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GLOSSARY

Acronyms and Initialisms

ALARA
CERCLA
CFR
D&D
DNFSB

DOE
DOE-RL

EE/CA
EIS
ERDF

IPMP
LCF

NDA
NEPA

PFP
PNNL
POC

ROD

S&M
SA
SHPO

Tri-Party Agreement

WAC
wIPp

As low as reasonably achievable

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
of 1980

Code of Federal Regulations

categorical exclusion

decontamination and decommissioning
Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board

U.S. Department of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
U.S. Department of Transportation

environmental assessment

engineering evaluation/cost assessment
environmental impact statement
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility
Federal Register

integrated project management plan

latent cancer fatality

nondestructive assay
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Plutonium Finishing Plant

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

pipe overpack container

record of decision

surveillance and maintenance

supplement analysis

State Historic Preservation Office

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order

Washington Administrative Code
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
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DEFINITIONS

The following definitions are found in the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(Ecology et al. 1996).

Deactivation: Activities associated with removing facility systems and/or areas from operational service
with the intent of being ready for facility transition to either convert the facility for another use or move
to permanent shutdown, These activitics could include the removal of fuel, draining and/or de-energizing
of systems, removal of accessible stored radioactive and hazardous materials and other actions to place
the facility systems and/or areas in a safe and stable condition so that a surveillance and maintenance
program will be able to most cost effectively prevent any unacceptable risk to the public or the
cnvironment until ultimate disposition of the facility. (Note: These activities are usually conducted
during the facility transition phase.)

Décontamination and Decommissioning (D&D)-(as defined by DOE Order 5840.2 for the D&D
Program): ‘

o Decontamination: The process of removing radioactive and/or hazardous contamination from
facilitics, equipment, or soils by physical removal, washing, heating, chemical action, mechanical
cleaning or other techniques to achieve 2 stated objective or end condition.

o Decommissioning: Actions taken to reduce the potential health and safety impacts of
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) contaminated facilities, including activities to stabilize,
reduce, or remove radioactive materials or to demolish the facilities.

Dismantlement: The process of disassembly and/or demolition of all or portions of a facility, and
appropriate disposal of the residue.

Facility Transition Phase: A period of time during which activities necessary to place the subject
facility in a safe, stable, and environmentally sound condition, suitable for an extended period of
surveillance and maintenance pending final disposition are completed. Facility transition starts with
termination of operations, includes the establishment of a surveillance and maintenance (S&M) program,
and ends with the achievement of facility-specific end point criteria.

These actions could include the collective conversion of the facility for potential other uses or permanent
shutdown; by the removal of fuel, draining and/or de-energizing of systems, removal of accessible stored
radioactive and hazardous materials and other deactivation actions to place the facility in a safe and
stable condition for the surveillance and maintenance program. This phase usually involves stabilization
and deactivation processes and may also include some decontamination activities necessary to effectively
result in reduced S&M cost for the facility. (Note: Facility transition documentation describing end point
criteria for regulated units and hazardous substances that will remain in the facility following transition
will be approved by the regulators.)

Stabilization: In this environmental assessment, stabilization is the process of stabilizing plutonium-
bearing materials to the current DOE plutonium packaging standard, Criferia for Safe Storage of
Plutonium Metals and Oxides (DOE-STD-3013-96).

Environmental Assessment G-2 QOctober 2003
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METRIC CONVERSION CHART
[ Wyoulnow | Multiply by | Toget
Length
centimeters 0.39 -inches
meters 3.28 feet
kilometers 0.54 nautical miles
kilometers 0.62 statute miles
Area
square kilometers | 039 { square miles
Mass (weight)

§ grams 0.035 ounces
kilograms 22 pounds
kilograms 0.001 metric tons (tonnes)

| metric tons (tonnes) 0.984 tons (long)

Volume
liters 0.264 allons
Il cubic meters 131 cubic yards

Source: CRC Handbook of Chemistry and Physics, Robert C. Weast, Ph.D., 70th Ed., 1989-1990,

CRC Press, Inc., Boca Raton, Florida.

SCIENTIFIC NOTATION CONVERSION CHART

: Multiplier Equivalent

10" 0.1

10 0.01

107 0.001

10” 0.0001 |

10° 0.00001 I
i10° 0.000001
f10’ 0.0000001 |
f10° 0.00000001 i
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs to transition the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) complex
in the 200 West Area of the Hanford Site to a state of low-risk, low-cost, long-term surveillance and
maintenance pending final disposition. The purpose of this transition is to mitigate radiological and
chemical hazards associated with structures (and any remaining processing equipment and ancillary
hardware) in the PFP Complex such that the PFP Complex's main plutonium processing structures would
be ready for final disposition to be determined under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980.

Environmental Assessment 1-1 October 2003
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2.0 BACKGROUND

The PFP Complex is located on the Hanford Site in the 200 West Area (Figure 1), approximately

51 kilometers (32 miles) northwest of Richland, Washington. Construction of the PFP Complex started
in 1947, and production of plutonium metal began in July 1949. Production opcrations stopped in 1989.
The PFP Complex consists of processing, support, and administrative buildings occupying approximately
23 hectares (58 acres). Additional description of the PFP Complex is provided in Appendix A of
DOE/EIS-0244-F, Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization Final Environmental Impact Statement

(PFP EIS). A detailed layout of the PFP Complex is provided in Figure 2.

2.1 FACILITY BACKGROUND

The PFP Complex was used to conduct plutonium processing, storage, and support operations for
national defense. Those operations included the following:

Special nuclear material handling and storage
Plutonium recovery

Plutonium conversion

Laboratory support

Waste handling

Shutdown and operational facility surveillances.

As a result of plutonium processing activities, the PFP Complex contained an inventory of approximately
3,600 kilograms (7,900 pounds) of a variety of reactive plutonium-bearing materials. For analysis in the
PFP EIS, the reactive materials were grouped into the following four inventory categories.

(1) Plutonium-bearing solutions

(2) Okxides, fluorides, and process residues
(3) Metals and alloys

(4) Polycubes and combustibles.

In addition to the listed plutonium-bearing materials, the PFP Complex contains approximately

50 kilograms (110 pounds) of plutonium-bearing materials in systems (¢.g., ventilation, process
equipment, piping, walls, floors, etc.). This material accumulated gradually over approximately 40 years
of processing; the accumulated material is referred to as hold-up material.

During the early 1990’s, DOE authorized a number of cquipment, instrumentation, and containment
upgrades in the PFP Complex in preparation to stabilize remaining plutonium-bearing materials. In the mid-
1990s, several “interim stabilization™ measures were developed and completed, including thermal
stabilization of some plutonium-bearing materials, removing plutonium-contaminated equipment to reduce
dose, and remediating nearby soils, trenches, and sumps. '

In October 1996, the DOE issued a shutdown order that stated the operation of the PFP Complex asa
production processing facility was no longer required and directed U.S. Department of Energy, Richland
Operations Office (DOE-RL) to “initiate deactivation and the transition of the PFP in preparation for
decommissioning” (Ahlgrimm 1996). In 1996, planning was initiated for integrating deactivation activitics
with the ongoing plutonium-bearing material stabilization activities to transition the PFP Complex into a

Environmental Assessment 2-1 October 2003
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low-risk/low-cost surveillance and maintenance condition. In 1997, the PFP Deactivation Project
Management Plan (HNF-SD-CP-PMP-008) was issued. This document established a deactivation scquence
for the PFP Complex. This plan called for transitioning PFP processing facilities to a deactivated state with
vault de-inventory to be completed by 2029 and demolition to be completed by 2038. Subsequent to
issuance of this plan, DOE-RL instructed PFP to find a more cost-effective plan that would support
acceleration of the Hanford Site cleanup.

In November 1997, an alternate transition concept was presented to the Hanford Site Advisory Board, This
alternative called for the PFP Complex to be deactivated, including vaults being de-inventoried, by 2014 and
the process and vault facilities to be transitioned to a dismantled state by 2016. The dismantlement end
point would be removal of abovegrade structures to the first floor concrete slab (slab-on-grade). The
remaining concrete slab and belowground structures, utilities, and systems would be transferred to the
deactivation and decommissioning Surveillance and Maintenance Program pending final disposition.

Current PFP Complex transition planning is provided in HNF-3617, Revision 1, Integrated Project
Management Plan for the Plutonium Finishing Plant Nuclear Material Stabilization Project, which was
issued in 2001. This integrated project management plan (IPMP) focuses on special nuclear material
stabilization and packaging activities required in the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

(DNFSB) 94-1/2000-1 An Implementation Plan for Stabilization and Storage of Nuclear Material and
the initiation of more detailed deactivation planning for transition of the facilities in the PFP Complex to
a Jow-risk/low-cost surveillance and maintenance condition. Stabilization and packaging activitics
associated with DNFSB 94-1/2000-1 are scheduled to be completed by May 2004.

22 ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

In 1995, the environmental impacts of stabilizing the four groups of plutonium-bearing materials and
cleaning out hold-up material from four systems (i.., gloveboxes and hoods, ductwork, process piping
vacuum system, and the Plutonium Reclamation Facility canyon floor within the 234-5Z and

236-Z Buildings) were analyzed in the PFP EIS. Materials either could be packaged for storage in the
existing PFP Complex vaults or for transfer to an onsite waste management facility for storage. The PFP
EIS was issued in May 1996; a Record of Decision (ROD) was issued in July of 1996 (61 FR 36352,

July 10, 1996). As a result of the ongoing stabilization activitics analyzed in the PFP EIS and subsequent
supplement analyses, approximately 3,600 kilograms (7,900 pounds) of plutonium-bearing materials will be
packaged for storage in the PFP Complex vaults and/or disposal.

To accelerate deactivation of the PFP Complex, facilities that no longer have a viable mission have been
identified and are undergoing deactivation in parallel with ongoing plutonium-bearing material stabilization
and cleanout activities. These facilities are the 232-Z, 241-Z, and ancillary buildings (listed in

Appendix A). The scope of these accelerated deactivation activities was addressed in the following
categorical exclusions (CXs):

o Categorical Exclusion for Transition of the 232-Z Contaminated Waste Recovery Facility at the
Plutonium Finishing Plant, 200 West Area, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (Schlender 2002a)

e  Categorical Exclusion for Transition of the 241-Z Liquid Waste Treatment Facility at the Plutonium
Finishing Plant, 200 West Area, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (Schlender 2002b)

Environmental Assessment 2.2 * October 2003
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e Categorical Exclusion for Deactivation and Demolition of Ancillary Buildings at the Plutonium
Finishing Plant, 200 West Area, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (Schlender 2002c).

The general activities under these categorical exclusions include the following: preventative
maintenance and calibrations; appropriate solid waste repackaging, recycling, and/or removal/transfer of
solid waste materials to appropriate storage/disposal facilitics; onsite treatment by generator, and storage
and transport of liquid waste to existing facility(s); equipment removal/disposition; radioactive
decontamination/stabilization; utilities disconnection and/or modifications (e.g., excavation/capping of
pipelines and installation of electrical control panels); and demolition. In addition, some asbestos
insulation could be encountered, requiring appropriate methods for removal, handling, encapsulation, and
disposal of asbestos-containing materials.

In addition to the activities described, specific activities would be required within the individual
facilities. Within the 241-Z Building (and including the 241-ZA and 241.ZG Buildings), activities
include radioactive decontamination/stabilization of cells and tanks, isolation of the tank system from
tank farms, and utilitics disconnection and/or modifications (e.g., capping of pipelines for steam and
water feeding). :

Within the 232-Z Building, activities include dismantling, removing, and dispositioning the inactive
section of 232-Z duct located in the 291-Z Building. Inactive underground ductwork between the

232-Z Building and the 291-Z Building would be characterized (¢.g., remotely using a pipe crawler) for
residual contamination and structural integrity. Residual soil contamination outside the southwest corner
of the 232-Z Building would be stabilized and/or removed.

23 EASCOPE

The deactivation activities described in this environmental assessment (EA) support the transition
objectives established in the IPMP.

This EA focuses on (1) removing residual nuclear material inventory present in the major buildings (refer
to Appendix B) and other systems and structures within the PFP Complex, and (2) deactivation of the
PFP Complex. Activities (as analyzed in the PFP EIS and DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA9) to remove hold-up
material from the four systems within two buildings and accelerated deactivation activities within the -
scope of the activity-specific CXs (Section 2.2) have been initiated and are ongoing. This EA assumes
that material stabilization and hold-up removal activities from the PFP EIS, accelerated deactivation
activities from the activity-specific CXs, and the proposed deactivation activitics (Section 3.1) would be
conducted concurrently.

For analysis in this EA, it is assumed that approximately 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of residual nuclear
material [including the 50 kilograms (110 pounds) of hold-up material analyzed in the PFP EIS] remain
in systems and structures at the PFP Complex, providing the basis for radiological dose calculations
(refer to Section 5.1.1).

The projected end state of the PFP Complex at completion of the activities described in this EA is
deactivated structures (i.e., exterior walls, roofs, foundations and substructures) requiring minimal
surveillance and maintenance before dismantlement.
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2.4 TRANSITION UNDER THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL
RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) OF 1980

At the completion of stabilization and packaging activities described in the PFP EIS, residual
contamination (radiological and chemical) hazards would remain in the PFP Complex. The PFP
Complex has been identified as a Key Facility under the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and
Consent Order (Ecology et al. 2001) (Tri-Party Agreement) and as such is slated for final disposition
under CERCLA.

While stabilization and deactivation activities are being conducted, appropriate CERCLA documentation
will be prepared to address final disposition of the PFP Complex. Some of the activities addressed in this
EA might be included in the CERCLA documentation. Implementation of actions as approved by the
CERCLA lead agency could be initiated before completion of all actions addressed in this EA.
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3.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action and the alternatives are discussed in the following sections.

3.1 PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is to deactivate the PFP Complex, involving those activities necessary to take the
PFP Complex to a state suitable for long-term, low-risk/low-cost surveillance and maintenance pending
final disposition. The scope of this EA includes deactivation of systems no longer nccessary when
stabilization and storage activities and planned legacy holdup removal have been concluded; ,
removal/disposition of equipment/components; contamination characterization and reduction/mitigation;
packaging plutonium holdup material meeting waste acceptance criteria; maintaining and running muffle
furnace operations, as needed, for removed plutonium holdup material; and demolition of non-process
ancillary buildings.

The proposed action includes deactivation activities or activities to prepare and placc a facility in a safe
and stable condition to minimize the long-term cost of a surveillance and maintenance program while
being protective of personnel, the public, and the environment unti! demolition of former processing and
material storage buildings occurs. These activities would include those actions foreseeably necessary for

implementation of the proposcd action, such as associated transportation activities, waste removal and
disposal, and award of grants and contracts. Specific actions could include the following:

e Draining and/or de-energizing systems as appropriate
e Stabilizing contaminated areas (¢.g., with fixatives, sealants, paint)

e Stabilizing or removing gloveboxes, process equipment, tanks, piping, fume hoods, and support
equipment .

e Removing fencing and paved parking arcas adjacent to facilities

¢ Installing alternate environmental monitoring, surveillance, and safety components (¢.g., lighting,
fencing) if required

o Removing/packaging radioactive and hazardous materials and waste, including stabilization and/or
removal of asbestos, and removal, cleanup, and disposition of polychlorinated biphenyls and other
regulated materials and transportation to waste management facilities

. Removing equipment and system components

e Size-reducing process equipment for disposal as waste

e Performing physica! or chemical treatment processes (e.g., neutralization, solidification, filtering) to
render a material less hazardous or to reduce the volume

e  Excessing surplus equipment

Environmental Assessment 3-1 October 2003
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¢ Removing excess combustible material

¢ Disconnecting utilities, piping, and network service systems (if the systems are not necessary to
maintain required environmental monitoring or building safety systems), including associated
excavation. Note that potential excavation would be minimal and limited to the immediate vicinity
of utilities and piping

¢ Ensuring adequate freeze and heat protection

¢ Stabilizing, consolidating, or removing outside contaminated areas within the PFP Complex

e  Sealing cracks, gratings, and openings to the building exterior, and repairing roofs

e Removing or reducing radioactive or hazardous contamination from facilities and equipment by
washing, heating, chemical or electrochemical action, mechanical cleaning, or other techniques

¢ Removing residual plutonium holdup material, which might remain throughout the PFP Complex
after stabilization activities described in the PFP EIS have been completed; packaging residual
plutonium holdup mecting waste acceptance criteria for shipment to an onsite waste management
facility', or thermally stabilizing material in muffle furnace operations and packaging for storage in
cxisting PFP Complex vaults

o Designing and executing modifications to operating systems and/or structures necessary o place a
facility in surveillance and maintenance, pending demolition

¢ Conducting final process operations to stabilize or eliminate residual operational materials or
effluents, such as final process runs; cleaning vessels, pits and trenches; operation of small
evaporators; flushing piping systems; and removal or replacement of filters

e Demolishing non-process ancillary buildings.

The proposed action also might require actions to conserve energy, demonstrate potential energy

conservation, promote energy efficiency, or provide routine maintenance of operating portions of PFP.

3.2 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Alternatives to the proposed action are described in the following sections.

3.2.1 N'o Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, after stabilization and holdup removal activities under the PFP EIS and
the deactivation activities (described in Section 2.0 for 232-Z, 241-Z, and ancillary buildings) arc
complete, the PFP Complex would be subjected to minimal system deactivation and decontamination

The ultimate disposition of transuranic waste would be shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
(WTPP) for disposal. These materials are within the estimated waste stream volume from Hanford
analyzed in the 1997 Final WIPP Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S2).
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activities, leaving residual contaminants in tanks, vessels, piping, and on interior surfaces of structures.
Some individual systems would be shut down and de-energized, Surveillance and maintenance activities
would be conducted while CERCLA documentation is prepared and final disposition decisions are made.

This alternative does not support mitigation of radiological and chemical hazards to achieve a long-term,
low-risk/low-cost surveillance and maintenance state for the PFP Complex after cessation of plutonium-
bearing stabilization activities pending CERCLA decisions. Additionally, under this alternative, the
remaining hazards would require a higher level of surveillance and maintenance (compared to the
proposed action) with the attendant costs for safeguards, security, and utility assessments.

322 Cleanout of Systems to Minimize Surveillance and Maintenance

Under the cleanout of systems alternative, the entire PFP Complex would be cleaned out for surveillance
and maintenance pending final disposition under CERCLA. That is, residual plutonium material from
areas other than those described in the PFP EIS would be removed to the point where criticality would be
considered an incredible event. Any residual plutonium material and other generated wastes would be
packaged to meet the waste acceptance criteria for transfer to an onsite waste management facility. Some
process equipment would be removed, as needed, to facilitate the removal and disposition of any residual
plutonium material. As needed, plutonium hold-up material would be stabilized thermally in muffle
furnace operations and packaged for storage in existing PFP Complex vaults. Decontamination activitics
would be conducted on equipment and interior surfaces of structures, fixatives would be applied to
remaining contamination, and all non-essential utilities and systems would be deactivated/drained. The
PFP Complex would be transitioned to surveillance and maintenance pending final disposition.

This alternative does not support mitigation of radiological and chemical hazards to the level sufficicnt to

" achicve a long-term, low-risk/low cost surveillance and maintenance condition for the PFP Complex.

323 Complete Cleanout to Remove All Radiological Hazards and Dangerous Waste

Under this alternative, after cessation of stabilization and legacy removal activities as described in
previous environmental reviews (refer to Scction 2.2), the entire PFP Complex would be cleaned out.
That is, residual plutonium material from areas other than those described in the PFP EIS would be
removed. Any residual plutonium material and other gencrated wastes would be packaged to meet the
waste acceptance criteria for transfer to an onsite waste management facility. As needed, plutonium
holdup material would be stabilized thermally in muffle furnace operations and packaged for storage in
existing PFP Complex vaults; all interior building surfaces, equipment, and systems would be
decontaminated to remove all radiological hazards (i.c., either contamination or dose) to meet free release
standards and/or cleaned, drained, and flushed (e.g., triple rinsed) to remove all chemical contaminants
(i.c., dangerous waste) to meet the definition of empty under the WAC 173-303, Dangerous Waste
Regulations. Equipment (vessels, piping, gloveboxes) would be removed for re-use/recycling, or reduced
and disposed, depending on release standard achieved. All non-essential utilities would be
deactivated/de-energized. The PFP Complex would be left in a condition suitable for long-term
surveillance and maintenance activities pending final disposition.

The unique nature of the equipment (used for plutonium-processing/stabilization) limits viable re-use
(regardless of contamination levels) at other onsite facilities or elsewhere within the DOE Complex.
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Costs associated with decontaminating equipment 1o a free-relcasc standard are considered to be
prohibitive, far outweighing unit costs for new procurement and/or disposal.

Differences among the aforementioned alternatives are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Differences Among PFP Deactivation Alternatives.

Alternatives
* Cleanout of cml?:o
. systems to
Activity Proposed No action minimize by g
surveillance and " lglan d
ISHETAnce dangerous waste
Remove readily
retrievable X : X X
contamination
Remove equipment X X
Remove all
radioactive/hazardous X
contamination
Systems surveillance
and maintenance X X X X
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Details regarding the Hanford Site can be found in the Hanford Site 2001 Environmental Report
(PNNL-13910) and Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Characterization
(PNNL-6415).

The citics of Richland, Pasco, and Kennewick constitute the nearest population centers and are located
southeast of the Hanford Site. The 2000 census figures indicate the distribution of the Tri-Cities
population by city as follows: Richland 39,350; Pasco 33,010; and Kennewick §5,780. The Hanford
Site has a semiarid climate with 15 to 18 centimeters (6 to 7 inches) of annual precipitation, and
infrequent periods of high winds of up to 128-kilometers (80-miles) per hour. Tornadoes are extremely
rare; no destructive tomadoes have occurred in the region surrounding the Hanford Site. The probability
of a tornado hitting any given location on the Hanford Site is estimated at 1 chance in 100,000 during any
given year, The region is categorized as one of low to moderate seismicity.

The PFP is not located within 2 wetland or a floodplain. The PFP Complex is an industrialized area with
construction and processing activities being conducted. The final end state of the PFP Complex, to be
developed through the aforementioned CERCLA process, would determine ultimate land use. Presently,
the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision

{64 FR 61615, November 12, 1999) states that the Central Plateau (i.c., the 200 Areas that include the
PFP Complex) geographic area is designated Industrial-Exclusive.

Threatened and endangered plants and animals identified on the Hanford Site, as listed by the federal
government (50 CFR 17) and Washington State (Washington Natural Heritage Program 1997), generally
are not found in the vicinity of the PFP Complex, and are discussed in PNNL-6415. However, migratory
birds (including the house finch, Say's phoebe, bam swallow, violet-green swallow, American robin, and
western kingbird) and/or their nests have been observed within the PFP Complex.

No plants or mammals on the federal list of threatened and endangered wildlife and plants (50 CFR 17)
are known to be on the Hanford Site. Two species of birds (Aleutian Canada goose and bald eagle) on
the federal list of threatened and endangered species have been observed on the Hanford Site but are not
present at the PFP Complex. Additional details regarding the protection and enhancement of the bald
cagle Hanford Site habitat are provided in DOE/RL-94-150, Bald Eagle Site Management Plan for the
Hanford Site, South-Central Washington.

The Columbia River and other water bodies on the Hanford Site provide valuable habitat for aquatic
organisms. The Hanford Reach represents the only remaining significant rnainstream Columbia River
spawning habitat for stocks of upriver bright fall chinook salmon and white sturgeon. The Upper
Columbia River spring nm chinook salmon, Middle Columbia River steelhead, and Upper Columbia
River steelhead have been placed under the protection of the Endangered Species Act. These fish spawn
in or migrate through the Hanford Reach. No species of aquatic organisms are present at the PFP
Complex.

As discussed in PNNL-6415, natural plant communities have been altered by Euro-American activities
that have resulted in the proliferation of nonnative species. Of the 5§90 species of vascular plants
recorded for the Hanford Site, approximately 20% of all species are considered nonnative. The
biodiversity inventories conducted by The Nature Conservancy of Washington have identified
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85 additional taxa’, establishing the actual number of plant taxa on the Hanford Site at 675.
Cheatgrass is the dominant nonnative species at the PFP Complex. No species of the natural plant
communities are found within the PFP Complex.

General information regarding the cultural resources on the Hanford Site can be found in PNNL-641S. A
number of site-specific biological and cultural resource reviews for deactivating and dismantling the PFP
Complex have been conducted. Those reviews are listed in Appendix C. Findings and/or restrictions

‘have been identified in these reviews and have been summarized in Section 5.1.1.3.1, Ecological, and

Section 5.1.1.3.2, Cultural and Historical, of this EA.

2 Orderly classifications of plants and animals according to their presumed natural refationships.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following sections present quantitative information on those potential environmental impacts that
have been identified as a result of activities being proposed for the deactivation of the PFP Complex.
Both planned deactivation activities (including hold-up material removal, material stabilization and
packaging, waste packaging activities, and transportation) and accident scenarios are analyzed in
Sections 5.1 and 5.2 respectively.

The proposed action is not expected to result in substantial radiological or hazardous material releases to
the environment. All activities would comply with current DOE Orders and federal and state regulations.

There would be radiation exposure associated with residual plutonium in equipment and structures.
However, the relatively low level of radioactivity associated with the PFP Complex after cessation of
stabilization activities makes the risks associated with the deactivation of the plutonium processing
systems small when compared to the stabilization activities.

A toxicological hazard also would exist because of the presence of residual process chemicals. However,
the chemical hazards at the PFP Complex have been identified (HNF-13971, Rev. 0, Plutonium Finishing
Plant Residual Chemical Hazards Assessment Repori) and are being managed appropriately. The current
potential storage configurations would not release chemicals that would create a potential health hazard.
A representative list of chemicals based on data in HNF-13971 is provided in Appendix D.

It is projected that potential personnel exposure to both radiation and hazardous materials during planned
deactivation activities would be no greater than existing conditions at the PFP Complex. As materials
continue to be removed and stabilized, background dose rates would be expected to decrease.
Appropriate methods would continue to be in place to ensure minimum exposure to radiation and
hazardous materials [in keeping with as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) principles] and to ensure
personnel and public safety. Potential impacts associated with both planned deactivation activities and
accidents are described in the following sections.

5.1 PROPOSED ACTION: IMPACTS FROM PLANNED DEACTIVATION
ACTIVITIES

Impacts from planned deactivation activities are described in the following sections. Because noise
levels would be comparable to existing conditions on the Hanford Site and the amount of equipment and
materials to be used, such as fuel for transportation, represents a minor commitment of nonrenewable
resources, no additional discussion of noise or nonrenewable resources impacts is provided.

5.1.1 Radiological and Toxicological Impacts during Deactivation

Radiological or toxicological exposure to personne! or the general public might occur as a result of
planned deactivation operations. Materials would be handled in 8 manner consistent with radiological
and toxicological control procedures in effect at the time. Hanford Site personnel handle these types of
materials daily. Routine methods (¢.g., use of appropriate personnel protective clothing), specific
training, and equipment safeguards are in place, and are adequate to ensure the szfe handling of these
materials.
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Basis of Radiological Impacts

The potential for radiation exposure or release of plutonium during deactivation exists. However,
appropriate controls would be in place to maintain occupational radiation exposure well below the DOE
limit of 5,000 millirem per year (10 CFR 835), in keeping with ALARA principles. Administrative
controls, personnel training, and radiation work permit(s) would be in place before any proposed
activitics. Also, radiation and hazardous chemical personnel exposure levels would be monitored during
the proposed action (i.¢., personal dosimeters and continuous air monitors as required).

The analysis in this EA considers 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of material, in the form of pure/impurc
plutonium oxides and/or alloys, and sludges, as the basis for radiological dose consequences. The

100 kilogram (220-pound) amount is comprised of a conservative nondestructive assay (NDA) inventory
value [75 kilograms (165 pounds)] and a contingency [25 kilograms (55 pounds)]. Current conservative
NDA values? for residual nuclear material contained throughout the PFP Complex processing systems are
estimated to be 75 kilograms (165 pounds)®. This 75 kilograms (165 pounds) of plutonium includes the
50 kilograms (110 pounds) of hold-up material identified in the PFP EIS (see Section 2.3 of this EA for
detailed information on this hold-up material). Because of the inherent limitations of NDA analyses and
potential locations within the PFP Complex that have not undergone NDA, an additional 25 kilograms
(55 pounds) also are included as contingency. The total inventory is provided in Table 2.

Table 2. Plutonium Inventory for EA Analysis.

Basis Plutonium Inventory (kilograms)
NDA measurements (high-end ranges) 75
Contingency 25
Total 100

Material Recovery/Deactivation Activitics

Material recovery/deactivation activities would result in worker doses. Recent activities associated with
initial holdup recovery and equipment removal (i.c., glovebox cleanout as described in
DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA9) indicate that removal of approximately 1 kilogram (2.2 pounds) of plutonium
resulted in a dose of 1.5 person-rem for the directly involved workers.

On this basis, and extrapolating potential worker dose for 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of plutonium, it
would be expected that the directly involved workers would receive approximately 150 person-rem
during deactivation. The aforementioned glovebox cleanout activitics, which have been completed, were
relatively simple (¢.g., known inventories, straightforward configurations, and ease of accessibility)
compared to planned deactivation activities. Accordingly, for the purposes of this EA, these dose
consequences are doubled (i.e., 300 person-rem) to bound uncertainties associated with planned
deactivation efforts. Based on a dose-to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 10 latent cancer fatalities (LCF)
per person-rem (DOE 2002), no LCFs would be expected (specifically, this equates to 0.2 LCFs). This

3 Conservative values are based on the total of the upper ranges of the NDA measurements taken.

“ NDA inventory estimates indicate that a best value of approximately 60 kilograms (132 pounds) of
plutonium in hold-up material are located throughout the entire PFP Complex. The ‘best' value represents
an average of a range of NDA measurcments taken throughout the PFP Complex.
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maximum worker dose is considered to be conservative, because: (a) the presumed residual inventory of
100 kilograms (220 pounds) of plutonium is at the extreme high end of projected inventory; (b) shiclding,
ALARA, and lessons leamed as deactivation continues would all contribute to dose reduction; and

(c) removal activities continually would reduce remaining background exposure.

Material Disposition

The potential disposition pathways of this residual inventory involve either thermal
stabilization/packaging into 3013 containers (DOE-STD-3013-96) or packaging waste to meet waste
acceptance criteria [¢.g., pipe overpack containers (POCs), solid waste burial boxes, drums, debris
containers]. For conservative estimates, worker doses are based on extrapolating material quantity [i.c.,
the aforementioned 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of plutonium] versus projected doses from
DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA2 (thermal stabilization/packaging) and DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA4 (packaging into
POCs)’. Itis recognized that both pathways would be used, resulting in projected PFP worker dose
between the ranges established by both processes.

In DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA2, approximately 3,200 kilograms (7,000 pounds) of plutonium-bearing metals,
oxides, and process residues were identified as candidates for thermal stabilization. Potential PFP
worker dose was 960 person-rem. Extrapolating for 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of plutonium, the
potential PFP worker dose would be 30 person-rem. It is noted that this is a conservative estimate,
because the values are based on activities in the 234-5Z Building. Some of the thermal stabilization
associated with deactivation would be conducted in 2736-ZB Building, 2 more modern structure that
provides Jower background radiation doses than the 234-5Z Building.

Similarly, in DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA4, approximately 0.3 metric tonnes (600 pounds) of plutonium was
identified as candidate material for POC packaging. The estimated PFP worker dose was approximately
61 person-rem. Extrapolating for 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of plutonium, the potential PFP worker
dose would be approximately 20 person-rem. Therefore, a total estimated PFP worker dose associated
with material disposition would be between the 30 person-rem projected for thermal
stabilization/packaging activities and the 20 person-rem associated with packaging waste into POCs. For
analysis, an average value of 25 person-rem is used in this EA for representation of worker dose during
material disposition.

Radiological Impacts to Workers

Based on the assessments of material recovery/deactivation and material disposition, the collective dose
to PFP workers is projected to be 300 person-rem from deactivation and material recovery activities and
approximately 25 person-rem for material disposition. These potential doses are provided in Table 3.

% It is assumed for this EA that packaging material into POCs represents bounding dose consequences for
disposition of material suitable for discard using any approved waste container.
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Table 3. Estimated Worker Doses and Health Effects from PFP Deactivation,
Person-rem LCFs*
Material Recovery 300 02
Material Disposition 25 0.02
Total 325 0.2

*LCF value for worker populations is the calculated number of potcntial fatal cancers duc to the given
dose.

It would be expected that potential exposure to workers from excavation activities (¢.g., blanking
utilities) would be a small fraction of that calculated for material recovery and disposition.

iologi e Public

Minimal public exposure to radiation above that currently experienced from routine Hanford Site
operations would be anticipated as a result of these proposed actions. The current DOE radiation limit
for an individual member of the public is 100 millirem per year, and the national average dose from
natural sources is 300 millirem per year (PNNL-13910). The low doses associated with the inventory of
plutonium within the scope of this EA [i.c., no more than 100 kilograms (220 pounds)] would not
contribute substantially to offsite public exposure, Calculated abated exposure to the maximally exposed
member of the public due to the proposed action [assuming particulate matter with a release factor of

1 x 10?, an activity coefficient for plutonium-239 of 0.062 curie per gram, a dose conversion factor of

11 millirem per curie to the maximally exposed individual offsite as a result of PFP releases (HINF-3602),
one stage of high-efficiency particulate air filtration (99.95 percent efficiency; or a release fraction of
0.0005), and a 5 year duration] is:

(100,000 8) x (1 % 10%)x (0.062 curies/g) x (11 millirem/curic) x (0.0005)/ (S years) = 0.007 millirem
per year,

This is a small fraction of the aforementioned DOE radiation limit of 100 millirem per year. With no
substantial additional offsite exposure involved with the deactivation of the PFP Complex, no adverse
health effects to the public would be expected.

Radioactive material, radioactively contaminated equipment, and mixed waste at the PFP Complex would
continue to be appropriately packaged, stored, and/or disposed at existing facilities on the Hanford Site.
Waste produced from Hanford Site cleanup operations includes radioactive, mixed, or hazardous waste.
Radioactive waste is categorized as transuranic, high-level, and low-level. Mixed waste has both
radioactive and hazardous nonradioactive substances. It is anticipated that the nature and quantity of the
PFP Complex dcactivation waste would be a small fraction of the total waste volume generated on the
Hanford Site. Specifically, life-cycle waste forecasts for the PFP Complex deactivation (including
demolition, through fiscal year 2009) are approximately 6,100 cubic meters of low-level waste, 160 cubic
meters of mixed waste, and 4,500 cubic meters of transuranic waste (HNF-EP-0918, Rev. 12, Vol. I).

For perspective, in a single year (i.c., calendar year 2001) approximately 1,100 cubic meters of mixed

¢ Potential releases due to minor excavation activities (e.g., blanking utilities) would be éxpected to be a
small fraction of releases due {o material recovery and disposition and not a substantial contributor to the
projected low doses.
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waste and approximately 5,700 cubic meters of radioactive waste were generated on the Hanford Site
(PNNL-13910)".

Other Waste Management Impacts

Asbestos, beryllium, and polychlorinated biphenyls would be removed and dispositioned appropriately.
Small quantitics of hazardous materials (e.g., solvents, cleaning agents) that might be gencrated during .
the proposed action at the present storage locations would be managed and disposed in accordance with
applicable federal and state regulations. Toxicological exposure would be minimized by application of
appropriate methods and administrative controls (e.g., personnel training and protective equipment).

5.1.1.1 Alr Quality

Many deactivation activities would take place within ventilated structures, exhausting through filters.
Specific emission estimates from excavation were not calculated because particulate matter emissions
would be controlled by using appropriate wetting procedures, resulting in compliance with federal and
state air quality standards. It would be expected that overall deactivation operations within the scope of
this EA would not exceed regulatory thresholds.

5112 Water Quality

No direct discharges of contaminated liquid effluents to the environment would occur as a result of
planned deactivation activities. The management of aqueous contaminated waste generated during
cessation of stabilization activities and throughout deactivation would be similar to, and consistent with,
current practices at PFP. That is, liquid effluents would be sampled to verify waste composition and
subjected to any necessary processing to meet applicable acceptance criteria before being routed to
existing permitted waste treatment and/or disposal facilitics. Sanitary waste would be routed to existing
onsite 200 Areas sanitary sewer system(s).

5.1.13 Land Use

It would be expected that the PFP Complex would continue to be managed as an industrialized area,
pending the final endstate to be developed through the aforementioned CERCLA process.

5.1.13.1 Ecological

It would be expected that excavation activities would be limited to the immediate vicinity of previously
disturbed areas, It would be expected that continued operations and/or expansion would be consistent
with DOE/RL-96-32 and DOE/RL-96-88. An ecological resource review is conducted annually at the
PFP Complex (Appendix C). As appropriate, certain restrictions might be applied as a result of these
surveys. For example, during nesting periods (i.e., late April through late July), active nests for species
protected under federal and state Jaws should not be moved/destroyed or the structure supporting the nest
should not be deactivated/dismantled until the young have fledged (left the nest). Future specific
ecological reviews would be conducted as needed.

7 Waste quantities in PNNL-13910 are provided in mass units. The assumed conversion factor is
3.3 x 10 cubic meters per kilogram.
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5.1.13.2 Cultural and Historical

The impacts of deactivation on the cultural and historical resources identified within the PFP Complex
have been documented within the Cultural Resource Reviews and associated responses [Washington
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)] provided in Appendix C. The Cultural Resources Review
conducted for this project ensured compliance with the requirements of the National Historic
Prescrvation Act of 1966 (as amended) and the Programmatic Agreement Among the U.S. Department of
Energy, Richland Operations Office, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the Washington
State Historic Preservation Office for the Maintenance, Deactivation, Alteration, and Demolition of the
Built Environment on the Hanford Site, Washington (DOE/RL-96-77).

Eleven buildings (i.c., 232-Z., 234-5Z, 234-5ZA, 236-Z, 242-Z, 2701-ZA, 2704-Z, 2736-Z, 2736-ZA,
2736-ZB, and 291-Z) are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places as contributing
properties within the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District. Of these 11 buildings, four
buildings (i.e., 234-5Z, 291-Z, 232-Z, and 2736-Z) have been recommended by DOE-RL for preservation
for public education and interpretation through heritage tourism (DOE/RL-97-1047).

In addition, building walkthroughs of the PFP Complex historic buildings have been conducted in
accordance with DOE/RL-96-77 to assess their contents and to locate any artifacts that might have
interpretive or educational value as potential exhibits within local, state, or national museums. Artifacts
within the PFP Complex have been identified and tagged.

Mitigation of the adverse effects on the physical structures within the PFP Complex resulting from their
deactivation has been accomplished through individual building documentations and a detailed
discussion of the history and role of thc PFP Complex within Section § "Plutonium Finishing” of
Chapter 2 of the book History of the Plutonium Production Facilities at the Hanford Site Historic
District, 1943-1990. Mitigation measures directed at public education, site interpretation, and artifact
curation were presented in an Interpretive Plan and Curation Plan for this project (Hebdon 2002b). The
Interpretive Plan focused primarily on the four buildings recommended by DOE-RL to be preserved in-
place for public education and interpretation through heritage tourism. The Curation Plan considered the
disposition of all artifacts tagged for interpretive purposes.

In January 2003, the SHPO provided final concurrence to DOE-RL regarding the recommendations
arrived at within the interpretive plan and curation plan (Griffith 2003). In summary, the SHPO agreed
that because of public health and safety concerns posed by high radiological contamination levels, public
access would be highly unlikely; therefore, deactivation activities can proceed. In addition, DOE-RL is
evaluating potential long-term curation facility(s). PFP artifacts would be stored within the PFP
Complex while deactivation activities are being completed or suitable storage space is obtained, and until
an interpretive center is established. PFP artifacts that are not contaminated will be retained; :
contaminated artifacts will be disposed after the objects are thoroughly documented. As noted previously
in this EA (Section 2.0), the 232-Z Building is part of an accelerated ongoing deactivation activity at the
PFP Complex. Mitigation in the form of a Historic American Engineering Record document was
prepared for 232-Z Building in 1994 so demolition or alteration could proceed during source term
reduction activities being conducted in the mid-1990s (Lloyd 1995; Look 1995; Nisslcy 1994);
subsequently, this determination regarding 232-Z Building was reconfirmed with the SHPO in 2002
(Griffith 2002; Hebdon 2002a).

In September 2003 DOE-RL concurred with findings of a Cultural Resource Review (CRR) pertaining to
decontamination and decommissioning of the PFP Complex. Those findings concluded that the
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aforementioned decontamination and decommissioning activities would not affect historic properties.
DOE-RL provided the SHPO documentation supporting thosc findings (Hebdon 2003).

5.1.2 Transportation

Impacts of incident-free, intra-site truck transport of waste materials have been considered. Typically,
incident-free impacts are based on consideration of traffic congestion and pollutants emittcd from the
vehicles during normal transportation. Vehicular traffic impacts as a result of the proposed action would
be expected to peak during the deactivation phase of any particular structure. Occasional interference
with normal traffic flow onsite would be mitigated by appropriate administrative controls (e.g., waming
signs and traffic markers) and scheduling truck traffic during nonpeak hours.

Potential impacts associated with transportation are projected to be small. As stated in Section 5.1.1,2
total of approximately 6,100 cubic meters of low-level waste is forecasted for the proposed PFP Complex
deactivation activitics (through 2009). For perspective, in one month (July 2002), the Hanford Site
low-level burial grounds received approximately 130 cubic meters of low-level waste (0.4 cubic meters
from PFP alone). It would be expected that the impacts of truck trips from PFP to Hanford Site solid
waste management facilities for waste would be short in distance [e.g., approximately 3.2 kilometers

(2 miles) to the Central Waste Complex], and would be small when considered in conjunction with day-
to-day transport of waste gencrated during ongoing operations at PFP and on the Hanford Site. Overall,
ERDF transportation has driven over 8.9 million kilometers (5.5 million miles) without an at fault
accident, while recciving over 3 million tons of waste since inception.

The types of pollutants that could be present and might impact the public include sulfur oxides,
particulates, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, and photochemical oxidants. It would be
anticipated that emissions would not impact substantially the existing air quality on the Hanford Site.
Pollution prevention policics and procedures have been established for the Hanford Site. It is expected
that such administrative controls in effect at the time, such as vehicle maintenance and consideration of
alternative fuel sources, would minimize potential impacts.

52 PROPOSED ACTION: IMPACTS FROM ACCIDENTS

Impacts from general occupational accidents and deactivation-specific accident scenarios are discussed in
the following sections. ‘

52.1 General Occupational Accidents

Personnel injuries, such as back strains or minor abrasions, would receive appropriate medical treatment.
Administrative controls, proper training, and specification of detailed procedures used in handling the
materials would be in place, all of which would minimize the potential of any effects of such an accident.

It would be expected that personnel occupational safety would remain consistent with existing Hanford
Site statistics. Total recordable cases are work-related deaths, illnesses, or injuries that resulted in loss of
consciousness, restriction of work or motion, transfer to another job, or required medical treatment for
first aid. Lost workday cases involve days away from work or days of restricted work activity or both.
Lost workdays are the number of workdays (consecutive or not), beyond the day of injury or onset of
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illness, an employce was away from work or limited to restricted work activity because of an
occupational injury or {liness. Fatalities are the number of occupation-related deaths. Specifically, the
PFP Complex has maintained statistical improvements in each reporting category over the past 4 calendar
years. This improvement is most pronounced in reduction of recordable injury rates that averaged 8.0
(per 200,000 work hours) during the early months of 1999 and only 2.3 (per 200,000 work hours) for all
of 2002.

The proposed action would involve a small subset of Hanford Site personnel involved in radioactive
industrial types of activitics. Specifically, projected deactivation staffing profiles indicate an average of
approximately 400 personnel (including crafts, nuclear operators, scientists and engineers, management
and administrative staff) per year for 6 years. It would be expected that the risks, including probabilities
and consequences, would be no greater than those described previously for the entire Hanford Site. For
perspective, on the Hanford Site, in May 2001, the Environmental Restoration Contractor team of

700 employees reached one million work hours without a lost-time accident. Additionally, personnel
providing essential infrastructure services including fleet and transportation operations have achieved
two periods of one million work hours without a lost workday.

5.2.2 Deactivation-Specific Accident Scenarios

A suite of postulated accidents associated with the deactivation of the PFP Complex has been considered.
Those accidents include: waste container fires, equipment fires, facility fires, container explosions,
equipment explosions, room explosions, liquid spills, containerized solid spills, glovebox loss of
containment/confinement, uncontainerized solid spills, external events, natural phenomena events, and
criticality. Two bounding deactivation accidents are discussed: an unmitigated fire in the

234-5Z Building and an unmitigated seismic-induced event followed by a fire involving PFP facilities.

Fire in 234.5Z. This postulated event is the potential release of radiological material because of 2
postulated full facility fire involving the 234-5Z Building during deactivation activities. Flammable or
combustible material is expected to be present in rooms or areas where deactivation activities are
occurring. Materials present include rags, wood, cleaning solvents, hydraulic fluid from tools, paints,
forklift propane, and flammable gases used for welding or cutting. Additionally, the waste generated by
deactivation activities and accumulated in storage containers might be combustible. Ignition sources
include sparks/heat from cutting torches, lasers, electrical arcs or short circuits, sparks/heat from power
tools (cutting and grinding operations), heat generated by temporary heaters or forklifts, and heat
generated through exothermic chemical reactions in waste or discarded material (e.g., organic/nitric acid
reactions). The facility inventory affected by the fire is assumed to cause a release of radiological
material from confinement. For analysis, approximately 80 kilograms (176 pounds) of plutonium is
assumed to be present from holdup in the equipment, polyjars of plutonium oxide from other facilities
staged in a glovebox, and a transuranic waste staging area, and is assumed to be affected by the fire
event. Because this material is distributed throughout the fire area, the duration of release will be
relatively long; therefore, this scenario was modeled assuming plume meander (Van Leuven 2003). This
cvent is evaluated as an anticipated event; i.e., an event that would be expected to occur one or more
times during the lifetime of the facility (a frequency between 102 per year and 10" per year).

The risk to the directly involved worker is highly dependent upon the worker’s specific location and
nature of the accident. A worker remaining adjacent to the accident for an extended period of time could
be subjected to a large dose of radiation (approximately 1.9 x 10° rem). However, workers wear required
protective clothing and follow administrative controls in accordance with a radiation work permit and
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hazardous materials permit. Monitoring equipment and alarms would alert workers immediately to
evacuate the vicinity in the event of a release of radioactive material. Appropriate emergency procedures
would mitigate the impacts of the postulated accident.

The maximum onsite and offsite dose consequences associated with this event are calculated to be
approximately 6 x 10’ rem and 16 rem, respectively®. These doses arc due to the inhalation of
radionuclides, primarily plutonium-239/240, released as a result of this accident. These doses are due to
the internal deposition of the inhaled radionuclides, and arc expressed as committed effective dose
cquivalents that are the doses over the remaining lifetime, up to 50 years, to the exposed individuals. The
aforementioned dose-to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 10™* LCF per rem is not applicable to doses as large
as the calculated dose (6 x 10° rem) for the onsite worker. Approximately 10 percent of this dose (i.c.,
600 rem) would be delivered during the first year following the accident. This would be sufficient dose
to cause substantial physiological impacts, potentially leading to a fatality. The dose-to-risk conversion
factor is applicable to the 16 rem dose for the maximally exposed offsite individual, and would equate to
a risk of 0.01, or 1 in 100, of a fatal cancer. This risk is substantially less than the current lifetime risk of
approximately 1 in 4 of a fatal cancer in the general U.S. population.

Seismic/Fire Event. This postulated event is the potential release of radiological material resulting from
a postulated seismic event and follow-on firc in multiple PFP facilitics. Material is assumed to be
released initially due to impact from an earthquake, with additional release caused by an ensuing fire.
The inventory affected by the fire is assumed to cause a release of radiological material from
confinement. Approximately 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of plutonium is assumed to be present and
affected by the fire event. This event is evaluated as an unlikely event; i.c., an event that could occur
during the lifctime of the facilities, but with low probability (a frequency between 10 per year and

107 per year).

As discussed previously with the 234-5Z Building fire, 2 worker remaining adjacent to the accident for
an extended period of time could be subjected to a large dose of radiation (approximately 1.9 x 10° rem).
Appropriate emergency procedures would mitigate the impacts of the postulated accident. The maximum
onsite and offsite dose consequences associated with this event are calculated to be approximately

6 x 10° rem and 30 rem respectively. These doses are due to the intenal deposition of the inhaled
radionuclides, and are expressed as committed effective dose equivalents that are the doses over the
remaining lifetime, up to S0 years, to the exposed individuals. As stated previously with the

234-5Z Building fire, the dose-to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 10 LCF per rem is not applicable to doses
as large as the calculated dose (6 x 10° rem) for the onsite worker. However, the aforementioned
dose-to-risk conversion factor is applicable to the 30 rem dose for the maxirnally exposed offsite
individual, and would equate to a risk o 0.02, or 2 in 100, of a fatal cancer. This risk is substantially less
than the current lifetime risk of approximately 1 in 4 of a fatal cancer in the general U.S. population.

5.23 Transportation

Potential accidents associated with the intra-sitc transportation of waste from deactivation activitics have
been considered. On the Hanford Site, no accidents involving prime contractor transport of low-level
waste from PFP to the low-level burial grounds have occurred. Incident-free transport involving multiple
shipments of drums and POCs from PFP to the Central Wastc Complex occur weckly. It would be

® The onsite individual is assumed to be approximately 100 meters (330 feet) from the facility. The
maximum offsite individual is assumed to be 12,500 meters (41,000 feet) from the facility.
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expected that transportation of packaged waste from deactivation activitics at the PFP Complex would
not contribute disproportionate risks to ongoing intra-site transport.

5.3 PROPOSED ACTION: SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

The proposed action would not result in substantial socioeconomic impacts. It would be expected that
the existing Hanford Site workforce would provide the bulk of necessary personnel to support
deactivation activities. Current PFP Complex staff involved with stabilization would continue to be
phased into other positions to support deactivation. The fiscal ycar 2003 staffing is approximately 590,
and future staffing profiles are expected to range from 600 to 1,000 personnel during PFP deactivation.
There would be no discemnible impact to employment levels within Benton and Franklin counties.

54 PROPOSED ACTION: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and
activities on minority and low-income populations. Based on the analysis in this EA, it is not expected
that there would be any disproportionately high and adverse impacts to any minority or low-income
populations.

55 PROPOSED ACTION: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The risks associated with deactivation of the PFP Complex and transportation of waste material onsite
are small. The transportation of the waste materials from deactivation activities would not be expected to
contribute substantially to existing personnel and public exposure from natural background radiation, or
the existing toxicological background environment.

The proposed action would involve existing construction and operations personnel; therefore, no
substantial change in the Hanford Site workforce would be expected. There would be no adverse
socioeconomic impacts or any high or disproportionately adverse impacts to any minorities or
low-income portion of the community.

The proposed action involves buildings and artifacts with historic significance. The adversc effects of
demolition have been mitigated through written documentation in accordance with applicable stipulations
in DOE/RL-96-77, PFP artifacts would be stored within the PFP Complex while deactivation activities
are being completed or suitable storage space is obtained, and until an interpretive center is established.
PFP artifacts eventually could be integrated with other Hanford Site artifacts (c.g., DOE-RL’s Manhattan
Project and Cold War artifacts collection managed by the Columbia River Exhibition of History, Science
and Technology in Richland, Washington).

It would be expected that the proposed action would provide a small contribution to existing radiological
risks already present at PFP. That is, the ongoing stabilization and hold-up retrieval activitics (as
addressed in DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SA9) would continue while deactivation is initiated. For perspective,
the consequences associated with the aforementioned activities were based on retrieval of 50 kilograms
(110 pounds) of plutonium, which is a subset of the 100 kilograms (220 pounds) providing the basis for
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calculations in this EA. The total calculated PFP Facility worker dose for retrieval of the 50 kilograms
(110 pounds) of plutonium was approximately 200 person-rem. In this EA, the calculated dose-to-worker
for retrieval of 100 kilograms (220 pounds) is 300 person person-rem. Thus, an additional worker dose
of approximately 100 person-rem conservatively is calculated to result from the proposed action. Based
on a dose-to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 104 LCFs per person-rem (DOE 2002), no additional LCFs
would be expected (specifically, this equates to 0.06 LCFs).

The proposed action would result in radioactive air emissions consisting predominantly of filtered
particulate matter from deactivation, and minor amounts of excavation activities. As discussed in
Section 5.1.1, minimal public exposure to radiation above that currently experienced from routine
Hanford Site operations would be anticipated as a result of these proposed actions. Specifically, as
discussed in Section 5.1.1 of this EA, the calculated abated exposure to the maximally exposed member
of the public due to the proposed action is 0.007 millirem per year. As reported in PNNL-13910, the
potential dose to the maximally exposed individual during calendar year 2001 from Hanford Site
operations was 0.009 millirem. The 2001 average dose to the population was 0.0008 millirem per
person. Collectively, the potential dose to the local population of 486,000 persons [within 80-kilometer
(50-mile) radius of center of Hanford Site] from 2001 operations was 0.4 person-rem. These doses arc
well below the current DOE radiation limit for an individual member of the public of 100 millirem per
year, and the national average dose from natural sources of 300 millirem per year (PNNL-13910). The
low doses associated with the inventory of plutonium within the scope of this EA would not result in
substantial offsite public exposure. No adverse health effects to the public would be expected.

The proposed action would result in nonradioactive air emissions also consisting predominantly of
particulate matter from deactivation and excavation activitics. The Hanford Site and surrounding areas
are in attainment with ambient air quality standards. Particulate concentrations can reach relatively high
levels in eastern Washington State because of exceptional natural events (i.e., dust storms, volcanic
eruptions, and large brushfires) that occur in the region. Washington State ambient air quality standards
have not considered ‘rural fugitive dust' from exceptional natural events when estimating the maximum
background concentrations of particulates in the area east of the Cascade Mountain crest. The potential
low concentrations of particulate emissions from PFP Complex deactivation activities would not be
expected to contribute substantially to recent releases. The Washington State Department of Ecology in
1998 conducted offsite monitoring near the Hanford Site for particulate matter. Particulate matter was
monitored at one location in Benton County, at the Tri-Tech Vocational Center, near the Hanford Site
network’s Vista Field meteorological monitoring site in Kennewick. During 1998, the 24-hour and
annual particulate matter standards established by Washington State were not exceeded. The highest and
second highest 24-hour particulate matter concentrations recorded in 1998 were 123 micrograms per
cubic meter and 90 micrograms per cubic meter respectively. The arithmetic mean for 1998 was

18 micrograms per cubic meter (most recent data as provided in PNNL 6415).
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6.0 PERMITS AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

It is DOE policy to carry out operations in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws
and regulations.

6.1 FACILITY COMPLIANCE

Particulate emissions are regulated by the Washington State Department of Ecology pursuant to

WAC 173-400, “General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources™. Toxic air pollutant emissions are
regulated by the Washington State Department of Ecology pursuant to WAC 173-460, “Controls for New
Sources of Toxic Air Pollutants”, The need for a notice of construction addressing nonradioactive air
cmissions will be evaluated.

Radioactive air emissions are regulated by the Washington State Department of Health pursuant to

WAC 246-247, “Radiation Protection — Air Emissions”. Current hold-up material recovery activities are
addressed under DOE/RL-96-79, Revision 0G, Radicactive Air Emissions Notice of Construction for
Stabilization of Plutonium Metal and Oxides in the Muffle Furnaces at the Plutonium Finishing Plant. A
notice of construction addressing potential radioactive air emissions during activities within the scope of
this EA will be prepared.

All generated solid waste would be handled in & manner compliant with applicable federal and state
regulations and DOE Orders. Appropriate permitting, as needed, would be addressed under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1980 for treatment, storage, and/or disposal of regulated waste, as
regulated by WAC 173-303, “Dangerous Waste Regulations™, In addition, under the Tri-Party
Agreement, the Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
DOE-RL negotiated a scries of milestones to measure progress and to reduce the safety and
environmental risks and costs associated with long-term surveillance and maintenance of the PFP
Complex. The M-83-01-03 change request was approved by the three partics in October 2002,

62 TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS

The transportation of the waste materials from the PFP Complex deactivation activitics would comply
with applicable regulations, orders, and guidance promulgated by agencies such as the DOE and the

U.S. Department of Transportation. These agencies have developed comprehensive regulations covering
the performance of the shipping, packaging, vehicle safety, routing of shipments, and physical protection.

Environmental Assessment 6-1 October 2003



U.S. Department of Energy

DOE/EA-1469
Permits and Regulatory Requirements

This page intentionally left blank.

Environmental Assessment

6-2 October 2003



DOE/EA-1469
U.S. Department of Energy Consultation and Coordination

7.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

No agencics were consulted during preparation of this EA. Before approval of this EA, a draft version
was made available for a 30-day comment period. Among those provided copies of the draft EA were the
following: '

Nez Perce Tribe

Confedcrated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Yakama Nation

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Wanapum

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Oregon Office of Energy

Portof Benton

State Historic Prescrvation Office

Washington State Department of Ecology
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
Washington State Department of Health

Benton County

Franklin County

City of Kennewick

City of Pasco

City of Richland

City of West Richland

Hanford Advisory Board

Heart of America

Physicians of Social Responsibility.

The draft was available in the DOE Reading Room (Consolidated Information Center at Washington
State University Tri-Cities), Richland Public Library, and placed on the Hanford Site Homepage

Comments on the draft EA were received from the Oregon Office of Energy, Washington State
Department of Ecology, and the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife. Their comments
and specific responses from DOE are provided in Appendix E.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF ANCILLARY BUILDINGS

Consﬁucﬁoh forces quonset hut and sheds

234-ZB
234-ZC Waste drum storage facility
241-ZB Bulk chemical storage tank
2715-Z Oil/solvent storage building (pamters shack)
2731-2 Plutonium reclamation can storage building
2734-Z Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZA Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZB Gas cylinder storape shed
2734-2C Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZD Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZF Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZG Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZH Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-2) Liquid nitrogen storage pad and tank
2734-ZK Gas cylinder storage shed
2734-ZL Hydrogen Fluoride Facility
Plutonium Process Support Laboratories Office Annex
MO-834, MO-839 Construction forces mobile offices and connecting meeting room
Conex boxes
Construction forces laydown arcas
2735-Z Bulk chemical storage tanks
2902-Z Elevated water storage tank and tower
2904-ZA Liquid effluent monitoring station
2904-ZB Liquid effluent monitoring station

Abandoned steam line in north corner (isolation area)
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APPENDIX B
LIST OF STRUCTURES WITHIN EA SCOPE
(also see Appendix A)
Building Number Building Description
216Z9A Contaminated Soil Removal Building
216298 Z-9 Mining Facility
21629C 216-Z-9 Weather Enclosure
225WC PFP Wastewater Sampling Facility
234-52 PFP Pu Processing & Storage
234-5Z HWSA Hazardous Waste Storage
234-5ZA PFP Change Room Addition
236-Z Plutonium Reclamation Building
2427 Waste Treatment Facility
243Z Low-Level Waste Treatment Facility
243ZA Low-Level Waste Treat Facility Tanks and
Sump Pit :

243ZB Cooling Towers and Concrete Pad

2672 Fire Riser #9 Valve House

270Z PFP Operations Support Building

291Z Ventilation Exhaust Fan House

291Z001 Main Exhaust Air Stack for 234-5Z, 236-Z, and
242-Z

2701ZA Patro! Central Alarm Monitoring Station/Z
Plant

2701ZD PFP Badgehouse

2702Z Microwave Tower and Support Building

27042 Office Administration Building

2705Z PFP Operations Control Facility

27122 Stack Sampling and Monitoring Station

2721Z Emergency Generator Service Building

2727Z Supply Storage Building

27292 Storage Building

2731ZA Container Storage Building

27362 Plutonium Storage Support Facility

2736ZA Plutonium Storage Ventilation Structure

273628 Plutonium Storage Vault Building

2736ZC Cargo Restraint Transport Dock

27362D Fuel Storage Cask Structure

MO-014 | Mobile Office

MO-428 - Mobile Office

MO-429 Mobile Office

MO-432 Mobile Office

MO-264 Mobile Office

Environmental Assessment APP B-1 October 2003



DOE/EA-1469
U.S. Department of Energy Appendix B

This page intentionally left blank.

Environmental Assessment APP B-2 October 2003



. DOE/EA-1469
U.S. Department of Energy Appendix C

APPENDIX C

LISTING OF CULTURAL AND ECOLOGICAL EVALUATIONS
CONDUCTED AT THE PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT

Letter, J. Hebdon, RL, to A. Brooks, State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development, “Cultural Resources Review for Plutonium Finishing
Plant (PFP) Decommissioning Project—30 Ancillary Buildings (HCRC# 2002-200-048)" 02-RCA-0451,
dated July 9, 2002.

Letter, G. Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Office, State of Washington Office of Community
Development, to J. Hebdon, RL, “HCRC 2002-200-048, Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP)
Decommissioning Project—30 Ancillary Buildings”, Log 071702-23-DOE, dated July 17, 2002.

Letter, J. Hebdon, RL, to A. Brooks, State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington Department of
Commumity, Trade and Economic Development, “Transmittal of Two Cultural Resource Reviews:
Laydown Yard to Support Deactivation and Dismantling of the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP)
(HCRC #2002-200-063) and Demolition of 232-Z Facility (HCRC #2002-200-047)", 02-RCA-0527,
dated August 26, 2002.

Letter, G. Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Office, State of Washington Office of Commtinity
Development, to J. Hebdon, RL, “Demolition of 232-Z Facility HCRC 2002-200-047",
Log 090402-24-DOE, dated September 4, 2002.

Letter, G. Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Office, State of Washington Office of Community
Development, to J. Hebdon, RL, “Laydown Yard to Support Deactivation and Dismantling of PFP
Facility, HCRC 2002-200-063", 090402-27-DOE, dated September 4, 2002.

Letter, J. Hebdon, RL, to A. Brooks, State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development, “Cultural Resources Review (CRR) for the Plutonium
Finishing Plant (PFP) Decommissioning Project—Decmolition of Ten Buildings that are Eligible for
Listing in the National Register of Historic Places (HCRC # 2002-200-021)", 03-RCA-082, dated
December S, 2002,

Letter, G. Griffith, State of Washington Office of Community Development, Office of Archaeology and.
Historic Preservation, to J. Hebdon, RL, log no. 011503-01-DOE, “Interpretive Plan and Curation Plan
for the Deactivation and Decommissioning of Historic Buildings at the PFP Complex

HCRC 2002-200-021," dated January 15, 2003.

Letter, G. Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, State of Washington Office of Community
Development, to J. Hebdon, RL, Log 011503-01-DOE, “Deactivation and Decommissioning of Historic
Buildings at the PFP Complex, HCRC 2002-200-021,” dated January 29, 2003.

Letter, J. Hebdon, RL, to G. Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington
Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development, "Response to State Historic Preservation
Officer Letter, Log: 011503-01-DOE", 03-RCA-0131, dated January 30, 2003.
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Letter, M. H. Schlender, RL, to D. B. Van Leuven, FH, “Contract No. DE-AC06-96RL13200—
Deactivation and Decommissioning of Ten Historic Buildings at the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP)
Complex,” 03-PTD-0051, dated March 11, 2003.

Letter, M. R. Sackschewsky, PNNL, to B. Nelson-Maki, FH, “Blanket Biological Review of Plutonium
Finishing Plant, 200 W Arca, ECR #2003-200-036%, dated May 14, 2003.

Letter, M. R. Sackschewsky, PNNL, to B, Nelson-Maki, FH, “Biological Review Update of the PFP
Deactivation Laydown Yard, 200 West Area, ECR #2002-200-063a", dated May 16, 2003.

Letter, J. Hebdon, RL, to A. Brooks, State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development, "Cultural Resources Review (CRR) of Decontamination
and Decommissioning of the Plutonium Finishing Plant Complex to Slab on Grade

(HCRC #2003-200-039)", 03-RCA-0365, dated September 3, 2003.

Environmental Assessment APPC-2 October 2003



U.S. artment of En

DOE/EA-1469
Appendix C

Depariment of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 89352
02-RCA-0451 JUL 09 2002
Dr. Allyson Brooks
State Historic Presecvation Officer
Office of Archacology and Historic Preservation
Washington Department of Community,
Trade and Economic Development
P.O.Box 48343
Olympis, Washington 98504
Dcar Ms, Brooks:

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW FOR PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT (PFP)
DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT - 30 ANCILLARY BUILDINGS (HCRC# 2002-200-048)

Enclosed is 8 cultural resources seview completed by the U.S. Depanment of Encrgy,
Richland Operations Office on June 26, 2002, for the subject project Jocated on the Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington. The pesults of the records and liserature review conducted by staff at the
Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory are described in the attached cultuss] sesousces feview,
The results indicate that this undentaking will have no cffect to historic propertics. Pursuant to
36 CFR 800.2 (4) we are providing mﬂm 10 support these findings aad to involve your
office a$ 8 consulting pasty in the National Historic Preservation Act of 1963- Section 106

‘Review process. If you have any questions or require sdditional information, please contact
Annabelle L. Rodriguez, of my suff, on (509) 3720277,

Sincercly,

Tl fpbio—

-Joel Hebdon, Director
RCA:ALR Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division

Enclosure

cc: Seepage2
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Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory

Operated by Battelle for the
U.S. Depanment of Energy

Juoe 26, 2002 No Historic Properties ldentified
30-Day Review Required by SHPO and Tribes

Ms. Brita Nelson-Maki

Fluor Hanford

Plxonium Finishing Planz Environmental Compliznce
MSIN T5-50

Subjec: Qultural Resources Review for Phutosium Finishing Plant (PFF) Decommissioning Project =
30 Ancillary Buildings (HHCRCY 2002-200-048).

Dear Ms Nelson-Maki

In response to your request received May 24, 2002, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted a cultural sesources review of the subject project located in the
200 West Area of the Hanford Site. &r:;eaulmedmtbcﬂb“’mmoftbcmnford
Site, Richland, Washingron and will entail daamnonmddunolmonohppmm:dyso

dﬂaryh:ﬂdmp/ﬁmmmthnmmoftbemmnplu These buildings/strucrures are no
longer needed 10 suppont the nuclear material stabilization and packaging activities. Excavation will
nor exceed 1 foo: in ‘The following ancillary buildings/strucsures to be deactivated and
demolished as part of this scope of work are located throughout the PFP complex.

" Building Description
234-Z8 Quonses hut and associated connex boxes/sheds
234-ZC '| Waste Drum Storage Facility '
241-ZB Bulk Chemical Storage Tank
2715Z Painter’s Shack
(27312 PR Can Storage Building
2734-Z ‘Boule Racks
2734-ZA “Bode Racks
2734-ZB Bomle Racks "
2734-2C Botdle Racks
[27342D Bottle Racks
DM-ZF Bortle Racks
| 2734-2G Bonde Racks
2734-2H "Boale Racks
Z734-ZK Borde Racks
D3] _om WMMM‘*

et A~
Telephone (509) 376-4626 » Emall ellen.prendergast@pnl.gov m Fax (509) 376-2210
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Ms, Britta Nelson-Makl

June 26, 2002

Page 2.

2TM-ZL "Hydrogen Fluonde Faclty
"PSSL Office Annex

"MOB34 Moble Offices

MOE39 Moblle Offices .

27352 Bulk Chemical Storage Tanks
2902-Z Water , - .
2904-ZB Tiquid Efluent Monitoning Stations
2904-ZA y uent Monttoring Searions __
Notifications and Public Involvement

On June 26, 2002:

o Per 36 CFR 800, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribes were notified
of this cultural pesonrces review request and the Area of Project Effect (APE). The Area
of Potential Effect is defined as the ancillary and their greater assoclation with
the PFP complex and the Manhattan Project/Cold War Era Historic District (District)

Results of the Identification of Historic Properties Survey (Literature and Records Review)
Ap:dmmryumds snd Bterature review conducted by HCRL staff on June 26, 2002, revealed

that according to the Prognemmeic Agremer Amorg e U. S. Departrent of Energy Rxﬂvdw )

The Adisory Qacil mHmﬂMd%WMNHm&m
gz Dextiuation, Alenation, end Denolition of the Buik Encérorment on the Harford qb
WMM(DOEIRLM?A),mof&mﬁdmumdm’bkwdww

). The remaining facilities slared for decommissioning, many wludxm
ehp‘bletotbenzgmer will be reviewed under separate cover.

The ro;eanmhauocbeenmqmdfouxdmolopalrmimamd hs indicate
thndeFPmphsslomedmadmubedmCdumlmoummmmd within 1
kilometer of the APE have only located one historic property, the White Bluffs Road (F3-121) that
has been determined eligible to the Register. Overall, however, the project is located in an area of
Jow a:daaeoll:sd sensitivity and the potential for the presence of subsurface ardueologaul
resources is

Findings lndA:ﬁomquulml '
It is the finding of HCRL that this project will not affect hlstoric properties, as no historic
properties are known to be Jocated within the APE,

RL’s Hanford Cultural Resources Program will submit ofﬁchl documentat{on !o the SHPO
Tribes and in!etuted yuhu of om'ﬂ.ndinp Section §

Environmental Assessment APP C-5 QOctober 2003




DOE/EA-1469
U.S. Department of Energy Appendix C

Mz, firtita Neloo-Max
" ‘M“g m
Page3

‘The workers must be directed to watch for culteral materials (e ¢, bones, artifacts) duering all
work activities. If any are encountered, wazk in the vicinity of the discovery smust stop ontilan
HCRL historian has been notified to assess the significance of the find, and, 1f necessary,
mhrmhtdﬂ-hpama&&?i nce.mummxaqu
project location ez scope are anticips projectisa Class 6 involving

of stractures construction in a disturbed low-gensitivity area. If you
have smiy questions, please call me at 376-£626. Please nse the HCRC# above forany future

Very tuly yours,
Ellen Prendergast, M. A. ' Ww_@_ﬂ_@_—_
Research Sctentist/ Antiropol , Project Mana

WMWWVQ%M%
A.L.Rodriguez -

DOB, Richland Operations Office, Hanford Cultural Resources Program

coy RN
Environmental Portal, A3-01

KR, Welsch, N1-25
File/LB
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Office of Archaeology and Historlc Preservation
1063 . Caplto! Way, Saite 108« Olympls, Washington D801
(Naling Acdress) PO Bax 43343 » Clympha, Washiogton 08504-3343
{360} §88-3048  Fax Nomber (360) 588-3087

July 17,2002

s, Joel Hebdon
Department of Esergy
Richiand Operntions Office
P.O. Box 550
Richlsnd, Wmbington 99352

In fisture comerpondence, please sefer to:

Log: 071702-23-DOE

Re:  HCRC2002-200-048, Plotondum Finkshing Plant (PFP) |

Decommissioning Project-30 Ancillery Buildings

Dear Mr. Hebdon:

mmmmuwmmomummwmmmmmmmmm.m
referenced sction. This comsultation i in sdherence to the Naticaal Historic Prescrvation Act of 1966 (st amcoded) snd
Mmm:smmm.ummummlmmmmwotmmon
proposes 1o demolish approximatcly 30 sucillary buildings/structures that are past of the Phutoaium ¥Finishiog Plant (PFP)
mhhhm‘m!mhhwMMWMmmwrmommﬂhw
tnaterial stabilization and packeging activitier.

wadeMMWMMWMIMdﬁmw&nﬂmﬁlm
mm»m«mmmumuwmamuunmu&ww
mmnumwﬁmhuwwuumhwﬂmmmuumm
Munuefhl’ﬂ’muwwmhhm.!umﬁdﬁuhﬁrﬂwhﬂmmm
Regliter and taat will be decommissioned 5t & later date, cousuliation will sccer wnder SCparata cover.

T vivw of cancurrence oo the effect of fis action, Rarther contact with OARY on this tmateer s wot secessary. However, should
additiona] informmtion come to light, or shauld the project seope change pignificantly, eontact shoold be mmmm
ferther comcuhation. In the event that srchacologics] resources are ncovered during any ground disturbing activitics, sssoclawd
work should be bahed immedistely and contact mede with OAHP and iniecested tribal represcatatives.

MMmhuwmmdMumemmmmm.mwﬁuh
contact me at 160-586-3073.

L7
Groge] Oriftits
Sute Hisioric Prescrvaticn Ot RECEIVED
JUL 23 2002
DOE-RL/RLCC

Environmental Assessment APP C-9 October 2003
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Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
_ Richland, Washington 89352
02-RCA-0527 AUG 26 2002
Dr. Allyson Brooks
State Historic Preservation Officer

Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washington Department of Community,
Trade and Economic Development
P.O. Box 48343 :
Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Dr. Brooks: ’

TRANSMITTAL OF TWO CULTURAL RESOURCE REVIEWS: LAYDOWN YARD TO
SUPPORT DEACTIVATION AND DISMANTLING OF THE FLUTONIUM FINISHING
PLANT (PFP) (HCRC #2002-200-063) AND DEMOLITION OF 232-Z FACILITY .
(HCRC #2002-200-047)

- Baclosed are two cultural resources reviews completed by the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laborstory (HCRL) for the U.S, Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) for the
PFP Facility located in the 200 West Area of the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington. The
results of the records and literature review conducted by staff at the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) are described in the attached reviews. .

The results indicate that the proposed undertaking for the Laydown Yard will have no effect to
historic properties (Enclosure 1). The results for the Demolition of the 232-Z Facility indicate
that the undertaking will have an effect to historic properties (Enclosure 2). Per the 1994
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) signed by RL and the Washington State Historic .
Preservation Officer and accepted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, RL has
complied with the stipulations in the MOA in the decommissioning of the 232-Z Facility. On
June 2, 1995, the National Park Service accepted the Historic American Engineering Record for
the 232-Z Facility. Pursuant to 36CFR 800.2 (4), we are providing documentation to support
these findings and to involve your office as & consulting party in the NFIPA Section 106 Review

process.

Environmental Assessment APP C-10 October 2003
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Dr. Allyson Brooks -2- AUG 2 6 2002
02-RCA-0527 ' )

If you have any questions, please contact Annabelle L. Rodriguez, of my staff, on
(509) 372-0277.

Sincerely,

St Al

Joe) Hebdon, Director '
RCA:ALR . Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division

Enclosure

cc w/encl:

M. Brown, BRMA

J. Crisler, ACHP

A, Fyall, Benton County
J. Gaston, USFWS

A. Heriford, HWBP
A.Hulse, EBCHS

J. Sonderman, FCHS

A. P, Vinther, HRA

cc w/o encl:
E. L. Prendergast, PNNL

Environmental Assessment APP C-11 October 2003
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e e
Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory

Operated by Battelle for the

U.S. Depanment of Encrgy
July 31, 2002 No Historic Properties Identified

" No Effect to Historlc Propertics Co
30 Day SHPO and Tribal Review Required
Bsttz Nelson-Maki
Fluor Hanford
T5-50
Richlangd, Washington 99352
Subject: Laydown Yard to Support Deactivation and Dismantling of Plutonium Finithing Plant
(PFP) facility (HCRC #2002-200-063)

Dear Ms. Nelson-Maki, '

In zesponse to your request received July 29, 2002, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resousces
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted & cultural fesources review of the subject project. The Plutonium
Fiaishing Plant (PFP), located in the 200 West area of the Hanford Site, is establishing s laydown
yard to support deactivation and dismantling (D&D) activities to bring the facility to alab-on-grade
by 2009. The area will be mechanically graded to eliminate irregulac surfaces. The esimated
maximum cut depth will be less than 1 foot. Six inches of base-course rock will be spplied, spread
and compacted. In sddition, basriers may be installed azound three existing wells and a solar
panel/sampler. The laydown yard site is located st the northeast comer of Camden Avenue aad 19*
street intersection (see sttached map). The selected aze2 would extend from Camden Avenue east
approximately 200 feet. The tota! azes is approximately 40,000 square feet (0.92 acres). The work is
scheduled to begin September 1, 2002, and the laydown is expected to be used througheut the life of
the PFP D&D project.

Notifications and Public Involvement
On July 29, 2002:

e Per 36 CFR 80O, the State Historic Prescrvation Officer (SHPO) and Tabes were notified of
this cultural sesoucces review request and the Area of Project Effect (APE). The Area of
Potential Effect is defined as the project atea delineated in the attached map.

Results of the Identification of Historic Properties Survey (Literature and Records Review)
The project area has aot been surveyed for cultueal sesources in the past. HCRL staff conducted 8
site visit of the project area on July 31, 2002, 2nd concluded that the project area had been distusbed
in the secent past, most likely from waste busial sctivities taking place in the inmediate ates.
Vegetstive growth slso indicated disturbance in the project arca. No historic properties were
identified. ‘The laydown site is considered to be 2 low sensitivity ares due to the low deasity of
archacological resources identified both in the APE and in the vicinity of the APE.
902 Battalle Boulevard o PO.Box 999 ¢ RichLiad, WA 09352 RECEIVED

e s e .
AUG 1 8 2002

0. e e 22 292 2L2L IR Tl allen nusndocmnetBunl anw Il Bow AN VAN, .
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Britta Nelson-Maki .
July 31, 2002 i
Page 2 !

Findings and Actions Required |
It is the finding of HCRL that this project will have no effect to historic properties, as no
historic properties were identified dusing sutvey of the APE.

RL's Hanford Cultural Resources Program will submit & letter of official docunientation to
the SHPO, Tribes and intesested parties of out findings. Pursuant to 36CFR Section 800,

The workers must be directed to watch for cultural materials (e.g,, historic astifacts) dusing sl wotk
sctivities. 1€ any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery must stop until sa HCRL
historian has been notified to sssess the significance of the find, and, if necessary, azrange for
mitigation of the impacts to the find. HCRL must be notified if any changes to project location o
scope are anticipated. This project Is a Class 3 case involving new construction in s distubed, low
sensitivity sce2. Ifyou have any questions, please call me at 376-4626. Please usc the HCRCH
above for any future cotrespondence conceming this project.

Very truly yours, - s

Ellen L. Prendesgast, M.A. g Concusrence;, ; ﬂ :
Research Scieatist/Anthropologist D. C. Stapp, Project Mansge
Cultura] Resources Project Cultural Resources Project

RMMW:WM&%L} :

A. L. Rodzdguez
DOE, Richland Operstions Office, Hanford Cultural Resources Program

%

ELP: a2

ce  A.l. Rodrguez, A5-58 (2)
Environmental Porta], A3-01
KR Welsch, N1.25
File/LB
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e
Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory
%’.S'.'M by Dauo&e‘"ul;yle
July 8,2002 Adverse Effect to Historic Propertics
: Mitioati peted (MOA)
SHPO eview roquired.
Mz, Britta Nelson-Maki
Fluor Hanford
Phstopium Finithing Plant Envircamental Compliance
MSIN T5-50

Subj Qultural Resources Review for Phuonium Finishing Plane Decommissioning Project -
ibjec Demalition of 232-Z Faclliy (HCRCZ 2002-200.047) ik .

Dear Ms Nelson-Mski

In response to your request received June 21, 2002, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratary (HCRL) conducted 8 caltural resources seview of the subject project Jocated in the 200
West Area of the Hanford Site. mgeuishmdinanWmmofthews&e,
Richland, Washington and will entail the deactivation and demolition of the 232-Z Building.
A s o e i Bmamtog ks o ety £ ot
ot necessary for
el o e, S L i
se cover 30 10 igibleto
Nisional Regiseer of Hiscoric Places (HORGS 2002-200-021). ¢

Notifications and Public Involvement
On July 8, 2002 .

o Per 36 CFR 800, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribes were notified
of this cultural resources review request and the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The
APE s defined as the 232-Z Building and its greater association with the PFP complex
and the Manhattan Project/Cold War Eta Historic District (District)

Results of the Identification of Histaric Properties Survey (Literature and Records Review)
oy e g A ol 1S Dpewee ey R itted] oo
tothe
?&7& ! J ors Historic Preserustion, and The Washingtons State Historic Preservation Office For
Maintmme, Dextition, Alention, end Deonokition of the Bule Emirorment ors the FHanford Sice,
w&wmomwmg ,the 232-Z B is eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Fistoric Places u&uimAnawnmwiﬁmheWSh
Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic Districs for mitigadon. Ic has been
Further recommended that it be preserved for public education and interpretanion through heritage

tousian{DOE/RL97-1047) . A Hisorie American Engeering Record (HAER) documese bas
been completedfor the P Z N Het ar « £O. Bur 999 « Reblind, WA 99352 RECEIVED
JUL1220

Talanhana (RNNY A76-4626  Email sllen.orenderaast®onl.aov s Fax {509) 37522848 = /o1 £F
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145, BT (NEI80D-MEKY
July 8,2002 -
Page 2

Decommissioing of the 212-Z Facility was reviewed by HICRL i 1993 (HCRCH 93-200-152). As
D ol e B s gk by 150 sl DOF i 199 g
wmiigation of the 232-Z Building. . -

The project mbuwhmquf«rd\uohﬁdmwm,bnmwm&m
tharche 232.Z b is loexted in 8 disrwrbed area. Cultural resourcs surveys conducted within 1
\dometer of the APE onbb&dupﬁn&im%th:ﬂ&ehhﬁshﬁﬂtﬁ)thz
bas beea desermined elipble for indusion inthe N Regizter of Historic Places, Overall,

hma,ﬁcprﬁmhhmdhmmofhvtﬁn!oﬁdudﬁvbmhhepounﬁdfonhc ’

presence of subsurface nrchaeclogical resources is low.

and Actions Required .
D is the finding of HCRY, that this undartaling fs an adverse effect to the 232-2 facility.
However, all effects bave been mitigated as outlined in the MOA.

. Rl’%s Hanford Cultural Resources Program will submit officlal Socumentation to the SHPO,
Teibes and interested parties of our findings. Pursuant to S6CER Scction 800, SHPO and
ribeg RAVE IV GRYF O FEVPONH I EIpt O LU N2 PIOIR

‘

The workers must be directed to watch for caltural puaterials (e.g., bones, artifac) during all
work sctivitles. }fany are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery must stop untilan
HCRL historian has been notified to assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary,
arrange for mitigation of the fmpacts to the find. HCRL must be notifled §f any changes to
project location or scope are anticipated. This project {s 8 Class 6 Involving
demalition/remodeling of structures coratruction in a disturbed low-sensitivity area. ¥you
have any questions, please call me at 3764626, Please use the BCRCH above for any future

cotrespondence concerning this project.

Very truly yours, _
€ Elien Prendergast, M. A. WM
Resesrch Sclentist/ Anthropologist D.C. Stapp, Project Manager

Cultural Resources Project Cultura) Resources Project

lew and 444@ 2, . .
, A.L.Rodriguez
DOE, Richland Opesations Office, Hanford Res Program

e At.kodﬁm%'(l)
Envizanmentsl Portal, A3-01
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KR Welsch, N1-25
File/LB
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STATE QF WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
1063 8. Capito! Way, Sulte 106 » Olympls, Washington 92501
(Maliing Address) PO Box 48343 « Olympls, Weshlagton 883048242
{250) 585-3065  Fax Number (360) 535-3057

Segtember 4, 2002

Mr. Joe) Hebdon
Deparmment of Evergy
Rizhisad Operations Office
2.0.Dox 550
Richlang, Washington 99352

In futore comrespondence, plesse refer to:

log:  090402.24-DOE

Re: Derolition of 232.Z Facihty HCRC 2002-200-047
Dear Mr. Hebdon:

Thask you for coutacting the Waskington Stase Office of Aschacology sod Ristoric Preservation (OAHP) regarding the above
weferenced propasal. This consultation s in adherence to the National Fistorie Prescrvation Act of 1966 (as amended) and
implementing yegulations 36 CFR Pact 800, From your correspondence } understend that the Department of Escrgy (DOE)
mmshwuﬁyiﬁuml&ghumammddmdﬁudumzh&mmhuszmm,

In respanse snd on behalf of he State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 1 copcur with your determiristion that this sction
will Bave 23 adverse effect the National Register of Mistoric Places eligible 232-Z Pacility sod the Hanford Sits Historic
Districs, Howover, in secopnition ol mitigation alresdy canpleted in QulSlkmees of the Memorundam of Agreement (MOA) and
the Progremmotic Agrerment Among the U.S. Drpariment of Energy Richland Operarions Office. The Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, aad the Washingion State Historic Preservation Officer for the Maintesance, Deactivation, and
Demolition of the Bullt Environment on the Manfrd Stize, Washington, Buthet mitigating measuros related o this action arc a0t
sequired. However, fn the eveot archacolagical resources are discovercd daring sny ground disthbing activities, work should be
Sulted immediately and conisct made with OAHP and intcresied tribal sepresentatives.

Again, tunk you for the opportunity 10 review and conment on (his sction. Should you have any questions, please feel frec o
connct me 8L 360-586-3073.

riflith
Historic Preservation Officer

RECEIVED

SEP 1 0 2002
DOE-RL/RLCC
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Office of Archaeology and Historle Preservation
1063 8, Capitol Way, Sulte 16 - Glymply, Washinglon 98501
(Mking Addruss) PO Biax 41343 o Obmpla Washlogion 08404343

(360) B08.3085  Fax Number (350) 5853007

Septaniber 4, 2002
M., Joe! Hebdon
Depastment of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O.Box S50
Riclland, Washington 99352
In future correspondence, plesse refer to;

Lop  090402.27.D0E
Re:  Laydowa Yard to Suppoct Deactivation and
Dismaxtling o PFP Fasility, FICRC 2002-200-063

Dear M. Hebdon:

‘Thank you for coatecting the Washington State Office of Archseology 114 Historic Preservation (OAZLF) regarding the ebove
yefctenced proposal. ‘This consuliation i3 in adhereace to the Natianal Historic Prescrvation Act of 1966 (as amended) aad
§roplementing pegulations 35 CFR Past 300. From your eamespondence ] undersiand that 0ie Departmsexiz of Evesgy (DOE)
opotes to meckanically grade to ¢liminate iveguias mofaces to mo more than | foot to bring the PFP facility to shb an-grads,

hmlﬂdeﬁvMMWO&mM!MMMWﬂMMﬂ:.&M
will have 0 ¢ffec? on the Natlanal Reglster ol Histaric Places eligltility status of PEP Facility and Cve Hanford Site Historic
Disuict In view of our eoncurrence, farther contact with OAHF ¢a this mater Is not neceniary, However, shauM the profect
w«tmmdmmmwwummmmmmmmmmu
Ralted immediamly s2d contact OAHP and {nterestad eribe] sypresestatives for firthes consubation,

Agaln, thank you for the oppottunity fo review and comment 0o this action. Shoold you have any questions, please feel froc to

coatact o 8t 360-586-3073.

Preservation Officer

RECEIVED
SEP 1 0 2002
DOE-RL{RLCC

-
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Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.0. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352
O>RCA-0082 DEC 52002
Dr, Allyson Brooks
State Historic Preservation Officer

Office of Archaeology and Historie Preservation
Washington Department of Corununity,
Trede and Economic Development
P.O. Box 48343
Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Dr. Brookas:

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW (CRR) FOR THE PLUTONTUM FINISHING PLANT
(PFP) DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT - DEMOLITION OF TEN BUILDINGS THAT
ARE ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
(HCRC # 2002-200-021)

Entlosed is 8 CRR completed by the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office’s
(RL) Hanford Cuhwural Resources Laboratory (HCRLYEnclosure 1). The closure project plan
for PEP entails the deactivation and demolition of the entire complex to slab-on-grade by 2009,
Completion of pending cuvironmental decision documentation is required before the demolition
planning can be completed. Due to the requirement for soil elesnup and facility cleanout to
reduce mortgage costs and risk to workers, the public, and the environmenl, bascline planning
assumes rernoval of the buildings so that cleanup nerr and under the building foundation c3a
occur, if necessary.

The ten buildings that are the subject of the eaclosed CRR have been designated as having
historic significance. RL concurs with the HCRL finding that the undertsking will affect the ten
buildings. However, the adverse elfects of demolition have been mitigated through written
documentation in sccordance with applicable stipulations of the “Prograrnmatic Agreement (PA)
among RL, the Advisory Council on Histaric Preservation, and the Washington State Histone
Preservation for the Mainzenance, Deactivation, Alteration, and Demotition of the Built
Environment on the Hanford Site, Washington (DOE/RL-96-77)." [Note: A CRR for 232-Z was
sent in Jetter pumber 02-RCA-0527 entitled, “Transmittal of Two Culturs! Resources Rev.iew
{(CRR): Laydowm Yard to Suppon Deactivation and Dismantling of the Plutonium Finishing
Plant (PFP)(HCRC #2002-200-063) and Demolition of 232-Z Facility (HCRC #2002-200-047),"
dated August 26, 2002, Your office eoncurred with our finding, Log: 090402-24-DOE, that
mitigation of 232-Z was completed under the PA).

The “History of the Flutonium Production Facilities at the Hanford Site Historic District,
1943-1990,” recommended that four of the ten buildings (i.c., 234-5Z, 291-Z, 232-Z, and
2736-Z) be preserved in-place for heritage tourism; bowever, because of public safety and .
national security concerns, preservation of these four buildings Is not expected. Discussion in
Chapter 4 of that document anticipated that not all buildings recommended for preservation
could or would be preserved.

Environmental Assessment APP C-22 October 2003
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SR - z DEC 5 2002

The enclosed Interpretation and Curation Pian (Enclosure 2) also contains & Jist of
artifacts/equipment that have been tagged. Some of the tagged artifacts are located in
contaminated regions. RL plans to sttempt to decontaminate artifucts locsted in radiation areas,
e.g., the RMA linc, but if decontamination techniques prove impractical during field
implementation, the release of these artifacts will probably not be achicved. The ability to free
release radiological contaminated itenas is most likely low. A PFP onsite interpretation center
will be contingent upon pending environmental decision documnentation.

The issue with radiologically contaminated artifacts is that ertifacts cannot be relessed to the
public dornain if they are found to have levels of radiological contamination above established
release criteria, In some cascs, it may be impossiblc to achicve such release criteria.
Artifacts/equipment that have been identified will first need 1o be surveyed for contamination,
and those that pass this survey will then need to be reviewed by sccurity personnel to confirm
there arc no classification issues. Once this is done, the rtifacts that can be relcased will be
transferred to & storage facility.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2 (4), we are providing documentation to support these findings and
involve your office as a consulting party in the National Historic Preservation Act Section
106 Revicw. If you have any questions, please contact Annabelle L. Rodriguez, of my staff,

on (509) 372-0277.
Sincerely,
N 7%
.4 Jocl Headon, Director
RCA:ALR 7" Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division
Enclosures
cc wlencls:
J. Cuisler, ACHP
A.Fyall, Benton County

A. B. Heriford, HWBP
A. Hulse, EBCHS

J. Sonderman, FCHS
A. P, Vinther, HRA

cc w/o encls:

D. W, Harvey, PNNL
B. B. Nelson-Maki, FHI
D. S. Takasumi, FHI
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.. REVISED ON October 29, 2002  Adverse Effect o Historic Propérties . -
. . - . - -‘SH_POWWP_#‘ ..: ==-_-‘_.;. .

Ms. Britta Nelson-Maki

Fluor Hanford ‘

Plutonium Finishing Plant Environmental Compliance

MSIN T5-50

Sub;ect: REVISEDC&INHIRWMN brmumumtmm;mmh

Decommissioning
= Demolition of 10 Buildings that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (HICRC# 2002-200-021).

Dear Ms Nelson-Maki

In response to your request received July 1, 2002, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted a cultural resources review of the subject project located in the
200 West Area of the Hanford Site. ‘This projectis located in the 200 West area of the Hanford
Site, Richland, Washington and will entail the deactivation and demolition of 10 Buildings that

. grepar@ofﬂxePFRcbmplega.Thmbuﬂdings/wucgmeswﬂlbemmeﬂpnd disposed, and all

- buildings will be demolished to slab on grade. Below grade work is not included as part of this °
work scope, 232-Z and 30 Andillary Buildings were seviewed under separate cover (HCRC#
2002-200-048) and (HCRC# 2002-200-047). The following is a list of the historic )
buildings/structures to be deactivated and demolished and the status of work completed under
the Programmatic Agreement Among the U. S. Department of Energy Richland Operations Office, The
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and The Washington State Historic Preseroation Office For
the Maintenance, Deactivation, Alteration, and Demolition of the Built Environment on the Hanford
Site, Washington (DOE/RL-96-77) (PA).

Building Description HPIF/EXHIF Walkthroughs
r Completed
24-5Z Plutonium Finishing Plant Yes Yes
1 2345ZA - . - -] 2245XSouth Arnex - - .. - - Yes. . -+ Yes- . .
| F<% “ P}nmrﬁ_tmtkedamaﬁonl:adlity - | Yes * Yes -
242-Z Waste Treatment Facility Yes No*
2701-ZA Central Alarm Station Yes No*
2704-Z Office Building Yes - Yes
2736-Z Primary Plutonium Storage Facility Yes Yes
2736-ZA Primary Plutonium Storage Annex Yes Yes
2736-2B Primary Plutonium Storage Support Yes Yes
291-Z Plant Air Filter and Exhaust Stack Yes Yes

*Unable to obtain access due to health and safety and/or security reasons.
902 Battelle Boulevard ® PO, Box 999 © Richlaad, WA 99352

———mrm N ——— .
Tele;;hdne (509) 376-4626m Email ellen.prendergast@pnl.gov m Fax (509) 376-_2210
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Notifications and Public Involvement

.:@]ﬂy& .
S Perasmm,meSh&HmwnchesmamOfﬁm(S}mo) andTribawerenohfied

of this cultural resources review request and the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The
APE is defined as the 10 buildings eligible to the National Register and their greater
association with the PFP complex and the Manhattan Project/Cold War Era Historic

District (District) -

Results of the Identification of Historic Properties Survey (Literature and Records Review)
A preliminary records and literature review conducted by HCRL staff on July 1,2002, revealed

that according to the PA all of these facilities are eligible for listing in the National Register of
‘Historic Places as contributing properties to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic

District. Documentation of the PFP Complex buildings was done by Historic

Inventory Forms (HPIFs) or Expanded Historic Property Inventory Forms (ExHPIFs) and also
included in the narrative in The Hanford Site Historic District (DOE/RL-97-1047). All facilities
have also had walkthroughs completed and artifacts with the potentiat for educational and
interpretive value have been identified and lagged. Below is a list of faclities and artifacts

tagged:

1 2704-2. classified docunients vaun: lypology of "cans" poster' vintage1 fluorescent hght-;
- fixtures in the janitor closet .- * .~ -t L L AT L e :

2. -2736-Z: storage vaults and oonbentl (28 pedesta]s used to store plutonium onde and
metals) -

3. 2736-ZB: dryakglovebomeoomGSﬁ radiation detection device (RadmhonDetection
246)

4. 234 5Z/-5ZA: entire RMC line and control room (234-5Z2-1798-1, HC-?C Feed and Prep
Panel; 234-5Z-1798-2, HC-13MD Charge Prep Panel; 234-52-1798-3, HC-175BB Button
Weighing and Sampling; 234-52-4199-4, Mixing Bow}; 234-5Z-4199-5, Crucible); entire
RMA line and control room (234-5Z-1798-4, lmeandoont:olpanels including 7 photo
albums)

5. 23452 Analyuml Laboratory: 234-52-1798-5, mass specuumecer in room 132; 24-5Z-1A,
spectrograph in room 137; 234-5Z-2A, emissions spectrometer in room 136; 234-52-3A.

St 'RadioFlyu- agon/ﬁxed ‘Wagon in room 145; 23&524&Szmmng

Compauy :
.-, press/glovebox in room 145; 234-52-5A, gloveboxes and hoods in ‘rodm 144} msz-sA,
nmplegmpamglovebm and hoods in room 139; 234-5Z-7A, emissions
camera in room 133; 234-5Z-8A, maintenance dollym room 235A; 234-5Z-9A, MLMZ
storage container in room234A) _

6. PhotognphnlhmsmBuﬂdmgﬂO-Z(Rnomﬂ)

Although The Hmford Site Historic District, Chapter 4, recommends that 234-5Z, 291-Z, 232-Z
and 2736-Z be preserved in place, for reasons ofpuhlicsafetyaswenasmﬁonal securlty,
currently is not the plan (DOB/RL-W-‘IM?) ' .
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The project area has not been surveyed for archaeological resources, but aerial photographs
indicate that these buildings are located in a disturbed area.. Cultural resource surveys
conducted within 1 kilometer of the APE have only located one historic property, the White
-Bluffs Road (13-121) that has been determined eligible for listing in the National Register. - .
7.Overall, howeéver, the project is located in an'area of low amhaeological sensibvity and the -
potential for the presence of subsurface archaéological resources is low.

. Findings and Actions Required
It is the finding of HCRL that this undertaking is an adverse effect to all 10 facilities. To
complete mitigation of these adverse effects, the following actions are recommended: .
1. Develop an interpretive plan for the PFP ¢omplex that would support heritage tourism.
2. Develop a plan to identify, collect and curate artifacts with support from Columbia
River Exhibition of History, Science and Technology (CREHSI‘)

RL's Hanford Cultural Resources Program will submit official documentation to the SHF'O,
Tribes and interested parties of our findings, Pursuant to 36 ection 800, SHPO and
have 30 days to respond in receipt of this letter. No ctivities can begin until

the SHPO has concurred with our findings stated above.

The workers must be directed to watch for cultural materials (e.g., bones, artifacts) during all
work activities. If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery must stop until an
- HCRL historian has been notified to assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary, . - -
' :arrange for mitigation of the-impacts to the find. HCRL mustbé notified if any changes to.-
project Jocation or scope are anticipated. This project is a Class 6 involving
demolition/remodeling of structures construction in a disturbed low-sensitivity area. If you
have any questions, please call me at376-4626. Please use the HCRC# above for any future:

correspondence concerning this project.
Very truly yours,

Research Scientist/Anthropologist D. C.prp, Pro;ect
;Cultural Resources Project .~ - . .. ~ Cultural Resources Project

Review and Concurrence: R B-
A.L.Rodriguez _ K
DOE, Richland Operations Office, Hanford Cultural Resources Program

cc: A.L. Rodriguez, A5-58 (2)
Environmental Portal, A3-01
K.R. Welsch, N1-25
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5%  REQUEST FOR CULTURAL AND/OR ECOLOGICAL Review Tracking Number
RESOURCES REVIEW FOR THE HANFORD SITE : .
ERC Projects (BHI, CH2M Hill) All Other Hanford Projects (PHMC, PNNL, Other)
Direct Form end Cutural Resource Questions To: . Direct A¥ Forme and Culturs) Resource Qusstions To;
Tonm Marcesu ‘ E¥on Prondergest °
Prone 372-9289 Fax I72-8654 MsINHO-23 Phone 376-4626 Fax 3732858 MSIN K6-76
Dirsct Form and Ecologicel Resource Questions To: Direct Ecological Resource Questions To:
CKaNGan . Y gt Lth e L 3| Moke Snckechewsky - .'v0 DNty T Lt
“Phone 3729316 'Fai 3729654 MSINHO23 . . .. .. .| ‘Pione 376:2654 Fax 372-3545 "MSINKE85 11T
Date Sent: 3712/02 Date Findings Requested By: 3/18/02
Primery Contact: Britta Nelson-Maki | ) Company/Organtzation: FH/PFP Environmental
Compliance
Emk
Talephone: 372-3058 ‘ Fax: 373-4274 ' MSIN;  TS5-87
Secondary Contsctt  Xarl Hadley +  CompanyOrgantzation: FH/PFP Environmental
Compliance
Telophone; 372-2852 . o Fox: 373-42 MSIN: T5-57

ProsctMame; DED of PFP Facility to Slab-on-Grade
Project NumberiCOA. 116502
RL Project Maneper: George Dragseth

REGUESTOR SHOULD BUBMIT A COPY OF THIS REGUEST TO THE AL PROJECT MANAGER UNDER WHOM THEI PROJECT PALLS WITHIN § DAYE.
Project Description, including Time Period over which proposed action will occur; L )
Puring FY 2003 “thiough FY 2016, the PFP .facility will be  cleanad put, systems il be * ‘|
deactivited, equipment will be removed and disposed, and all buildings will be demolished to
slab-on~grade. Below-grade work is not included as part of this work scope. NOTE: This
work may be accelerated for completion by FY 2008-9 {as funds for acceleration are received
| by DOE-HQ). FEP has 11 buildings that have been designated as having bistorzic significance;
a MAER package has been prepared for 232-2, and HPIFs and expanded HPIFs have been prepared
for the remaining buildings. Also, historic artifacts have been identified and tagged.

Project Dimensions: ) .

All buildings within the PFP fenceline and three buildings outside the PFP fenceline (i.e.,
225-WC, 2904~ZA and 2904-2B). ] .

Depth of Excavation(s): -
Project Location: :
1100 Area [ 200 East Area R 200 West Area [ 300 Area [3) 400 Area
[Je00Area  [J 700 Area OOther :
Township *. N, Range _____E UTM: Eesting: ________ Nomhing: ____
1. m«mmpd:mmmmterwmuhw map o aseiet in fnding the projedt efte)
2. Map or scsle drawing s}l excavation sreas (Inckiding waler, sewer, and power ines, #1c.), parking, topeotl slorege aress, equipment staging
Sreas, 500988 foads, and utillly cofridors. .

Submited By: pritta Nelson-Maki | Telephone:  372-3038 .
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Letter Report

Interpretive Plan and Curation Plan for the
Deactivation and Decommissioning of
Historic Buildings at Platonium Finishing
Plant Complex (HCRC# 2002-200-021)

D. W, Harvey

October 2002

Prepared for
the U.S. Department of Energy
_under Contract DE-AC06-76RL01830

Pacific Northwest National Leboratory
Richland, Washington 99352
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DISCLAIMER

This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States Government. Neither
the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor Battelle Memorial Institute, nor any of their employees,
makes any warvanty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibllity for the accuracy,
completeness, or nsefulness of any Information, spparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that
its use would not infringe privately owned sights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process,
or scrvice by trade pame, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply its
endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or any agency thereof, or Battelle
Memorial Institute, The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect thoss of

the United States Government or any agency thereof.

PACIFIC NORTHWEST NATIONAL LABORATORY
operated by
BATTELLE
Jorthe
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
under Contract DE-ACO6-76RLOIS30

Printed in the Ucited States of Atierics

Avaliable to DOE and DOE coutractors from the
Office of Sciemific and Technical Information,
P.0, Box €2, 0ak Ridge, TN 37531.0062;
ph: (365)576-3401
fax: (845) S76-5718
exaafl: reporis@adonizastigoy

Avallahle 1o the public from the Natiosal Technlesl Information Service,
U.S. Department of Commarce, $285 Port Royal R4, Springtield, VA 32161
Ph: (300) S53-6347
faxz (763) 6056500
enall: srders@ntisfedworid gor
online ordering: httpJ/www.atis.goviordering htm

i
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Introduction

The baseline plan for the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) Is to decommission the entire complex to glab-
on-grade by the year 2009. The Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) of the Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory (PNNL) is developing an interpretive plan and curation plan to complete the Request
for Cultural Resources Review (HCRCH 2002-200-021) of the desctivation and decormissioning of the
PFP. HCRC# 2002-200-021 encompasses 10 buildings that have been designated as having historic
significance. Four of the buildings, 234-5Z, 291-Z, 232-Z and 2736-Z, have been recommended by RL
for preservation for public education and interpretation through heritage tourism. In addition, HCRCH
2002-200-021 references the need for developing an interpretive plan for the four buildings and a curation
plan for the astifacts identificdiagged in all of the historic buildings at PFP.

The cultural resources review will ensure that the project complies with the requirements of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended) and the Programmatic Agreement (PA) Among the U.S.
Department of Energy. Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL), the Advisory Council on Histeric
Preservation, and the Washington State Historic Preservation Office for the Mainienance, Deactivation,
Alteration, and Deralition of the Built Environment on the Hanford Site, Washington (DOE/RL-96-77).

As noted, ten buildings at PFP have been designated as having historic significance: 234-52/234-5ZA,
236-Z, 242-Z, 2701-ZA, 2704-Z, 2736-Z, 2736-ZA, 2736-ZB, 291-Z, and 232-Z. Mitigation through
written documentation has been completed for atl of the ten historic buildings in sccordance with the
stipulations outlined in the PA using either a historic property inventory form (HPIF), an expanded
historic property inventory form (ExHPIF) or a Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) form.
Table 1 lists the buildings designated as having historic significance along with the appropriate level of
documentation that was completed for each building.

The PA also required RL to complete walkthroughs of the historic buildings that required individual
documentation/mitigation to assess the contents of these facilities to locate and identify any artifacts that
may have interpretive or educational value as potential exhibits within local state, or nationa museums.
Antifacts were identified and tagged in Buildings 2704-Z, 2736-Z, 2736-ZB, 234-5Z, and 236-Z. Table 2
provides a list of the artifacts along with information regarding locations, dimensions, and preliminary
qualitative radiological contamination.

The interpretive plan focuses on historic Buildings 234-5Z, 291-Z, 232-Z, 2736-Z, which are
recommended by DOE-RL to be preserved in-place for public education and interpretation through
heritage tourism (DOE 2002). The curation plan provides recommendations for the transfer of artifacts
identificd and tagged during walkthroughs of historic buildings st PFP to a DOE-spproved storage and/or
tnterpretive facility. Recommendations made in these two plans by HCRL provide direction on the
resolution of the issues involved in the final mitigation of the historic buildings and curation of Cold War
era astifacts identified at PFP.
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Interpretive Plan

Heritage Tourism

The DOE-RL and & Federal/Public working group recommended that selected buildings on the Hanford

Site be preserved in-place for public education and historical interpretation through heritage tourism

(DOE 2002). PFP, like much of the Hanford Site, still retains the potential for in-place public

interpretation. “The working group reasoned that a full sppreciation of the Hanford Site could only be

obmnedbyenmnngﬂutselectedsmmmsamdwsitebemimined in place 50 as to present to the
visitor the true scale of the industrial landscape” (DOE 2002, p. 4.2).

At PFP, Buildings 234-5Z, 291-Z, 232-Z, and 2736-Z were selected by the working group and
Department of Energy 1o interpret the plutonium finishing process at the Hanford Site. DOE has
determined that these four bulldings are eligiblc for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
as contributing properties to the Hanford Site Manhattan Project and Cold War Historic District and
recommended for individual documentation/mitigation. Histonc documentation of the four facilities has
been completed (see Table 1).

Table 1. Bulldings at PFP Having Historic Significance and Mitigated Through Individual

Documentation
Building Number Name _ Documentation
232-Z ‘Contaminated Waste Recovesy Facility HAER®
2912 Alr Filter and Exhaust Sk - T3
234-52/234-SZA .| Plutonium Finishing Plant/ South Annex EXIPIE"
236-Z Plutonium Reclamation Facility ExHPIF
[242-Z Americium Facllity ExHPIF
{ 2701-ZA Central Alarm Station HPIF
ZI4Z____ Office Buliding HPIF
27362 “Primary Plutonlum Storage Facility | ExHPIF
2736-ZA ' l’muryl’lmomum Storage Facility Annex HPIF
2736-ZB Primary Plutonium Stonje Suppont Facllity HPIF
(s) Historic American Engineering Record.
(b) Historic Property Inventory Form.
{c) Expanded Historic Property Inventory Form.

Building 232-Z, however, is not subject to consideration for preservation through heritage tourism. Prior
to the adoption of the Programmatic Agreement for the Built Environment (DOE/RL-96-77), 2
Memonandum of Agreement (MOA) was signed between DOE-RL, Advisory Council on Histaric
Prescrvation, and the State Historic Preservation Officer outlining steps to mitigate Building 232-Z (DOE
1994). Mitigation in the form of 2a HAER documentation of Building 232-Z was stipulated in the MOA
and was completed the following year. The MOA stated that once HAER documentation of 232-Z had
been completed and the National Park Service had reviewed the final documentation for conformance to

2
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HAER standards and accepted the document, demolition or alteration of 232-Z could proceed (DOE
1994). Assessment of the contents of 232-Z was conducted as well, and no artifacts were identified.

The working group felt that a site tour focusing on the facilities associated with the major plutonium
production processes, including PFP was the best way to interpret Hanford's primary mission of
producing plutonium. The plutonium production process at Hanford began with the manufacturing of
fuel elements from uranium in the 300 sres, followed by the irradiation of the fuel elements to make
plutonium in the 100 Area reactors, and then the separation of the plutonium from the base uranivm in the
200 Area’s chemical separation canyon buildings. PFP played a critical role a5 the fourth and final stage
in the plutonium production process - - refining and then shaping the plutonium for use in atomic
weapons. ‘The final processing of plutonium nitrate to metallic plutonium was accomplished a¢ PFP.

Radiological Contamination

While the FederalPublic working group identified Buildings 234-5Z, 291-Z, 2736-Z, and 232-Z
(Building 232-Z is not being considered for preservation; see paragraph above) for preservation
consideration through heritage tourism, the Group recognized that

a number of the structures selected for preservation are highly contaminated and may never be svailable for
public access. Others , . . may be demolished because of existing Tri-Party Agreement milestones that may not
be alterable . . . for those that are not . . . irreversibly contaminated, the cost of stabilization and long-term
maintenance will depend on the current condition of the building, its size, and complexity, and jts intended use
in public education and interpretation; for instance, visiting the interior or only viewing the exterior .. . (DOE
2002, p.4.7). :

DOE-RL has health and safety and security concems that could affect public access to the entire 200
Areas for razny years to come, and, thus, have ramifications on preservation opticns for facilities and
artifacts in PFP. The PFP Decommissioning Project (Project) supports DOE-RL's preservation initiatives
and current policy to promote public interpretation and education through heritage tourism. The curreat
baseline budget, however, does not include funding for implementation of the interpretive/curation plan
recommendations in this study. Reasonable costs for mitigating the impacts of taking the PFP Complex
to slab-on-grade and for decontaminating artifacts for potential public use still need to be determined and

subsequent]y incorporated into the Project budget.

Finally, the costs of decontamination and long-term maintenance and stabilization of Buildings 234-5Z,
291.Z, and 2736-Z for public access are not known at this time,

Recommendations

‘T'he deactivation and decommissioning of the entire PFP complex to slab-on-grade and removal of all the
historic bulldings would seriously diminish the ability to communicate to the Hanford Site visitor the
complete story of the plutonium production process at Hanford. In light of this situation, and realizing the
daunting complexities that health and safety Issues and security concerns present, and the unpredictability
of decontamination and long-term maintenance and stabilization costs, HCRL recommends an slternative
course of action. Assuming public access for heritage tourism to the 200 Areas is resolved, HCRL

3
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recommends the retention of a noncontaminated support structure (e.g., 270-Z office building; 2704-Z
office building: OCF) in the PFP complex (0 serve as an interpretive center that could §llustrate the history
and sigrificance of PFP. Displays in the facility consisting of industrial/scientific aitifacts, posters, signs,
pancls, posters, models, mockups, and oral history recordings could adequately illustrate the heritage of
this important complex to the site visitor.

Curation Plan

Walkthroughs/assessments of the ten historic buildings have been completed. Artifacts were identified
and tagged in five of the ten buildings: 2704-Z, 2736-Z, 2736-ZB, 234-5Z and 236-Z. (A walkthrough

was also conducted of Building 2736-ZC, a non-historic building, because of the potential of significant
artifacts in the facility. Two artifacts associated with vault storage were tagged.) HCRL was not sble to
conduct walkthroughs of historic Buildings 242-Z and 2701-ZA gue to health and safety and/or security
concerns. . : :

To complete the cultural resources review of the project, walkthroughs were conducted of afl the facilities
where artifacts had been previously identified and tagged to assess their condition, locations, and, when
possible, their dimensions. Dimensions were taken to obtain the size of the artifacts in order to estimate
the space noeded for their curation and storage. In several instances, new artifacts were identified and
tagged, and walkthroughs were conducted of facilities (i.e., Building 236-Z) that previously were not
available for assessment due to health and safety concerns. One previously identified artifact was not
found, and another artifact has been broken and subsequently djscarded. |

Table 2 lists the identified and tagged artifacts at PFP. In many cases, dimensions of the tagged artifacts
are included.

Table2. - dentified Artifacts at PFP

“F.f_szm yical —|i0fiong. 3R
Room 133 [Camers pidl.Sndeep"TF.
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Table 2. (contd)
Radiologically Contaminated?
Itz Number | Bullding | Location Description Dimenaions | Yes Unﬂkd%lmenuﬂlz:’
P34-5Z-8A 3Z  [Room 235D  [Maintenance Dolly (Universal 44 in. deep, 82 X '
Dolly)  linhigh 23in
B3TsZ0A  |3452  |Room34A  [Buton Storage Continer |16 . deep, 16 X
Ii;wide.zsh.
. i _ "h
234-52 RMC Line 2nd Control Room | -
SZ-1798-1 [2345Z [Room 229 HC-7C Feedand Prep Panel |86 in. high, 4 in. : X
denesk |deep, 44 in. wide
(panel); 15.3 In.
2in
wide, 35 in. high
I (desk) !
BE34sZ-17962 [2345Z |Room229  JHC-13MD Charge Prep Desk |30 In. wide, 15.3 X
’ int. deep, 35 in.
“Jhigh

C-17SBB Button Weighing |24 in, wide, 15.5

345217983 3452 |Room229

Sampling Desk (Thereds  [in. deep, 35 in.
00 panel for this station) -~ jhigh
234-52-4199-4 |234-52Z |Room 229 i NAY [NA INA
234-57-4199-5 [234-5Z |Room229 i NA [NA NA
fmmu 234-5Z |Room RMA Line and Control Room, [24 in, long by 17 [X
2IV2IIA including desks, panels,and 7 |in. wide (desks °
photo albums . |13, 14, 15); desk
. 9C =36 In. wide
by 17.5 in. high;
80 n. high by 24
in, wide (panel
14); panel 9A -
in. wide by 86
- in. high
Room 320 RMB Helium Pressure K
X

x‘!
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Tnple 2, (co:_:td)

Radiologi Contaminated?
lero Number | Building | Location Description Dimensions | Ves
rf-mt l}‘1.16-2(2 Losding Dock {i4-container metal pedestals |85 in. high by 12

from 2736-Z (Vault 4) used for lin. wide

vy X
95 In. high

IPRF1 336-Z |4 Floor

E
g
|

. l:‘adliu!w:t
Fss‘z 4* Floor mmmmnm«.s- X
-4)

% Uniikely Inpiics that the arifact 13 Jocwed in &n ares that 1s 8ot radiologically CoRtrolicd (6.8 82 SATITISTaLve office area).
and consequently, no radiological contamination would be expected to be found when surveyed.

) Pomﬁnllyimp!iesMbmofﬂmﬂwuﬁﬁnbbcﬂda&hmmmfmmoﬂdmu.mwu
arcas where individuls are allowed to walk around In thelr street clothes) there s the potential to encounter radiological
contamination on surfaces of the artifact when it is surveyed. .

¢} Dimeasions are for the glove box that houses the Instrument. Height does not include Jegs of the glove box.

d) The Remote Mechanical © (RMC) Line, which houses plutonium processing and stabilization equipment, is highly
contaminated. ‘The equipment in RMC Control Room has the potential to be radiologically contaminated.

) Nslumwmbmeddumgm;mmmhrmwwdnﬁWmmlMplm to

) ‘This liem was not located during the assessment for preparing the enitigation/curation plan. Upon further investigation, plant
personnel reported that this jtem was broken inadventently during routine surveillances and was discanded.

(h) The Remote Mechanical A (RMA) Line, which houses plutoniim processing snd stabilization equipment, is highly
contaminated. ‘The equipment in RMA Controt Room has the potential to be radiologicatly contaminated.

Curation of Artifacts

The dimensions/size of artifacts, existence of adequate artifact repositories, and radiological
contamination are issues and concems for the transfer of artifacts from PFP facilitics to a DOE-approved

Radiological Contarhination

The issue of sadiological contamination of tagged artifacts is a major concem. For artifacts to be
transferred from the Hanford Site to 2 museum or any other public use, they need to be released {o
accordance with the requirements of DOE Order $400.5 including radiological relesse surveys as
described in HNF-IP-0718, Release Surveys for Materia! and Equipment. Ar artifact cannot be released
to the public domaln if it Is found to have radiological contamination in excess of established release
crileria. If a picce of equipment or machinery has the potential of radiological contamination, thena
scientist and/or craftsperson will be required to take spart an artifact 30 all surfaces that are contaminated
or potentially contaminated can be thoroughly surveyed and decontaminated as necessary to meet such
established release criteria. During the decontamination process, the RCT can do a survey of the

6
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individual parts of the artifact to determine levels of contamination. This process will need to be done in
order to be able to determine whether a contaminated artifact can be decontaminated and released or not.

From a radiological standpolnt there is no reason why the jtems cant be released if they meet the eriteria of the
release procedure. If any of them are deconed or have been deconed, they will have to meet the

95% confidcnce leve! survey, which is very time consuming for potential alpha activity, especially for large
items. Even the survey of the picture book could be very time consuming if every page requires survey. It's
sometime hetpful for the HPT to have a release plan to indicate exactly what they’re to do . . . Some HPT5 won't
survey wood if they see a potential for absorption into the wood. The same goes for tems with internal parts;
some HPTs won't release Instruments without them being torn to pieces. The procedure says to try to

assay intemnal surfaces through vents or openings, but sometimes this can’t be done thoroughly. Ifany of the
equipment has grease, this can cause difficulty, as it becomes a volumetric survey, which is expensive.
Additionally, some of this equipment may contain radioactive material in the form of consumer products that
can be difficult to distinguish from Hanford activity (Otiley 2002, pp. 1-2). '

Ttems in a glove box in the RMA or RMC Lines, for instance, are obviously so contaminated that

obtaining unrestricted release is very remote, Aliernatively, clean glove boxes exist elsewhere on site for
potential exhibit purposes. If an artifact has been painted at Hanford, it most likely was done so to reduce
exposure to significant levels of contamination, $0 it would probably require extensive decontamination in |
order to release the artifact. )

The costs of decontamination of artifacts are unknown at this time because estimates for disassembling.
conducting radiological surveys, and re-assembling identified artifacts at PFP have not been determined
yet; however, it is anticipated that these costs would be significant, ) :

Finally, the Project feels that not only will identified artifacts need to be surveyed for radiological
contamination, but artifacts that may be released for public use will need to be reviewed by Security
personnel to make sure there are no classification issues. _

Storage of Artifacts

The transfer of artifacts from PFP to a DOE-approved storage and/or interpretive factlity presents
numerous challenges. The Columbia River Exhibition of History, Science and Technology (CREHST)

- manages the Manhattan Project and Cold War artifacts collection for the DOE-RL. The current CREHST
storage facility Jocated in Building 55 in the Columbia Generating Station Exclusion area st Evergy
Northwest, howevet, has almost reached full capacity and does not meet minimum museum standards for
curation and preservation of astifacts, even as an interim curation facility (USACE 2000). The DOE-RL
Cultural Resource Program is looking to transfer the Manhattan Project/Cold War artifact collection from
Building 55 and placed in a more suitable and larger area so that adequate long-term maintenance of the
artifacts and records could be provided.

Another concem with the'current artifact storage facility at Energy Northwest is that due to heightened
security concerns at Energy Northwest, the previous lease of the facility to CREHST has been cancelled
and replaced with a new agreement that allows Energy Northwest to cancel use of the storage area at
anytime, oaly having to give CREHST 30 days to vacate (Energy Northwest 2002). Thus, the lack of 2
long-term storage repository for the Manhattan Project and Cold War artifact collection, and the current

7
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and teavous use of a substandard storage facility could have major ramifications on the future integrity
and transfer of the artifacts at PFP.

One Issue that is not currently a concern is the transporting of artifacts from vasious site locations to
Building 55. Fluor Hanford has been moving arntifacts to the Energy Northwest facility at no additional
cost for CREHST.

Recommendations

As noted in the interpretive plan, the preferred course of sction would be the establishment of a storage
and/or interpretive center for PFP artifacts located st PFP, CREHST is currently working with DOE-RL
to secure long-term curation facilities. HCRL recommends that the Project set aside storage space within
the PFP facility for placement of the PFP artifacts while deactivation and decommissioning activitics

are being completed or suitable storage space is obtained, and until an interpretive center s established.
The preferable course of action would be to have the Project and DOE-RL preserve a noncontaminated
facility at PFP (2704-Z; 270-Z; OCF) to be used as an interpretive ceater in the future.

In Building 2704-Z, the Classified Documents Vauk coatains documents that may be of historical
research interest. HCRL recommends that if/when the classified documents become unclassified, then the
DOE-RL Cultural Resources Program should be contacted before any documents ase destroyed so
persoanel can review the documents to determine if they may contain historically significant information.

An assessment was conducted in 2000 for DOE-RL of potential curation facilities at the Hanford Site by
the Corps of Engincers' Mandatory Center of Expertise for the Curation and Management of
Archacological Collections in St. Louls, Five DOE-RL facilitics were evaluated. While ratings of the
facilities varied from good to fair to poor, each of the ones examined would need to undergo complete
rehabilitation before being able to serve as a long-term curation facility for the Hanford collection. This
report also noted that Bullding 55, which currently holds the collection, Is substandard, even as an interim
curation facility (USACE 2000). : '

HCRL also recommends that if identified artifacts are found to be to contaminated and, therefore, not
economically feasible for decontaminating for public use, they will need to be documented with
additions! video and photographic recordation in order to complete the mitigation of the tagged artifacts
due to the potentia! loss of these [tems.

The fate of artifacts st PFP depends also on whether DOE-RL can secure a long-term storsge facility that
meets professional muscum/curation standards. As noted, the preferable course of action would be if
DOE could secure a facility at PFP for artifsct storage and/oc interpretation to illustrate the heritage of
PFP and the significant role it played in the Cold War.

Finally, due to the complexities of the type of research and production carried out in many of the historic
buildings, and the myriad of equipment and other technological and industrial features at PFP, HCRL
believes that as decommissioning progresses numerous sclentific items, including photographs, drawings,
publications, models, will inevitably be found that may have significant interpretive and potential
museum exhibit value, which were overlooked during walkthroughs, Hopefully these items can be sct
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aside to allow HCRL staff to assess whether they have interpretive and/or potential exhibit value for
curation into the Hanford collection.
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Pacific Northwest -
National Laboratory
e Do ooy
Mmys' ZD-ON October 20,2002
er Historic Properti
: Lo et o
Ms. Britta Nelson-Maki
Fluor Hanford
Plutonium Finishing Plant Environmental Compliance

MSIN T5-50
Subject: REVISED Cultirat Resources Review for Phutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) Decommissioning

= Demolition of 10 Bulldings that are aligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (HCRCH 20022000

Dear Ms Nelsan-Maki

In respanse to your sequest received July 1, 2002, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted a cultural resources review of the subject project located in the
200 West Area of the Hanford Site. This project is located in the 200 West area of the Hanford
Site, Richland, Washington and will entail the deactivation and demolition of 10 Buildings that
are part of the PFP complex. These buildings/structures will be removed and disposed, and all
bulldings will be demotished to slab on grade. Below grade work is not included as part of this
work scope, 232-Z and 30 Ancillary Buildings were reviewed under separate cover (HCRC#
2002-200-048) and (HCRC# 2002-200-047). The following is a list of the histozic
buildings/structures to be deactivated and demolished and the status of work completed under
the Programmatic Agreement Among the U, S. Department of Energy Richland Operations Office, The
Advisory Council on Historic Presroation, and The Washington State Historic Preservation Office For
the Maintenance, Denctivation, Alteration, and Demolition of the Built Environment on the Hanford
Site, Washingion (DOE/RL-96-77) (PA).

“Building Description HPIF/EXHIF|  Walkthroughs
Completed
24-52 Phatonium Finishing Plant Yes . Yes
2%4-5ZA 234 5X South Annex . - Yes Yes
236-Z Plutonium Reclamation Facility Yes Yes
242-2 Waste Treatment Facllity Yes No*
2701-ZA Central Alarm Station Yes No*
2704-Z Office Building Yen Yes
736-2 Primary Plutonium Storage Facility Yes Yes
2736-ZA Primary Plutonium Storage Annex Yes Yes
2736-Z8 Primary Plutontum Storage Suppazt Yes Yes
291-Z " | Plant Alr Filter and Exhaust Stack Yes Yes

- *Unable to obtain access due to health and safety and/or security reasons. ;
902 Battelle Boulevard © RO, Bux 999 © Richland, WA 99352
RECEIVED

e e L R e =
Talanhana IRNA\ A7TR-4678 m Emall ellen.nranderaast@onl.oov u Fax (508) 3’@322 @ 2002
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Ms. Britta Nelson-Maki
July 8, 2002
Page 2

Notifications and Public Involvement
Onjuly8,2002 - , .
o Per 36 CFR 800, the State Historlc Préservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribes were notified
of this cultural resources review request and the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The
APE is defined as the 10 bulldings eligible to the National Register and their greater
association with the PFP complex and the Manhattan Project/Cold War Eca Historic

 DisetDistric) -

Results of the Identification of Historic Properties Survey (Literature and Records Review)
A preliminary records and literature seview conducted by HCRL staff on July 1, 2002, revealed
that according to the PA all of these facilities are eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historlc Places as contributing properties to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic
District. Documentation of the PFP Complex buildings was done by Historic Property
Inventory Forms (HPIFs) or Expanded Historic Property Inventory Forms (ExHFIFs) and also
included in the narrative in The Hanford Site Historic District (DOE/RL-97-1047), All facilities
have also had walkthroughs completed and artifacts with the potential for educational and
interpretive value have been jdentified and tagged. Below is a list of facilities and artifacts

tagged:

1. 2704-Z: classified documents vault; typology of "cans® poster; vintage fluorescent light
fixtures in the janitor closet

2. 2736-Z: storage vaults and contents (28 pedestals used to store plutonium oxide and
metals)

3. - 2736-ZB: dry air glovebox in Room 636; radiation detection device (Radiation Detection
246)

4. 23452/-5ZA: entire RMCline and control room (234-5Z-1798-1, HC-7C Feed and Prep
Panel; 234-52-1798-2, HC-13MD Charge Prep Panel; 234-52-1798-3, HC-175BB Button
Welghing and Sampling; 234-52-4199<, Mixing Bow}; 234-52-4199-5, Crucible); entire
RMA line and control room (234-5Z-1798-4, line and control panels, including 7 photo
albums)

5. 234-5Z Analytical Lsbaratory: 234-5Z-1798-5, mass spectrometer in room 132; 234-5Z-1A,
spectrograph in room 137; 234-5Z-2A, emissions spectrometer in room 136; 234-52-3A,
Radio Flyer Wagon/fixed array wagon in room 145; 234-5Z4A, Sinering Company
press/glovebox in room 145; 234-5Z-5A, glovebaxes and hoods in soom 144; 234-5Z-6A,
sample prep area gloveboxes and hoods in room 139; 234-5Z-7A, emissions spectrometer
camera in room 133; 234-5Z-8A, maingenance dolly in room 235A; 234-5Z-9A, MI-M2

container in room 234A)

6 Photographs albums in Building 270-Z (Room 51).

Although The Hanford Site Historic District, Chapter 4, recommends that 23457, 291-Z, 232-Z
and 2736-Z be preserved in place, for reasons of public safety as well as national security, this
currently is not the plan (DOE/RL-97-1047).
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The project area has not been surveyed for archaeological resources, but aerial photographs
indicate that these bulldings are Jocated in a disturbed area.. Cultural resource surveys
conducted within 1 kilometer of the APE have only located one historic property, the White
Bluffs Road (H3-121) that has been determined eligible for listing in the National Register.
Overall, however, the project is located in an area of low archaeological sensitlvity and the
potential for the presence of subsurface archaeological resources is low. .

Findings and Actions Requlred
It is the finding of HCRL that this undertaking is an adverse effect to all 10 facilitles. ‘To

complete mitigation of these adverse effects, the following actions are recommended:
1.. Develop an interpretive plan for the PFP complex that would support heritage tourism.
2. Develop a plan to identify, collect and curate artifacts with support from Columbia
River Exhibition of History, Sclence and Technology (CREHST):

RL's Hanford Cultural Resources Program will submit official doctumentation to the SHFPO,
Tribes and interested parties of our findings. Pursuant to 36CFR Section 800, SHFQ and
W GEYS ¢ i X n} O

L1 2L 325 35!

The wotkers must be directed to watch for cultural materials (e.g., bones, artifacts) during all
work activities. If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery must stop until an
HCRL historian has been notified to assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary,
arrange for mitigation of the impacts to the find. HCRL must be notified if any changes to
project location or scope are anticipated. This profect is a Class 6 involving
demolition/remodeling of structures construction in a disturbed low-sensitivity area, 1f you
have any questions, please call me at 376-4626. Please use the HCRC# above for any future

correspandence concerning this project.
Very truly yours,

Research Scientist/ Anthropologist D.C. Stapp, Project Manag
Cultural Resources Project Cultural Resources Project

Review and Cc ;
A. L.Rodriguez :
D(?B,RidﬂmepmﬁmO&e.fhnfodeulﬂm!Rsoumeogm

cc: A-L.Rodriguez, ASS8 (2)
Environmental Portal, A3-01
KR Welsch, N1-25
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STATE OF WASHRGTON

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Office of Archaeoiggy and Historio Presetvation
I R b g
(360) 8863085  Fax Numbar (360) 883-3067

. Janary 15,2003
Richland Operatiang Oifice
2.0, Box 3%
Richland, Washington 99353
1n future comespoadence, pleare refee 93
og:  0135$03.01.D0E
Re:  InterpretivePlan and Cwstion Phanforthe
Deactivation aod Decommissfoalng of Flistoric
Bulidings ot the PFP Complex HCRC 2002200020 .
Dear Mr, $ichdon:

Thank you for caplacting the Washingion State Office of Archacalogy and Historie Preservaion (QAMF) pegarding Bicabove
refereaced sction. This information hat been raviswed o behalf of the Suis Histare Preservation OfDreer (SHPD) weder
provisions of Soction 306 6f the Natdoaal Ristoric Prescrvation Act of 1965 (s smendcd) xod 38 CFR. Past 80, From your
communication, ] usdeestand that tha V.S, Dipartment of Exergy (DOE) propeses b demolish tea biswocic bulldings st the
Phutonium Finkihing Piavt {PFP) in the 200 Area st Haalord by!ﬂ?_-

Luresponse and on bebalf of the SHPO, 1 have reviewed the Interpratdve Phaa m!mﬂonl’luhr[bcnm_ﬁmbnm
Decommissloning of Histarie Buildings 2t the PFP by David Harvey. As  reaude of thls saview, T s submining a fow
comments:

»  Iageneral, ] concur with the recommendations and conclusions arrived st {a Gils docuzwel. T report sakes & clear
that public bealth and safety concesns posed by high radivlogleat contaminstion levels In Boll dings 234-52,29)-Z.
204 232-Z twake mbt bm highly uslikety, Cleaty, public heah and safety ks s paramoust concem when
cansldering optioas fo¢ In : ) .

o Oapage3, therepertsiates™.. e costs of decontamination snd Josg-term maimensnca dod seabilization cfnuidlff
234.52. 2912, and 2136-Z lor public access sre not knawn 4t iy time.” Basod on this patemseat, i Is recommend
31 tha Degariment first #7ive 31 ast enimates 0o dacontamination, lang-tcrm malntenance, and gtabiliatios of
bolldings bafors fizad decislont are mads ycgading demalitlon, Such eost estimatey should be ealculated mot exfy for
prescrvation of oYl tres, but stso for ane of two of these buildiags, evanif It Is fust 10 preserve 2 reaunat of (hlg very

significant conplex, .
. A miaated struciues st PFP for an
1 concur With the secommeadations on pages 3 and £, that uss of non-conta fupport S ot favoablc 10

Interpeetive centor would be 3 gisfaciory altemativg I coss estimates and contaminalion questio

preservation of sl thies Mistosle bulldings (234-SZ.291-2, snd ATIS ). RECEIVED
JAN 2 1.2003
D OE-BL/RLCC
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o 1also concur with conclusions end recommendations regarding the cusation of stifacts. Agaln mogmmz fsses of
health and sccurity as pricritles, It §s recommended that ¢est estimates be developed mtmh!ldumbvopﬁomh
preservation, Again, this stcp would be spproprinte in order 1o make decisions about preservation veryus destrusiion of

i .

facts
For antifacus that g7¢ 200 eoniaminated o Lound 10 be 100 enstly o decantamint, § concur with the rrport that these
artifacts should be carefully documented befare disposal. T s slso recommeaded that 2 miempl be sxde to Wcz'e
pon<contamiinated examples of the same of simitar artifscts for eventual Intespretation.
o Thecllon that eafities st Faaford tre snaking W0 presceve dulldings and astifacts st PFP is noted and sppreeiated by
OAXP, Specificalty recognized arc efforts by DOE. Flsior Haotord, ind Battello 0 tramport ardfacis for CREHST aad

& provide fot peoper and edoguate siraps faclities a2 the Site.

Agaln, taank you for the opportunlty to zeview snd comreewt en the Iacerprecive and Curation Plans., The document makes s

clesr and concisestatement that lisues surounding the presesvation of contuminated propenties are complex 4ad i
Should you hurve any questions of mysclf concerning the above comments, please feel free 10 contact me 2t 380-586-307d0r

Fepr@sted vagov.

¢, i R
e ate Histaric Preservation Offices

€t Lisheth Henning
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STATE OF WASHINQTOR

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Ofiice of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

706 S. Capite! Wiy, Suite 106 - Washington $7507
Maling Address) PO Box 42143 « , Washington 92504 -8343
{350) §85-3085  Fax Numbar (360} 586-3067
Jarvary 29,2003
Mz, Joel Hebdon
Depariment of Energy
P.0.Bor 550
Richtand, Wishingion §9352
Tu futurs correspandence, pleste refer to:
Log:  011503-01-DOE .
Re:  Descdvaton “m"rﬂgé%fwm .
: : P al the FFP Cos o
Deere Mr. Habdon: i com

Thaak you far yout sesponse to iy lelter of Juwary JS, 200) camsoenting on e *“Intespretive PSan and Cunstion Plan for s
Deasctivation snd Decommlssioning ol the Historic Buildings ot the Plutontum Flelshing Plast (PFF)." Your leter pnd the
Information eontatned therein Bas been seviewed on behalf of the Stale Jlistor]c Peeservaden Officer (SHIO) uader provisions
of Sacllon JOS of the Nationat Historle Preservation Act of 1966 {13 amsaded) snd 36 CFRPart 800.  »

1a sespoase gad o0 bebalf of the SHPO, T want ta thaek you and your staff for Ghoughttd coastderatian of isiue ralsed fn day
fetrer and your s0or o respond to my questions. 1n e3seace your cost figwes ensblz me (o baser understand the large eosts and
techaological hurdics that would be isvotved bn decontaminating thess facitirdes In arder ta achic ve public nccess, vot lncludiog
foag txm malatenunce sod preservation casts (hat ated 1o ba factored Into any boag term BinageInEnt STategy. .

In cegand to questons sbout use of the 2704-Z ofice bullding sad the OCF 31 possible veaues for an Interpratative venter at
PFP, J understand your response to be that a deelsloa has not yet been mads by Deparument of Energy. 2 undcrstand that thess
buildings will be sctalned In the lnterim und 3 declslon resched Later thls year. T wnderstand that possidle contamination at these
buitdings I3 aT30 s possidilicy that st be addeessed before allowing public sccess. Noverthekess, 3 revommend fhat the
Departnent work to explore alt eptions fo¢ an tatsypretation cemer at PFP before propencs sre Irvetiievably Jose.

Pinally, § ynderstand that ihe Department lotcpds 6o retatn artlEacts that are ot contsminated, Contaminsied artifacts pasc
Beulth and safty risks and will be disponed of. ] concor that cuntarinased artitacts pose 8 public healih and safety issuo which
takes prlority over public accets und intetpeetsGoa. However, J recommend that befors eantaminatad sriifacts are dispased of,
these ehjects should be thoroughly documeated to Strve 53 & psrmanent pecerd. 1atso pecomeicnd that the Depanment adopt »1
v;'kr &0 0p30lng £f¥art to lozatc and sewain non-contaminated examples of the same o¢ gimilsr wralfaqisthat have lierpretive
Yilue, »

Again, Cank you for 16300N3E 16 fry comments. Your effor 1o provide elaribeatian Is oppreciated. Should you with 15 contact
me, 1Ry begsached 8¢ 360-386-3073 o eregg Bared.wagov.

et. Lisbeth Henolng
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Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
.. P.O.Box 550
“Richland, Washington . 99352
03-RCA-0131 7 JAN802003.
Mr. Grepory Griffith

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washington Department of Community,

Trade and Economic Development
P.O.Box 48343
Olympie, Washington 98504

Dear Mr. Griffith:

RESPONSE TO STATE HISTORICPRESERVATION OFFICE LETTER,
1,0G: 011503-01-DOE

This is in response to your letter to me, “Interpretive Plan and Curatien Plan for the Deactivation
and Decommissioning of Historic Buildings at the PFP Complex, HCRC 2002-200-021," dated
Janary 15,-2003. Your coniments were ia response to the receipt of the ULS. Department of
Energy’s (DOE) lettér, same subject, dated December 5, 2002, Annsbélle Rodriguez, of my-
stafl, worked with the DOE PFP Oversight Orgmization to address your comments on cost -
estimates for decontamination. Information for Bullets 2, 3, 4 are provided below.

Bullet 2: *...it Is recommended that the Department first arrive at cost cstimateson .
decontamination, 1ong-term maintenance, and stabilization of buildings before final decisions are
made regarding demolition. Such cost estimates should be caloulated not orly for preservation of
all three, but also for one or two of these buildings, even £t s just to preserye a remnant of this
very significant complex.”

Response: The current estimated cost to deactivate and decontaminate three facilitics (i.c., 234-
5Z, 291.Z, and 2736-Z) 10 a level considered safe for dismantlement or low-level wasts disposal

‘i $106M. This does not include overall PFP project management, waste disposal costs, and

other roquirements.” If these costs are included, the deactivation and decontamination costs are
estimated to exceed $362M. The cost for long-term surveillancs and mainteasnce of the PFP
Cormplex after completion of the deactivation and decontamination activities, essuming they
were deactivated to spproximately the same level as the PUREX and B Plant Canyon facilitles,
has been estimated at $15M/year or greater (S450M present value based upon 30 years).

Thus, it is not considered technically feasible to decontaminate these facilities and the associated
process equipment that might be judged of historical significance to achlove public access or
interaction after completion of the PFP decommissioning mission. Therefors, giventhe -
technological difficulties at this time, 2 cost estimate for decontaminating facilities and.
sssociated process equipment for public sccess and interaction is not feasible.
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Bullet 3: *,..that use of non-contaminated suppoit structires at PFP for s inferpretive centes
would be a satisfuctary alternative if cost estimates and contaminaticn questionsare ot - -
favorable to preservation of all three historic bulldings (234-5Z, 291-Z, and 2736-2)."

Response: Wo evaluated the potential use of & non-contaminated support building fora future
interpretation center at PFP (for example, 2704-Z office building or the OCF building). These
buildings might serve as an interpretive center for the display of non-contaminated artifacts-
(Table 2, of the Curation Plan), This assumption of public access outlined in the
recommendation section assumes that public socess Is resolved. However, the US. Department
of Energy, Richland Operations Offics (RL) continues to have health, safety and security
concezus that could affect public access to the entire 200 Area for many yoars to come. In
sddition, there may be inherent risks to the public dus to the potential residual fixed
contamination ot soil contamination from follow-on environmental remediation work in the 200
Area. For the interim period, RL will retain the OCF building for future use contingent ypon ’
fesolution of the 200 Area plan and/or the final underground environmental documentation

fve, Environmental, Response, Compensation, and Lisbility Act, Engincering

(Co
‘Evaluation snd Cost Analysis),

Bullet 4; *] slso eoictr with éonclusions ind recommendationé regarding the curation of. . .
artifects. Again recognizing lssues of health and security as prictties, it is recormmended that  :--
cost estimates be doveloped that would identify options for preservation...” -

Response: Wepufomdwanahmughsmdmmmofﬁwuﬁhctscfwwswﬁm
and have identified and tagged those artifacts of significance as stated in the Curation Plan, Tsble
2. ‘We intead 1o retain a5 many of the Table 2 listed artifacts thit do not pose health, safety and
security concerns, Howeve, artifacts listed in Table 2 as being radiologically contaminated do
posetisktothehedﬂxofﬁlepublicduetothnteehnicalfmlbiﬁtytodeeonmminsManyp!eceof .
equipment. In genersl, to decontaminate and reloase artifacts, esch plooe will need to be
dkumbledmﬁuly.evaym&ocwiﬂmedtobommdwdetemlnolfizmmmﬁ-ec
release standard within DOE's radiological control manual, and then the ploco of equipment will

néed 1o be té-assembled. This decontamination process would not preclude proserving those *

artifacts that are not confaminated and theso artifacts do not pose & security question for future
historical use.

Thank you fof your comments on the Interpretative and Curation Plan. If yowhave questions,

pleaso call Annabelle Rodriguez on (509) 372-0277.
Sincerely,
) Jool Hebdon, Direétor - )
RCA:ALR . Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division

cc:. L. Henalng; WTHP
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03-PTD-0051 MAR 1 {2003
Mr. D. B. Vaa Leuven
Executive Vice President and
Chief Operating Officer
Fluor Hanford, Inc.

Richiand, Washington 99352
Dear Mr, Van Leuven:

CONTRACT NO, DE-AC06-96RL13200 - DEACTIVATION AND DECOMMISSIONING OF
TEN HISTORIC BUILDINGS AT THE PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT (PFP) COMPLEX

Refetences: (1) RL lix. to G. Griffith, SHPO, from J. B. Hebdon, “Response to State
Historic Preservation Officer Letter, Log:011503-01-DOE,” 03-RCA-0131
did. January 30, 2003.

(2)  SHPO lir. 1o J, B. Hebdon, RL, from G. Grifith, “011503-01-DOE
Deactivation and Decommissioning of Historic Buildings at the PFP
Complex, HCRC 2002-200-021,” dd. January 29, 2003.

(3) SHPO I. 10 ). B. Hebdon, RL, from Q. Griffith, “011503-01-DOE
Interpretive Plan and Curation Plan for the Deactivation and
Decommissioning of Historic Buildings et the PFP Complex
HCRC 2002-200-021,” dtd. January 15, 2003.

Bnclosed are References (2) and (3) providing concurrence to demolish contaminated structures
or ten historic buildings (c.g., Bulldings 234-5Z, 2736-Z, and 291-Z) st the PPF Complex, us
outlined in the Curation Plan.

In eddition, retention for the interim of 3 non-contaminated support building structure for an
interpretive center (¢.g., Office Building 2704-Z or the Operations Control Facility Building) as
outlined in the Curation Plan for future use, is contingent upon the PFP underground :
enviroamental documentation and planning for the 200 Area.

Finally, non-contaminated artifacts should be considered for seteation and srtifacts with
radiological contamination are to be thoroughly documented to serve as a permanent recoed, 2s
outlined fa the Curation Plan. ITuring fietd activitics it is discovered that a non-tontaminated
artifact poses potential contamination concerns, please contact Annabelle Rodrigqa. chulatgry
Compliance snd Analysis Division, for coordination with the Depuly State Histori¢ Preservation
Officer.
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1 there are any questions, pleasc contact me, or your staff may contact Annabelle Rodriguez on
(309) 372-0277.

Sincerely,

Michacl H. Schlender
PTD:GD Deputy Manager
Enclosires
¢c wlencls:
G. W, Jackson, FHI
M. T. Jaasky, FH!
R. E. Heineman, FHI

A. M. Hopkins, FH!
B. B. Nelson-Maki, FHI
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Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory
Operated by Batiedle for the
U.s. Depanmfmt ol Enemgy
May 14,2003
M:s. Britta Nelson-Maki

Fluor Danie] Hanford, Inc.
P. O. Box 1200, MSIN T5-54
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Ms. Nelson-Maki:

BLANKET BIOLOGICAL REVIEW OF PLUTONIUM FINISHING PL.ANT, 200 West Area,
ECR #2003-200-036.

Project Description:

» This blanket biological review covers all routine maintenance and operations activities
within the fenced boundaries of the PFP and the mobile offices around the parking lot just
east of the PFP fence line. This letter may be used as a reference for NEPA CX
checklists and for support of excavation permits within the area of coverage.

« ‘This review also specifically covers the demolition of the following buildings: 234-ZB.
234-ZC, 241-ZB, 2715-Z, 2731-Z, 2734-ZA, 2734-ZB, 27134-ZC, 2734.ZD, 2734-ZF,
2734-ZG, 2734-Z31, 2734-ZJ, 2734-ZK, 2734-ZL, 2735-Z, 2902-Z, 2904-ZA, 2904-ZB,
MO-834, M0-839, the construction forces laydown areas within the PFP perimeter
fences, the abandoned stcam line structures, and the removal of Connex storage
containers,

Survey Objectives:

* To determine the occurrence in the project area of plant and animal species protected
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), candidates for such protection, and species
listed as threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of
Washington, and species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

» To evaluate and quantify the phtcntial impacts of disturbance on priority habitats and
protected plant and animal species identified in the survey.

Survey Methods:

e Pedestrian and ocular reconnaissance of the proposed project site were performed by C.
A. Duberstein, and M. R. Sackschewsky on 29 April 2003.

902 Battelle Bovlevan! » PO. Bax 999 © Richlad, WA 99332
e T ==
Telephone {509) 376-3802 1) E-meil: mailto:corey dubcrsicin@pnl.gov L FAX: (509) 372.3515
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» Priority habitats and species of concemn are documented as such in the following:

Washington Departrnent of Fish and Wildlife (1994, 1996), Washington State
Department of Natural Resources (1997), and for migratory birds, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (1985). Lists of animal and plant species considered Endangered, Threatened,
Proposed, or Candidate by the USFWS are maintained at S0 CFR 17.11 and 50 CFR
17.12.

Survey Results:

The surveyed area is industrialized and there is virtually no vegetation present except for
the maintained landscaping around the 270-Z building and widely scattered weedy plants.

Migratory birds and/or their nests observed in the survey area include the following
species: house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), Say's phoebe (Sayornis saya), bam
swallow (Hirundo rustica), cliff swallow (H. pyrrhonota), American robin (Turdus
migratorius), western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis). Species observed within the survey
area that are not covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act include the European
starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), and the rock dove or
common pigeon (Columba livia).

Specific migratory bird nesting activity that was observed includes:

232-Z: A bamn swallow nest on the east side,

2342.C: An active house finch nest on 2 roof beam above the southwest building corner.
234-5Z: A bam swallow nest on the east side, an inactive cliff swallow nest on the south
side adjacent 2736-ZA, 2 inactive western kingbird nests on pipe supports on the north
and east sides, and a male house finch singing from the roof on the west side.

236-Z: A barn swallow nest and an active house finch nest on the east side, and a cliff
swallow nest under a beam on an external stairwell on the south side.

270-Z: Active American robin nests on lights above the north and south entrances, and
an active house finch nest on a power box west of the south entrance.

2731.Z: A house finch nest on the north side.
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2734-ZB: An active hou.sc finch nest under the roof.
291-Z;;: An active bam swallow nest in doorwell 692 on niear the northeast comer.
291-Z Plenum: Ten inactive cliff swallow nests.

MO-032: A bamn swallow nest above the eastem entrance.

Considerations and Recommendations:

No plant or animal species protected under the ESA, candidates for such protection, or
species listed by the Washington state government as threatened or endangered were
observed within the PFP boundary.

Although many of the above mentioned nests were inactive at the time of the survey,
some of the bird species have not began nesting at the time of the survey. Therefore it is
reccommended that any work activity near any of the above mentioned nests should not
move or destroy the nest or the structure supporting the nest until the young have fledged
(lefi the nest). If any further nesting activity is discovered further consultation with
ECAP staff is advised.

No adverse impacts to species, habitats, or other bioJogical resources are expected to
result from the proposed actions.

This Ecological Compliance Review is valid until 30 April 2004.

Sincerely,

o Ols= L

Michael R. Sackschewsky
Ecological Compliance Assessment Project

MRS:cad

Environmental Asscssment ' APP C-59 October 2003




DOE/EA-1469

U.S. Department of Energy Appendix C

Ms. Britta Nelson-Maki
2003-200-036
Pagedof 5

REFERENCES
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1985. Revised List of Migratory Birds; Final Rule. 50 FR
13708 (April 5, 198S).

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1994, Species of Special Concem in Washington.
(April 1994).

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1996. Priority Habitats and Species List.
(January 1996).

‘Washington Department of Natural Resources. 1997. Endangered, Threatened & Sensitive
Vascular Plants of Washington (August 1997).
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Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory
Operated by Battelle for the
U.S. Department of Energy
16 May 2003

M. Britta Nelson-Maki

Fluor Hanford, Inc.

P. O. Box 1000, MSIN T5-50

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Ms. Nelson-Maki:

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW UPDATE OF THE PFP DEACTIVATION LAYDOWN YARD, 200 West .
Area, ECR #2002-200-063a.

Project Description:
*  Grade and resurface a 40,000 sq. ft. laydown yard.
Survey Objectives: '

o To determine the occurrence in the project area of plant and animal species protected under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), candidates for such protection, and species listed as threatened,
- endangered, candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washington, and species protected
" under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. - : ) . :

e To evaluate and quantify the potential impacts of disturbance on priority habitats and protected
- plant and animal species identified in the survey.

Survey Methods:

» Pedestrian and ocular reconnaissance of the proposed project site were performed by C. A.
Duberstein and K. D. Hand on 15 May 2003.

*  Priority habitats and species of concern are documented as such in the following: Washington
of Fish and Wildlife (1994, 1996), Washington State Department of Natural
_ Resources (1997), and for migratory birds, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1985).. Lists of
" . ~ animal and plant species considered Endangered, Threatencd, Proposed, or Candidate by the
. - "USFWS are maintained 2t 50 CFR 17.11 and SOCFR 17.12. ~ ’ ’

Survey Results:

*  ‘The project area has been previously disturbed and has since partially recovered. It hasa sparse
gray rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) overstory with a cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and
Sandberg’s bluegrass (Poa secunda) understory.

002 Battelle Boulevard ® PO, Box 999  Richland, WA 99352
e R
Telephone (509) 376-3801 O E-mail: corey.duberstein@pnl.gov O FAX: (509) 372-3515

Environmental Assessment APP C-62 October 2003



DOE/EA-1469

U.S. Department of Energy Appendix C

Ms. Britta Nelson-Maki
2002-200-063a
Page20f2

» A Washington State Watch List plant species of concern, the stalked-pod milkvetch (Astragalus - -

", sclerocarpus), was obsctved in the project area.
¢ No migratory birds were observed within the project vicinity.
Considerations and Recommendations: _
» No plant or animal species protected under the !".SA. candidates for such protection, or species

listed by the Washington state government as threatened or endangered were observed in the
vicinity of the proposed laydown yard site.

s ‘The stalked-pod milkvetch is relatively common throughout the 200 West area, therefore
even if the few individuals within the project area are disturbed, it is not likely the overall
local population will be adversely affected. The Watch List is the.lowest level of listing

- for plant species of concem in the State of Washington.

o Noadverse impacts to any other species, habitats, or other biological resources are expected to
result from the proposed actions.

. This Ecological Compliance Review is valid until 15 April 2004.

oo

Sincerely, o
Ol 6.

Michaet R. Sackschewsky - i

_Project Manager

Ecological Compliance Assessment Project

MRS:cad

REFERENCES

.U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1985. Revised List of Migratory Birds; Final Rule. S0FR 13708 (April ..

"5, 1985).°

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1994. Species of Special Concern in Washington. (April
19%4). .

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1996 Priority Habitats and Species List. (January 1996).

" Washington Department of Natural Resources. 1997. Endangered, Threatened 8 Sensitive Vascular
Plants of Washington (August 1997).
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Dr. Allyson Brooks
State Historic Preservation Oﬁo:r
Office of Archacology and Historic Preservation
WuhmgwnDepmm of Community, -
Trade and Economic Development
P.O. Box 48343

Olympia, Waahington 98504

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW (CRR) OF DECONTAMINATION AND
DECOMMISSIONING OF THE PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT COMPLEX TO SLAB ON
GRADE (HCRC# 2003-200-039)

Dear Dr. Brooks: _
Bnclosedig;cnkwmpmwmeps.nepmmww,mmopmm

" Office’s (RL) Hanford Cultural Resources hbo:atozy (HCRL) on August. 12, 2003, for the
subject project located on the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington. ‘Theresults of the records
and literatare review conducted by HCRL staff are described in the enclosed CRR. RL concurs
with the findings that this undertaking will not affect histaric propertics, s no historic properties
are kuown to be located in the project areas, Pursuant 10 36CFR 8002 (4), we aro providing

" documentation to support these findinga and to favolve your officé a5's consulting pery i the

. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 106 Review process. If you have sy
questions, pleass contact Arnabelle L. Rodriguez, of my stafl; on (509) 372-0277.

Sincerely,
. . Joel Hebdon, Director
RCA:ALR ) Regula:oryComphanoemdAnalyusDzmon .
Enclosure
cc wlc; encl:
E. L. Prendergast, PNNL
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" Britta Nelson daki ', "\No ffct to bictoic properag .~
."PFPmemmenulComﬁm’cc " SHPO, Tribe vnd interested partics
Fluor Hanford T5.57 30 day mview reguind
Subject: Culturel Resoitrcés Review of D & D of the PFP Coniplex to Skb oa Grede
. (HCRCH2003-200-039)
. DearMs. Nelson Maki,

IthFPDemmuumngiedvﬂ!dmm&mdd«noﬁsh:hePFPComplubshb—m—gnde
by FY 2009, PFP it Jocated in the 200 West Area of the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
(Figurel). This Cultural Resources Review (CRR) request encompasses activities associated with all
mmdmwﬁ&mmmmwmm%
- HCRCH# 2002-200-021, 2002-200-047, 2002-200-048, end 2002-200-063) and systems add structures
wﬂyxmmmmmwamm Activities will include excavation for
Blanking, repairing; re-rerouting, and removing existing utilities/pipes; digging holes/trenches for
sampling and charscterization; and removal of soil o2 underground supposts. supports. Activitics may requize
.muonwadepthohppwmatdyzom Buﬂdinglwmedbythumwpdude: .

“Bmld.mg Building Name *~ © -+ - T Esepton St -

. 216-2-9-6. ConnmmmdSoilRmanlB\ild:gg Licquid Waste Site Support
216Z9B_| Z-0 Minig Faclity | Liqwid Waste Site Support
216-Z-9-C | 216-Z-9 Weather Enclosure .| Liquid Waste Sit= Support

225-WC PFP Wastewster Sampli i

241-Z Waste Stotage and Treatment Faclity

241-ZA. Waste Disposal MWBM i
241-ZG Chanpe Facility - solid

243-Z Low-Level Waste Treatment F:d'h

243-ZA ImLevdWamethmeh

243-Z8B Towezs and Concrete Pad

| 267-Z - memvmam <.
270-2 PFP Opetations Suppart Building -

2701-2D | PFP Badggl{ouse :

' —
2102-Z Microwsve Towet and Suppost Building

2705-2 - .‘PFPOpenmConuolFﬂ!

2712.2 Stack Sampling and Monitoring Station
2721.Z Em@ Generator Sesvice Buﬂdina__ Non Conuih__;_uung ng -

mmwmd P08a999 n.et.h.a.w.msz

Talephona (30) 3764626 M Eaed efien preadesgast@pal gov M Fix (505) 376-2210
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2727-Z Supply Storage Building . Modular Building °
2729-Z . | StomgeBuilding , - . . . . Modulae Building : . . t
127131ZA.. ' | ‘Container Stogage: i -« yModulsr Building” .- . 7 -
2736-ZC | CargoRestraint Transport Dock * - Modular Building tet e
2736-ZD __ | Fuel Storape Casks Structuze . Structure
MO-014 ) . Mobile Office ..
MO-264 - Mokile Office
MO-428 - ' Mobile Office o
MO-429 Mobile Office

MO-432 - Mohile Office

" Marceax, T.E, 1998, Table A6, Al other data from Table A7

Some pisces of miscellaneons equipmeat (ke transformers) have been given & structure pumber but
do not eppear on the Hsting sbove. Some unaumbered buildings #nd structures have notbeea .
explicitly identificd on this list even though they are within the area desctibed sbove. ’
Although the scope of this CRR includes the PFP Complex 2ad the arca 1000 feet beyond the PFP
fence line, the 231-Z Plutonium Isolation Plant is fiot inchuded us it is nnder the responaibility of
snother organization. When sppropriate, 8 CRR will be conducted for the 231-Z Bullding. -

Notifications and Public Involveinicat
On August 12, 2003, a notification letter wis sent to the following: .
e Per36 CFR 800, the (SHPO) end Tribes were notified of this cultural resources seview
sequest and the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The (APE) was defined 95 delineated in the
attached map (Figure 2).

On Avg 12,2003, SHPO concurred with the definition of AFE.

Tdentification of Historic Propertics, Results of the Records Search and Literature Review .
Accbrding to the Programmatic Agreement Among the U.S. Departesens of Enegpy, Ricbland Operations Offce,
and Advisory Council on Histois Pressrvation, and the Wasbington Stats Historic Preserpation Offcefor the

- Maintenance, Deactivation, Alteration,, end Demoktion of the Built Environmient on the Hargford Sits, Waskizgton
(DOE/RL:96-T7), none of the faclities listed above ase eligible forinchusion in the National
Registet 6f Historic Places 39 8 contributing property within the Haaford Site Manhattan Project” *.
and Cold Wae Ee2 Historic District. None has been recommended for mitigation. -

The project ares has not been survéyed for cultural resourees; however surveys conducted within 1
km of the project are2 suggest 2 dearth of cultural resonrces in the vicinity of the project area
(HCRC# 87-200-016, 88-200-005, 88-200-038, 96-200-058, 2000-600-023, 2002-200-015). A few
pre-contact and post-contact isolated finds sasociated with the White Bluffs Road. (H3-121) have °

- been located (F1-88-025 aa isolated can, HI-96-003 bottle fragments, HI-88-014 a historic can, zad -
HI-88-002 3 large CCS flake). The White Bluffs Rozd (F3-121), an histosic property determined
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, is located within 1 km of the APE.
Howevez, the portion of H3-121 that runs within 1 km of the APE is considared to be g non-
contibuting segment as it has been exteasively distiitbed by Hanford constniction sctivities,

-
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A pnc-cmtact archaeological site predictive model was constructed for the Hacford Site by the
Hanford Cultusal Resources Laboratory (HCRL) in the fall of 2001. This model was developed
using the statistically based Weights of Evidence extension in cogjunction with ArcView 32

" Geographic Information Systems (G15) softwase. The predictive model illustrates that the intedor

« Hanford dune fields (ia which the peojectis located) are the lowest predictive azeas fonnd, ... .
"throvghout the Hanford Site. This fs1kely shie feiilt of & lack of ieacusces ((particalady trated). .
-utlized by Nativé peopies in these areas. Pre-contact use is low, limited to traviel via the White * -
Bluffs Rosd, sctoss d'ue Hanford Sites between sesource gathering and use areas.

A records search of Geneal Land Office (GLO) maps &um the 1880s, 1917 USGS mps, and 1943
seal estate plat maps, cofirm that the White Bluffs Road is the only post-contact land use activity

occurting in the ares.

According to teﬁalphoﬁoguphsukminzom.tnoftthmiectue’ahis bmdumbedbyemmg .
utilities, infrastructuce and cmmxﬁon:uﬁviﬁes :e!amd to the PFP complex (Figuse 3).

Findings and Actions Required

-HCRL lus detemmined no histore pzopmnswmhe affected by this project as there sre no hnmnc
known to be located ia the APE. This finding is based on the extensive distarbasice in

the project azea, dearth of eligible sites near the APE, the lack of calturs] festures found on historic

maps snd sedal photognphs. and the Jow srchasological site probability defined by the Hanford

.pu-conuct mc!ueolngta.l i p:edu:uve model.

. 'Ith.S Dcpaxunent ofEaexgy CulmnhndHism:: Resou:aesl’mgumvﬂl submt:qoﬁml
leuerofdomemmwthesmo Tﬁbumdmwdpmofmﬁndmgsm

All workers sbmﬂdbegm:mdtownmh for cultural materials (eg. bones, artifacts) dudng all work
activities. If any age encountered, wozk in the vicinity of thedncove:ymust stop uatilan - :
mhaeologuthubeenmuﬁcd,messedtheﬁgﬁﬁunanf:heﬁnd,md.#i‘ eaﬁymngédfo:
shitigation of the impacts to the iad. The SHPO must be fiotified if iy, ‘chide¥ s project location
oxwopemmunpnted.lfyouhmmyquum.pbﬂeanmatﬂmzﬁ Plegieusethe - -
HCRC# lbove fonny future comspondcnce conceining this project.

'Ellen L. Preodesgast, M. A, ) Concuzence;, d Q%
Research Scientist/Anthropologist D. C. Stapp, Proje

Cultural Resources Project - Cnlemmcaoumes?m;ect

Concutrence: A
: * Annabelle Rodriguez, Cultural istorical Resources Program Maaager'
U. S. Department of Energy, Richland Openaticns Office
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cc: File/LB .
Bavironmental Poxtal, A3-01
Kim Welsch, N1-25
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Figure 3. HCRCF 2553-235-339 - Close up APE and project areas shown on 2002 aerial
phutographs.
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APPENDIX D

REPRESENTATIVE CHEMICAL HAZARDS AT
THE PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT

Representative List of Chemicals Used in PFP
(for additional details, refer to HNF-13971).

Nitric acid
Sulfuric acid
Hydrofluoric acid
Aluminum nitrate nonahydrate
| Potassium permanganate
Potassium hydroxide
Oxalic acid
Sodium hydroxide
Hydrogen peroxide
Magnesium oxide
Calcium, metal
lodine, crystals
Calcium fluoride
Calcium iodide
Polychlorinated biphenyl
Hydraulic fluid
Polystyrene
Nitrogen gas
on
Helium pas
| Hydrogen gas
Propane
Ethylene glycol
Liquid nitrogen
Carbon tetrachloride
Tributy! phosphate
Ethanol
This list is not intended to be all-inclusive, but is intended to present the range of
types of chemicals used at PFP, These chemicals represent solids, liquids, and
gases; acids and bases; oxidizers; carcinogens; and flammables.
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' OREGON OFFICE
OFENERGY -

625 Marion St'NE, Suite 1

Salem, OR 973023742
'To!l!-‘ 1-800-221

T9e. -8035

July 17, 2003 - - FAX: 503-373-7806

ww.me;gy.sl‘ate.or.us

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
NEPA Compliance Officer -
Richiand Field Office.
U.S. Deparunent of Energy
P.0.Box 550 :
Richland, WA 99352

DearMr, Dunigan:

Re:  Predecislonal Draft Deactivation of the Phutonium Finishing Plaot, Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington, DOE/EA - 1469, May 2003, * .

We appreciate the opportunity to provide commments on the Predecisionsl Dmft Plutonjum
Finishing Plant Environmental Assessment (PFP-EA).

We support the increzsed emphasis the Department of Energy has placed on deactivating the
Plutcrium Finishing Plant, Reducing the risks poséd by the facility has long been & priority -
for the State of Orcgon.

'We are concerned that the BA may not provide & sufficicatly detalled account for the safety
analysic and associated criticality concems. PFP contains a Iarge amount of extremely
dangerous material in the form of dispersed plutonium on the floor of the canyon of the
Plutopivm Reclamation Facility, in the ducting and exhaust systems, in glove boxes and in
other systems. These pose very large risks for worker exposure, and yet uaknown risks for
criticality accidents. We support moving forward with cleanont, albeit very'cautionsly.

‘We are concernéd about the timing of the PFP-EA. The Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) acts
as a focus for involvement of interested members of the public and organizations to provide
review and advics to the Tri-Parties on Hanford cleansp work. The PFP-EA was released for
comraeat shostly after the HAB went on summer break. The comment period closes before
the I{AJ_B or its commitiees will meet again, :

This reduces the opportunity for membets with widely varying views to talk through any
poteatial policy issucs the proposed action may raise. This deaies tho Tri-Parties the bencfit
of a considered review by the HAB. Offecing important documents for review in this manner
i?;t&m DOE's credibility and harms the trust that has developed between ths board and DOE
s
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Oregon Comments on the draft BA for deactivation of the Plutonivm Finishing Plant
DOR/BA ~ 1469
July 17, 2003
Page20f3

We recommend DOE provide a one-year look ahead for future documents, and work with the
HAS and thé various public organizations to ensure that careful considered reviews can occur
that allow for the sharing of views. )

‘We contacted your office carly in the comment peried in regard to this policy issue to ask for
clarification and explanstion. ‘We received no substantive xeply to these inguiries until you
called and leR a voice ressage after close of business Friday, July 11th indicating that DOE
had decided not to extend the comment period.

To be clear, the primary issue is the lack of epportunity for the Board mexmbers to joindy
review potential policy issues. The need to extend vr for another solution to remedy this
particular corament period is secondary.

If you bhave questions abont these comments, please contact M. Dirk Dunning on my staff at
(503) 378-3187, orm

Ken Niles
Assistant Director
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" DOE/EA - 1469
July 17,2003
* Page3of3

Ce: . Mike Wilson, Washingtan Department of Ecology

“Nick Ceto, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Maula Marvin, DOBE

Axmand Minthorn, CTUIR

Russell Jim, Yakama Nation

Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

Shelley Cimon, Chair, Oregon Hanford Waste Board
Todd Martin, Chaix, Hanford Advisory Board
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Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Rk:h!and Washington 99352

.03-RCA-0349 _ AUG 11 2003

Mr. Ken Niles, DeputyMnnmstmbr
Nuclesr Safety Division

Oregon Office of Energy

625 Marion Street NE., Suite 1.

~ Salem, Oregon 97301

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) ON THE DEACTIVATION OF THE *
1’1’.‘[1'1‘01‘11!.!!\#!l WFWG PLANT (PFF) HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND WASHINGTON,
DOE/BA—

’I'huummpcmetoyourlulyi? 2003, letter to me on the sams subject. Your lotter provides
mmwmmewﬁcmﬂuoﬁumwmam
mwmwmmm)mmmmamwwm
and similar documents,

Wenppmneyomcommmumthehﬁmﬂmmmmmﬂym We will
mpoMmmmwﬁcmeaupmlmmmmmﬂBAmﬂmmmm
in September 2003. We mnpmvxdcacopyoftheﬁnalmnmom

nuwmmeommmdﬁr&mndﬂnotwmdem&ﬁe '
HAB"'s meeting schedule, as the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) values the HAB *s advice on
cleamup issues. It is our understanding that the committees chose not to moet during June and
Iulybutwotﬂdconudﬂcamnglmeehngifwm The PFP BA was scheduled to support
ongoing cleanup activities at PFP and could not be delayed to meet the HAB’s schedule,
although we would have supported & mocting and provided briefing information had it been
requested.

Webehwemmﬁepmpxmdmdymuﬁclﬁmofavmmtyofhmmm We seat
& hard copy to your office on June 10, 2003. Notification of the PFP EA comment period was
ms&ibmddwwanyhmmdmmmbmofmmm“mmm
{istserv on June 13. In addition, the scheduled releese of the PFP EA has been on the Richland
Opmhm(RL)DmmSmydoMameMmh.mdﬁslmlmmmbdﬂm
we expected to issue it the first week of June. The RL Decisions Summary is available to you on

the web at http://www.hanford. govipubinvolvohtmi and is updated monthly. In addition to this

“lock shead” document, the RL and the DOE Office of River Protection issue the “Annual
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Planning Summaery” in the eulysprmgthnmcludm
a forecast of upcoming Bavironmental Assossments. The NEPA summary is snother planning
tool available ontheWeb at httpJ//tis-nt.ch.doe. govlnapnlplmnnmmmes.hunl.
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I rogrot that Mr, Dunning, of your staff, end I were not sble speak directly, Had we dons éo, we'
could have discussed his concerns about the timing of the PFP EA. Mr. Dunning left a message
when I was upavailable end he was not available when I retumed his call.

If you have any questions, please contact me on (503) 376-6667.

. Sincerely,
Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
RCA:PFXD N.BPA Complisnce Officer
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" Department of Energy '
Richland Operations Office -

P.O. Box 550
Richiand, Washington 89352

OCT 10 2003

Mr. Ken Niles, Assistant Director
Nuclear Safety Division -~
Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street NE,, Suite 1
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr. Niles:

DRA.'FT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR DEACTIVATION OF THE
PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT (PFP), HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON
(DOE/EA-1469)

muhmmmmmnmwﬁngmmmmmm'mmﬂhm
July 17, 2003, letter to me on the same subject. 1sesponded to your coraments regarding the
timing of the PFP BA on August 11, 2003. The response to your cornment is as follows:

Comment. Wemeqncemedthummmynotprovideamfﬁciendydeuﬂedmnﬂtfotﬁw
gafety analysis and sssociated criticality concems, PFP contains 2 large amount of extremely
dangerous material in the form of dispersed plutonium on the floor of the canyon of the '
Plutonium Reclamation Facifity, in the ducting and exhanst systems, in glove boxes and in other -
systems. These pose very large tisks for worker exposure, and yet unknown sisks for criticality
accidents. We support moving farward with cleanout, albeit very cautiously.

. The BA addresses potential environmental consequences associated with deactivation
activitica as well as postulated sccident scenarios. Openational experience and actual personnel
exposure data were used in developing projected consequences. The analyses are bounding and - -
include contideration of seasonably fareseeable accidents including s criticality event.

Thank you for your comments on the draft EA, We will provide a copy of the final EA toryou. If
you have any questions, please contact me on (509) 376-6667.

sm‘yl

R L

AMCP:RSO . . NEPA Compliance Officer
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_ STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY -
‘1315 W. 4th Avenve ¢ Kennewick, Washington 99336-6018 ® (309) 735-7581
July 15,2003
Mr. Panl F, X. Dunigan, Jr.
Richland Operations Office
United States Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, MSIN: A5-15 -
Richland, Washington 99352
Dear Mr. Dun'igan

Re: Was‘h!ngton State Deparbnent of Ecology Revlew of Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) for Deactivation of the Plutonium Finishing Plant, Hanford .
Site, Rlchland, Washington (DOE/EA-1469)

The Washington State Department of Ecology, Nuclear Waste Program remwed the subject
draft EA. We noted several areas where information necessary to fully understand the impacts of
the proposal is absent. unclear, or inoomplete These include the followxng° ’

L Uncleardescnpuonofthescopeofthepmposal .
.o Lack of differentiation between the two alternatives considered but not preferred by the

United States Departrent of Energy

o Lack of information about grading to be conducted as part of the project and origin of fill
materials

¢ Lack of abiological review specmc to demolition of the bmldmgs listed in Appendix B ,
as part of the scopc of the EA”

o Insofficient information sbout chemical hazards

‘We have enclosed our detailed comments for your review and response. . -
Weurge the United States Department of Energy Richland Operations to review the

requirements in the State Eavironmental Policy Act Rules (WAC 197-11) to ensure that
information provided to us in suppon of requests for our approval of your proposal meets the

requirements.
RECEIVED ~
JUL 18 2003
DOE-RL/RLCC

- . ' 0
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Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigen, Jr.
July 15, 2003
Page 2

If you have any qucsuonﬁ concerning
736-3027 or Mr. Rick Bond on (509) 736-3007.

Sincerely yours,

WA

" Michael Wilson
Program Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

cc:  Mike Geatheard, EPA
Keith Klein, USDOE/RL
Rudy Ollero, USDOE-RL
Todd Martin, HAB .
Lauri Vigue, DFW ’
The Honorable Gary Burke, CTUIRR .
Stuart Harris, CTUIR .
The Honorablé Samuel N, Penney, NPT
Patrick Sobotta, NPT
Russell Jim, YIN
The Honorable Robert Wahpat, YIN
Ken Niles, OOE
Administrative Records: PFP EA

our seview, please contact Ms. Melinda J. Brown on (509)
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Department of Energy
Richland Operalions Office
P.0. Box 550
Richiand, Washington 99352
03-AMCP-0056 : GCT 10 2003
Mr. Michac! Wilson, Program Manager
Nuclear Waste Program :
State of Washington
Depariment of Ecology
1318 W. Fourth Avenue

Kennewick, Washington 99336
Dear Mr. Wilson:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (BA;FOR DEACTIVATION OF THE .
PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT (PFP), HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

(DOE/EA-1469) .

This is in response to your July 15, 2003, letter to me on the same subject. The nspo:'nses to your
comments are as follows: .

Comment 1, (Section 1.0, p. 1-1). It is unclear from the purposc and need statement what the
purpose of the draft Plutonium Finishing Plant Environmental Assessment is. Ecology suggests
that a precise description of the scope of the sccelerated effort should be added. That statement
should include the number of buildings to be demolished to slab on grade, the number of large
systems to be dismantled/flushed out (¢.g. RMC Line, chemical sewer), and the number of
buildings to be decommissioned and placed in surveillance and maintenance mode. As the scope
is presented in Section 1.0 and elsewhere, the reader cannot understand that the focus of the
effort is demolish support buildings to concrete slab-on-grade, to decommission and

. decontaminate certain buildings, and aystems, and to send some wastes to disposal and others to

jong-term storage.

Response 1. The Purpose and Need section in the EA is intended to be a concisc, precise ‘
statement identifying DOE’s need to perform an action and the purpose in doing so. The overall

scope and specifics of the proposed action are addressed in Section 3.0 of the EA.
The Purpose and Need section has been revised as follows for clarity:

*The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) nceds to transition the Plutonium Finishing Plant
(PFP) complex in the 200 West Arca of the Hanford Site to & state of Jow-risk, low-cost,
long-term surveiliance and maintenance pending final disposition. The purpose of this
transition is to mitigate radiological and chemical hazards associated with structures (and
any remaining processing equipment and ancillary hardware) in the PFP complex such
that the PFP Complex"s maih plutonium processing structures would be ready for final
disposition to be determined under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980." '
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Comment 2, (Section 1.0, p. 1-1). Use of the term “transition” to describe the efforts evaluated
in the Drafi PFP EA does not include dismantlement, which is also described in the EA. Ecology
suggests that the term transition be combined with ) .
decontamination/decommissioning/dismantlement to describe efforts that exceed placement of
facilities in a “safe, stable, and environmentally sound condition, suitable for an extended period
of surveillance and maintenance pending final disposition™ accurately.

Response 2. The reader is directed to the Glossary wherein dismantlement, as well as
deactivation, decontamination and decommissioning, facility transition, and stabilization, are
defined. The dscrfptions in the EA are consistent with these definitions.

Comment 3. (Section 2.0, Background). Ecology requests that the USDOE add a map of the
PFP facility to the EA. The map should pinpoint the facilities fisted in Appendixes A and B to
help readers understand the breadth of the proposed actions. The map should also pinpoint the
241-Z and 232-Z facilities, which are also described in this EA.

Response 3. The EA has been revised to include figures of the Hanford Site and a callout fora
detailed Jayout of the PFP Complex (referring to 2 map in Appendix C).

Comment 4. (Section 2.2, p. 2-2). Ecology views the accelerated deactivation activities
described in the three categorical exclusion documents, the proposed deactivation activities, and
the material stabilization and hold-up removal activitics as related actions. As such, these
activities have some potential for significant adverse environmental impacts. Ecology
appreciates that the U.S, Department of Energy has decided to perform an Environmental
Assessment of the proposed deactivation activities and suggests that the USDOE consider
expanding the scope of its environmental document (DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SSA9) to address the
combined actions. )

4. The action proposed in this EA was not within the scope of the Plutonium Finishing

Plant EIS (DOE/EIS-0244F), and therefore, does not lend itself to analysis in 2 supplement
analysis to the PFP EIS. Therefore, an EA was prepared. The text in Section 5.5 addressing
cumulative impacts has been revised as follows to reflect the incremental contribution of the
proposed action to existing risk associated with ongoing sctivitics related to material stabilization
and hold-up disposition to support consideration of potential for significant environmental
impacts.

*Jt would be expected that the proposed action would provide a small contribution to

existing radiological risks already present at PFP, That is, the ongoing stabilization and

hold-up retrieval activities (as addressed in DOE/EIS-0244-FS/SAS) would continue

while deactivation is initiated, For perspective, the consequences associated with the

aforementioned activities were based on retrieval of S0 kilograms (110 pounds) of

plutonium, which is & subset of the 100 kilograms (220 pounds) providing the basis for
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calculations in this EA. The total calculated PFP Facility wotker dose for retrieval of the
50 kilograms (110 pounds) of plutonium was approximately 200 person-rem. In this EA,
the calculated dose-to-worker for retrieval of 100 kilograms (220 pounds) is 300
person-rem. Thus, an additional worker dose of approximately 100 person-rem
conservatively is calculated to result from the proposed action. Based on a dose-to-risk
conversion factor of 6 x 10 LCFs per person-rem (DOE 2002), no edditional LCFs
would be expected (specifically, this equates to 0.06 LCFs)."

Comment 5. (Section 3.1, p. 3-2). Ecology noted that the USDOE proposed to conduct finsl
process operations, including flushing piping systems. Ecology could not determine how the

. USDOE proposes to dispose of the flush water or whether the USDOE proposes 1o treat the flush

water before disposal. Ecology requests that the USDOE provide more information about the
disposal of flush water, including any information about any dangerous wastes that may be

present.
Response 5. Section 5.1.1.2 has been revised as follows for ;:luixy addressing water quality.

"No direct discharges of contaminated liquid effluents to the environment would occur as & result
of planned deactivation activities. The management of aquecus contaminated waste generated
during cessation of stabilization activities and throughout deactivation would be similar to, and
consistent with, current practices at PFP. That is, liquid effluents would be sampled to verify
waste composition and subjected 10 any necessary processing to meet applicable acceptance
criteria before being routed to existing permitted waste treatment and/or disposal facilities.
Sanitary waste would be routed to existing onsite 200 Areas sanitary sewer system(s).”

Comment 6. (Section 3.1, p. 3-2). Ecology notes that the proposed action includes “stabilizing,
consolidating, or removing outside contaminated areas with the PFP complex” that is not
described specifically. Extensive removal of soil from around a building would appear to be
appropriate for regulation under CERCLA 8s & removal action or RCRA. as & corrective action.
Such actions would be covered under s CERCLA/RCRA decision docurnent, rather than this EA.
Please provide the USDOE's rationale for performing extensive soil removal before conducting

other CERCLA actions planned for PFP.

Response 6. The scope of the EA does not include “extensive” excavation. Stabilizing,
consolidating, or refoving outside contaminated sreas within the PFP Complex are meant to
refer to small areas of surface contamination or “hot spots.” The text has been clarified to reflect
minimal excavation. Additionally, excavation associated with planned disconnecting of utilities,
piping, and network service systems (Section 3.1, p. 3-2) would not be “extensive.” The  °
potential impacts associated with air emissions from excavation were addressedin -~ .

Section 5.1.1.1; i.e., “Specific emission estimates from excavation werc not calculated because
particulate matter emissions would be controlled by using sppropristc wetting procedures and
surfactants, resulting in compliance with federal and state alr quality standards.”
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Comment 7. (Section 3.1, p. 3-2). Ecology requests that the USDOE describe the “other
closeout actions” that will be part of the conduct of final process operations described bricfly in
text. Please identify those activities that will generate dangerous wastes and/or toxic air

emissions.

Response 7. The term “other close-out actions™ has been deleted since all activities generating
dangerous waste and/or toxic waste have already been described. .

Comment 8. (Section 3.2, p. 3-2 and 3-3). Ecology cannot readily determine the differences
between the Termina) Cleanout of Systems altemative (see Sec, 3.2.2,) and the Cleanout to
Remove All Radiological Hazands and Dangerous Waste (see Sec. 3.2.3,) from the brief
descriptions provided. Ecology cannot therefore conduct & complete analysis of all alternatives
10 judge the merits of cach against the preferred altemative, The difference between the
Terminal Cleanout and the Cleanout alternatives appears to be in the extent of equipment
removal and facility decontamination. Ecology suggests that the USDOE present the differences
among all of the alternatives in an easily understandable form (i.e., tabular, process flow
diagram) to aid the public in undcrstanding their differences.

Response 8. A table highlighting differences between alternatives has been added and titles of
the alternatives have been changed for clarity in the final EA.

Comment 9, (Section 4.0, p. 4-1). Peragraph 4 cites PNNL 6415 discussions of threatened and
endangered plant and anima! species on the Hanford Site, as well as migratory birds that have
been identified at PFP. It is not clear in the discussion whether the two species of birds on the
Federal list of threatened and endangered species (Aleutian Canada goose and bald esgle) would
be affected by the proposed sctions at PFP. Ecology requests that additional explanation be
added to explain the USDOE'’s inclusion of those species in relation to the proposed action.

Response 9. The text has been clarified to indicate that although these two species of birds are
known to be on the Hanford Site, neither has been observed within the PFP Complex.

Comment 10, (Section 4.0, p. 4-1). Paragraph 5 discusses aquatic organisms in the Columbia
River and other water bodies on the Hanford Sites. As was truc with the two bird species, the
text is not clear as to why the USDOE considers them to be part of the environment affected by
the proposed action. Ecology requests that additional explanation be added to explain the
USDOE’s inclusion of the aquatic habitat as it relates to actions planned at PFP.

Response 10. The text has been clarified to indicate that no species of aquatic organisms are
found within the PFP Complex. .

Comment 11. (Section 4.0, p. 4-1). Paragraph 6 provides & general discussion of the plant
communities on the Hanford Site, but does not specify the natural plant communities that are part

" of the environment affected by the proposal. Ecology requests specific information be added to
describe the communities affected by the proposal.
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Response 11, The text has been clarified to indicate that no natural plant communities are found
within the PFP Complex. :

Comment 12. (Section 5.0, p. 5-1). Paragraph 4 describes in general terms & toxicological
hazard that would exist because of the presence of residual process chemicals, citing the
Plutonium Finishing Plant Residual Chemical Hazards Assessment Report. Ecology requests
that a list of thosc residual process chemicals be appended to the EA to provide information to
the public.

Response 12. A representative list of chemicals based on data in HNF-13971 has been added as
Appendix D in the final EA. . gt

Comment 13. (Appendix C, p. C-5). Ecology noted that the USDOE received concurrence from
the State Office of Archacology and Historic Preservation “to mechanically grade eliminate
frregular surfaces to no more than 1 foot to bring the PFP facility to slab-on-grade.” Ecology did
not sec any description of grading activity in Sec. 3.2; therefore, we were unable to identify the
sources of any fill material to be uéed. Should the USDOE use fill material extracted from
existing borrow pits on the Hanford Site, Ecology requests a list of those pits with a description
of mitigation measures that will be taken to avoid adverse impacts to any State or Federal
candidate, threatened, or endangered species present in or near them.

Response 13. DOE docs not enticipate that fill material will be required to complete this action.

Comment 14. (Appendix C, p. C-13-15; Appendix A, p. A-; Section 2.2, p. 2-2). Ecology noted
that the demolition of buildings described in Sec. 2.2 as part of a categorical exclusion for
ancillary buildings, and listed in Appendix A, underwent a blanket biological review (reference
Appendix C, letter, Michael R. Sackschewsky to Britta Nelson-Maki, “Blanket Biological
Review of Plutonium Finishing Plant, 200 West Area, ECR #2003-200-036, dated May 14, 2003,
Within the report, the author cites demolition of the buildings in Appendix A as one of the
specific causes for conduct of the biological review. No parallel biological revicw of the
buildings listed in Appendix B for demolition was included in the draft EA. Ecology cannot
determine what impacts to plants and snimals may occur from demolition of thé buildings that
are the subject of this EA. Please provide Ecology the written report documenting the biological
review for demolition conducted for the buildings listed in Appendix B,

Response 14. ‘Those structures identified in Appendix B will not be demolished under the scope
of this EA. ‘ .

Comment 15. (Section 5.1.1,p. 5-4). Ecology requests that the USfJ_OE provide more specific
information about the dangerous waste constituents and characteristics of the 130 m* mixed
waste that will be gencrated as a result of PFP deactivation activities.

Response 15. The specific composition of the mixed waste would be identified during
deactivation. : :
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. Comment 16. (Section 5.2.1,p. 5-7). Statements made about injury rates are confusing,” injury
rates that averaged 8.0 (per 2000,000 hours) during early months of 1999 and only 2.3 for all of
2002 . . ."do not clearly identify units of comparison. Ecology requests that the USDOE clarify
that units of comparison are in terms of 200,000-hour increments or annual hours.

Response 16. Text has been rewritten to indicate that recordable injury rates averaged 2.3 (per
200,000 work hours) for alt of 2002, .

Comment 17. (General). Ecology requests that the USDOE provide maps that show the location
of the facilities that are the subject of this EA, layout of the PFP complex, and the relation of the
PFP complex to the rest of the Hanford 200 West Arca and nearby areas with public access (6.8,

State Route 240).

Response 17. See Response 3,

_Comment 18. (General). Ecology requests that the USDOE include Appendix C in the Teble of
Contents in the Final EA and perform other revisions needed to lend consistency to the document

(e.g., headings). *

Response 18. Appendix C has been sdded to the Teble of Contents. The final EA will undergo
appropriate technical editing to provide consistency afier incorporation of comments.

Thank you for your comments. -We will provide a copy of the final EA to you. If you have any
questions, please contact me on (509) 376-6667.

r

Sincerely,

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
AMCP:RSO NEPA Compliance Officer

cc: D. A. Isom, Admin Record, H6-08
R. F. Stanley, Ecology
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. DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE - *

Malling Mddress; 600 Capltal Way N, Ctyinpla, WA 983011091 » (360) $02-2200; TOD {360) 902-2207
ek Office Location: Natural Resources Butding, 1313 Washington Stroet S!. Otympia, WA

July 7, 2003

Mr. Paul F.X. Dunigan, Jr.

NEPA Compliance Officer

U.S. Departmeit of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550 L
Rickland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Dunigan;
RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR DEACTIVATION OF TIIE |
PLUTONIUM FINISHING PLANT, HANFORD STTE, RICHLAND WASHINGTON,
(DOE/BA-1469) . . - - T

The mandate of WDFW is to prescrve, protect, perpetuate, and manage the wildlife and food fish,

. game fish, and shellfish in the state waters and offshore waters. Wildlife, fish, and shellfish are the’
property of the state (RCW 77.04.012). The Washington Department of Figh and Wildlife :
(WDFW) has completed review of the draft EA for the deactivation of the Plutonium Finishing ~
Plant, and comments are detailed below.

'Please provide a map that identifies the location of the Plutonium Finishing Plant withinthe 200 |

Arca. ‘Tt is difficult to determirie the full ecological impacts from this proposed action when a site

snap is not provided. '

SOEm ots . e .

Page'5-1, fourth paragraph, discusses the possibility of a toxicological hazard because of the .

presence of fesidual process chemicals, and further states that these chemicals have been identified

“in the Plutonium Finishing P'lant Resichial Chemical Hazerds Assessmert Report (HNF-13971," . :
'+ .Rev.0). For evaluation purposes, please Include a fist of these chemicals within the appendix of

the EA. S ' ' - '

Page 5.4, this section focuses onTadiological impacts €0 thio public; and avoids athorough .. ¢

- discussion on radiological iipacts to the environment, ‘Further; this seCtiot drnits discussion . .. .
* regarding the Draft Central Platéai Eéological Evaluation (DOE/RL-2001-54 Dixft B}, How will "
this EA tie into this ccological evaluation? The purpose of this ceslogical evaluationisto .. *
complete a screcning-level ccological risk assessment for the Central Plateau;ia docordaice vith - -
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EPA guidance. Ifthis project is exempted from the Central Plateau Ecologxcal Bvaluauon is there
another ecological evaluation being conducted in xts place?

In Appcndxx C, a May 14, 2003 lotter to Bntta Nelson-Ma!u Fluor Dzniel Hanford, lnc.
references outdated Washmston Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Concern and Priority -
Habitats information. PJeasc refer to our web site for the most accurate WDFW spec&cs listings:

MWJAMMMMM

’ 'WDFW apprecintes the oppormruty to comment on this BA. 1 may be rcachcd at (360) 902-2425
ifyou have questtons .

Sm.crely.

suri V'gue
Fish and Wildlife on!ogzst
Cc:  Ted Clausing, WDFW

. Melinds Brown, WDOE
Larfy Goldstein, WDOE

| REcElVEq
;.' a2l
;oos-nuaieﬁ
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Ms. Laura Vigue
State of Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife
600 Capito]l Way N
Olympia, Washington 98501
Dear Ms. Vigue:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR DEACTIVATION OF THE
PLUTONTUM FINISHING PLANT (PFP), HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

(DOE/EA-1469)

This is in response to your July 7, 2003, letter to me on the same subject. The responses to your -
comments are as follows:

Comment 1. (Section 2.0, Background). Please provide a map that identifies the location of the
Plutonium Finishing Plant within the 200 Arca, It is difficult to determine the full ecological
impacts from this proposed action when & site map is not provided.

Response 1. The EA has been revised to include figures of the Hanford Site and a callout fora
detailed layout of the PFP Complex'(referring to a map in Appendix C).

Comment 2. {Section 5.0, Environmental Impacts, p. 5-1). Page 5-1, fourth paragraph, discusses -
the possibility of & toxicological hazard because of the presence of residual process chemicals,
and further states that these chemicals bave been identified in the Plutonium Finishing Plant

Residual Chemical Hazards Assessment Report (HNF-13971, Rev. 0). For evaluation purposes,
please include a list of these chemicals within the appendix of the EA.

Response 2. A representative list of chemicals based on data in HNF-13971 has becn added as
Appendix D in the final EA. - .

Comment 3. (Section 5.0, Environmental Impacts, p. 5-4). Page 5-3, this section focuseson

" - radiological impacts to the public, and avoids & thorough discussion on radiological impacts to
the environment. Fuither, this section omits discussion regarding the Draft Central Platcau
Ecological Evaluation (DOE/RL-2001-54 Draft B). How will this EA tie into this ecological
evaluation? The purpose of this ecological evaluation is to complete a screening-level ecological
risk assessment for the Central Plateau in accordance with EPA guidance. If this project is
exempted from the Central Plateau Ecological Evaluation is there another ecological evaluation

being conducted in its place?
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Response 3. There is no specific ecological evaluation associated with the deactivation of the
PFP Complex. The EA focused on the near-term radiological and toxicological impacts to the
directly involved workers, the onsite workers, and the offsite population. Final disposition of the
PFP Complex (i.c., end state) has yet to be determined. The attendant ecological impacts will be
evaluated as part of the implementation of the recommendations delineated in the final Central

Plateau Ecological Evaluation (DOE/RL-2001-54). From that assessment, a data quality
objectives process for the Central Plateau will be developed. A sampling and analysis plan will
be prepared to support data collection. These data will be used to support ecological risk
assessments (ERA) under the CERCLA remedial investigation/feasibility study process for
demolition of the PFP Complex. Ths ERAs may be p.riormed for geographical portions of the
200 Areas or for groupings of the more than 700 contaminated waste sites into operable units.
The PFP Complex will be included as an entity in the overal] assessment.

Comment 4. (Appendix C). In Appendix C, 8 May 14, 2003 letter to Britta Nelson-Maki, Fluor
Daniel Hanford, Inc. references outdated Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of
Concern and Pnomy Habitats information. Please refer to our web site for the most accurate

WDFW species listings: http://www.wa.gov/wdfw/

Response 4. Although an outdated reference was used in the May 14, 2003, correspondence, the
basis for the determination was the most current information regarding State of Washington
Department of Fish end Wildlife Species of Concern and Priority Habitats (as identified in

http://www.wa.gov/wdfw/),

Thank you for your comments. We will provide a copy of the final EA to you. If you have any
qucsuons, please contact me on (509) 376-6667. .

Sincerely,

X e

Paul F. X, Dunigan, Jr.
AMCP:RSO NEPA Compliance Officer
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AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy
ACTION: Finding of No Significant lmpa.ct

- SUMMARY: The U.S, Department of Energy (DOE) has prepared an Environmental
Assessment (EA), DOE/EA-1469, to assess environmental impacts associated with the .
deactivation of the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) on the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington.
Based on the analysis in the EA, and considering public comments, DOE has determined that the
proposed action is not 8 major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment within the meaning of the Natlonal Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 42
US.C.432], et seq. Thcreforc, the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is

not required.

ADDRESSES AND FURTHER INFORMATION: Single copics of the EA and
further information about the proposed action are available from: ’

U.S. Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office

Rudy S. Ollero, Document Manager
Project Management Support Organization
P.0.Box 550, MS A6-39

Richland, Washington 99352

Phone: (509) 376-0663

e-mail: 1

" For further information regarding the DOE NEPA process, contact:

U.S. Department of Energy
. Richland Operations Office _
* P. F, X. Dunigan, Jr., NEPA Compliance Officer
P.O. Box 5§50, MS AS-58
Richland, Washington 99352
Phone: (509) 376-6667) :
. e-mail: i

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom, Director
Office of NEPA Oversight

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C, 2058S .

Phone: (202-586-4600)  °-
e-mail:

PURPOSE AND NEED: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs to transitionthe .
" Plutonium Finishing Plant (FFF) complex in the 200 West Arca of the Hanford Site to a state of
Tow-risk, low-cost, long-term surveiilance and maintensnce pending final disposition. The *

purpose of this transition is to mitigate radiological and chemical hazards associated with




structures (mdanyrcmmmgpmceesmgeqmpmtandmciﬂaryhardwm)mtthFPComplex :

such that the PFP Complex's main plutonium processing structures would be ready for final
disposition to be determined under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1950.

BACKGROUND: Hxstoncally, the PFP Complex was used to conduct plutonium promsing.
storage, and support operations for national defense. As a result of plutonium processing
activities, the PFP Complex contained an inventory of approximately 3,600 kilograms (7,900
pounds) of a variety of reactive plutonium-bearing materials, In addition to the listed plutonium-
bearing materials, the PFP Complcx contains approximately 50 kilograms (110 pounds) of
plutonium-bearing materials in systems (e.g., ventilation, process equipment, piping, walls,
floors, etc.). This material accumulated gradually over approxmtely 40 years of processing; the
accumulated material is referred to as hold-up material.

Completion of the ongomg stabilization and packaging of plutonium-bearing materislsis -
expected to be completed by March 2004, Deactivation planning has targeted the PFP Complex
to be deactivated, including vaults being de-inventoried, by 2014.

PROPOSED ACTION: The proposed action is to deactivate the PFP Complex, involving
those activities necessary to take the PFP Complex to 8 state suiteble for long-term, low-risk/low-
cost surveillance and maintenance pending final disposition. The scope of this EA includes
deactivation of systems no longer necessary when stabilization and storage activities and planned
Iegacy holdup removal have been concluded; removal/disposition of equipment/components; .
contamination characterization and reduction/mitigation; packaging plutonium holdup miterial

.'mmgwutcaceepunccmma.mmhmmgmdnmmgmuﬂleﬁmceopaahons, asneeded,
to stabilize removed plutonium holdup material; and demolmon of non-process ancillary
buildings.

The proposed action hchidesdeacﬁvnﬁon acﬁviﬁesoracﬁviﬁcsbpuputundphceafacilityin
a safe and stable condition to minimize the long-term cost of a surveillance and maintenance
program while being protective of personnel, the public, and the environment until demolitionof
former processing and material storage buildings occurs. These activities would include those
actions foresceably necessary for implementation of the proposed action, such as associated -
transportation activities, wastc removal and disposal, and award of grants and contracts.

‘Specific actions could includ the following:

¢ Drainin gmdldrde-energxm‘ ing systems as appropriate
° Shbﬂ;mgconhmmatedmm(eg,mfhﬁnﬁves,suhnts.pmt)

o Stab:lxmgorrcmovmggloveboxes procaseqmpmmt.hnh.p:pmg fume boods, and

support equipment -
o Rcmovmgfmcmgmdpavedpm;mad)mttofacﬂmcs:frequmd

o Installing alternate envxmnmcntal momtonng surveillance, and ufety components (e 8
lighting, fencing) if requn'ed




- Rcmoving/packiging radioactive and hazardous materials and waste, including stabilization
and/or removal of asbestos, and removal, cleanup, and disposition of polychlorinated
biphenyls and other regulated materials and transportation to waste management facilities

Removing equipment and system components
Size-reducing process equipment for disposal as waste

‘Performing physical or chemical treatment processes (¢.g8., neutralization, solidification,
filtering) to render & material less hazardous or to reduce the volume

Excessing surplus equipment
Re:i:oving excess combustible material

Disconnecting utilities, piping, and network service systems (if the systems are not necessary
to maintain required environmental monitoring ér building safety systems), including
associated excavation. Note that potential excavation would be sminimal and limited to the -
immediate vicinity of utilities and piping

Ensuring adequate freeze and heat protection .

Stabilizing, consolidating, or removing small outside contaminated areas within the PFP
Complex . . . a

Sealing cracks, gratings, and openings to the building exterior, and repairing roofs

Removing or reducing radioactive or hazardous contamination from facilities and equipment
by washing, heating, chemical or electrochemical action, mechanical cleaning, or other

Removing residual plutonium holdup material, which might remain throughout the PFP
Complex after stabilization activities described in the PFP EIS have been completed; -
packaging residual plutonium holdup meeting waste acceptance criteria for shipment to an
onsite waste mansgement facility’, or thermally stabilizing material in muffle furnace
operations and packaging for storege in existing PFP Complex vaults

Dcsignhgmdexecuﬁngmodiﬁcaﬁmwopanﬁnkmmﬁdldrmwﬁmsms&rym

_ place a facility in surveillance and maintenance, pending demolition
Cmdmﬁngﬁnﬂpmeessopmﬁomwmi;ﬂizemelinﬁmﬁemidudopmﬁmﬂmtcﬁa&m
effluents, such as final process runs; cleaning vessels, pits and trenches; operation of small
evaporators; ﬂuslﬁngpipingsyshms;p@mval or replacement of filters _

Demolishing n'oﬁ-ptooess uggilhry buildings.

VThe ultisuate disposition of transuranic wastz would be shipment to the Waste Isolstion Pilot Plant (WIPP)
for disposal. These materials are within the estimated waste stream volume from Hanford analyzed in the
1997 Final WIPP Supplemental EIS (DOR/EIS-0026-52). . ' .




The proposed ection also might require actions to conserve encrgy, demonstrate potential energy
- conservation, promote encrgy efficiency, or provide routine maintenance of operating portions of
PFP.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The EA discussed a variety of alternatives as well
as the No-Action Altemnative.

MMMIM Under the no action altemative, after mbilmt:on and holdup removal
activitics under the PFP EIS and the deactivation activities (described in Section 2.0 for 232-Z,
241-Z, and ancillary buildings) are complete, the PFP Complex would be subjected to minimal
system deactivation and decontamination activities, leaving residual contaminants in tanks,
vessels, piping, and on interior surfaces of structures. Somcindmdml:ymmswouldbcshm
down and de-energized. Surveillance and maintenance activities would be conducted wbile
CERCLA documentation is pmpared and final dnsposmon decisions are made.

. Alterpatives. Alternatives addressed in the EA included: cleanout of systems to minimize
surveillance and maintenance and oompleﬁ:clmomtomoveallndlologxcal hazards end
dangcmuswam

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: Activitics associated with ducnvatmn of the PFP
, Complex would not result in any significant environmental impacts.

Rautine Operations The proposed action is expected to occur in or adjacent to existing PFP
Complex facilities in previously disturbed areas, and is not expected to result in substantial
radiological or hazardous material releases to the environment. It is projected that potential
personnel exposure to both radiation and hazardous materials during deactivation activities would
be no greater than existing conditions at the PFP Complex. As materials continue to be removed
andmbdmd.backgmmddosonﬁmwouldbecxpecwdwdmse No significant impacts to
air quality, water quality, land use, or ecological, cultural and aesthetic and visual resources
would occur.

'Thmwotﬂdbemaiaﬁonexpommocinmdndthuﬁd\mlpmwﬁmnheqtﬁpmtmd
structures. However, the relatively low level of radioactivity associsted with the PFP Complex
after cessation of stabilization sctivitics makes the risks associated with the deactivation of the
plutonium processing systems small when compared to ongoing current stabilization sctivitics.
Besed on the analysis in the EA for material recovery/deactivation and material disposition, the
collective dosc to PFP workers is projected to be 300 person-rem from deactivation and material
Tecovery activities and approximately 25 person-rem for material disposition. Basedona

_ dose-to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 10" latent cancer fatalitics (LCF) per person-rem , no LCFs
would bé expected (specifically, this equates to 02 LCFs). -

A wxxéoloéxcalhl'ard ﬂsowoulciemstbecameof!bcpmenceofrendualpzwm chemicals.
The current potentis! storage eonﬁgtmnmwotﬂdnot:cluse chemicals that would create 2
potenmlhu!thhnmd. )

Am&m_&ggmAcmdentcmeqnmes have been conndmdforthe pmposed:ctzon.
Postulated accidents associated with the deactivation of the PFP Complex have been considered,
and arebeheved to be bounded by those potential events associated with management of




plutonium-bearing materials present on the Hanford Site. It is expected that disposition of
- materials would not contribute substantial additional risks to ongoing onsite transport.

.Socioeconomic Impacts The proposed action would not result in significant socioeéonomic
impacts. It would be expected that the existing Hanford Site workforce would provide the bulk of
necessary personnel to-support deactivation of the PFP Complex. There would be no significant
impactto cmploymcxit levels within Benton and Franklin counties.

Environmental Yustice Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental -
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to identify
and address, as'appropriate, dxspzopornmtelyhighmdadversehummheal&xmenmonmcnm_
effectsofthcuptommdacuvm«onmontymdlow-mmpopmmm The analysis in
this EA indicates that there would be minimal impacts to both the offsite population and potential
warkforce during deactivation of the PFP Complex, under both routine and accident conditions.
Thmfm.ﬂhnotapectedﬂmtthmmmdbemydmproporbmmyhghmdadme :mpuis
to any minority or low-income populations.

Cumulative Impacts Cumulative mvkomnmtn!inmctswm'eomidaedbutno ngniﬁcant
cumnlative impacts are expected from implementation of the proposed action.

DETERMINATION: Based on the analysis in the EA, end after considering the public

comments received, I conclude that the proposed action for deactivation of the PFP Complexon ..

the Hanford Site does not constitute a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment within the meaning of NEPA.. Tha'efm,mEISmnotreq\med.

Issued at Richland, Wasington, this -30day of October, 2003,






