PROPOSED PLAN FOR REMEDIATION OF
100-KR-, KR-2 AND KR-4 OPERABLE
UNITS

A brief comparison of the two 100-K
Remediation Alternatives (not counting the
“No Action” Alternative)

How do they compare for implementability?
-or remediation effectiveness?
-or Protectiveness?

~or Cost?



Conceptual Schematic

Surface Darrinr

ratic
To ERDF

Cost Waste Site Groundwater

Treatment Treatment Total
Total Present Value of Alternative $422,494,000 $194,314,000 $616,208,000
(Discounted)
Total Non-Discounted Cost $764,611,000 4$265,540,000 41,030,151,000
Note: Waoste site trentment costs include the cost forinstitutional controls. CHPUBS1108_2010-82_DA_132j

Cost Waste Site Groundwater

Treatment Treatment Total
Total Present Value of Alternative 5467,525,000 £247,129,000 £714,654,000
[Discounted])
Total Non-Discounted Cost 812,687,000 $275,810,000 $1,088,497,000
Note: Waoste site treatment costs include the cost forinstitutional controls, CHPUBS1108_2010-82_DA_14c
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Conceptual Schematic Othel' TeCh nOIOgles:
To ERDF | i ) 1
t& Bio-Injection needs lab testing
_-.‘ anWate Tk Bio-infiltration Chromium trial at Hanford
SRy Bio-venting needs testing
Soil Flushing (C-14) needs lab testing
e _ Air Stripping (C-14) needs lab testing
Treatmenl —- £ 0
Fackty 48 Land Farming (TPHSs)
sid || sorSuate _
I T T l Mixing Tank atic
I. I Te ERDF
P B
R'rver/
Cost Waste Site Groundwater
Treatment Treatment Total
Total Present Value of Alternative $422,494,000 $194,314,000 $616,208,000
(Discounted)
Total Non-Discounted Cost 4764,611,000 $265,540,000 $1,030,151,000

In General:

Alternative 2 leaves immobilized waste in
place/ Alternative 3 RTD

100-K waste sites near Columbia River

Alt 2 has unproven technologies with built in
delay for feasibility testing

River
—

Cost Waste Site
Treatment

Total Present Value of Alternative £467,525,000

[Discounted])

Total Non-Discounted Cost £812,687,000

Note: Waoste site treatment costs include the cost forinstitutional controls,

Groundwater

Treatment Total
$247,129,000 $714,654,000
§275,810,000 £1,088,497,000

CHFUBS1105_2010-52_DA_14¢




