdamagewas ,
notedduring the prime nestingseasonof the sagesparrowandthe loggerheadshrike.

● Sagebrushhabiiat is considereda priariiyhabhatby the stateof Washingtonandh usedfor
nestf@reedi@oraging by bggerhead shfikesandsage sparrows,and as hsbftatfor northern
sagebmshfiiards (Scehpms graciisus - ~ level?). Devebpmentof this site will
mntriiute to further fragmentatbnof the remdnlng hab~ on the HanfordSneandwill remove
epproximstefy14.5ha (36Xres) directlyas a resutiof this project.
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● ~E-RL is suggestingmitigationvia offsitehabtiatenhancementforbasesofmaturesagebmsh ~
habitatover 1 ha in area. Becausedevelopmentpfannedunderthe W-112and W-113projects
ex~eds 1 ha, habflatenhancementwill be necessa~ to offset impactsto key Hanfordbmfogical
resources.

● To minimhe adverse impacts to bird species of concern we recommend that all habiiat removal on the
proposedsite be restrictedto those monthsprecedingand folbw”ng Mamhthrough July to avoid
intederarrcewith breedin@nestingper~s.

● No other plant and animalspeciespmtactedutier the ESA,candkfatesfor suchproteotbn, or
speciesfistedby the Wash@on stategovernmentwere observedin the vkinhy of the proposed
snes.

● No adversei~acts to otherspeciesor habftatsof concernare e~cted to occurfrom the proposed
action.

W&+, .

CA Brandt,Ph.D.
ProjectManager
EcologicalComplianceAssessment

CAB:glf
.

@‘Gary Wells
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PacificNonhwest laboratories
Battelle Boulevard
P.O. Box W
Wdland, w~hin~on W35Z
Telephone (SW) 37&8107

May 15,1995
No Known H;stotic Pmperfles

Ms. P. C. Berfin
Westinghouse Hanfod Company .
P. O. 60X 1970mSlN N3-13
Rfohland, WA 99352

Dear Ms. Betiin:

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW OF THE SOLID WASTE RETRIEVAL COMPLEX,
ENHANCED RADIOACTIVE AND MIXED WASTE STORAGE FACIL~, INFRASTRUCTURE
UPGRADES, AND CENTRAL WASTE SUPPORT COMPLEX. HCRC W5-200-I 04

.
In response to your request received May 3,1995, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resoumes
Laborato~ (HCRL) wnduoted a wfturaf resources review of the subjed project; focated in the
200 West Area of the Hanford Sfe. The entire projed area has been previously submitted to the
HCRL for review (HCRC =-20&O05, *2-200-001, #3-200-074, **200-169, *5-20 @03g),
except for the future sewer drafnfield lo~ted on the west edge of the proje~ area, west of
Eugene Ave and north of 22rrd St.

Our literature and reoords review shows that portions of the projeot area have been disturbed by
previous Hanford Sie atiiviies. ft is ve~ unlikefy that any intaot archaeological matedals exbt in
such distutied ground. Most of the pro]eot area located in undeveloped ground, except for the
future sewer drainfield, has been surveyed previous~ by HCRL staff (HCRC #88-200405 and
HCRC W8-200-038). A portion of the historio Whtie Bluffs Road is within the proposed complex.
This mad has been determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historio Places
(Register), however, that seotbn of the road Iooated within the fenoed 200 West Area has been
found to be a nonantributirrg element. Therefore, this portion of the road is not conskferedto be
a historio property. One site and two isolated artifaots were also found durfng the suweys. The
two artifaots were oollected and the site, a historic trash s~tter, is not eligible for fisting on the
Register.

A survey of the proposed future sewer drainfield was oompleted by HCRL staff on May 9 and 12,
1995. No archaeofogimlsites or isolateswere reoorded dudrrg this suwey. The attached map
shows the areas that have been suweyed in the pmjed vicinity.

It is the finding of the HCRL staff that there are no known historic properties within the proposed
projed area. The workers, however, must be direded to watch for ouhural materfals (e.g., hnes,
artiiads) during all work aotivitfes. If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the dismvery
must stop until an HCRL archaeologist has been notiied, assessedthe significanceof the find,
and, if necessary, annged for mitigation of the impads to the find. The HCRL must be notified if
any changes to projeot focation or soope are antbipated. This is a Class fll and V tise, defined
as a projeot which involves new oonstwotion in a disturbed, fow-sensit~iy area and in an
undisturbed area.
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May 15,1995
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.Coples of this letter have&en sent to Dee Ltoyd, DOE, Ri&landOperations Office, as official
documentatbn. A survey report,whch will also@ transm~ed to Dee Lloyd, will follow this letter
shortly to mmplete the cu~ural resourcesdocumentatbn. If you have any questions, please call
me on 37~107. Please use the HCRC nu~er ~ve for future conespondence concerning
this project.

Ve~ tmly yours,

N. A. Cadoret
Technical Specialist
Cuhural Resoumes Project

Attachment

Concurrence: ?.?+L
P. R. Ni&ens, reject Manager
Cuhural Resoumes Project .

. .
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w

Ritiland @erations Otiti

P.o. Eox 550
Ritiland, Washington 99352

95-TEP-222

Ms. Mary M. Thompson
State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washtigton Department of Comunity,

Trade and ’Economic Development
P.O:Box 48343
Olympia, -Washington 98504-8343

Oear Ms. Thompson:

CULTURAL RESOURCE.RfllN OF THE SOLID WASTE RHRIEVAL COMPLEX, ENHANCED
RADIOACTIVEANDMIXED UASTESTORAGEFACIL~, INFRASTRUCTUREUPGRADES,AND
CENTRAL WASTE SUPPORTCOMPL~

Enclosedyou will finda survey (HCRC #95-200-104) completedby the U.S.
Department of Energy,RichlandOperationsOffice (RL). The review of the
Solid Waste Retrieval Complex,EnhancedRadioactiveand Wlxed Waste Storage
Facility, InfrastructureUpgrades,and CentralWaste Support Complex showed
that the,entire project area had been previously submitted as HCRC Numbers,
88-200-005, 92-200-001,93-200-074,95-200-039,except for a future
drainfield.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, RL has made a good faith effort to identify
historic propertiesat these proposedlocationsand’to evaluatethe
eligibilityof these propertiesto the NationalRegisterof Historic Plac@s
(Register). A literatureand recordsreview?nd site surveys,y~ere req:lredt
have indicatedthat the projectsdo not containhistoricpropertiesor w1ll
not affect historicpropertieseligiblefor the Register.

Therefore, in accordancewith36 CFR 800.4(d),we are providingdocumentation
supporting these findingsto your officeand solicitingany commentsyou may

htiometiAssessmeti &s Sep@mber‘1995
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.haye. If the scope of these undertakings are reyised? your officewill be
notified. If any archaeologicalor additionalhistoricalresourcesare
discoveredduring projectactivities,work will be halted and your off~ce

consulted immediately.

Sincerely,

w~L. .

Dee W. Lloyd, Manager
Cultural Resources Progrm
Environmental Assurance,

Permits, and Policy Division

Office of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation

Enclosures:
HCRC #95-200-104

cc: J. Van Pelt, C~IR, w/encl
P. R. Nickens,PNL .

‘~tiometi~mment M Septemkr 1995
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HAW OF WASHIN~ON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNl~, TWDE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Omm OF ~~~ AND HIW~lC _VAnON

111 Zlti Amw S.W. ● EO. 80X 43343 _ o[~ph Wti@m 9WW~3 ● (360) B34011

June 15, 1995

M. Dee ~oy~ ~ager
Cdti km Program
Dep~ent of Energy
Mtiand Fidd OffiW, - Stop 85-15
Post Office Box 550
~tisn~ Washington 99352

&g 06099Sa8-DOE
m: Sofid W- =A @mplq moo Wotive aod Wed W- Storage Fdty, ~

Upgradq and bti Wazte Support Complex

M you for anting the Washin@n State Offi- of ~logy snd Hstonc Preservadon (OM) roguding
the above &erend aotion.

ti respo~, I anour tith your dettidon that this Aon tiU have no ~eot upon dti mmuroez digiblo for
fig in the Ntiond ~ster ofhric Plains. Fmm the inforrnadon h tie documentation, it appears thst
ai~~t da resomes have not bern identified in the pmja area as a rdt of ~ey effo~. Segments of
the White BI~ mad m the proj~ area have been ~ed to be non~ntibuting to this othtise etigiblo
remume. As a tit of this fiding. tier oonununioadon titi O- on @ aotion is not nw~. fiwver,
in the event dti resourm are unmvemd or the mope of ho pmjeot dsng= signifi~dy, please conti this
office for Mer dtatiom

Again, thak you for the oppox to mmmmt Shotid you have any quesdons, pl~e fd free to mn~ mo st
(360) 753-9116.

GA~lms

cc: David _
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STATEOF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
EO. Box 47600 ● Olympja, Wah;n@on 9850+7600

(360) 4074000 ● TDD Only (Hearjng Impajred) (360) 407-6006

Jtiy 10, 1995

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
U. S. Dept of Energy
PO Box 550
RicUand WA 99352

Dear ~. Dunigan:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the environmental
assessment for the Solid Waste Retrieval Complex, Enhanced
Radioactive and Mixed Waste Storage Facility, Infrastructure
Upgrades, and Central Waste Support Complex, Richland, Washington .
(DOE/EA-Q981D) . Consistent with the Department of Ecologyts
responsibilities as Washington Statets coordinator for National
Environmental Policy Act documents, we are forwarding comments
from the state of Washington, Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) and the Department of Ecology.

~colom cOmments% .

There seems to be no coordination with the Systems Engineering
Study just completed for meeting milestone M-33. This milestone
was established for the study of global Hanford needs in terms of
new facilities to manage various waste streams, one of which is
the transuranic waste in low level burial grounds. The study
resulted in a set of alternatives which do not appear to have
been considered in this assessment.

U.S. Department of Energy fiscal year 1996 and 1997 budgets lack
any funding for transuranic waste retriev=. Ecology ~estions
the appropriateness of spending scarce Handford clean-up monies
on environmental assessments for unfunded projects such as this
and the supplemental analysis environmental assessment.for tie
Waste Receiving and Processing Facility Module 2A. Ecology also
re~ests information on when transuranic waste w be retrieved.

If you have any ~estions on the comments from Ecology, please
contact Mr. Moses Jaraysi with our Nuclear Waste..Pro~am dt (509)
736-3016.
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Mr. Paul F. X. ~igan, Jr.
July 10, 1995
Page 2

,Fish and Wildl ife comments:

The fores of ~FW1s concerns
of proposed roadways and the
Please refer to the attached

is the loss of habitat in the area
resulting need for mitigation.
letter for specific comments.

If you have any ~estions on the comments made by Washington Fish
and Wil~ife, please call ~. Jay ~cconnaughey at (509) 736-3095.

Sincerely,

=rbara J.WRitchie
Environmental Review Se-ion

~: ri
95-4703

Attachment.
cc: Ron Effland, Kennewick

Moses Jaraysi, Kennewick
Jay McConnaughey, Kennewick

fitiometiks~meti c-2 Sepkmber 1995
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DEPARmENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
.

~ 1701 S. 24th Ave., Yaklm, MA 98902:5720 Tel. (509) 575-2740 .

.7 J* 1995
.

Dear m. fitchie .
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95-SWT-459

Depa~e~ of Ener~
Mchland Opar@.ons Office

P.O. Box 550
%chland, Wastin@on 99352

Ms. Barbara J. Ritchie, NEPACoordinator
Environmental Review Section

‘ State of Washington
Department of Ecology
P. O. Box 47703
Olympia, Washington 9B504-7703

DearMs. Ritchie:

RESPONSETO COMMENTSON THE ENVIRONMENTALASSESSMEti(EA) FOR THE SOiIDWASTE
R~IEVAL COMPLEX, ENHANCEDRADIOACTIVEAND MIXED WASTE STORAGE FACILITY,
INFRASTRUCTUREUPG~ES, AND CENTRALWASTE SUPPORTCOMPLEX,RICHLAND,
WASHINGTON (DOE/EA-0981D)

Thank you foryourcoments on the subject EA. Responsesto your cements are
presented below.

The first cement inyaur letterexpressedconcernabout the apparentlack of
coordinationbetweenthe NEPA Processand the Systems EngineeringStudy
recently completedfor the HanfordFederalFacilityAgreementand Consent
Order (Tri-PartyAgreement)milestoneH-33. The proposedaction for this EA
is consistentwith the resultsof the SystemsEngineeringStudy.

TheM-33 milestonewas establishedto study the global needs of the Hanford
Site. The Systems EngineeringReport acknowledges, ‘Wastes and materials with
well-defined paths established for storage,processing,andfor disposal (i.e.,
LLW), and waste and materials being managedunder other Tri-Party Agreement
milestones (i.e., TRUdestined for WRAP1, etc)...are not included in the
scope of this study.”

The purpose of the EA is to evaluatethe environmentalimpactsof the proposed
action to retrievethe approximately10,000drums ofTRU and suspectTRU from
Trench 4 of the 21B-W-4Cburialgrounds. In the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the Final Defense Waste EIS (HDU-EIS),DOE determinedit would retrieve and
process all TRU and suspectTRUwaste.that have been retrievablestored at the
Hanford Site since 1970. This EA tiers down from the decisionof the HDW-EIS
ROD.

The second cement was concernedwith FY 1996 and FY 1997 budgets and their
lack offending forTRU retrieval. It is correctthat no fundinghas been
identifiedto support ProjectW-113, Phase I Retrieval,in FY 1996 or.FY 1997.
However, this EA supportsthe NationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct (NEPA)
documentationfor two projects,Phase I Retrieval(W-113)and Phase V Storage
(W-112). At the time this EAwas developed,both projectswere validatedand
funded at target levels.
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Uithbudgetreductionsat theHanfordSite,TRU retrievalwas determinedto be
low priorityworkscopeand fundingwas shiftedto supporthigherprioritywork ●

at Hanford(e.g.,the SpentFuelProgramandTankHasteRemediationSystems).
PhaseV Storageis stillfunded. The currentscheduleshowsawardof the
construction.contractin mid-September1995andoperationin early FY 1997,
subject to completionof the NEPAreview.Whenfundingisrestoredfor
‘PhaseI Retrieval,NEPA documentationwill be in placeto supportconstruction
and retrievaloperations.

Ecology also questionedthe appropriatenessof spendingscarceHanford
clean-upmonies on the SupplementalAnalysis (SA) in light of the anticipated
privatizationofURAP 2A. At the time the NEPA documentationwas being
prepared,which was very early in the project’slifetime,fundingwas in place
to support the design and constructionof WRAP2A. The SA was alreadyat
DOE-HQ for review and approval,whenthe designwas terminated. Thedecision
was made to completethe NEPAprocessfor WMP 2A because it may be beneficial
for privatizationefforts. The SAwas completedwith no additionalfunding
providedby the projects.

Your letter also forwardedcements f~omthe State of Washington, Department
. of Fish and Wildlife,for our consideration. Attachedare responsesto those
cements.

Should you have any questionsor cements on the proposedaction please call
Roger Gordon, of the Waste ProgramsDivision,on (509)372-2139. Questions
concerningthe NEPA process should be directedto me, on (509)376-6667.

Sincerely,

WPD:RNG / t
(Paul X. Dunigan,Jr.
NEP ComplianceOfficer . .

Attachment “

cc w/attach:
A. Conklin,DOH
R. Effland,Ecology-Kennewick
J. McConnaughy,Wildlife(Ecology-Kennewick)
G. Tallent,Ecology

ccw/oattach:
R.H. Engelmann,WHC
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Cmnt #1.

Response:The
the

Response to C~nts fra
State of Washington,Departmentof Fish &Uildlife

I visited the proposedsite on July6, 1995, and observed
stakes markingthe proposedextensionof 19th St. to Eugene Ave
and stakesmrking the proposedEugene Ave. It appears U.S.
Depar*nt of Energy (USDOE)considers the Environmental review
process justa fomality for this project. The biological
survey team from Battelleobserveddaage to the sagebrush by
the Surveytew in the area of the proposedroads (pleaserefer
to first bullet under ‘Considerationsand Recmndations,
AppendixA). USDOE is steward of the natural resourceson the
HanfordSite. As a responsiblesteward,USDOE should not allow
damage to naturalresourcesby its personnelor contractorsto
occur duringsurvefingof a proposedaction. A proposed action
my not be the selected.alternativeafter review by other
governments. Furthermore,USDOE neglectsto includenatural
resourcevalues (costof mitigatingfor destructionof habitat)
into the equationof arrivingat the preferredalternative
(totalcost of the project). All alternativeactions should
integratenaturalresourcevalues.

damage to the sagebrushoccurredduring a topographysurvey of
area necessaryto comolete the ora.iect Preliminary Design site

drawings.
~ .“––-

Survey-stakeswere in turn used by the PNL”survey teams
(culturaland biological)to identifythe area to characterize. .
Althoughsome damageto the sagebrushhabitat is inevitablewhen
defining the proposed action, care is taken to minimize any damage
or disruption to the habitat. Cost of mitigation is included in the
estimated total cost of the project. ‘.

. Comnt #2. Page S-2, first paragraph,foutih sentence. Requestthis
sentencebe changedto read ‘The projectwill be reviewedwith
the WashingtonDepar~ntof Fish and Hildlife(~~) and a !.

Response:

mitigation-plandevelopedand implementedto compensatefor the
destructionof priorityshrub steppe from this project.’

A habitatenhancementstrategyis being discussedwith the UD~ and
others that is relativeto the entire HanfordSite. A specdfic
mitigationplan for this proposedactionwill be defined consistent
with the site-widehabitatenhancementstrategydependingo.nwhen
and if specificprojectsare implemented. Therefore,the tefi in
the ~smary and in Chapter5 regardingmitigationwill not be
changed.

Wtiomnetikwsmeti c-9 Sep&mber 1995
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Resolution to cmnts (cont. )

C~nt #3. Page S-2, first paragraph,last-sentence. If loggerheadshrlke
Lanfus ludovicianusor sage sparrow &phospfzabe77f are
observed nesting on the proposed constructianslte,
constructionactivities would have to cease until nesting
season (Harch through July)isover.Thesespeciesnestsare
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Response:Agree. As stated in the EAon page S4, section 5.1.8, and on
page S-2 there is no intent to interferewith the nests or nesting
presenceduring the nestingseason (MarchthroughJuly), and
constructionscheduleswill be modified as necessaryto avoid
impacts.

Co=ent #4. Page 1-2, first paragraph. As stewardof natural resourceson
the Hanford Site, USDOE should be integrating natura7 resource
values into the decision makingprocess. It is clear here in
this paragraphthat natura7resourcevalues are not even a
factor in the decisioninking process. Continuedfra~ntation
and destructionof habitattill acceleratethe decline of shrub
steppe flora and fauna on the Hanford Site.

Response:DOE recognizes the importanceof natural resourcesand considers
them in the decision-makingprocess. The EA notes the proposed
projectwould impactsome shrub-steppehabitat and indicatesthe
loss of habitatwould be discussedwith theWDFW and mitigative
actionswou7d be taken as necessary in accordancewith the habitat
enhancementstrategy.

C_nt #5. Page 2-1, Section2.0, first paragraph,second sentence. Does
the proposed$139 ui17ion do17ars includefunds for mitigation
of destructionof shrub steppe? If not, WDFW requestsall
alternativesbe r-valuated to consideravoidingimpactsto
shrub steppe habitat. Pleaseprovidethe cost analysisusedto
justify this proposedaction and alternativeactions.

Response: It is believedthe EA adequatelyaddressesthe basis for citing the
proposedproject in the200 West Area in an area used for waste
managementoperations. The $139 million does includefunding for
any mitigationof lost habitat.

Cotint #6. Page 2-1~ Section 2.1, first paragraph,fifth sentence. Please .
clarifywhere the Retrieval_Dlex is located,or indicatedin
Figure-Z.

Response:Anote will replaced.on Figure2
indicatethe “RetrievalComplex”.

adjacentto Trench 4C-T04 to

2
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Resolutionto cmnts (cont. )

C~nt #7. Page 2-3, Figure 2. There are discrepancies betweenthe fiaure

Response:

an~ text-reg~rdlng the roads, especially 19th St. aridEugen;---
Ave. Battelle’sbiologicalsurvey c-nts conflictalso with
the text on page 2-10, bullet startingtith “AccessRoads”.
Pleaserefer to AppendixA, underlinedparagraphunder Project
Description. EugeneAve should not extend.southof22nd St.
19th St. shouldnot extend south from proposedDenver Ave to
proposedEugeneAve. Please delete these portionsof 19thSt.
and EugeneAve. (outsidethe bubble area which reflectsthe
footprintof the proposedaction) from the diagram. If these
portionsare part of the proposedaction,please justify their
use. It is apparentthat USDOE is planningfor future use
which may not occur given budget reductions. Unnecessary
fragmentationof priorityshrub steppewill occur if these road
segmentsare constructed.

The text on page 2-10, Access Roads, will be clarifiedto note that
the 16th,19th,22nd, and 23rd St. road extensions would be “west of
Dayton Avenueto DenverAvenue”as reflectedin Figure2. Eugene
Avenue south of 22nd Street and 19th Streetwest of Denver Avenue
will be removed from Figure 2 since they do not now exist and are
not part of the proposedaction.

Comnt #8. Page 2-10, section2.3, first bullet,fourthsentence. Please
clarify the confusion between this sentence and the diagram in
Figure 2.

Response: See response to co~nt 7.

Cement #9. ~ Page 2-10, section2.3, first bullet,fifth sentence. Please
clarifyhow far 16th and 19th Streetswould be extended. These
roads should extend no fartherthan the proposedDenver Ave. to
eliminateunnecessaryfragmentationof priorityshrub steppe.
Please includeroad 16th St. In figure2.

Response:See responseto cement 7. In addition,16th Streetwill be added
to Figure 2 (similarto 19th Street)ending at DenverAvenue.

Cement #10 Page 2-11, bullet “Other”,last sentence. Requestsentence
read ‘In order to cmpensate for destructionof priorityshrub
steppe,this proposedactionwould implementmitigationin
accordancewith the HanfordBiologicalResourceHittgation
Strategy.”

Response:No change is plannedto this
as written clearly indicates

sentence. It is believedthe sentence
that mitigativeactionwill be taken.
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Resolutionto c-nts (cent.)

C_nt #11 Page 3-1, section 3.2.2. This appears to be aviable

Response:

alternativewhich would avoid impactsto shrub steppe (5o acres
of priorityshrub steppe)and reduceproject costs since
infrastructureupgradeswould not have to occur. Please
providea cost analmis for this alternativeaction.

A detailedcost analysiswas not preparedfor this alternativeand
the EA discussionwas qualitative in naturewith respectto storaae...——
This alternativewas d;efid not to be a viable storagealternative;
becausethe anticipatedcost of upgradingthe 2101-M Building to
RCRAstandards was expected to exceedthe cost of new construction.
Pleasereferto page 3-2, section 3.2.2, last four sentencesof the
paragraph.

Cment #12 Page 3-2, Section 3.3.l. This appears to be a viable option in
conjunctiontith the previouscm”ent. Please provide a cost

Response:

analyslsif this were-tooccur.

A detailedcost analysiswas not preparedfor this alternative. The
EA indicatesthat the No-Actionalternativedoes not meet DOE’S
purposeand need for the proposedaction. It is not a viable
option.

“ Cement #13 Page 3-3, Se+ion3.4.l.
operationand is still a
savingsanalysisfor not

Response:See responseto cement 12.

This is the currentstateof
viableoption. Please provide a cost
constructing new facilities.

Cmnt #14 ‘Page&l, Section4.1, third paragraph,last sentence.
Uest area does containState designatedPriorityshrub

The 200
steppe

which is importantwildlifehabitatfor state and federal ‘-
listedwildlifespecies. .

Response: Agree. The EA indicatesin Section4.4, Ecology,that the State of
Washingtonconsidersthe sagebrushhabitatas priorityhabitat.

Cement #15 Page 5+, Section5.1.8,fourthparagraph,second sentence.
This statmnt is not true. The sagebrushlizardcould also be
inpacted. A one day biologicalsurveyis.inadequateto
detenine the presenceor absenceof this species.
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Resolutionto cmnts (cont.)

Response:. A sentence will be added to Section 5.1.8, 4th paragraph to read
“Although the northernsagebrushlizardwas not observed in the area
of the proposed action, the loss of sagebrush could impactthis
speciesthat relies on the sagebrushhabitat.”

Cmnt #16 Page 5-4, Section 5.1.8, fifth sentence,last sentence.
Rquest sentence to read ‘In order to c~pensate for
destruction of priority shrub steppe, this proposed action
would implementmitigationin accordancewith the Hanford
BiologicalResourceLitigationStrategy.”

Response:We believethis cement refersto the fifth paragraphof Section
5.1.8. See our responseto co=nt 4.

C_nt #17 Page”5-17,Section5.7.3, second paragraph,last sentence.
Sm cmnt as previouscmnt.

Response:See responseto cement 4.2
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT
P.O.BOX 365. ● MPWAI, IDAHO 63-365 . (208) M-7375/FM 643-7378

Jdy24, 1995

W. Pmd F.X Duni~ Jr.
NEPACornpkm ~=
Department ofEnergy
P.O.Box550
~ctian~ Washington 99352

DesrM. _
.

The N= Pm Tni DepartmentofEnvironmd Woration andWaste_ement
PV hsS-ed and~ew~ ampyOfWvironmenti h~men~ Sotidwaste
Retrieval ComplS Efiand Wdioa&e andH W*e StomgeFaciti@,
bfmti~m Upgmd=,andCenti W*C SupportCompx Us. D_ent of
Energy,RiAMd, Wmhington,June199%DO~@81. ThcN=Pm ~W
has provided ammen~ included with this letter.

Sin= 1855,~ed treatyrightsoftheN=Pm Tribe in tie MMoHa have been
r-@ed andtied throughatiesofFeddandStatedons.Thesedons
protmtheinterestsoftheN=P=e tousethtid andamomed reso~ k the
_rd - oftieCoIumbiaMer and&ewhere.~rdin~, theN= Pm Tribe
~~haa thesupportoftheU.S.Dep~ ofEnergyPOE)toparticipateinand
monitor- DOE -ties.TheN= P= T* =~ pro- respondsto
domentsfig formmmentstimDOE.

* The N= Pm understand the ~.hy to a~ a- storage tii, on a
totiof89- ofIan&ofwhiti50m isptiesagebrushhabii It needsto
bepointedoutW ~ebmMsteppehabii iseonsid~ a“prio~ habii by
thestateof Washington and that-time e= cltied as -e dy
onthisWit for *den=. Wd@ @es atthisshethathavebeen
=ed ass-tive@es bythestatedor M- govmm includeSage
Spsrrowa(me mdidate), Swainson’s-b (Md d me mdidate), bng
BWed Ctiews (Md *datq state monitor), Burro@ Owk (state and
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feded candidate),-shopper Sparrows(State Monitor),PrairieFalcons (state.
monitor), SagebrushLizard(fd~ candidate),andLoggerheadedShrikes
(fded and state candidate).

* The Nez Perce Tribe f=ls that the loss of this habitatnecessitatesthat a mitigation
planbe writtento compensatefor the Iossof the 50 acres of undisturbedsagebrush
MItat. Thismitigationpb shodd addresshow impacts@ be _ 4
reduced or compensated. Thismitigationplanshodd be worked on and approved
by the Moral NaturrdResourceTwstee Cound.

* The Ttibe rquests that constructionshodd not take placebetweenMarch and
Jdy of eachyear in ordertonotcompromisethentig s-n ofthe
LoggerheadedShrikeandSagebrushSparrow.

* A positiveattribute of the Environment ~essment was the inclusionof a
dti wey. The Nez Perw Tnk rqests the right to be notied of plans to
pefiorm dtund sumeysin conjunctionwithti environm- assessments.

. Tribal dti resourcepersonnelwodd We to be present duringthe dtund
sweys in order to better assesshdian rtied histori~ presence. Ftier, the
Tribewodd me to be notied prior to constructionofthisand other fatities,
and offeredthe option of providing dtund resourceoversightduringthe
constructionprocess.

* The purposeofthis &dty, as designatedin the Environmeti ~sesamen~ is to
provide storage of ~c waste prior to shipmentand or treatment at the
Waste holation Ptiot Project. ThissoundsWe an interimstorage titity, Once
M the ~c wastes are removedfromthe trench and shippedto the Waste
IsolationPflotProj~ the fi~ mayno longerbe needed. The Tribe asks that if
the use ofthis structure is no longern~ in the fiture, the ~cture be
removedandthesitebereturnedtonati habitatconditions.

* The N= Perce Triie is concernedthat if the Wasteholation Hot Project is not
completedthis Mty wouldbe ~ed to holdwaste for an indetite period of
time. k this Hty beingm~cted to Mtate longt- storage ifnecess~?

* The Nez Perce Tni is concernedthat waste tim non-~ord Mties codd be
stored at this locatiom Wewodd Me to voiceour oppositionto the use of this
fitity for storageofwastes from outsidethe Moral site. ,

* The Nez Perce Tribe encouragesDOEto -y delegateresponsibtity and plan
activitiesto tie impactsto the ecosystemrelatedto this project.
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TheNez Per= TribeERW offi= appr=iates the opportunityto provide commentson ~
Environment -essmen~ Sotid Waster Retieval Comple~ EnhancedRadioactive
and wed Waste StorageFacfity, hfrastructure Up~dw, and Centi Waste
SupportCompl~ DO=4981.

. Eyou tish to dis~ Nez Perce ERWS commentstier pleasemntati ER-s
Twhnicd Stiat (208) M3-7375.

Rq-y submitt~

SamuelN. Penney,Chairman.
Nez Per= Tribal&eoutive Committee

CG John WWoner,DOE-M, Sie _er
Kti Clarke,DOE-W, bdian Prom _er

. Steve N-der, EW1OW,Perimeterkeas Salon _er .
Dou~ ShemooL EPA Word Projti _er
-de Rodriwq DOE-U, S=e~
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Depatient of Ener~
Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
fichland, Washington 99352

.

95-SWT-460

Ms. Oonna Powaukee
Nez PerceTribe
P.O.Box 365
Lapwai,Idaho 83540 .

DearMs. Powaukee:

RESPONSE TONEZ PERCETR16E COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
DOE/EA-0981 ON PROJECTS W-112 /-ll3

Reference: Letterfrom P. F. Ounigan, RL, to Ms. D. Powaukee,Nez Perce
Tribe, “Environmental Assessment Review”, dated June 9, 1995.

Thank you for your comments on the Environmental Assessment (EA) whichwas
forwardedto you in the reference letter. Your commentshave been reviewed
and responsesto eachcommentare attached.

Again, thank you for your comments. If you have any questions on the proposed ‘
action, please call Mr. RogerGordonof the WasteProgramsOivisionon
(509)372-2139. Questionsconcerningthe NationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct
(NEPA)processmay redirectedto myselfon (509)376-6667.

Sincerely,

HPD:RMG

Attachment

cc: R. Engelmann,WHC,w/o attch
,

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
NEPA Compliance Officer
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Attachment
. .

Resolutionto Comnts

Cement #1. The Nez Perce understandthe necessityto constructa waste
storage facility,on a total of 89 acres of land, of which 50
acres is prime sagebrushhabitat. It needs to be pointed out
that sagebrush/steppehabitat is considereda “priority”
habitat by the State of Washingtonand that severalwildlife
speciesclassifiedas sensitiverely on this habitat for their
Uistence. Uildlifespeciesat this site which have been
classifiedas sensitivespecies by the State and/or Federal
governmentsincludeSage Sparrow (statecandidate),Swainson’s
Hawks (federaland state candidate),Long Billed Curlew
(federalcandidate,state monitor),BurrowingOwls (state and
federalcandidate),GrasshopperSparrows (statemonitor),
PrairieFalcons (statemonitor),SagebrushLizard’(federal
candidate),and LoggerheadedShrikes (stateand federal
candidate).

Response:It is recognizedin the EA, Section4.4, that the sagebrushhabitat
is consideredpriorityhabitatby the State of Washington. A
BiologicalReviewwas completedfor portionsof the proposed site
and documentedin AppendixA. The BiologicalReview determinedthe
occurrencein the projectedarea of plant and animal species
(including those identified in your comment)protectedunder the
EndangeredSpeciesAct, candidatesfor such protection,and species
listed as threatened,endangered,candidate,sensitive,or monitored
by the State of Washington,and speciesprotectedunder the
MigratoryBird Treaty Act. The BiologicalReview also evaluatesthe
potentialimpactsof disturbanceson priorityhabitatsand protected
plant and animalspeciesidentifiedin the survey.

Comment #2. TheNez PereeTribe feels that the loss of this habitat
necessitatesthat a mitigationplan be written to compensate.
for the loss of the 50 acres of undisturbedsagebrushhabitat.
This mitigationplan should addresshow impactswill be
minimized,reducedor compensated. This mitigationplan should
be worked on and approvedby the HanfordNaturalResources
Trustee Council.

Response:In order to minimizeimpactsto lost sagebrushhabitat,this
proposedactionwould be reviewedand a mitigativeaction plan
developedin accordancewith the HanfordSite strategyfor habitat
enhancementwhich will be discussedwith the State of Washington
Departmentof Fish and Wildlife. The mitigationaction plan is
requiredby DOE NEPA regulations.

The NEPA process indistinct from CERCLA. This EA is written under
the applicableNEPA requirements. The Departmentof Energy
appreciatesthe Nez PerceTribe, and the other NaturalResource
Trustees,for taking an activerole in the NEPA process. However,
DOE-RL believesthe NaturalResourceTrustee Council isnot the



appropriate.forum for resolvingNEPAissues concerning non-CERCM
activities.

Cement #3. The Tribe requeststhat constructionshould not take place
betweenHarch and July of each year in order to not cmpromise
the nestingseason of the LoggerheadShrike and Sagebrush
Sparrow.

Response:Projectconstructionscheduleswill be adjustedto minimize impact
on these species by avoidingsite constructionactivitiesduring the
nesting season (MarchthroughJuly).This wordingwill be added to
Chapter5 section.

Coaanent#4. A positiveattributeof the EnvironmentalAssessmentwas the

Response:

inclusionof a culturalsurvey. The Nez Perce Tribe requests
..-———-

the right to be notifiedof plans to performculturalsurveys
in conjunctionwith futureenvironmentalassessments. Tribal
cultural resource personnel would like to be presentduring the
culturalsurveysin order to better assess Indianrelated
historicalpresence. Further,thelribe would liketo be
notifiedprior to constructionof this and other.facilities,
and offeredthe option of providingculturalresourceoversight
during the constructionprocess.

PacificNorthwestLaboratories,CulturalResourcesProjectOffice is
responsiblefor conductingthe culturalsurveys..anddocumentingthe
results in a surveyreport. The Nez PerceTribe is welcometo
participatein performingculturalsurveysand will be notifiedwhen
future surveys are requiredin supportof other EAs. In addition
the Tribe will be notifiedprior to constructionand offeredthe
option of providingculturalresourceoversight.

Comment #5. The purposeof this facility,as designatedin the
EnvironmentalAssessment,is to providestorageoftransuranic
waste prior to shipmentand or treatmentat the Haste Isolation
Pilot Project. This soundslike an interimstoragefacility.
Once all transuranicwastes are removedfrom the trench and
shippedto the Haste IsolationPilot Project,the facilitymay
no longer be needed. The Tribe asks that if the use of this
structureis no longernecessaryin the future,the structure
be removed and the site be returnedto naturalhabitat
conditions.

Response:In additionto storingtransuranicwaste prior to shipmentto the
Waste IsolationPilot Plant (WIPP),the storagefacilitywill also
provide RCRA compliantstorage.
It is anticipatedthat when the
the structurewill be decommiss
will be stated in the EA in the
alternative.

or-mixedwast~
facilitiesare
oned and the s.
descriptionof

beforetreatment.
no longernecessary,
te restored. This
the proposed
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Cement #6. TheNez PerceTribe is concernedthat if the Waste Isolation

Response:

Pilot Projectis not completedthis facilitywould be required
to hold waste for an indefiniteperiod of time. Is this
facilitybeing constructedto facilitatelong te~ stora9e if
necessary?

The scheduledopeningdate for the WIPP is June, 1998. If the
decision is made not to open WIPP, each site will have to provide
storagecapacityfor transuranicwaste for an indefiniteperiod of
time until other optionsare evaluated. The storagefacility
discussedin the EAwill be designedto provide a useful operating
life of30 years.

Cement #7. The Nez PerceTribe is concernedthat waste from non-Hanford
facilitiescould be stored at this location. He wouldlike to
voice our oppositionto the use of this facilityfor storage of
wastes from outsidethe Hanfordsite.

Response:DOE is committedto proceedingwith cleanupactionsat.severalsites
across the DOE complex. Currently,Hanfordis a receiverof offsite
wastes supportingthese cleanupactivities. The wastesbeing
receivedfrom offsiteare currentlybeing stored in the Central
~~;;d~omplex and/orbeing disposedof in the Low-LevelBurial

. Since the proposedstoragefacilitydiscussed in the EA.
will provideRCRA compliantstorage,it is possiblefor them to be
used for the storageof wastes from these offsiteDOE facilities.

Comment#8. The Nez PerceTribe encouragesDOEto carefullydelegate
responsibilityand plan activitiesto minimize impactsto the
ecosystemrelatedto this project.

Response: DOE will follow appropriatelocal, state and federal requirements.
In addition,DOE directscontractorsto follow all appropriate
requirementsand to responsiblyand reasonablycarry out contractual
obligations.

.
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95-W-591 c

Hs. Oonna Powaukee
Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 365
Lapwai,Idaho 83540

RESPONSETO NU PERCE’TRIBECOMENTSON ENVIRONMENTALASSESWENT (EA)

Reference: Letter,P. F. Dunigan,DOE-RL, to Ms. D. Powaukee,NezPerce
Tribe, “Responseto Nez PerceTribe Commentson Draft
EnvironmentalAssessment DOE/EA-0981on ProjectsW-112/-ll3”,
dated August 11, 1995.

The purpose of this letter is to discussseveralresponsesto the Nez Perce
Tribe commentstransmittedin the referencedletter. Specifically,I would
like to furtherdiscuss RL’s responseto your second and third cement.

Your second comnt was concernedwith the loss of50 acres of undisturbed
sagebrushhabitat,and the Nez Perce Tribe felt the loss of this habitat
necessitateda mitigationplan be writtento compensatefor this loss. RL’s
responseto your cement was this actionwould be reviewedand a mitigative
action plan would be developedin accordancewith the HanfordSite strategy.
for habitat enhancementwhich is being discussedwith the State of Washington
Departmentof Fish and Uildlife (WOFW).

Since this letter was fo~arded to you, measuresto avoid and minimize impacts
asa result of this project have been reevaluated. The anticipatedloss of
mature sagebrushhabitathas been reducedsubstantiallyby a change in project
scope. .Theoriginalscope of the project (attachment1) includeda footprint
of approximately89 acres, of which 50 acres of priorityhabitatwould have
been destroyed. Since then, the scope of the project has been significantly
reducedto reduce the habitatloss. The new proposedfootprint(attachment2)
is 46 acres and 36 of which are priorityhabitat. In addition,the proposed
storagecomplexwill be constructedin two phases. The first phase would
constructthree long-termdrum storagebuildingsand administrati~esupport
facilities,which would remove an estimated28 acres of mature habitat. The
secondphase of the project includesthe constructionof two additional
storagebuildings,an ignitablewaste storagebuilding,and a box waste
storagebuilding. Initiatingthe secondphase will be done at a later date,
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Ms. D. Powaukee -2- % 2e &:
95-SWT-591

and only if the need for the buildings still exists. RL is currentlY
.evaluating the possibility of siting the Box and Ignitable buildings to a

previously disturbed area east of the three Long-Term Storage Buildings which
would further reduce the loss of habitat from 36 acres to 28 acres.

A mitigation action plan will not be developed for this project. As you know,
a Hanford site-wide mitigation program is being developed by DOE, in
cooperation with the WDFW, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the
Indian Tribes. The development of the program is in a draft stage. OOEwOuld
compensate for prjorityhabitatloss in accordancewith the Sitewide
MitigationStrategy.

Compensation for lost habitat values would be accomplished by enhancing the
habitat value of an area west of the 200 West Area that has had no sagebrush
component for many years due to past fires, but has the other components of a
mature habitat (e.g., understory species). A portion of this area is also
being considered for mitigation in connection with the Cross Site Transfer
Project and the mitigation work would be coordinated. Compensation for lost
habitat value for the Solid Waste Operatio~s Complex Project would be done at
a ratio of three acres of replacement for each one acre of habitat destroyed.
The proposed action in the subject EA has.been revised to address these
mitigating steps. A total of S500K has been set aside by this project to
support implementing this mitigation strategy. Specific replanting objectives
will be identified in the EA.

Your third comment requested the construction should not take place between
March and July of each year in order to not compromise the nesting season .of
the Loggerhead Shrike and Sagebrush Sparrow. DOE’s response was construction
schedules would be adjusted to minimize impacts on these species by avoiding
site construction activities during the nesting season. To clarify this
point, the site construction activities discussed involve clearing and
preparation of undisturbed areas only, and do not include construction
activities in already disturbed areas.

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any questions concerning this
project, you may call Mr. Roger Gordon, of the Waste Programs Division, on
(509) 372-2139. Questions concerning the NEPA process may be directed to
myself on (509) 376-6667.

Sincerely,

WPD:RMG
Pau~ F. X. Dunigan,VJr.

Y.

NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments .
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Department of Energy
Ritiland Operations O~ce

P.o. Box 550
Ridland, Washington 99352

95-SWT-587

Mr. David C. Kaumheimer
Field Supervisor,EcologicalServices
U.S. Departmentof the Interior
Fish and UildlifeService
P. O. Box 1157
Moses Lake, Washington,98837

DearHr. Kaumheimer:

ENVIRONMENTALASSESSMENT:SOLID WASTE RETRIEVALCOMPLEX,ENHANCEDRADIOACTIVE
AND MIXED WASTE STORAGE FACILITV,INFRASTRUCTUREUPGRADES,AND CENTRAL WASTE
SUPPORT COMPLEX,DOE/EA-0981,AUGUST 1995

Thank you for your cements on the subjectEnvironmentalAssessment (EA)..
This purpose of this letter is to respondto your comments.

TheU.S. Departmentof Energy (DOE),RichlandOperationsOffice (RL’s)primary
mission is the clean up of the HanfordSite followingits earlier❑ission of
weapons productionand energydevelopment. In addition,RL understandsits
obligationto preserveand appropriatelymanage the natural resourcesthat are
under its stewardship. In your letter,dated August 21, 1995, the Fish and
WildlifeService (FWS)expressedconcernswith thelossofmature shrub steppe
habitat across the HanfordSite, specificallythe 50 acres of habitatwhich
would be removed as a resultof this project.

Measures to avoid and minimizeimpactshave been appliedto the extent
feasible. The anticipatedloss of mature sagebrushhabitathas been reduced
substantiallyby a change in projectscope. The originalscope of the project
(attachment1) includeda footprintof approximately89 acres, of which 50
acres of priorityhabitatwould have been destroyed. Since then the scope of
the project has been significantlyreducedto reducethe habitat loss. The
;~i~;;posed footprint(attachment2) is 46 acres,36 of which are priority

In addition,the proposedstoragecomplexwill be constructedin two
phases.=The first phase would constructthree long-termdrum storage
buildingsand administrativesupportfacilities,which would remove an
estimated28 acres of mature habitat. The secondphase of the project .
includesthe constructionof two additionalstoragebuildings,an ignitable
waste storage building,and a box waste storagebuilding. Initiatingthe
second phase will be done at a later date, and only jf the need for the
buildingsstill exists. RL is currentlyevaluatingthe possibilityof siting
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the Box and Ignitable buildings to a previously disturbed area east of the
three Long-Tern Storage Buildingswhichwould furtherreducethe loss of
habitatfrom36 acresto 28 acres.

Anotherconcernexpressedin your letterwas the HanfordSite strategy
(BiologicalResourcesMitigationStrategy(BRMS))is still in draft stage,has
uncertainfuturefunding,and has no assuranceof receivingRL commitment. The
FWS recommendsthat an optionbe developedto go forwardwith compensatory
mitigationonan individualbasisif the BRMS is not available. As you know,
a Hanford site-wide mitigation program is being developed by DOE, in
cooperationwith the Stateof WashingtonDepartmentof Fish and Wildlife,
U.S. Fish and WildlifeService(USFWS),and the IndianTribes. The
developmentof the programis in a draftstage. Untilthe BRMS is.completed,
DOE would compensatefor priorityhabitatloss in accordancewith the draft
SitewideMitigationStrategy.

Compensation for lost habitat values would be accomplishedby enhancingthe
habitatvalue of an area west of the 200 West Area that has had no sagebrush
component for many years due to past fires,but has the other componentsof a
mature habitat (e.g.,understoryspecies). A.portionof this area is also
being consideredfor mitigationin connectionwith the Cross-SiteTransfer
Projectand the mitigationwork wouldbe coordinated. Compensationfor lost
habitatvalue for the SolidWasteOperationsComplexProjectwould.be done at
a ratio of three acres of replacementfor each one acre of habitat destroyed.
The proposedactionin the subjectEA has been revisedto addressthese
mitigatingsteps. A total of$500K has been set aside by this project to
support implementing’this mitigation strategy. Specificreplantingdetails
will be identifiedin the EA.

As an extrameasure,RL is extendingan invitationto the IndianTribes to
allow salvageof plantswhichwouldbe removedas a resultof Phase I of this
project. The salvagemust be usedto replantotherareason the HanfordSite,
such as the initialsite of the EnvironmentalMolecularScienceLaboratory ,
which was disturbedduringconstruction.

Mr. Roger Gordon,of the Waste Progr%s Division,met with Ms. Liz Blockof
your staff, and with Mr. Jay HcConnaughey,WDFW, at the NRTC meetingin
Toppenishon September.11,1995. Mr. GordonbriefedMs. Block and
Mr. McConnaugheyon the reductionsin the Projectscope,as well as discussed
steps being taken to minimizethe impactsto the habitat. Ms. Block appeared
very pleasedwith the reductionin the projectfootprint,especiallythe
eliminationof roadswhichwouldhave fracturedseveralacres of priority ‘
habitat. Duringthe discussion,Ms. Block andMr. McConnaugheyrecommended
this projectproceedwith mitigationin the area west of the 200 West Area
that has had no sagebrushcomponentfor many yearsdue to past fires as a
stand alone projectand not wait untilthe BRMS is adoptedwhich may stillbe
a year away. Specificlanguagewas addedto the EAwhich will allowthis
projectto proceedas a standaloneand would compensatefor priorityhabitat
loss in accordancewith the draftSitewideMitigationStrategy. Mr. Gordon
concludedthe meetingfeelingthat bothMs: Block and Mr. McConaugheywere
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very pleased with the approachand the attitudeMro Gordon was takin9 towards
minimizing impactsto the habitatand mitigationactivities.

A final point raised by your letter is that the FWS recommendsRL coordinate
mitigationplanningnot only with the FWS, but with the Hanford Natural
Resource Trustee Council (NRTC),as this is an action in response to a CERCLA
release. RL appreciatesthe WS, and the other NaturalResourceTrustees,
taking an active role in the NEPA process,however,this action is not a
CERCLArelease. This EA is written under the applicableNEPA requirements.
Although this action is not a CERCLA action,RL is developingthe ERMS in
cooperationwith member tribes and agenciesof the NRTC.

Thank you again for your comments. If you have any questionsconcerningthis
project, please call Mr. Roger Gordon,of the Waste ProgramsDivision, on
(509)372-2139. Questionsconcerningthe NEPA processmay be directed to me
on (509) 376-6667.

Sincerely,

WPO:RMG

Attachments

cc w/attachs:
L. Block, FWS
J. McConnaughey,WOFW

~ r&$x8+/.
Paul F. X. Dunigan,
NEPA ComplianceOffice;
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AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy

. AC~ON Finding of No Significant Impact

S~W. The U.S. Department of Energy @OE) has prepared an Environment

Assessment @A), DO=A4981, to assess environment impacts associated with the

retnevd of stord transuranic VU) and susp=t ~U waste from the Hanford Site’s low

level waste burial grounds, the ~nstruction and operation of fatities necessary to store

these retrieval wastes as we~ as newly generated wastes, and from an infras~cture upgrade

of u~ties and roadways.

DOE wfll initiate retriev~ and storage activities in preparation for eventurd shipment to the

Waste Isolation Pfiot Projeet in Carlsbad, New Metico. The infrastructure network in the \

2M West Area WMbe improved to support the cen-tion of waste management

operations and enhance operational efficiencies.

In addition to the No-Action Mtemative, other dtematives to the Proposed Action were

considered. Other dtemativ= includ& the use of other onsite storage facilities, and the use

of other onsite office factiities.

Based on the analysis in the EA, and considering preapprove comments from the State of

Washington, ~he Nez Perce “Tribe, and the U.S. Fish and Wddfife Sewice, DOE has

determined that the proposed action is not a major f@~ action sigtilcanfly affecting the

quality of the human environment witiin the mag of the Ntiional Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) of 1969. Therefore, the preparation of an Environment Impact Statement

@IS) is not required.
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Single copim of the EA and firther project information about the proposed action are
avdable fiorn

Mr. T. K. Teynor, Director
Waste Programs Division
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Richland, Washington 99352
(509) 376-1366

For further information regarting the DOE NEPA proc=s, contact:

Ms. Carol M. Bergstrom, Dirwtor
Office of NEPA Oversight
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independent* Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20685
(202) 586-46M or (800)472-2756

PURPOSE ~ WED: DOE needs to take action to: retrieve transuranjc -U) waste
because interim storage waste containers have excded their 20-yw desjgn life and could
fail causing a radioactive release to the environment; provide storage capacity for retrieved
and newly generated TRU, Greater-than Category 3 (GTC3), and mixed waste before
treatment and/or shipment to the Waste Isolation Pflot Project WP); and upgrade the
infrastructure network in the 200 West Area to enhance operational efficiencies and reduce
the cost of operating the Solid Waste Operations Complex.

BACKGRO~: k the Record of D=ision @OD) (53 Federrd Register m) 12449,
1988) for the Final Envirowntal Impact Statement: Disposal of Hanford Defense
High-Level, Transuranic and Tad w~t~, Hanford Site. RicH~, w~hington @w-EIS)
(DOE 198~, DOE determin~ it will retrieve and proc=s ~ TRU and sus~t TRU waste
that has b=n retrievable stored at the Hanford Site since 1970. This action is a tier-down
from the HDW-EIS ROD. The processing of the retrieved TRU and suspect TRU wastes
will occur in the Waste Receiving and Processing -P) Facflity.

Since May 1970, sofid waste classed as or suspected of being TRU waste has been
designated as TRU waste. k 1973, the official level for segregation and storage bume 10
nanocuries TRU per gram @ci TRU/g) of waste. W 1984, the basis for classifimtion as
TRU waste was established as 100 Nci TRU/g and remains the designatd level today. As a
result of these administrative changes, not dl retrievable stored waste w~ be designati as
TRU by the current definition. Wast= under 100 Ncj TRU/g is characteriti as low-level
waste (LL~. The retrievti waste wfll be assayti to determine whether the waste is TRU
or LLW.
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Retrieval of TRU was~ from trenchesW be accornpfish~tiph=es. RetievalofTRU
and suspect TRU waste containers WWstart from trench 4C-TW. This trench mntains
approximakly 15 percent by volume of the totrd retrievable stored TRU waste on the
Hanford Site. Afuture retrieval activity will remove the balance of the retrievable stored
TRU waste. .

The Solid Waste Operations Complex (SWOC) is a series of existing and plannd tratment, .
storage, or dispod @SD) units for sofid waste operations in the 200 West Arw. At
pr~ent, administrative and operations personnel are scattered around the Hanford Site. ,
Cen_ administration and operation facilities ~ improve Sotid Waste operational
efficiencies and rduce costs by minimizing travel timm.

PROPOSED AC~ON This proposal action WU construct and operate the Retrieval
Complex, the Enhanced Radioactive Mixed Waste Storage Facility (Storage Factity), the
Centd Waste Support Complex (CWSC), and associated infrastructure upgrades (i.e.,
utilities, roads) in ‘the 200 West Ara to support the SWOC. In addition, the proposed action
includes a mitigation strategy which has been developed to address lost priority shrub-steppe
habitat. The estimati cost of the proposed action is $66 -on.

This proposed action will initiate the retrieval activities from Trench 4C-T04 in the 200 West . ~
Area including the construction of support factities necessary to mrry out the retrieval
operations. In addition, the proposed action includes the construction and operation of a
facifity (Enhanced Radioactive Mixd Waste Storage Facfity) in the 200 West Area to store
newly generated and the retrieved waste whfie it awaits shipment to a find dispod site.
Also, Infrastrucmre Upgrades and a Central Waste Support Complex will be construct and
operated to support the Hanford Site’s centized waste management area in the
200 West Area.

‘ The proposti retrieval action includes the retrieval of post-1970 solid waste suspectd of
containing TRU radionucfides and the construction, operation, and maintenance of a complex
of facilities to be used for the retrieval. The proposed retievrd activity will retrieve
approximately 2,260 cubic meters (80,~ cubic feet) in about 10,Om drums, of susp=t
TRU waste from the 200 West Area low-level burial Trench 4C-T04.

The proposed Storage Facility w~ provide a RCRA perrnittti storage facifity for retrieved
TRU and newly generated TRU, mixed, and GTC3 waste awaiting processing in the
WRAP facfity and for processed waste awaiting shipment to the permanent dispod site.
The Storage FaciKty WWprovide storage wpacity for approximately 5,621 cubic meters
(199,5W cubic feet) of waste. This design capacity assumes the WRAP factiity is
operational and retrieved waste is only stord tempo~y pending processing.

The Storage Fac~lty project will consist of the construction and operation of about
ten buildings. Proposed new facilities WWinclude three long-term drum storage buildings,
an administration buflding, a shipping and receiving bufiding, a transfer corridor bufiding, an
automated drum storage butiding, a gas sampfing buflding, an ignitable waste storage
building, and a box storage buflding. Only the three long term drum storage buildings will
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be bufit in the fist phase of construction and WN hold approximately 13,300 Drum
~uivdents or 2770 cubic meters (97,800 cubic fat) of waste. Nor some of the additiond
buildings may be constructed during a fiture construction stage as the nd to complete the

‘ fufl proposed Storage Facifity ari=.

The intitructure for development of the SWOC @ include access roads, electrical power,
water supply (sanitary and raw water), fme protection, sanitary sewers, storm runoff systems,
and telmmmuni=tions systems.

The proposed CWSC WM include two pre-engineered meti solid waste management support
buildings. Each buflding ~ be a single-story structure having indlvidud h=t pumps for
h=ting and -Iing. Fire protection Wes WMbe instied. Telecommuni=tion features will
be extended to these buildings. Sidewdks, parking lots, lands=ping, and traffic access
routes wfll be provided as part of the proposed action.

The proposed action wi~ rquire clearing shrub-steppe habitat to construct new facfities.
Relatively undisturbed arm of mature shrub-steppe vegetation that is high quafity habitat for
many plants and anim~s have been designatd as “priority habitat” by the State of
Washington. A Hanford Sitewide Mitigation Strategy is being developd by DOE-RL, the
Washington Department of Fish and WfidMe, the USFWS, and the indian tribes.

DOE wfil mmpensate for priority habitat loss in accordance with the Sitewide Mitigation
Strategy when it is approved. If a sitewide mitigation program is not adopted in a timely
fashion @y no later than Jdy 1996), the Sofid Waste Operations Complex (SWOC) wi~ then
develop a stand-done program for mitigating the loss of mature sagebrush habitat. The
concepts wiU apply the key elements of the draft site-wide mitigation strategy.

Mitigation WWbe through restoration of the shrubs in a selected area west of the 200 West
Arw where the shmb habitat has been damaged by fire. Compensation for lost habitat value
for the SWOC Project will be done at a ratio of 3 to 1. The first phase of the proposal
action will remove an estimated 11.3 hec=es (28 acres) of mature habitat. At the ratio of
3:1, 33.9 heetares (84 acres) will be remediated as compensation. Under a potential fiture
phase of Project W-112, 3.2 hectares (8 acres) of habitat maybe destroyti and 9.6 hectares
(24 acres) would be remtiiated in the appropriate area.

RETR~VAL ALTERNAT~= CONS~ERED:

N&Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the existing TRU waste inventory
in Trench 4C-T04 would continue to be stord in a retrievable configuration. Current waste
management practic= of monitoring, surveillance, and maintenance of the retrieval trench
would continue unti a decision is made to retrieve.

This Atemative will maintain the waste containers in a retrievable stored condition weU
beyond the intendd design life of the waste containers, which could mm an incrming
potential for loss of structud integrity. As a result of container deterioration, potential
releases of TRU waste to the environment could occur.
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This dtemative does not meet the agency need to initiate retrieval of TRU waste.

STORAGE FACL~ AL=ATW= CONSmERED:

N* Action Altemativti Under the No-Action Alternative, the Storage Facifity would not be
built. Without the Storage Facifity, waste retrieval and tratment for final procmsing witiin
the ~ Facility would be inefficient and there would be insufficient RCRA compliant
storage for retrieval TRU and newly generated TRU, GTC3, mixed waste, and for the
processd waste awaiting shipment to the permanent disposal site.

This dtemative does not support the rtd for additiond RCRA permittd storage areas.

Use of an Existing Onsite Stora~e Facili tv: Under this dtemative, an existing facifity on the
Hanford Site would be used for storage of waste and the Storage Faciljty would not be buflt.
Retrievable stored and newly generatd TRU, mixed, and GTC3 waste would be moved to
this factity for storage awaiting processing and/or dispod.

Existing facilities on tie Hanford Site were evaluated that could be utiljzed for storage of
solid waste with sufficient capacity to support WRAP Factity processing and storage of
processed waste awaiting disposd. No other suitable storage facilities were identified.

This dtemative does not meet the purpose and need. ‘

Alternate Construction Site of Stora~e Facilitv wjthin SWOC: Under this alternative, the
Storage Facility would be located within SWOC but sitd in an area that has been previously
disturbed by prior sofid waste activities. Based on the results of a biologid review of the
siting area, other sites within the SWOC will disturb a larger area of habitat (Appendix B).

~This dtemative does not meet the purpose and nd.

IN~ASTRUCTURE WGRAD= ALTERNATIW CONS~ERED:

No-Action Altemativti The infrastructure upgrades would not be provided as part of the
proposed action. Existing utilities would continue to be used and no upgrades would be
made to support the planned retrieval activity and WRAP Facfiity processing. Access to the
planned SWOC to support future transport and shipment of TRU waste would be restricti to
existing roadways.

The No-Action Alternative would not provide tie site upgrades at the SWOC to effectively
implement the retrievrd activities, Storage Facflity activities, and eventual WRAP Facility
processing and does not support the purpose and need.

This alternative does not meet the agency nd.
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C~L WASTE SW~RT CO~~X ALTERNA~ CONS~ERED:

No-Action Alternative Under WISdtemative, a centtized waste support complex
consisting of an administrative building and one operation and maintenance facfity would not
be built. Solid Waste administrative and operatioti personnel wodd continue to be
scatterd around the Hanford Site at various locations and would continue to travel betw~n
these scattered offices to work on assignd tasks.

The N&Action Alternative does not support the purpose and need.

Use of Available Onsite Adminis@tion and Maintenance Faciliti=: Under this altirnativ~,
existing facilities on the Hanford Site would be usd to house the CWSC administrative and
maintenance personnd versus construction of new pre-engin=rti buildings.

This dtemative would not provide for centiized sofid waste management operation in the
200 West Area. Without this centiid opention, the estimated 400 solid waste
management, maintenanw, and engin~ring personnel would antinue to be spread
throughout the Hanford Site and would not provide for the desired operationrd efficiency of
the support functions.

B=ause of other ongoing activities in the 200 Area (e.g., actions necess~ for the safe
interim storage of Hanford tank wastes; spent nuclear fuel management Hanford cl=nup
actions; and actions related to tank waste remediation) and the projected growth in the 200
Ara population, administrative and maintenance facilities are not currently available to fully
support waste management rids. If practid, a sharing of facilities will be undertaken to
accommodate office space needs.

This rdtemative would neither provide the needed adtiistmtive and maintenance office arm,
nor support the operational efficiency of waste management operations.

This dtemative does not support the purpose and need.

nstruction Activitim: There is a potential for an airborne emission if a radiation area isco
unexpwtdly distufied during construction of the proposed action. However, the likelihood
of any potential relae is minimal because of the radiation administrative controls in place
during the construction activities.

No liquid discharges to the environment are expected. There wfil be smrdl quantities of
nonradioactive and nonh-dous construction scrap generated by the proposed action.
About 18.6 hatares (46 acres) of land will be impacted and noise levels during construction
will increase temporarily.

Any work in radiation controlled arw wi~ be performed in compliance with ALARA
principles, applicable state and feded regulations, and DOE Orders and guidelines. The
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potential radiation r-ived by workers during the performance of the action W be
administratively controlled below an annual EDE of 500 rnitiem per year and WU assure
that workers will not be expos~ to radiation levels approaching the DOE limit of 5 rem.

A toti of approximately 17,600 cubic meters (23,000 cubic yards) of concrete and
299,000 ~ograms (330 tons) of stil W be used in construction of the Retrieval and
Storage FacMty actions, and approximately 250,~ liters (66,W gtions) of petroleum
products will be consumti.

Construction activities W destroy priority shrub-steppe habitat in the ar- of the proposed
buildings, access roads, and parking lots. Of the approximate 18.6 hectares (46 acres)
disturbed, an estimated 14.4 hectares (36 acres) wfil be priority shrub-steppe habitat. This
loss ofhabitat w~ impact the loggerhead shrike, sage sparrow, and the nofiem sagebrush
li=rd that rely on the sagebrush habitat. No other species listed (or candidate for Msting)as
thratened or endangered WU be impacti by the proposed action. Project construction
schedules will be adjusted to minimi= impact on these specim by avojding si~ clearing and
preparation activities during the nesting season (March through July).

The project has been reduced in scope in response to budget reductions and habitat concerns.
This ~owed impacts to the habitat to be avoided and redud. DOE wfll compensate for
priority habitat loss in accordanu with the Sitewide Mitigation Strategy.

Mitigation WMbe through restoration of the shrubs in a selecti ara of habitat.
Compensation for lost habitat value for the SWOC Project wfil be done at a ratio of 3 to 1.
The first phase of the proposed action WWremove an estimated 11.3 hectares (28 acres) of
mature habitat. At the ratio of 3:1, 33.9 hectares (84 acres) will be remediated as
compensation. Under a potential future phase of Project W-112, 3.2 hectara (8 acres) of
habitat may be destroyed and 9.6 hectares (24 acres) would be rem~iated in the appropriate
area.

rational Im~acts: Retrieval workers will be exposed to a direct radiation source duringo~
retrievrd operations. It is estimated that the average annual dose to a worker is about 0.3
rem. Over an estimated three year retievd activity, a group of 14 retrieval workers muld
receive a dose consequence of 12.6 person-rem. The hdth effect to this directiy involved
worker group is 0.005 LCF.

Twelve storage workers could dso be exposed to a direct radiation source and each receive a
dose of 0.3 rem. Over a three ymr storage activjty, the worker group wuld receive a dose
consequence of 11.0 person-rem resulting in an estimated 0.004 LCF.

Potential radiologid risks to workers will be minimized by job safety planning and
adherence to estabfishti ALARA principles and industrid health and safety procedures.
Potential exposure to chemid h-ds is low.
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~muacts From A Potential Retrieval AccidenC A postulated amident was analyzed whereby
an explosion =urred as a result of a hydrogen buildup before irtstiing vents on the drums.

. The explosion ignites the waste matti and contamination is rel-ed by fire. This
postulated accident has an annual probability occurrence of 2.3 x 1~ (about two times every
one m~on years) and is considerd an extremely unfikely event.

Five dwectiy involved workers are assumed to be involved in the postulated accident and
could each receive a dose of 540 rem EDE which could be a potentially lethal dose. These
retrieval workers will be w~g proper personnel protective equipment when working in a
radiation area and work practices wtil adhere to AL% pficipl=. Addition~ en@=d
controls will be in place to provide protective shielding to minimize worker exposure. The
likelihood of a worker receiving a dose conswuence of 540 rem EDE is very remote.

The onsite maximum exposed individud (MEI) Gocated 100 meters (330 feet) from the
release point) could receive a dose of 18 rem which could r=ult in a dculatd 0.0072
LCFS. The offsite MEI Qocated at the Hanford Site boundary) could receive a dose of 0.077
rem resulting in 0.0000385 LCFS. Thtie onsite and offsite ~ dosw reprwent the
upperbounding dose consequence and is grwter than my dose consequence received by any
member of the population. No LCFS would be expected to either the onsite or offsite MEL

The onsite exposed population of 3,488 is assured to extend from a minimum of 100 meters
(328 feet) from the relae point. This population is not directiy involved in the proposed
drum retrieval activity, but could r~ive the hgest dose consequence of 14,900 person-rem
in the event of a postulatti accident. The hdth effect to this onsite population group is
calculated to be 6.0 LCF.

The offsite population of 102,538 could receive a dose consequence of 152 person-rem
resulting in 0.076 LCFS. It is not expected that a LCF would occur as a rmult of this
unfikely postulated accident.

Imuacts From A Potential Stora~e Accident: A postulated accident for storage operations
was anrdyzed in which waste drums Ml, rupture, and ignite in the event of an earthquake.
Under this accident scenario, a fire consumes the combustible waste and an airborne release .
could occur. The annual probabfity of occurrence of the accident is 1 x 103 (once every one
thousand years).

A group of four diratiy involved storage workers is assumed to be nar the relae point and
could receive a dose consequence of 256 person-rem which would result in 0.102 LCF.

The onsite ~ could receive a dose of 2.13 rem which would result in a calculated 0.00085
LCFS. The offsite MEI could receive a dose of 0.26 rem multing in a @culated 0.00013
LCF. These onsite and offsite MEI doses represent the upperbounding dose consequence and
is grater than any dose consequence receivd by any member of the population. No LCFS .
would be expwtd to either the onsite or offsite -.
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The onsite population group of 3,861 is assumed to extend from a minimum of 100 meters
(328 feet) from the release point to the Hanford Site boundary and could r=eive the largest
dose consequence of 1,520 person-rem. The calculated LCFS for this group is 0.6 LCF.

The offsite population of 102,538 could receive a dose consequence of 654 person-rem
resulting in 0.33 LCFS. It is not expected that a LCF wotid occur to a member of the
offsite population group.

Socioeconomic Im~acts: Work activities on the Hanford Site plays an important role in the
socioeconomic of the Tri-Cities. There W be a sm~, temporary increase of about 100
construction workers from ld labor hMs. No substantial change is expmted in the number
of Hanford Site employ- and no discemable impact to employment levels within
neighboring Benton and FranUin counties.

Environmental Justiw. Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address EntironmentaI
Justice in Minori~ Populations ad LowIncome Poputiiom, requires that federrd agencies
identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human h~th or
environmental effects of their programs and activities on minority and low-income
populations. DOE is in the process of developing official guidance on the implementation of
the Ex=utive Order. The analysis in this EA indicates that there will be minimal impacts to
both the offsite population and potentird workforce by implementing the proposti action
under both routine and accident conditions. Because the entire proposed action wi~ occur on
the Hanford Site and the offsite environment impacts from the proposed action andyzd in
this EA are expected to be minimal, it is not expwtd that there wfll be any disproportionate
impacts to any minority or low-income portion of the community.

Cu mulative ImDacts: The existing and planned projects nearby the proposed action were
reviewed to determine cumulative impacts that could result from initiating the proposti waste
retrieval, waste storage activities, the infrastructure upgrades, and the CWSC.

The offsite population received about 0.3 person-rem via air and water pathways from 200
Ar~ operations in 1993. The dculated radiation exposure to workers involved in the
proposed action under normal conditions is very shall. The average annual dose rate for
1993 in the 200 Areas was 130 mi~irem per year and well below the natural background
radiation of about 300 miltirem per year. The proposed action is not expmted to alter
calculated radiological air doses.

The proposed action wi~ not discharge any radioactive fiquid effluent to the ground and,
therefore, not incrementily add to Hanford Site radioactive liquid effluent discharges to the
ground.

Nonradioactive liquid effluents WWbe discharged to the ground because of the planned septic
sewer systems. There is a relatively small discharge rate in comparison to the overall
Hanford Site discharges. Due to the Iated spreading and relatively small discharge rates,
little, if any, discemable mounding, is expected at the water table. The hydmulic impact to
local groundwater flow direction is tikely minimal and movement of any underground
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contaminated plumes is not exp~ti. The proposed septic system W not be expected to
impact the groundwater.

Because the proposed Storage Facfity ~ be ptiy sited on undisturbed land, there w~ be
m kcrementi loss of shrub-steppe habitat for the loggerhad shrike, sage sparrow and
northern sagebrush -d. An estimated 14.5 hectares (36 acres) of priority shrub+teppe
habitit ti be lost. Other projects completed, under way, or plarmd for the future on the
Hanford Sib involve loss of priority habitat (inclutig the Environment Restoration
Disposal Facifity, 240 Access Road, Cross Site Tmsfer System, and the 200 Ar= Sanitary
Sewer System). Cumuhtive loss of priority habitat on the Hanford Site codd exceed 405 ~
hectares (1,000 acre). An oved H=ford Site Strategy for mitigation for lost priority
habitat is currenfly being developed. Mitigation of habitat loss W be coordinate using that
strategy.

Although the retrieval and storage activities @ contribute stighfly to the Haford Site
employment growth, the incr=e of about 100 in construction workers wfil be temporary and
the assigned administrative and operations ?ersonnel will be relocated from other onsite
offices. No cumulative impact is expected to the lod economy horn undertaking the
proposed action.

DE~A~OM Based on the analysis in the EA, and after considering the
preapprove review comments of the State of Washington, the N= Perce Tribe, and the U.S.
Fish and Wtidfife Service, I conclude that the proposed action to initiate the proposed waste
retrieval, the w=te storage activities, the infrastructure upgrades, and the construction and
operation of the ~SC does not constitute a major feded action significantly affecting the
quality of the human entionment within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, an ~ for the
proposed action is not r~uird.

Issued at Richland, Washington, this 28th day of September 1995.

John D. Wrier
Maager
Richland Operations Office

10 September 1995
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