Department of Energy

Richiand Operations Office
L P.0. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

04-RCA-0056 - - JAN 22 2004

ECEIVE]

Mr. Michael A. Wilson, Program Manager ; i
' AN 28 004 ot

Nuclear Waste Program |
State of Washington _ i R
Department of E¢ology _ | EBMG

1315 W. Fourth Avenue
Kennewick, Washington 99336

Dear Mr. Wilson:

TRANSMITTAL OF DOE RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY- COMMENTS ON THE 241-Z
TREATMENT AND STORAGE TANKS AND GLOVEBOX HA-20MB CLOSURE PLANS
AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) CHECKLISTS

References: (1) Ecology lir. to J, Hebdon, RL, from J. Ayres, “Ecology Review Comments
‘ on the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, Plutonium '
'Finishing Plant Treatment Unit Glovebox HA-20 MB and the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Checklist,” dtd. October 30, 2003.

(2)  Ecology lir. to J. Hebdon, RL, from R. Bond, “Ecology Review Comments
on the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment -
and Storage Tanks and the State Environmental Poliey Act (SEPA)
Checklist,” dtd. October 16, 2003

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) received review comments on -

the subject closure plans and SEPA checklists in References (1) and (2). Attached please find the

responses to these comments. RL met with Ecology on December 17, 2003, to review a drafi of

the responses and looks forward to meeting with you to resolve any remaining issues.’ Cg S6 o




Mr. Michael A. Wikon 2- - JAN 22 2004
04-RCA-0056 - | -

If you have questions, please contact Ellen Mattlin, Office of the Assistant Manager for the
Central Plateau, on (509) 376-2385 or Tony McKarns, Regulatory Compliance and Analysis

Division, on (509) 376- 8981
fHobdo—

J el Hebdon, Director :
AMCP:EMM ' Regulatory Comphance and Ana1y51s Division

| Sincerely,

Attachments: .

1. 241-Z Closure Plan Responses

2. 241-Z SEPA Checklist Responses

3. Glovebox HA-20MB Closure Plan Responses

4. Glovebox HA-20MB SEPA Checklist Responses

cc w/attachs:
J. Ayres, Ecology
'D. Bartus, EPA
R. W. Bloom, FHI
F. W. Bond, Ecology
D. Faulk, EPA
R. H. Gurske, FHI
S. Harris, CTUIR
R Jim, YN
J. A. Johnston, FHI
S. N. Luke, FHI -
T. M. Martin, HAB
K. Niles, OOE -
" R. Piippo, FHI
- P.Sobotta, NPT
< Adthinistrative Record
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1/15/2004

Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks. -

RI/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to “Attachment 1

DOE;-’RL-96-82, Revision 1

Comment

The Hanford Facility is owned by the U.S. Government Department of
Energy, Richland Field Office and contractor operated. The Hanford Site
covers approximately 560 square miles of semiarid land within the Pasco
Basin of the Columbia Platean in southeastern Washington State. The
Hanford Site has restricted public access and provides a buffer for the
smaller areas (including reactors, chemical separation facilities, and special
nuclear material facilities) onsite that historically were used for production
of special nuclear materials and waste storage and disposal. Dangerous -
waste and mixed waste (containing both radiocactive and dangerous .
components) are generated and managed on the Hanford Facility. The

‘mission of the Hanford Site recently has focused on waste management

and environmental remediation and restoration, The dangerous waste is
regulated in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

0f 1976 and the Washington State Hazardous Waste Managemént Actof

1976 (as administered through the Washington State Department of
Ecology Dangerous Waste Regulations, Washingion Administrative Code
(WAC 173-303). The radioactive component of mixed waste is interpreted
by the U.S. Department of Energy to be regulated under the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954; the nonradioactive dangerous component of mixed
waste is interpreted to be regulated under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and WAC 173-303. Additional
information regarding the Hanford Facility is described in the General

Information Portion of the Hanford Site RCRA permit.

For purposes of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 0f 1976 and
the Washington State Department of Ecology Dangerous Waste

Regulations, the Hanford Facility is considered fo be a single facility. The
single dangerous waste permit identification number issued to the Hanford

Facility by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Washington

State Department of Ecology is U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency/State Identification Number WA 7890008967. The initial

‘| Hanford Facility Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Permit became

effective in September 1994, and is comprised of two portions, a
Dangerous Waste Portion, issued by Ecology, and a Hazardous and Solid
Waste Amendments Portion, issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 10. The Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit
Application is considered to be a single application organized into a
General Information Portion (DOE/RL-91-28) and a Unit-Specific portion.
Both the General Information and Unit-Specific portions of the Hanford
Facility Dangerous Waste Permit Application address the contents of the -
Part B permit application guidance documentation prepared by the
Washington State Department of Ecology and the U.S. Environmental

No Comment 7 Closed on
1. | Pageiii, FOREWORD: Rewrite the Foreword with the following text:

Protection Agency (40 Code of Federal Regulations270), with additional
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1/15/2004

Hanford Faclhty Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks

 RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments .to Attachment 1

DOE/RL 96-82, Revision 1

Comment
No.

Comment

Closed on

information needs defined by revisions of WAC 173-303 and by the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments. Information provided in this
revised 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks closure plan is current as of
July 2003. -

DOE-RL/FH Response:- RL/FH believe that the current closure plan text

| is more appropriate than the suggested Ecology text that is inconsistent

with other approved Hanford Site closures and introduces information that
1s redundant with the HF RCRA Permit. Specifically:
- The current Foreword is consistent with other Ecology-approved
Hanford Site permits [e.g., 300 Area Waste Acid Treatment System
- (closure plan) and Central Waste Complex (Part B)].
¢ The current Foreword references the Ecology-approved General
Information Portion (GIP) of the HF RCRA Permit, DOE/RL 91-
28, Attachment 33, that contains approved, up to date Hanford Site
information and discussion of the Hanford Site RCRA Permit.
Restatement of this information is redundant and risks having to
modify the closure plan if such information changes. '
o 241-Z will be incorporated into the HF RCRA Permit as a new
unit-specific Part V, closure chapter, and to-date Ecology has never

- HA-20 MB Glovebox closure plan that requests inclusion of a
simple 1 to 2 paragraph Foreword. RL agrees with the Ecology
HA- 20MB Teviewers.

Text modiﬁcations: Norne.

incorporated the Foreword as an enforceable portion of the Permit. !} -
e This comment is not consistent with Ecology Comiment #1 for the

—

Page v, CONTENTS: The plan should contain the following chapters
' CONTENTS '
FOREWORD
 GLOSSARY

| PART A, FORM 3 (include history of Part A)

1.0 INTRODUCTION

2.0  SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

3.0  PROCESS INFORMATION

40  WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

5.0 GROUNDWATER MONITORING

6.0 CLOSURE STRATEGY AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
7.0  CLOSURE ACTIVITIES

8.0  POST-CLOSURE ACTIVITIES

9.0  REFERENCES |

APPENDICES : '
1A TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT MILESTONES -83-30, or other
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1/15/2004

Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks

RL/FH Responsesto Ecology Review Comments to Attachment 1

DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

Comment

Comment

Closed on

1  No.

milestones impacting closure activities or compliance schedules

'DOE-RL/FH Response: This comments requests inclusion in the

closure plan of M-83-30 series TPA milestones governing closure and
inclusion of the current Part A, Form 3. These documents are not required

| by regulations governing closure plan content to be included with the

closure plan. Further, the subject TPA milestones and the Part A, Form 3,
Revision 6, have already been approved by Ecology and are not being
revised at this time and so do not require resubmittal to Ecology for review

.| and approval with the closure plan. These documents will be added to the

closure plan by reference in Chapter 9.0, References. A copy of the
approved TPA milestone package and the Part A, Form 3, can be provided
to Ecology upon request.

Text modifications: Add TPA milestones and the Part A, Form 3, to
Chapter 9.0, References. '

3. | Page 1-I, Introductlon The 1ntroduct10n should contain the foﬂowmg
information:
CONTENTS
1.0 INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
1.1 Background
{ 1.2 Preferred Closure Strategy
1.3 Closure Plan and PFP Deactivation/Decommissioning Integration
1.4 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks (241-Z) Closure Plan-
DOE-RL/FH Response: See response to Comment #4.
Page 1-1, Introduction and Overview: This chapter should be rewritten

to contain the following:
1.0 INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This chapter provides background information for the 241-Z Treatment

and Storage Tanks (241-Z) and provides an overview of the 241-Z closure _

plan

This certified closure plan for the 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
(241-A), an unpermitted RCRA treatment, storage, and/or disposal (TSD)
unit is being submitted for approval to the Washington State Department

1 of Ecology (Ecology) in accordance with Hanford Federal Facility
-Agreement and Consent Order (TPA) Milestone M-83-30. Submittal of a

certified closure plan for the '241-Z Waste Treatment Facility' by July 31,

2003 was required by this milestone (Ecology et al. 1996). Management
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1/15/2004 RI/FH Responses-to Ecology Review Corm'nents to Attachment 1
Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

of closure will be based on agreements made between RL and Ecology, as
described in this closure plan and documented in the Administrative
Record. General requirements for RCRA closure are discussed in the Tri-
Party Agreement (TP A). These requirements (Section 5.3 of the Tri-Party
‘Agreement) state that 'all [treatment, storage and/or disposal}) TSP units .
that undergo closure, irrespective of permit status, shall be closed pursuant
to the authorized State Dangerous Waste Program in accordance with
WAC 173-303-610." Closure of this unit will commence pursuant to

WAC 173-303-610, WAC 173-303-640, and the Hanford Facility

| Dangerous Waste Permit (Permit). Approval of this closure plan will be
obtained through the permit modification process pursuant to WAC 173-
303-840 and WAC 173-303-830. The 241-Z Waste Treatment Facility and
the 241-Z are synonymous. Although the treatment, storage and/or
disposal of radioactive waste (i.e., source, special nuclear, and by-product
materials as identified the Atomic Energy Act of 1954) are not within the
scope of RCRA or Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303,
information is provided for general knowledge.

| This closure plan is divided into nine chapters. Chapter 1.0 provides the
introduction, regulatory basis, and strategy for managing the closure unit.
Chapter 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 discuss the detailed facility description,
process information, waste characteristics, and groundwater monitoring,
respectively. 'Chapter 6.0 deals with the closure strategy and performance
standard, including the closure activities for the D-4 through D-8 vaults,
piping, miscellaneous associated building areas, glove box XX and
associated ancillary equipment. Chapter 7.0 addressed the closure _
activities identified in Chapter 6.0, and also adds information on closure
activities for the soil directly beneath the unit, regulated material removed
during closure, and the schedule for closure. Chapter 8.0 provides post
closure information, and Chapter 9.0 provides a list of references used
throughout the document, Appendix A-1 contains Milestone M-083-22,
-30, -31, & -32 documentation.

1.1 Background (Insert the following text: "The Hanford Facility is
owned by the U.S. Government and operated by the U.S. Department of
Energy, Richland Field Office. The Hanford Site covers approximately .
560 square miles of semiarid land within the Pasco Basin of the Columbia
Plateau in southeastern Washington State. The Hanford Site has restricted
public access and provides a buffer for the smaller areas (including
reactors, chemical separation facilities, and special nuclear material -
facilities) onsite that historically were used for production of nuclear
materials and waste storage and disposal. Dangerous waste and mixed
waste (contammg both radioactive and dangerous components) are
managed and produced on the Hanford Facility. The mission of the
Hanford Site recently has focused on waste management and
environmental remediation and restoration. The dangerous waste is

regulated in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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1/15/2004 RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to Attachment 1.
Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
' DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

of 1976 and the Washington State Hazardous Waste Management Act of
1976 (as administered through the Washington State Department of :
Ecology Dangerous Waste Regulations, Washington Administrative Code
{(WAC-173-303). The radioactive component of mixed waste is
interpreted by the U.S. Department of Energy to be regulated under the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954; the nonradioactive dangerous component of
mixed waste 15 interpreted to be regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and WAC 173-303.
Throughout this closure plan, 'mixed waste' refers to waste containing both
dangerous and radioactive components. Additional information regarding
the Hanford Facility is described in the General Information Portion of the-
Hanford Site RCRA permit. :

Insert text from page 1-1; beginning on line 15 through line 30. Include
information about the glove box, etc. that you intend to close along with
the 241-Z tanks. Identify tank D-6 as a CERCLA past- practice tank)

1.2 Preferred Closure Strategy (insert text from page 1-1, beginning on
line 32 through line 50 continuing on page 1-2, lines 1-4.

1.3 Closure Plan and PFP Deactivation/Decommissioning Integration
(insert brief text explaining coordination of efforts. Include planned
| CERCLA actions (include dates) for tank D-6 & other CERCLA
associated actions. Explain what is meant by 'terminal cleanout.'

Explain how you intend to handle the closure of the overflow tank.

DOE-RL/FH Response [to Comments #3 and #4]: RL/FH fecl that the
current closure plan text, as modified, would be more appropriate than the
Ecology-suggested text that is inconsistent with the HF RCRA Permit and
with other Hanford Site closure plans, introduces redundant information,
and requests information that is outside the scope of an introductory
chapter and this closure plan. Specifically: '

e Chapter 1.0, Introduction, is intended to introduce the conditions of
closure and the closure approach and except as noted here, has not
been incorporated by Ecology into the HF RCRA Permit as an
enforceable section. The sole exception to this has been four BHI-
generated closure plans (HF RCRA Permit as Part V, Chapters 16-
19) that were submitted simultancously as DOE/R1.-96-39,
Appendix A and B. These plans had only five chapters and
Chapter 1.0 likely included information normally found in other -
chapters of FH prepared closure plans.

¢ Current text generally already contains the information restated in
the Ecology comment (closure approach, coordination with
CERCLA) and relocating existing information in the same chapter
does not benefit reader comprehensidn or otherwise improve the
plan. _ _
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1/15/2004 RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to Attachment 1
' Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

. D1scuss1on of closure plan approval being via the permit
modification process in accordance with WAC 173-303-830 and
840 is not necessary because the GIP and WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)
already identify closure plan submittal and approval as occurring in
accordance with approprlate permlt application and issuance
procedures.

» Summarizing closure plan chapter contents is mconsxstent with
current closure plans.

o The paragraph beginning with “The Hanford Facﬂ1ty is owned
by...” is a verbatim repeat of the suggested Foreword (Comment
#1) and the information already in the Ecology-approved GIP.

¢ It is not necessary to define mixed waste.

o The information for Ecology-proposed subsection 1.3 already
exists in this section in logical order.

e Coordination of RCRA and CERCLA for purposes of completing
RCRA TSD unit closure is introduced in this chapter at an
appropriate level of detail given that CERCLA involvement is a
TPA-approved possibility not a foregone conclusion (Chapter 1.0,
last two paragraphs).

e The level of detail for CERLCA actions for non-RCRA tank D-6 is
appropriate given that this tank is a past-practice component and
incidental cleanup of non-RCRA locations by CERCLA (6.0) may
occur in conjunction with RCRA closure actions but are outside the |
scope of TSD unit closure.

e The overflow tank w111 be closed like the other RCRA tanks
(7.2.1).

Text modlﬁcatmus

- Sample glovebox information will be added to thls and other
appropriate closure plan sections.

‘s TPA milestones will be incorporated by reference in Chapter 9. 0
References (see response to Comment #2).

» ‘Terminal cleanout” information will be added to Chapter 7.0, 7.1.

e The term ‘partial closure’ (line 41) will be replaced globally
(Chapters 1.0, 6.0, 7.0, and 8.0) with text indicating that if the TSD
cannot clean close under this plan, remaining TSD unit.
contamination will be addressed under a future CERCLA response
action outside the scope of this plan. The schedule for the
CERCLA action is established in TPA milestones and the period
during which TSD unit closure is awaiting the CERCLA action (is
not operating but is unclosed) will be identified as an approved -
extended closure period and compliance schedule for meeting
RCRA TSD unit closure requirements.

5. | Page 2-1, Section 2.1
| Tnsert text (line 6) to include PFP complex is located in the 200 West Area

of the Hanford Site. Identify tank D-6 as a CERCLA unit, a concrete tank
60f29




1/15/2004 ‘RL/FH Responses to Ecoiogy Review Comments to Attachment 1
Hanford Facﬂlty Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
' DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

and, the size of the vault containing it. If appropriate, identify the past-
practice infrastructure (line 20) as CERCLA. .

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accepted. [Note: Tank D-6 is not a concerete
tank. ]

Text modifications: Revise subject text to add:
241-Z is in the 200-W Area of the Hanford Site.
Tank D-6 will be addressed under CERCLA.
New Figure 2-8 identifying vault size.
~ Concrete pipe trench is CERCLA past-practice infrastructure.

6. . Page 2-1, Seétion 2.1.1.

Line 31; ins;srt "single shell" afier large.'

Line 35; describe the size of the vaults. |

DOE-RL/FH Response; Accept Iine 31 and line 35 comments.

Text modificétions: will identify tanks as behig ‘single wall’, not ‘single
shell’, since use of ‘single shell’ could create confusion due to the already

existing Single Shell Tanks TSD unit. Will add vault size per new Figure
2-8 (See Comment #5):

7. | Page 2-1, S_ection 2.1.1

Insert in sentence in line 36: The cells have not floor drains, 'but contain
sumps' and...

DOE-RL/FH Response: Aé'cepted.

Text modifications: Sug;_.,;ested text will be added.

8.- | Page 2-1, Section 2.1.1
Line 45; change "a" to "the" in senteﬁce...'toward a sump located...!

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accepted.

Text modifications: Change line 45 as suggested.

9. | Page2- l Sectlon 2.1.1

Describe how the tanks are physmaﬂy posmoned in the vaults Are they
sitting on elevated tank supports with an air space between the bottom of

the tank and the vault floor or, are they located directly on the vault floor?
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1/15/2004 RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to Attachment 1
Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1 :

DOE-RL/FH Response: Will add text describing tank positioning in the
vaults.

Text modifications: Will add that tanks are flat with sloped bottoms on
octagonal, concrete supporf pads havmg a layer of grout between the top of
the pad and the bottom of the tank. New Figure 2-8 (Comment #5) w111
show how tanks are located within the vaults.

10. | Page 2-2, Section 21.2.1

Clarify date of constructlon vaults were built in 1944 but the bulldmg was
constructed at a later date Why is there a difference?

DOE-RL/FH Response: Line 26, page 2-2, currently states that the 241-
7 Building was added in 1979 to provide weather protection for the vault,
tanks and equipment. Will clarify text to more clearly indicate that the
241-Z building was constructed after the tank system. [Note: vaults were
built in 1949.]

Text modifications: Revise section 2.1, line 7, to indicate that vaults were
constructed and tanks were installed in 1949 and the 241-Z Building was
constructed in 1979, ' :

11. | Page 2-2, Section 2.1.2.2
Need a more detailed description of the glove box and sample piping
DOE-RL/FH Response: Accepted.

Text modifications: Text will add information for sample glovebox (GB-
2-241-ZA) and sample piping.

12. | Page 2-3, Section 2.1.3, Line 13

Insert into sentence after .. CERCLA action for the 200-UP 001 operable
unit in accordance with section 5.5 of the TPA

DOE-RL/FH Response: The current text, as modiﬁed, would be more
appropriate than the suggested text since reference to TPA Section 5.5 at
this juncture is not appropriate. It is premature to state that a CERCLA
QU ‘remedial’ action will remove contaminated buried pipe when it could
be removed under a ‘removal’ action (i.e., EE/CA) such as at U-plant). If
an EE/CA is used, Section 5.5 of the TPA does not apply. However,
because buried piping remaining unclosed afier initial RCRA closure
activities will be addressed by a CERCLA résponse action, the text will be
expanded to include either a CERCLA remedial or removal action.
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1/ 15/2004 RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to Attachment 1
Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1 '

Text modifications: Line 13 will be revised to read “ appropnate
CERCLA response action” action.

13. | Page 2-3, Section 2.2

Identify appropriate section of the General Informauon document
(reference the document) '

DOE-RL/FI-I Response: Accepted..

Texf modifications; (GIP Section 6.1 will_ be referenced. -

"~ 14, ; Page 2-3, Section 2.2

Page F2-3, Figure 2-3: Identify Tanks D-5&D4 as waste collection tanks
(two more arrows)

DOE-RL/FH Response: Wil clarify the figure.

Text modifications: Revise Figure 2-3 appropriately.

15, | Page 2-3, Section 2.2
Update Figure 2-5 to show sump flow returns
DOE-RL/FH Response: Sump flow returns are clearly described in the
note on Figure 2-5 and inclusion of sump flow returns to this figure could
add unnecessary complexity to this figure. RL will be happy to meet with

Ecology and provide any additional tank system jnformation.

Text modifications: None.

16. | Page 3-1, Section 3.1
Waste codes should be included with the Waste descriptions.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Waste code information will be added to the
closure plan. However, because Section 3.0 describes waste producing
processes, it would be more appropriate to add this information to Chapter-
4.0, Waste Characteristics. (See also the response to Comment #23
regarding adding waste codes to Chapter 4.0)

Text modifications: Waste codes information will be added to closure
plan section 4.2.5.

90of29



'1/15/2004 RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to ~ Attachment 1
‘Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

17. | Page 3-1, Section 3.1

5th bullet, further explain what is meant by additional plutomum processes
waste in support of ...etc.

DOE-RL/FH Response: The referenced ‘additional Pu processes’ are
identified under Pu stabilization activities (3.1.5) that will be expanded.

| Waste information on the additional Pu processing mentioned in this bullet
exists in Sections 4.2.4 and 4.2.5.

‘Text modifications: More information regarding ‘additional Pu
processing’ will be added to chapter 3.0.

18, | Page 3-2, Section 3.2

The ﬁrst paragraph of this section is confusmg as written and difficult to
follow,

| DOE-RL/FH Response: Will clarify text.
Text modifications: Will clarify paragraph by deleting text after the 2™

sentence and referring to Figure 2-5 that’ deplcts waste transfer capability -
within the tank system.

19. | Page 3-2, Section 3.2

Also, what waste streams went into each tank (if di fferent waste streams
went into different tanks). :

DOE-RL/FI-I Response: Until 1993, the wastes from different buildings -
and processes waste were piped directly to individual tanks within the
system, Since 1993, all waste has gone directly to Tk 8 and then
commingled in the tank system making the value of pre-1993 information
indeterminate. The addition of pre-1993 waste routing information is not
necessary since all tanks are assumed to contain all potential wastes
managed at the unit and so the decontamination and verification (e.g.,”
sampling)-activities for all tanks will be the same.

Text modifications: None.

20. | Page 3-3, Sectmn 3.3
| Identlfy RCRA & CERCLA components in the title

DOE RL/FH Response: The nature of the past-pracuce unit will be
1dent1ﬁed in the section title.
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1/15/2004 : RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to . Attachment 1
Hanford Facxhty Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks
DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1

Text modlficatlons ‘Past-practice’ components will be 1dent1ﬁed in the
title as CERCLA Past-Practice (CPP).

21, | Page 3-3, Section 3.3.1

Clarify this paragraph. What failed in the system to cause the spill? What
was the quantity of water actually spilled?

DOE-RL/FH Response: Current text indicates that the March 1991 spill
was due to operational error (Linel1) that spilled approximately 26, 000
liters of water to the D-4 and D-5 vaults (Line 12). The March 2002 leak
of the drain line to Tank D-8 caused a minor spill of approximately 1 liter -
to the D-8 containment vault (Lines 19-24).

Text modifications: None

22. | Page 4-i, Chapter 4.0

Add new section: "4.2.6 Constituents of Concern for Closure." Reference
the Part A. ‘

DOE-RL/FH ReSponse Will move waste code information to chapter
4.0 from the first paragraph of Section 7.1.4 and 1dent1fy potential
constltuents of concern (CofC) for closure. -

Text modifications: Waste code information and d:lSCLISSlOIl of potential
CofCs will be added to SeCtIOIl 4.2.5.

23, Page 4-i, Chapter 4.0
Move Section 7.1.4 to Chapter 4.0,

| DOE-RL/FH Response: Waste code information in the first paragré.ph of
Section 7.1.4 will be moved to 4.0.

Text modifications: Relocate waste code 1nfonnat10n from Section 7.1.4
to new Section 4.2.6.

24, Page 4-1, Section 4.2.1 PRF Waste Streams
What are the heavy metal contaminants of the PRF HSW.

DOE-RL/FH Response: The PRF stripped Pu from the aqueous wastes

of the RMA and RMC lines of 234-5Z (the primary Pu processing facility)
using solvent exfraction processes (4.2.1.1). The PRF HSW RCRA metals
will primarily be those from 234-5Z waste thiat are now on the Part A '
Form 3 and in Table 4-1,
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1/15/2004 .. RL/FH Responses to Ecology Review Comments to Attachment 1
Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Closure Plan, 241-Z Treatment and Storage Tanks

_ DOE/RL-96-82, Revision 1
Text modifications: None. o

25, Page 4-1, Section 4.2.1 PRF Waste Streams .

Need information regarding the PPO and the PSA; where did you discuss
their waste streams?

DOE-RL/FH Response: Comment clarification is requesfed bécause'
Ecology-referenced PPO and PSA were not found in closure plan text.

Text modifications: None.

26. | Page T4-1, Table 4-1 & 4-2
| Where's Mercury, Arsenic, Magnesinm, fluoride, chloride?

DOE-RL/FH Response: Section 4.2.5 indicates that some heavy metals
shown in the Part A, Form 3, (i.e., arsenic and mercury) were only
occasional, low-concentration contaminants and so were not identified as
anticipated process waste constituents in Table 4-1 and Table 4-2. The
source of Ecology reference to magnesium, fluoride and chloride is not
clear since none of these are WAC 173-303-9905 Dangerous waste
constituents; none are on the current Part A, Form 3 (Rev 6); and, fluoride
and chloride ions are only tracked for their potential to combine with other
constituents in groundwater that was not affected by RCRA tank system
operations (5.0).

Text modifications; None

27. | Page T4-1, Table 4-1 & 4-2
Are all the constituents listed?
DOE-RL/FH Response: All dangerbus, waste constituents that are .
reasonably expected to be seen at regulatory levels in tank waste are listed

in the tables.

Text modifications: None

28. | Page T4-1, Table 4-1 & 4-2 _
Expiain the silver persulfate process in Chapter 3 & 4.

DOE-RL/FH Response: PFP laboratories primarily developed and refined
Pu production and recovery processes. Through the years, many different
laboratory processes were used, including the silver persulfate and calciner
scrubber processes, some of which added heavy metal constituents (Table
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4-2). Detailed mformatxon regarding all the numerous PFP laboratory
processes that contributed contaminants to the 241-Z tank System is not
readily available and is not necessary since ongoing tank waste sampling
has identified heavy metals in tank waste that are currently identified on
Table 4-2; the Part A, Form 3; and, in the closure plan (Section 7.1.4).

Text modifications: Revise Table 4-2 to delete reference to the silver
persulfate and calciner processes. '

29. | Page 5-1, Chapter 5.0: Replace with following:

"The 241-Z is not subject to the groundwater mionitoring requirements of
WAC 173-303-610 (7)(a) if there is not waste left in place, as consistent
with the preferred ‘clean closure' strategy. Section 6.3.1 of the TPA
agreement states, "Any demonstration for clean closure of a disposal unit,
or selected treatment or storage units as determined by the lead regulatory

- agency, must include documentation that groundwater and soils have not
been adversely impacted by the TSD group/unit as described in WAC 173-

1303-645." Although the 241-Z has not operated as a dangerous waste

- surface impoundment, waste pile, land treatment, or landfill as defined in
WAC 173-303-645 (1)(2), final 'clean closure’ will depend upon
demonstration that dangerous waste constituents have not been transported
into the adjacent soil or groundwater in accordance with Section 6.3.2 of
the TPA. The initial approach to demonstrating closure is to assess the
integrity of the tank system and the vaults. If cléan closure can be
attained, groundwater monitoring is not required. In accordance with the
TPA, the 241-Z is within the 200-ZP-1 (groundwater) Operable Unit. The
200-ZP-1 OU CERCLA cleanup will integrate RCRA actions with
CERCLA actions in accordance with the TPA. Remediation of any
groundwater contamination from the 241-Z unit will occur under the 200-
ZP-1 0U CERCLA Record of Decision (ROD).

DOE-RL/FH Response: The current closure plan text, as modified,
would be more appropriate than the suggested text that is inconsistent with
the TPA and the closure plan and that requires information outside the
scope of this closure plan.. Specifically: _ '
. Referenced TPA Section 6.3.1 applies to dlsposal units and to
- “selected” treatment or storage units. Selection of this unit for
extraordinary oversight of groundwater considerations and
~ application of Section 6.3.1 is not supported by facts that show this
TSD did not impact groundwater (i.e., is not a disposal unit, no
recorded spills outside of the tank system containment, unit is
almost 200 feet above groundwater, existing concrete covers).
Given the limited potential for discharges to soil from this TSD
unit and their limited potential to migrate to groundwater, _
groundwater monitoring is an unlikely postclosure prospect and
should not be assumed.
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¢ Ecology comment text states that CERLCA cleanup “will”
integrate RCRA action with CERCLA actions. However, as a tank
system with functioning containment, operations of the TSD are
not likely to have impacted groundwater and integration of cleanup

“is unlikely.

o TLand disposal units (surface 1mpoundment Waste pile, land-
treatment unit or landfill) are defined in WAC 173-303-040 not
WAC 173-303-645(1)(a) as implied in the Ecology comment.

e Reference to TPA Section 6.3.2 (Closure as a Land Disposal Unit)
is not appropriate at this time because any form of final closure

“other than clean closure is outside the scope of this plan. Further, if
soil contamination remains above clean closure standards after -
final closure (2011), the HF RCRA Permit, Section [1.K, “Modified
Closure” (to industrial standards) would more likely occur and
TPA Section 6.3.2 will not apply.

‘e Use of terminology “... ‘assess the integrity’ of the tank systern and
the vaults...” could 1nvoke requirements of WAC 173-303-640(2)

~ for integrity assessments. Closure activities include visual "
inspections to identify cracks or pathway to soil and not tank or
containment integrity assessments. '

» The integrity of the tanks is not used in this closure plan to.verify

- soil closure, only the containment will be inspected to verify soﬂ
closure, :

Text modifications:
e The second paragraph of 5.0 will be modified to indicate the
following:

‘Soil will be clean closed as described in 6.0 after inspections that
demonstrate that no pathway to soil exists for contaminants. If
clean closure cannot be obtained due to potential soil -
contamination from TSD unit operations, contamination

~ information will be identified in WIDS for evaluation and
disposition by the appropriate future CERCLA response action. A
plan for unit inspections will be developed for the period until
completion of contamination disposition and final TSD unit closure
that will not equate to postclosure care (7.2.5). Such a plan would -
address potential impacts to the environment, including

. groundwater, until final closure (2011). 1f, at the time of final

- closure, it is determined that contamination from TSD unit
operations has impacted groundwater and/or will remain in soil at a
level that reasonably could impact groundwater, a postclosure plan
would be-developed to address the need for and conditions of any
required groundwater monitoring,
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30. | Page 6-1, Section 6.1 CLOSURE STRATEGY Change to read:

The 241-Z unit tanks (including some components, structures, and soil
beneath the unit) will not be removed under this plan. The unit will be
clean closed in place or will remain in place for disposition and final
closure in conjunction with the CERCLA actions(s) for the 241-z OU
(Chapter 7.2.1). The241-Z unit will be clean closed with respect to
dangerous waste contamination from RCRA operations in accordance with
WAC 173-303-610 (2)(b) and WAC 173-303-640(8) and in accordance
with WAC 173-303-806. Incidental cleanup of non-RCRA components
(e.g., tanks D-6, D-9, D-10, and D-11) and structures are planned to occur
in conjunction with the 241-Z tank system closure activities (in accordance
with Milestone M-083-22) and are considered outside the scope of this
closure plan. Past-practice contamination existing in the adjacent D-6
vault or emanating from documented spills to the D-6 vanlt is considered
CERCLA-only contamination that has been identified in the Waste
Information Data System (WIDS) for tracking to disposition by the
appropriate CERCLA action(s) (e.g., the 200-ZP-1 OU) and is considered
outside of the scope of this 241-Z TSD unit closure plan.
All components, structure, and soil that meet the closure standards as
identified in this plan and the requirements of WAC 173-303-610 will be
clean closed. If the 241-Z unit can not be clean closed under this plan, the
unit will undergo post closure pursuant to WAC 173-303-610, WAC 173-
303- 640(8) and in accordance with WAC 173-303-806. The Part A, Form
3, would be modified to remove clean closed portions from the TSD unit
description and identify all unclosed portions for tracking until final
closure. Final closure of the 241-Z unit would occur after disposition of
any remaining TSD unit contamination in conjunction with the CERCLA
-Removal Action (e.g., engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) in
accordance with Milestone M-083-22) that includes 241-Z structures
and/or the CERCLA Remedial Action that includes 241-Z soils. Itis
anticipated there will be a need for extension of the closure period beyond:
'180 and integration of closure with CERCLA action(s). Closure activities
are scheduled to begin in June of 2005 and end by September 2011, as
required, under the milestone M-083-31. As such, a request for extension
pursuant to WAC 173-303-6 10(4)(6)(111) will not be required. Should -
closure activities require additional time for completion, any extension of
the closure period due to integration with CERCLA action(s) will be done
in accordance with WAC 173-303-806, WAC 173-303-810, and WAC
173-303-830 and WAC 173-303-840,

DOE-RL/FH Response: The current closure plan text, as modified,
would be more appropriate than the suggested text changes that are
inconsistent with regulations and agreements (TPA milestones) and that
introduce redundant or unnecessary information. Specifically:

e Closure performance standard infornration is repeated.

e The text assumes that this unit will undergo postclosure that is not
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ant1c1pated If needed, postclosure care would only occur after an
extended closure period (that is not a postclosure period) and only
then if final (CERCLA) closure activities outside the scope of this
plan identify a closure level requiring posiclosure care.

e Referenced WAC 173-303-806 is not applicable to 1nter1m status
“units.

s Chapters 1.0 and 7.0, Section 7.3, discuss the appropuateness of
integration with CERCLA and need not be repeated here.

e Referenced WAC 173-303-610(4)(e)(iii) refers to landfill closure
that is not anticipated.

¢ An extension of closure will not be required as long as closure is
completed by 9/30/11 (TPA milestone M-83-32).

‘e Citation of WAC 173-303-806 (final status facilities only) and
WAC 173-303-810 (specifically not applicable to interim status
units) is not appropriate. Attempting to list all permit modification
citations is not necessary since referenced WAC 173-303-610(3)(b)
requires that changes to the “approved” closure plan comply with

- all applicable permit modification requ1rements

~ | Text modifications: Text will be modified as follows:

o Delete terminology “partial closure” from line 16.

» Section 6.1: Add that for an extended closure period steps will be
taken as described in Section 7.2.5 in coordination with PFP
surveillance and maintenance activities to prevent threats from the
not operating but unclosed unit. '

e Section 7.3: Add “if final closure activities cannot be completed by
2011, an extension of closure in accordance with the requlrements
of WAC 173-303- 610(4)(b) would be requested’..

31. | Page 6-1, 6.2 Closure Performance Standards Replace with this text.

| "Clean closure, as defined in the HF RCRA permit, Section ILX.1 and as
provided in this plan, will meet the closure performance standards of
WAC 173-303-610 (2)(a) by eliminating future maintenance and by
removing or reducing chemical contamination at the 241-Z unit to levels
that controls, minimizes or eliminated to the extent necessary to protect

| human health and the environment, post-closure escape of dangerous
waste, dangerous constituents, leachate, contaminated runoff, or dangerous
waste decomposition products to the ground, surface water, ground water,
or atmosphere. After closure, appearance of the land will be consistent
with future land use determinations for adjacent portions of the 200 Areas.
Clean closure will be achieved when all 241-Z unit dangerous waste, waste
residue, or contaminated equipment are removed or decontaminated to the
visual or analytical clean closure performance standards identified in this
plan and established in accordance with WAC 173-303-61 0(2)(b). After
closure, the appearance of the Jand will be consistent with future land use

determinations for adjacent portions of the 200 Area. Clean closed tanks
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and vault cells could remain in place until disposition in conjunction w1th
future PFP decommissioning and CERCLA actlon(s) activities." -

DOE-RL/FH Response: Current closure plan text, as modified, will be
more appropriate than the suggested text changes because:
 The information already exists in current text.
» A sentence is repeated in this paragraph.
o Clean closed materials will not necessarily be dispositioned by a
CERCLA action as suggested in the Ecology comment.

Text modifications: Insert “postciosure” before “contaminant” in

referenced text for clarity.

32.

Page 6-1, Section 6.2.1 Clean Closure Standards for Structures and
Compeonents

Change line 45 to read: At time of closure, Ecology will determine which
closure standard to apply based on information prowded durlng the
terminal cleanout of the system.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Use of current closure plan text, as modified,
will be more appropriate than the suggested text. The current text
identifies the ‘approved’ clean closure activities available to closure -
management under this plan including removal or decontamination that is -
visually or analytically verified. With full Ecology knowledge and
involvement, closure management will decide which clean closure activity
to attempt and the associated performance standard that must be met.
Ecology will decide whether the performance standard has been met.
However, the sentence will be revised for clarity.

Text modifications: The sentence will be revised for clarity as follows:
Based on conditions encountered at the time of closure, management will
determine which approved method (visual inspections or analytical
sampling and analysis) will be used to verify clean closure of structures
and components and the performance standard that must be met.

- 33,

Page 6-2, Section 6.2.1.2 Aﬁal'yﬁcal Performance Standards...

' Change line 14, to read: Materials that do not meet the visual clean debris

| surface standard or to which the visual standard will not be applied (e.g.,
inaccessible pipe internal surfaces) will be clean closed by samphng and

analy51s : :

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accepted.

{ Text modifications: The words “will be” will be 1nserted as suggested by
Ecology :
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34. | Page 6-2, Sectlon 6.2.1.2 Analytical Performance Standards...

Line 22; define what is meant by 'totals analyses

DOE-RL/FH Response: The term ‘totals’ analysis is commonly used to
describe analyte concentrations determined in a sample by following
sample preparation and analysis methods specified in SW-846 that identify
the maximum (total) concentration of target analyte(s) in a sample matrix.
RL/FH would be glad to meet with Ecology to further discuss totals
“analysis and feels that there would be no benefit to addmg this 1nformat10n
to the closure plan.

Text modifications: None.

35. | Page 6-2, Section 6.2.1.2 Analytical Performance Standards...

Change line 24 to read: ...prescribed by WAC 173-303- 610(2) (b) (1) will
be used as ‘the clean closure standard for the material.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept-comment.

Text modifications: The words il be” will be inserted as suggested by
Ecology. :

36. | Page 6-2, 6.2.2 Closure Standards for Underlying Soil

Change line 30 to read.. Integrity inspections will be conducted on
concrete surfaces to check for through-thickness cracks, etc.

- DOE-RL/FH Response: Ecology is suggesting use of term “integrity -

| inspection” that when applied to tanks or containment could be

misconstrued to invoke the requirements of WAC 173- 303-640(2) for
“integrity assessments’ which will not occur as a function of closure. [See

: Comment #29.]

Text modifications: N_oné

37. | Page 6-2, 6.2.2 Closure Standards for Ui_lderlying Soil
Replace sentence beginning line 34:

If inspections identify such cracks and further investigation (Chapter 7.0,
‘Section 7.2.4) identifies a potential for soil contamination, the condition

will bé documented in the 241-Z TSD unit's Closure log and the unit will
undergo post closure as descnbed in Section 6.1.

A

DOE-RL/FI—I Response: ‘Accept Ecology text ... the condition will be
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documented in the 241-Z TSD unit’s closure log”.

However, Ecology text stating “...and the unit will under go postclosure as
described in Section 6.1.” is not consistent with other portions of this
closure plan and with agreements (TPA milestones). The current text, as
modified, would be more appropriate for use because it addresses
discovery of potential soil contamination during RCRA closure activities
(initial closure under this plan) that would require further CERCLA

| evaluation and disposition (final closure at a later date). Details of final
closure are outside the scope of this plan and landfill closure is unlikely
and should not be presumed.

Text modifications: Section 6.2.2 modification:

e Add ... the condition will be documented in the 241-Z TSD umt s
closure log”

e Dclete “Partial closure” from line 35. Revise the sentence to add
that the unit will enter an approved, extended closure period as
described in Section 6.1, the conditions of which are further
described in Section 7.2.5.

1 38 Page 7-1, Chapter 7.0
‘Pg7-1: 2nd bullet: Please clarify; confusing ideas listed in last sub-bullet.

Note: the order of these bulleted activities seems incorrect. Please review
their order. It is expected that you will do an integrity inspection of the -
secondary containment priorto any removal activities; repair leaks &
cracks, and then proceed with closure activitics. The vaults can not be -
considered clean closed until after final removed or decontamination of
tanks, ancillary equipment, etc. and a final inspection determines the vaults
| to me clean closure standards. At this point the closure status for the soil
can be determined.

| DOE-RL/FH Response: The subject sub-bullet indicates that mitial
inspections of structures and components will be performed to 1dent1fy and
document the following:
» materials/components that could be clean closed as-is [1f any];
o materjals that will require removal or decontamination for clean
closure [most];
e significant cracks or openings that (1) could be a pathway to soil
for contaminants precluding immediate clean closure of soil under
6.2.2 without further RCRA or CERCLA and/or (2) that would
require repair or use of engineered containment devices (liners,
basins) before using decontamination solutions in the vaults. If no
such cracks are found, the soil can be, clean closed at this point .

Ecology is correct that clean closure of containment structures is not.
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ant1c1pated to occur until bullet, line 40.

Text modlﬁcatlons: None

39. | Page 7-2, Section 7 13

Bullet 1; this bullet is confusmg Pleasc explain how RCRA waste
| becomes CERCLA

DOE-RL/FH -Response: Waste that is generated by a CERCLA removal
or remedial response action carried out in accordance with a CERCLA
decision document (e.g., EE/CA) is CERCLA ‘remediation waste’.
Remediation waste can be accepted at ERDF. However, it is accepted that
the discussion of CERCLA remediation waste at this bullet is confusing.

Text modifications: The second sentence of this bullet discussing
CERCLA remediation waste will be relocated to the end of this section.

40. | Page 7-2, Set:tion 7.1.3

Bullet 2; Change sentence to read. ..will be designated at the pomt of
generation, contamerlzed

DOE-RL/FH Respouse: Current text is more appropriate than the
suggested text that is redundant. - Current text already requires “designation
in accordance with WAC 173-303” (Section 7.1..3) that requires meeting
all designation requirements, of which designation at the point of
generation is only one such requirement.

Text modiﬁcations: None.-

41. | Page 7-2, Section 7.1.3

Bullet 3; Change sentence to read. ..if any, will be designated at the point
of generation and transferred to... . _

.'DOE-RL/FI-I Respohse: Sarﬁa comment as:#40. '

' Text modifications: None.

42. | Page 7-2, Section 7.1.3
Bullet 4; Delete "for storage until final disposi‘_[ion;"

DOE-RL/FH Response: This bullet is consistent with the prior bullets in
this section that identify other units to be used for management of closure
| waste. This information is in accordance with WAC 173-303-610
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(3)(a)(iv) and appropriately identifies that waste will not be treated or
disposed of but will be stored at DST until final treatment and disposal.

Text modifications: None

43. | Page 7-3, Section 7.1.4

This section moved to chapter 4; however, ple'ase reiterate ihfoxjmation in
this section.

Insert at beginning of line 14: "It is anticipated that the 241-Z will be
closed to 'clean closure' standards using the visually verifiable
performance standard of a 'clean debris surface’ or by meeting analytical
performance standards (Chapter 6, Section 6 2.1.2)"

DOE-RL/FH Response: Pertinent information (pnmanly the first
paragraph) of this section will be transferred to section 4.2.5 leaving
information (primarily the second paragraph) that is pertinent to-this
section only. See also Comments # 22, 23, and 44).

Current text, as modified, would be more appropriate than the suggested

- text that is not consistent with closure plan text that identifies a different
visual standard for soil (i.., no containment cracks) that does not equate to
the 'clean debris surface'. However, line 14 text will be revised for clarity.

Text modifications: Relocate information in first paragraph of 7.1.4 to
Section 4.2.5. Will retitle Section 7.1.4 to CIosure Verification Sampling.
For clarity, will revise current line 14 text: “..clean closure for 241-Z
materials not closed to visual standards could be achieved by laboratory .
sampling..” -

44, P.age 7—3, Section 7.1.4

This section moved to chapter 4; however, please reiterate information in
this section.

Line 15, Insert in front of 'Sampling would be used..." 'Sampling is _
expected on rinsates from the piping and tanks and, as such, it will be
necessary to develop a Sampling and Analysis plan in accordance with 40

| CFR 300.415(4). To coordinate any future closure activities with the
operable unit, as discussed in Chapters 7 & 8, this information on the
constituerits of concern for closure will be integrated into the CERCLA
clean up actions of the areas of the operable unit assoc1ated with the PFP
building."

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept relocation and reiteration of Section
7 1 4 text addressed by Comments 22, 23, and 43.
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Ecology reference to 40 CFR 300.415 (National Contingency Plant
(NCP)/EE/CAs) addresses CERCLA sampling and is not appropriate
because the subject text pertains to RCRA closure verification sampling of
structures and not CERCLA sampling that, if necessary, would occur -
out31de the scope of this closure plan.

.| Text modifications: None (beyond response to Comment #43).

45. | Page 7-3, Section 7.2.1

Line 39; Change "could” to "will” and change the word "ariy“ to "an."
Please site appropriate WAC

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept changing “could” to “will”. Use of the
word “any” remains appropriate since the text reflects that interior and
exterior surfaces of the same tank may be closed using any of the -
‘approved’ visual or analytical methods identified in the plan. However,
listing a separate WAC citation is not necessary because WAC 173-303-
610 states that closure must occur in accordance with an ‘approved’
closure plan and any method in the approved plan is appropriate for use
without further citations.

e

Text modifications: Revise Line 39 as indicated in the response.

46. | 7.2.1.1 Closure of Tank Internal Surfaces

What is the dlsposal pathway of the decontamination solutmns" Will they
go to the DST system?

DOE-RL/FII Response: See the response to comment # 42 indicating
that liquid closure waste will be transferred to another TSD unit (DST) for

storage to await final treatment and disposal.

Text modifications: None

47. | Pg 7-4,line 4: Need detalls of visual inspection procedures and what the
desired outcome of the visual mspectlon will be.

DOE-RL/FH Response: This section (7.2;2.1, line 3) indicates that visual

acceptance is to ‘clean debris surface’ standard. This performance

standard will apply regardless of whether visual inspections are performed

directly or remotely. If remote inspections are required, they willbe
_appropriately planned and, as with all verification inspections, Ecology

will be notified prior to performance. '

*

Text modifications: None.
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48. | Line 8 -10: Need more detail regarding what the materials are that could
be removed. This section seems to combine two different approaches.
Needs clarification & separation of events..

DOE-RL/FH Response: This section (7.2.1.1) addresses closure of tank
internal surfaces, including baffles and agitators. The current text
references approved (Section 6.2) direct sampling as a clean closure
verification option for matenals that will not be removed or that don’t
meet visual clean standards.

Text modifications: None

49. | Page 7-4, Section 7.2.1.2, Page 7-4
Line 19: Change "could" to "will."
DOE-RL/FH Response: Accepted.

Text modifications: Change “could” to “will” at line 19.

50. | Page 7-4, Section 7.2.1.2, Page 7-4
Lines 27: Need to sample and designate the paint on tank D-8. |

| DOE-RL/FH Response: The presence of tightly adhered paint, even if |
lead-containing, does not preclude achievement of clean closure via the
visual ‘clean debris standard’ as long as the paint does not cover or mask
contamination. Because the tank was cleaned prior to painting, the paint is
not covering contamination (Lines 29-34) and so paint sampling is not
currently planned. If tank D-8 is removed, upon its generation as waste,
designation would be performed that must cons1der the presence of lead in
the pamt

However, current closure plan text (Line 34) stating that this paint is “not
regulated”, although likely correct, has not been verified and will be
‘deleted.

Text modifications: Remove from Line 34: “..and because the paint itself
was not regulated,..” :

51. | Page 7-5, Section 7.2.2
Page 7-3, Line 10; Change to read "will” remain in pléice.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept.
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| Text modifications: Revise line 10: “Materials that will not be removed
at closure and do not meet clean closure standards will remain...”

52. Pagé 7-5, Section 7.2.3 Activities for Closure of the Concrete:

Line 25; please describe what is meant by the statement that "the area
below the tanks and their support pads are grouted." Is there a space
between the bottom of the tark and the support pad or is the tank sitting
directly on the support pad? Is there a leveling course of grout between
the tank and the support pad?

DOE-RL/FH Response: Text will be olarrfied (See also the response to
Comment #9.)

| Text modifications: The first sentence of line 25 will be replaced with the
following information: ‘Each tank is installed on a concrete support pad.
The space between the tank bottom and the support pad is grouted to
equally support the tank weight.’ '

g

53. | Page 7-5, Secﬁon 7.2.3 Activities for Closure of the Concrete

Line 37: Change sentence to read. "Sumps used as rinsate collection areas
will be cleaned and possibly inspected last.” '

DOE-RL/FH Response: Current text will be revised for clarity.

Text modifications: :Line 37 text will be changed to state that
*...Sumps...will be cleaned last and inspected after cleaning.”

54. | Page 7-5, Section 7.2.3 Activities for Closure of the Concrete

Line 43: change to read... 'rinsate will be collected and sampled in
accordance with the approved SAP.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept.

Text modifications: “Could” will be changed to “will” at Line 43.

55.- | Page 7-5, Section 7.2.3 Activities for Closure of the Concrete
Line 44: Clarify intent of sentence, confusing.

DOE-RL/FH Response: This text is intended to facilitate final closure
certification by ensuring that every closure area has a checklist
documenting closure of the locatlon regardless of closure verrﬁcatlon
method.
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56. | Page 7-5, Scction 7.2.4

Line 49; Change to read. "The soils could be contaminated if the concrete
has failed. An integrity inspection will be conducted to identify cracks in
the concrete surfaces that could provide a pathway for dangerous waste or
dangerous waste residues. If no cracks are noted, the soil ' will be
designated as achieving clean closure.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept Ecology text, as modified.

Text modifications: Revise Section 7.2.4 to include the following: The
soils only could be contaminated if the concrete had failed. Contrete surfaces
will be inspected to identify cracks that could provide a pathway. for dangerous
waste or dangerous waste residues. If no cracks are noted, the soil will be
designated as achieving clean closure.

57. | Page 7-6, Section 7.2.5 Other Activities Required for Closure

Line 30: Change this paragraph to read: During the period between when
the Permittee demonstrates that not all waste or waste residuals can be
practicably be removed from the 241-Z unit and certification of closure as a |
landfill, but prior to the initiation of post-closure care, will operate
according to a contingency plan and personnel training plan to be
submitted as a permit modification, as described in Section 8.0. This

| permit modification will also include inspection {including an inspection
schedule, inspection parameters, and 2 response plan to unsatisfactory
conditions) and/or monitoring of unclosed components and concrete
structures that overlay potential soil contamination to ensure conditions do
not develop that could mobilize contamination. Such a plan would identify
all areas of concern.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Current closure plan-text, as modified, would be
more appropriate than suggested Ecology text that is inconsistent with the
closure approach that is based on TPA milestones and other approved
Hanford Site closures; presumes landfill closure that is outside the scope of
this plan; and, presents unnecessary administrative burdens. Specifically:

e The first sentence assumes that if the unit cannot clean close under this -
plan “closure as a landfill” will occur. However, only clean closure
will occur under this plan. Any other closure method, including the -
unlikely landfill closure, is a final closure method that will only occur
after CERCLA involvement and is outside the scope of this plan.

e The Ecology-requested contingency and personnel training plans for
the extended closure period (while awaiting CERCLA actions) are not
necessary and are not consistent with other approved Hanford Site
TSD closures (e.g., 105-DR and 300 Area WATS) that do not require
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such plans. Maintaining a personnel training plan is not necessary
because the unit will not be operating so trained operators are not
required. Maintaining a contingency plan is not necessary because

. waste will not be managed so contingency planmng for possible
acc1dents is not required.

Text modifications: Section 7.2.5 will be modified and provided to
Ecology that will: :
~o Eliminate reference to ‘partial closure’

¢ Identify the TPA-approved extended closure period as a regulator-
approved schedule for coordinating CERCLA actions with RCRA
closure in order to get 241-Z closure back into compliance with RCRA
‘closure requirements.

¢ Better demonstrate meeting WAC 173- 303 61(4)(b) requirements to
prevent threats to human health and the environment during the
extended closure period from the “unclosed but not operating” unit

58. | 7.3 Page 7-6, Section 7.3 Schedule of Closure

Line 45: Change to read: ...will be coordinated with PFP deactivation
activities and will be coordinated with future CERCLA actions(s). .

DOE-RL/FH Response: The Ecology statement that closure “will be”
coordinated with future CERCLA action(s) is premature since 241-Z
closure coordination with future CERCLA actions, although an approved
option, will not occur if the unit can clean close under this plan. However
the text will be clarified. o '

Text modifications: Line 46: “...PFP deactivation activities and could
be coordinated with future CERCLA actions(s), as necessary.” See also
the response to comment #30 for text changes to this section.

59. | 7.3 Page 7-6, Section 7.3 Schedule of Closure

Line 46: Change to read: 'TPA milestone M-83-31 indicates that after |
June 30, 2005, the 241-Z tank system is to cease waste liquid discharges to
Tank Farms. Closure activities might not begin until after this date.’ Etc

| DOE-RL/FH Response Accepted

Text modifications: Ecology text w111 be used.

60. | 7.4 Page 7-7, Section 7.4 Amendment of Plan

Line 7; Change to read: Any amendments to the closure plan will be
submitted in accordance with the Hanford F acility Dangerous Waste
Permit Application, General Information Portion, Section 11.1.10
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(DOE/RL-91- 28) and in accordance with WAC 173-303-810(12) and
| 'WAC 173-303- 810(13)

DOE-RL/FH Response: Amendments to the approved plan would occur
in accordance with WAC 173-303-610(3)(b) as referenced in Section
11.1.10 of the GIP. WAC 173-303-610(3)(b) will be referenced in this
portion of the closure plan.

| Text modifications: Add reference to WAC 173-303-610(3)(5) o
' section 7.4. '

61. | Page 7-7, Section 7.4 Certification of Closure

Line 12; Change to read: Certification of closure will be submitted in
accordance with the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit
Application, General Information Portion, Section and in accordance with
WAC 173-303-810(12) and WAC 173-303- 810(13).

DOE-RL/FH Response: This section addresses closure activity
certification, not closure plan, certification. Closure activity
certification will occur in accordance with WAC 173-303-610(6) as
referenced in Section 11.1.11 of the GIP. WAC 173-303-610(6) will be
referenced in this section of the closure plan.

Text modifications: Add reference. to WAC 173-303-610(6) to section
7.5.

62. | Page 7-7, Section 7.4 Certification of Closure -

Page F7 -1, Figures 7-1, Section 7: |
Add box for Depth of surface layer removal (cm) (e. g for concrete)

DOE-RL/FH Response: A specific box for concrete is not necessary
because Section 7.2.3 identifies no specific numerical removal depth

‘| parameter (i.e., only removal of visual indication(s) that prevent meeting
the ‘clean debris surface standard’). Further, this section already requires
that concrete decontamination be documented on the checklist.

Text modifications: None.

63. | Page 7-7, Section 7.4 Certification of Closure

Page F7-2, Figure 7-2 -
Is the schedule in the proper order of events? Should closure of vaults
come after closure of tanks and piping/ancillary equipment?

| DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept that -the,sequénce of closure verification
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is not clear on Figure 7-2. Initial vault cleaning and concrete crack

| inspections will be done as an initial step (Section 7.1 and Fig. 7-2). This
could allow for soil closure depending on the outcome of the inspections

| (see the response to Comment #39). However, clean closure of vault
surfaces is not expected to be verified until completion of tank
decontamination (i.e., from the inside out - tank and component internals
first, externals next, and then containment vaults) so that surfaces verified
1 as clean closed are not recontaminated.

Text modifications: A revised closure schedulé (Figure 7-2) will be
provided to Ecology to clarify order of closure verification.

64. | Page 8-1, Chapter 8.0

| Line 2, replace with: The 241-Z is proposed to be closed by removal or
decontamination ("clean closed"), in which case no post closure care -
would be required.

DOE-RL/FH Response Current text is more appropriate than the .
suggested Ecology text “...removal or decontamination (“clean
closed”)...” that equates decontammanon with clean closure when other
| closure methods could result from decontamination (e.g., modified
closure). :

Text modifications: None

65. | Page 8-1, Chapter 8.0

Line 4, replace this paragraph with: If the unit cannot be clean closed
under this plan and the Permittee demonstrates that not all waste or waste
residuals can be practicably removed, a permit modification will be
submitted to revise the 241-Z closure schedule and modify closure
requirements to reflect actions necessary to satisfy landfill closure -
requirements pursuant to WAC 173-303-640(8)(b). This revised plan will
reflect and be consistent with the appropriate 241-Z CERCLA action(s)
(Chapter 6.0, Section 6.1). The modified closure plan will contain a plan
for unit monitoring and inspection as described in Chapter 7.0, Section
7.2.5 that will be in place until certification of closure as a landfill is
complete. '

DOE-RL/FH Response: Current text is more appropriate than the
suggested text that presumes a closure method that is outside the scope of
this closure plan. The subject paragraph discusses coordination with
CERCLA and the permit modification and inspection plan that would be
generated for the énsuing extended closure period if the unit cannot be
clean closed under this plan (i.e., after complation of Chapter 7.0 physical

closure activities). Such a plan will not, as presented in Ecology text, .
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include “actions necessary to satisfy landfill closure requirements pursuant
to WAC 173-303-640(8)(b)” since landfill closure, if actually occurring, is
a final closure method that would only occur after the extended closure
period and outside the scope of this closure plan.

Text modifications: None. .

66. | Page Distr-L, Distribution List: Correct spelling to read "Ayres”

DOE-RL/FH Response: The spelling of Jeff Ayres name will be
corrected. ‘ .

Text modifications: As stated in the response.
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04-RCA-0056 Attachment 2
Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241-Z Tank System
_ October 2003
Cor;\]‘igqent Comment Closedon
1 “p. 7 of 19,9 and 10 of 19, 10 and 11 of 19: There appears to be several

sections missing and some formattmg that is not clear. SEPA checklist item 3. -
Water a. Surface: 1) is missing. Item B.5.a mammals reference to the

PNNL-6415 Rev 14 document information is repeated on the bottom of 9 and top
‘of p. 10. The reference to the document is not sufficient because no specific

reference to the 200 West Area or PFP is included for the permit writer's use in
performing an initial assessment (WAC 197-11-330(1 )a)(ii)). Ttem B.6.c and a
response are missing. Item B.7.a checklist text is only partially shown.
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-330(1)(a)(i)”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. A clerical error resulted in a mis-formatted
SEPA Checklist submittal. A correct SEPA Checklist has been compiled for
submittal. The revised SEPA Checklist provides appropriate specificity to show
applicability of PNNL-6415 (Rev. 14) to the PFP Complex.

“A.8.9 1, p.2 of 19: Reference is made to Rev. 0 of the subJect SEPA
Environmental Checklist that submitted with a2 Notice of Intent, submitted i in
September 1996. No explanation is provided as to why Rev. 1 was prepared and
submitted. In addition, the HFFACO Administrative Record shows the NOI was

| submitted in 1992, but the SEPA Environmental Checklist appears as part of the

241-Z Closure Plan in 1996. ‘Ecology requests further explanation of the
environmental information in Rev. 0 that changed in Rev. 1.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960, Instructions for applicants, I, last
sentence, “Answer the questions. . . with the most precise information known "

DOE-RL/FH Response Accept. The text has been revised to reflect that no
action was taken by Ecology on Revision 0 of the SEPA Checklist (submitted
with Revision 0 of the 241-Z Closure Plan). Per TPA negotiations, a revised
Closure Plan was requested. Subsequently, the SEPA Checklist was updated to
reflect the current closure concept, and is being submitted in accordance with the
requirements of WAC-197-11-960.

“Same page, section, ¥ 2, sentence 2: Final disposition of the PFP complex,
including the tanks, will be addressed in CERCLA "documentation”. Ecology
requests a more complete definition of what CERCLA documents will be used to
evaluate the environmental impacts of final disposition of the PFP facility. '
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960™ ‘

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to incorporéte

'| appropriate CERCLA documentatwn as 1dent1ﬁed in the M- 83 series milestones

of the TPA:
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04-RCA-0056 Attachment 2
" Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241-Z Tank System
October 2003
Coxl'ggnent . Comment _ Closedon
4 “A.9, p.2 of 19: The radioactive air emissions Notice of Construction for the

241-Z is listed under item A8. Please include the information on the air
emissions NOC in Section 9, not 8. :
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. The radmactwe air emissions Notice of
Construction has been completed; the NOC is not pendmg

“A.8. 4, p.2 of 19: Ecology noted that no reference is made to the PFP

| Stabilization EIS, DOE-EIS-0244F, or subsequent supplements. Assuming that
the PFP FEIS is not applicable to the tank stabilization efforts, it appears that the

USDOE RL is determining whether further NEPA action will be required,

through the reference to the PFP EA. If the closure of the 241-Z Tanks is parf of

the actions undergoing évaluation in the PFP EA pending, then Ecology must

review the EA before closing the required SEPA actions for the 24-Z Tanks:

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11 060(3)(b)(11)”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The aforementioned EA has been completed.
DOE/EA-1469, Environmental Assessment, Deactivation of the Plutonium
szshmg Plant, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (October 2003), has been
reviewed by Ecology. After consideration of all comments, RL issued a Finding
Of No Significant Impact on October 20, 2003. :

“A.9, p.2 of 19: Ecology suggests that the discussion of submission of a-
radioactive air emissions notice of construction be relocated to item 9 because it

isa permit apphcatlon
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197- 11—960”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. See response to Comment 4. -

“A.10, p.2 of 19: Reference is made to CERCLA documentation in A.S;

however, Ecology cannot determine what that CERLA documentation is. Please

provide a list of the documents that will be prepared under CERCLA to evaluate
| the environmental impacts of final disposition of PFP.“

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accépt. See response to Comment 3.
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Ecology Rev:ew Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241-Z Tank System
October 2003

Attachment 2

Comment
No.

Comment

Closed on

8

“A.11. 9 1, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19: Ecology cannot determine from the
description given why only four of the five 241-Z tanks are begin closed under
RCRA. Later in the text, explanation is provided that Tank D-6 is not included in
the tanks subject to RCRA. For Ecology to learn why that tank was excluded, a

| search of the 241-Z closure plan was required, where the explanation that of the

tank as a CERCLA unit was provided.
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been clarified to reflect that Tank
-6 has been out of service since 1972, pre-dating RCRA. '

“A.11, 4 3, sentence 1, p. 3 o.f 19: Bullet 1 states that visual examination will be

conducted and comparison will be made to the debris rule performance standard
as clean closure. Please cite 40 CPR Part 268.45 Treatment standards for
hazardous debris Table 1 in text for debris rule performance standards.
Regulatory Reference: 40 CFR 268 45”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to refer to 40 CFR
268.45. ‘

10

“A.11, 43, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19: Bullet 5 states that ancillary equipment will be |

removed and disposed. Please specify the equipment to be removed and project
whether the equlpment will be disposed as Low Level Mixed Waste or as
fransuranic waste.”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to reflect that
équipment would be removed/disposed as selected by closure management.
Waste designation during closure activities will determine the appropriate
disposal pathway; closure waste and debris will be designated and managed in
accordance with the applicable requirements for dangerous, mixed, and/or -

| radioactive wastes.
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04-RCA-0056 Attachment 2
Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241 Z Tank System
October 2003
Cor;;;.eqt .Comment Closed on
11 “A.11, 3, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19; Bullet 8 states that if the underlying soils meet

the clean closure standards, the unit will be clean closed. § 2 above states that if

| the unit cannot be closed, then it will be addressed during the PFP CERCLA

decommissioning. Iem B.3 c. 2} asks if waste materials could enter the ground
water. ‘The plan to delay removal of soils under the unit if they cannot meet clean

| closure standards does niot address any potential for the wastes present to travel

through the vadose zone to groundwater. Please'add an explanation of how the -
wastes in the soil under the unit would be expected to travel through the vadese
zone if they are not removed and any mitigation measures that would be put in
place to avoid contaminating the groundwater as required by WAC 197-11-960,

| item B.3.d”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. No reasonable potential exists for migration of

TSD unit soil contaminants, if present, to groundwater. Little potential exists for

soil contammination from this TSD unit because as a tank storage unit (for dilute
aqueous waste) it never discharged during normal operations, the tanks have not |
leaked, functioning concrete containment exists (i.e., no documented cracks or.
breaches), no documented spills have occurred outside of containment, and
spilled liquids do not remain on containment surfaces but are immediately
pumped back into the tanks. Potential soil contamination could only come from
containment failure (i.e., possible through thickness cracks) that, if existing,
would be small and resulting soil contamination would be minor. No reasonable
potential exists for such minor contamination to migrate to groundwater since this

| unit is almost 200 feet above groundwater and is not in a groundwater recharge
- area. No other contaminant drivers will exist because tanks will be empty of

recharge liquid waste and concrete structures covering the location will prevent
natural precipitation from reaching and driving contaminants.

In the unlikely event that the potential for soil contamination from TSD unit
operations is identificd, this potential will be identified in WIDS for evaluation
and disposition by the appropriate future CERCLA response action by 2011 (TPA
Milestone M-83-32). Until that time, the closure plan indicates that steps will be
taken to prevent threats to human health and the environment from potential unit
contamination as required by WAC 173-303-610 (4)(b). A plan for unit
inspections will be developed and provided to regulators for this period that

would address potential impacts to the environment, including groundwater. The

plan would identify the TSD unit activities to identify conditions that could
mobilize remaining contamination and the response to unsatisfactory conditions.
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or concrete do not meet closure performance standards and further cleanup is
ineffective, contaminated portions will be removed or coordinated with cleanup
during decommissioning. This statement lacks a regulatory reference to the
WAC 173-303-610 standards that apply to tank systems closed as landfill units
for the portion of the tank system that cannot be cleaned or removed and disposed
of waste. Please provide a regulatory basis for leaving the tanks in place that
complies with the WAC, as well as a better description of the removal activities
that might be conducted.””

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. The closure plan indicates that materials that
cannot be clean closed under this plan will be dispositioned by the appropriate
future CERCLA response action, the schedule for which is in approved TPA
Milestones. This means that the portions of the tank system that cannot clean

close through current closure plan activities will have their final closure delayed

until completion of CERCLA disposition. Activities identified in the current
closure plan are generally limited to removal of selected ancillary equipment,
decontamination (e.g., cleaning, spot removal of concrete containment surfaces),
verification sampling, and visual inspections. Significant removal actions (e.g.,
removal of tanks or containment structures) will not occur under this plan.

Attachment 2
Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241-Z Tank System
‘ October 2003
CorliTl;nent Comment Closed on
12 “A.11, 93, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19: Bullet 9 states that if the tanks, internal piping,

13

“A.11, 3, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19: Bullet 10 states that soil characterization and
cleanup will be coordinated with the CERCLA cleanup of the facility. As above,

Ecology wishes to understand how USDOE RL will protect the environment from

any further migration of contaminants in the soil. Please address releases to the -
soil and their impact on the groundwater.
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. Please see the response to Comment #11.

14

“B.1.c, p. 5 of 19: Please add specific page references to soil classification maps
and descriptions in PNNL 6415, Rev, 14. In that reference, please provide the
SPECIFIC soil type under the unit, as extracted from Hajek 1966.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. The cited reference provideé sufficient detail
responding to the SEPA request for ‘general’ soil types.

50f7




04-RCA-0056 Attachment 2
Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241-Z Tank SyStem
October 2003
_Cor;};nent Comment ‘ o Closed on
15 “B.2.a. p. 6 of 19 Airborme releases of rad1onuchdes and chemicals are said to

be possible as a result of upset conditions. Please specify what chemicals could

| be released and projected quantities at release. Also provide information on any
planned submission of a Notice of Construction to address emissions of air toxics.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960”

| DOE-RL/FH Response: Rejéct. As stated in the SEPA Checklist, an airborne

release could occur as a result of upset conditions internally or externally. As in'
any industrial setting, upset conditions could cause a release of process materials
(e.g., process chemicals, cleaning agents). Waste treated at the unit and
chemicals used to treat the waste are identified in the Closure Plan. Under .

nortnal operating conditions, no reportable releases are- ant1c1pated and no Notice |

of Construction for air toxics is requlred

i6

“B.2.¢, p. 6 of 19: Please provide information about the "good engineering
practices” that will be used to reduce or control emissions,
Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-9607

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to provide an
example of As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) as a good engineering
pracuce

17

“B.4.c., p. 9 of 19: Reference is made to .lists of threatened or endangered
species in a supplemental document, PNNL-6415, Rev. 14, No attempt was made
to identify particular species that might be present at the Plutonium Finishing
Plant (PFP). The document referenced addresses the entire Hanford Site.

Spemﬂc information on the PFP complex and the tank system is. required for
review of sighificant enwronmental and public health impacts. This failure to
provide information prevents Ecology staff from performing their initial reviews
without a requirement for additional information. Please provide information
specific to the PFP for Ecology evaluation.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-330(1)(a)(ii)”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to reflect the

highly-industrialized nature of the PFP Complex, which is not conducive to - -
habitat. '
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04-RCA-0056 Aftachment 2
Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on 241-Z Tank System
. October 2003
Corlz];;lent . Comment Closed on
18 “B.7.a, p. 11 of 19: The text states that "stringent administrative controls and

engineered barriers will be used to minimize the probability of even a minor

incident and/or accident.” This statement is not supported by any description of

the measures that will be taken or any reference to a permit application or other
document that enumerates the controls and barriers.”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text regarding “Stringent administrative
controls...” has been deleted. The text has been clarified to reflect that -
approprlate controls, as described in the radioactive air emissions NOC
(DOE/RL-2002-72, Rev. 2) would be in place

19

“B.7.2.2), p. 11 of 19: 9 1 states that all personnel are trained to follow proper
procedures during the disposal operations to minimize potential exposure. It is
not clear from the text if the same procedures will be used to clean the tanks to |
meet debris standards or whether added procedures will be required to conduct
the cleaning effort. Please address the cleaning activity procedures.”

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. General and/or specific procedures will be
applied, as appropriate, based on the unit operation being conducted during
closure. The text has been revised to reflect that all persornnel are trained to
follow proper procedures during the scope of activities identified in the closure
plan to minimize potential exposure, and not just during disposal operations.
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summary would be helpful.

04-RCA-0056 ~Attachment 3
Ecology Review Comments to Closure Plan on HA 20-MB Glovebox
October 2003 ‘
Co;n;lent | Comment Closed on
1 | The plan should have short "forward" section. A simple one or two paragraph

DOE-RL/FH Respoense: The following text will be added as a foreword

The Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Per;nit‘Application is considered to be

a single application organized into a General Information Portion (document |

number DOE/RY.-91-28) and a Unit-Specific Portion. The scope of the
General Information Portion includes information used to discuss units
undergoing closure, such as the Plutonium Finishing Plant Treatment Unit
Glovebox HA-20 MB glovebox (the unit addressed in this document,
DOE/RI.-2003-32). ‘

.This closure plan describes the planned activities and performance

standards for closing the PFP glovebox HA-20MB that housed a RCRA
treatment unit. The PFP treatment unit equipment immobilized (e.g.
cemented) plutonium-bearing sand, slag and crucible residue in a glovebox
process. Clean closure is planned for the slovebox and will be accomplished
by using the closure standard in WAC 173-303-610. The closure
performance standard is either physical removal and disposal of the
glovebox, or clean closure and continued use of the glovebox based on either
achieving a clean debris surface, or, if necessarv, sampling for dangerous
waste constituents. Because the intention is to clean close the PFP treatment
unit, postclosure activities are not applicable to this closure plan, If it is
determined that clean closureis not possible or is environmentally
impractical, the closure plan wili be modified to address required
Dostclosure activities.

Page 1, line 46. Ifthere is any holdup material in the glovebox the D003 code
may br;: applicable.

DOE-RL/FH Response: Based on Visual Inspection, it has been determined
that there is no hold-up-in the glovebox.

| Page 1, last paragraph. State what the WSC2 and.WTO?. codes are.

DOE-RL/FH Response: accept. The text will be changed to: Therefore, the
state-only characteristics, WSC2 (state-only corrosive solid) and WT02
(state-only toxic), are the only waste numbers of concern for closure.

Page 3, lines 3 and 4. Change the word "could"” to "will",

DOE-RL/FH Response: The following text change will be made:
Seme-of-the-Components or materials that will not be removed at closure |
might not be amenable for cleaning and obtaining a clean debris surface.
Clean closure of the decontaminated-materials that do not meet the visual
clean debris surface standard eould- will be verified by sampling and
analysis if it is determined to continue 1o pursue clean closure.

Page 3, line 28. Change the sentence to.read ".. .designated at the point of

generation if waste..."
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Ecology Review Comments to Closure Plan on HA 20-MB Glovebox
October 2003

Attachment 3

Comment
No.

Comment

Closed on

' DOE-RL/FH Response: The text will be changed to: designated if waste in .

accordance with WAC 173-303

Designation in accordance with WAC 173-303 requires meeting all
designation requirements, of which des1gnat10n at the point of generation is
only one such requirement.

6 Page 3, line 35. Change the sentence {o read "...designated at the point of
generation and managed .. ' -
DOE-RL/FH Response: See response to comment 5.

7 Page 4, Section 3.2.5. Is a data quality objective process necessary for sampling

the glovebox?
DOE-RL/FH Response: A DQO is not required. The requirement for a
DQO will be deleted from the text. If sampling is necessary a sampling and
analyses plan will be prepared and provided to Ecology prior to performmg
the activities.

8 Page 4, line 7. Change the word "might" to "will,"
DOE-RL/FH Response: The text will be changed to: If a clean debris

| surface cannot be obtained, and it is determined to continue to pursee clean

closure, sampling and analysis might will be performed.

9 Page Distr-1, Distribution List. Correct the spelimg of "Ayres."

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept
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Ecology Review Comments to SEPA Checklist on HA 20-MB Glovebox
October 2003 .

Attachment 4

Comment
No.

Comment

Clesed on

1.

A.8, € 3, sentence 2: Final disposition of the PFP complex, including the tanks,
will be addressed in CERCLA "documentation". Ecology requests a more
complete definition of what CERCLA documents will be used to evaluate the
environmental impacts of final disposition of the PFP facility.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960

DOE-RI./FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to incorporate
appropriate CERCLA documentation as identified in the M-83 series Imlestones
of the TPA. :

A.8.9 4, p.2 of 19: Ecology noted that no reference is made to the PFP
Stabilization EIS, DOE-EIS-0244F, or subsequent supplements. Assuming that
the PFP FEIS is not applicable to the tank stabilization efforts, it appears that the
USDOE RL is determining whether further NEPA action will be required,
through the reference to the PFP EA. If the closure of the 241-Z Tanks is part of
the actions undergoing evaluation in the PFP EA pending, then Ecology must
review the EA before closing the required SEPA actions for the 24-7Z Tanks,

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-060(3)(b)(ii)

DOE-RL/FH Response: NA. The comment is in reference to the 241-Z Tanks
which are not associated with the HA-20MB Glovebox

A9, p.2 of 19: Ecology suggests that the discussion of submission ofa
radioactive air emissions notice of construction be relocated to item 9 because it
is a permit application. :

Regulatury Reference: “WAC 197 11-960

DOE-RL/FH Response: NA, The comment is in reference to the 241-Z Tanks,
which are ot associated with the HA-20MB Glovebox.

A.11. 9 1, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19: Ecology cannot determine from the description

‘given why only four of the five 241-Z tanks are begin closed under RCRA. Later

in the text, explanation is provided that Tank D-6 is not included in the tanks
subject to RCRA. For Ecology to learn why that tank was excluded, a search of
the 241-Z closure plan wasrequired, where the explanation that of the tankasa
CERCLA unit was provided.

Regulatory Reference WAC 197-11-960)

DOE-RL/FH Response: NA. The comment is in referénce to the 241-2 Tanks,
which are not associated with the HA-20MB Glovebox.
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Conl\};nent . Comment Closed on
5 A.11, 93, sentence 1, p. 3 of 19: Bullet 5 states that ancillary equipment will be

removed and disposed. Please specify the equipment to be removed and project
whether the equipment will be disposed as Low Level Mixed Waste or as
transuranic waste.

DOE-RL/FH Response: NA. The comment is in reference to the 241-Z Tanks,

which arg not associated with the HA-20MB Glovebox.

| B.1.c, p. 4 of 19: Please add specific page references to soil classification maps

and descriptions in PNNL 6415, Rev, 14. In that reference, please provide the
SPECTFIC soil type under the unit, as extracted from Hajek 1966.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. - The cited reference provides sufficient detail
responding to the SEPA request for “general’ soil types.

‘B.2.a. p. 5 of 19: Airborne releases of radionuclides and chemicals are said to be

possible as a result of upset conditions. Please specify what chemicals could be
released and projected quantities at release. Also provide information on any

planned submission of a Notice of Construction to address emissions of air toxics.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960

DOE-RL/FH Response: Reject. As stated in the SEPA Checklist, an aitborne
release could occur as a result of upset conditions internally or externally. As in
any industrial setting, upset conditions could cause a release of process materials

(e.g., process chemicals, cleaning agents). Under normal operating conditions, no

reportable releases are anticipated, and no Notice of Construction for air toxics is
required.

B.2.c,p. 5 of 19: Pleasc provide information about the "good engmeermg
practices" that will be used to reduce or control emissions,

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-960

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to provide an

example of As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) as a good engineering

practice.
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Comment

- Closed on T

B.4.c., p. 8 of 19: Reference is made to lists.of threatened or endangered species
in a supplemental document, PNNL-6415, Rev. 14. No attempt was made to
identify particular species that might be present at the Plutonium Finishing Plant
(PFP). The document referenced addresses the entire Hanford Site. Specific
information on the PFP complex and the tank system is required for review of
significant environmental and public health impacts. This failure to provide

information prevents Ecology staff from performing their initial reviews without

a requirement for additional information. Please provide information specific to
the PFP for Ecology evaluation.

Regulatory Reference: WAC 197-11-330(1)(a)(ii)

DOE-RL/FH Response: Accept. The text has been revised to reflect the highly-
industrialized nature of the PFP Complex, which is not conducive to habitat.
Note that the Ha-20MB Glovebox is not associated with any ‘tank system.”

10

B.7.a, p. 9 of 19: The text states that "stringent administrative controls and

| engineered barriers will be used to minimize the probability of even a minor

incident and/or accident.” This statement is not supported by any description of
the measures that will be taken or any reference to a permit application or other
document that enumerates the controls and barriers.

DOE-RI/FH Response: Accept. The text regarding “Stringent administrative
controls...” has been deleted. The text has been clarified to reflect that
environmenta! health hazards are not associated directly with the HA-20MB
Glovebox, but could arise from incidental actmtles within the 234-57 Building
and/or the PFP Complex.

11

B.7.a.2), p. 9 of 19: Y 1 states that all personnel are trained to follow proper

procedures during the disposal operations to minimize potential exposure. It is
not clear from the text if the same procedures will be used to clean the tanks to
meet debris standards or whether added procedures will be required to conduct

the cleaning effort. Please address the cleaning activity procedures.

DOE-RL/FH Response: NA. The comment is in reference to the 241-Z Tanks,
which are not associated with the HA-20MB Glovebox.
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