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Dear Mr. Thomson o | | EDMG *

CONTRACT NO. DE-ACO06- S6RI1.13200 - RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT
(RCRA) ASSESSMENT A&E—SEC-O2-OO9 '

Rl’s Analysm and Evaluatmn Division {A&E) conducted an assessment of the 224~T Procéss Cells

* during the months.of February and June 2002..

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the report detailing the results of this. assessnient The
assessment focused on Fluor Hanford, Inc. (FHI) compliance with the Hanford Site RCRA perrmt
reqmrements for identification, treatment, storage, and disposal of mixed waste.

The contractor’s comphance Wlth the RCRA Pernnt requn'ements was considered Satlsfactory There
were 1o Findings and four Observations. No response from FHI is requxred The assessment is rated as
green - meets requirements. : :

If you have any questions- concermng this maitter, you may contact me, or your staff may contact
Steve Chalk of RL on.(509) 372-8589.

Sincerely,

 ninis rbon

Sa!ly ieracki’

 PMO:SEC | - | Contracting Officer

Enclosure

cc wiencl:

. (. J. LeBaron, FHI

A G Miskhg, FHI
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'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Department of Energy {DOE), Richland Operatlons Office (RL}, Analyms and
Evaluation Division (A&E) began an initial potential mixed waste (PMW) assessment at 224-T
Process Cells on February 19, 2002, during Phase I cell charactérization. Additional assessment
activities were conducted beginning June 3, 2002, during Phase II cell characterization. The '
scope of the assessment was to validate the status of PMW in the 224-T process cells and _
identify any other material that should be considered 2 PMW, and to assess the long-term safety
posture of those items against Resource Conservatlon Recovery Act storage cntena/standards

An entrance meetmg was cenductcd on June 3,‘2002, for the assessment of the Phase II cell
characterization, at the Fluor Hanford Inc. (FHI) offices at MO-414 in the 200 East Area. The .
A&E assessment team and the FHI points of contact and subject matter experts attended the
meeting. The assessment schedule and the areas to be assessed were dlscussed An exit meetmg
~was held on June S, 2002, at MO«414 :

Work in the process cells is being conducted in accordance with an Agreement in Prmmple (ATP)
for characterizing the cells consisting of two phases. Phase I robotic inspections have been
completed. Phase I began in late spring of 2002." Initia! Phase I results have identified low
levels of radicactivity in the cells, vessels, and piping systems. Phase [ also discovered that C-
Cell contains. approximate]y 35,000 gallons of water in the pit, possibly due to rainwater runoff.
The presence ‘of water, in addition to the existence of a pipe trench connecting T-Plant to the
224-T process cells, and a soil subsidence in the same vicinity, indicate that rain water may be
flowing into the pit in C-Cell. At the time of the initial assessment activities iri February 2002,
sampling had not been performed, and it was not known whether this constituted a potential
near-term environmental issue, In addition, the video inspection identified some scaffolding,
tools, plywood, and other debris in F-Cell. Several cardboard boxés were also identified that
may contain PMW. Further investigation during Phase I1 cell characterization deteriined that
the water was not considered dangerous waste and contained low levels of radloactmty

~ Continning cell characterization activities will include appropriate sampling of the remaining
vessels and rei’ated equlpment and management of the rainwater. -

The assessment concluded in no Findings and four Observations. Tﬁc first Observation concerns
determining vessel inventories; the second Observation concerns using an informal procedure for
monitoring the water level in the C-Cell; the third Observation concerns using an informal-
evaluation to identify the source of the water in C-Cell; the fourth Observation concems the
identification of a light bulb box with unknown contents in the cells and it’s subsequent
de&gnatmn as PMW. :

This -assessment is r.ated as “green” —generally meets requirements.

‘ Amz!ys!s and Evaluation Division Assessment Report ' ‘ _ i
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance Assessment '
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1 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

A Baékground

The 224-T process cells are inactive and niay contain PMW. Part A for the adjacent Treatment
Storage and Disposal (TSD) units exists. Thereisno Part A for the process cells, as they areniot
considered to be part of an interim status TSD unit. The 224-T Process cells are contained in a
 reinforced concrete structure previously used for processing and storing plutonium solutions (not

active since 1956). There are no process verits mecting the regulatory definition at 224-T.
Vessel ventilation is provided by the T-Plant powered exhaust/ventilation systemn that i managed
in accordance with applicable Clean Air Act requirements. Not all vessels are vented and the -
specifics of which vessels are vented and their configuration is not known at this time. The.
chemical separatzon activities {cells) have been closed to gencral personnel entry sifice 1966
Current activities include making initial entries info the cells using a robotic systeny durmg Phase
[ cell characterization. The putpose of subsequent entries is to verify that thete are no process
solutions or chemicals left in the vessels or process system. There is 2n AIP (attachment 2) for
characterizing the cells. Phase I robotic inspections have been compleied. Phase I{ cell
charactetization activities began in late spring, 2002. Initial Phase I results have identified low
levels of radioactivity in the celis and vessels/piping systems. The radiation levels indicate that
the cells and related systems are not hlghly contaminated and supporting the information that
vessel flushing was performed, probably circa 1966. Interviews with personne} who worked in
the facility indicated that the systems were flushed; however, there are no available recotds
documenting the actions taken prior to shutdown of the systems during 1956 to 1966.. The recent
robotic inspections identified waste materials in F-cell consisting of scaffolding, tools, plywood,

* other construction debris and cardboard boxes. In addition, approximately 11-1/2 feet of water
was observed in the C-Cell pit. Initial investigation indicates that the source of the water is from
rainwater leaking into the process piping trench between T-Plant and 224-T and then flowing
into'the C-Cell pit. In addition, it appears that two or three process vessels in the pitmay also be
fitlled with watet, since the vessels do not appear to be lifted or displaced in the water. Further
mvesngatzons are contmumg durmg Phase I cell charac’-senzatmn of the cell area,

B. Assessment

This assessment covers the issue of PMW identification and subsequent handling and storage.
The purpose of this assessment was to provide information for DOE’s Annual Land Disposal
Restrictions (L.DR) Report {(HFFACO Milestone M-26-01). The scops of the assessment was to .
validate the status of PMW i the 224-T process cells and identify any other material that should
be considered a PMW, and assess the long-ferm safety posture of those items agams.t RCRA
storage cntenafstandards :

Third party assessments are conducted by DOE to evaluate the total picture of how well the &
'Hanford contractor’s (in this case, FHI} management system complies with the applicable -
regulatory requirements and standards. ‘This assessment was performed using a graded approach

Analvsis aﬁ& Evaluarion Division Assessment Report _ : : 1
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance Assessment



A&E-SEC-02-009

which performed a selected sampling review of recor&s, féci!ity inspections, and personnel
interviews, tailored to the specific activities being performed at the 224-T process cells.

Analysis and Evaluation Division Assessment Report ' ' _ 2
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliunce Assessment
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2 METHODS

A&E began an Jmtlal PMW assessment at 224-T Process Cells on F ebruary 19, 2002, dunng
Phase 1 cell characterization. Additional assessment activities were conducted beginning

June 3, 2002, duting Phase II cell characterization. An assessment entry meeting was held at
MO-414 in the 200 East Area on June 3, 2002. The assessment team members were identified.
The purpose of the assessment was declared and the scope of the assessment was described. The
conduct of the assessment was reviewed along with the assessment schedule. The assessment
* was conducted using the process of A&E procedure A&E-01, “Evaluation of Contractor
"Performance in Meeting Waste Management Storage Requlrements ”

- The method used for this assessment was a combination of document review and interviews.

The inside (video tapes) and the outside of the facility were inspected and regulatory documents
were reviewed to develop the areas of primary focus for the assessment. ‘The documents used to
develop the checklist (attachment A) for the assessment included the interim status provisiens of
: 'WA_C 173-303 and 40 CFR, as non—requlrement criteria for evaluating PMW.

The RL Contractor Oversight and Evaluatlon Planning process provides the mechanism whereby
RL personnel (mission clement, mission support, and support service) evaluate contractor
perforrnance to'ensure work is performed in accordance with the applicable requlrements This
process also- prov1des the mechanism to evaluate the adequacy of the contractors’ management.

~ and independent assessment program and fulfills an important part of the feedback and
improvement functlon of the RL Integrated Management System (RIMS). . This process supports
* implementation of DOE M 411:1A, “Safety Functions, Responsibilities and Authorities -
Manual,” DOE P 450.5, “Line Environment, Safety, and Health Oversight,” and DOE 0} 224 1,
“Contractor Performance Based Business Managf:ment Process.”

Assess ment Team Members

Laura Ruud, of the Washington Sta‘ce Department of Ecology (Ecology) prowded mltzal
guldance for the initial assessment in order to assist the RIL..

DOE Team Members
David Roha
Steve Chalk

f

Analysis and Evalum:on Division Assessment Report ' ‘ o 3
Building 224-T Process Cells Envrronmenml Complzance A.sses.sment o .
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3 RESULTS |

Attachment A, documents the comparison of the- criteria/requirements to the potential mixed
waste. Below are the results of the assessment. The assessment found that the PMW in the
-CY2001 LDR Report contains the correct matrices. The cell water can be removed from the
CY2002 LDR Report based on the recent analyhcal results showmg the water to be non-

dangerous. :

31 GENERAL

1)

2)

- 3)

4)

Waste determinations and treatment standards (WAC 173-303-140, 40 CFR 268); -

Information to determine what waste codes would apply to the matrices has not been

obtaingd, except for the cell water. Subscquent to the assessment fieldwork, the information
on the cardboard boxes has been obtained. - Until information is obtained to determine waste
codes, an evaluation to determine treatment standard” applicability cannot be made. Prior to
making a waste determmat:on on vessel residues, Phase II cell chara,ctenzatmn ac:tmtles
must determine if there is an inventory in the process vessels.

Observation A&E- SEC 02-009 0001 was identified regarding the need to determme vessel -
inventories. -

WAP (WAC- 173-303-300) A WAP was not prepared for the process cells. Phase I1
activities-are intended to obtain mformatlon about contammants and to determme if vessels
have an inventory.

No addltzonal 1ssues were found

F ac111ty Secunty (WAC- 1?3-303-310) The facility has posted the ccnrect warning signs on
the outside of the facility and atall entry points. The doors and gates to the secured areas
were locked.

No issues were found.

Inspections (WAC-I 73-303-320) There is no existing mspectmn schedule for the process
cells, however there is an AIP for charactenzmg the cells. Phase I, robotic inspections, have
been completed. Phase I began in late spring of 2002. Initial Phase I results have identified
low levels of radioactivity in the cells and vessels/piping systems. The radiation levels
indicate that systems are not highly contaminated and that some level of flushing was.
performed Video inspections identified some debris in F-Cell and approximately 11-1/2 feet
of water in the C-Cell pit. No ‘operational logs are mamtamed Documents reviewed:

s Inspection video.
* Work Procedures:

Analysis and Evaluation Division Assessment Repoit -

Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance Assessment
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Work Packages: ’
FA-02-00009/0, “224T Phase 2 Entry Survey and NDA”
FA-01-00002/W, Cell Entry of 2247 Facility”
FA-01-00001/M.
HNF-7509, Revision 0,. “224-T Emry Plan™
Radiological Work Permits:
RC-01-026, Rev. 002
RC:-01-028, Rev. 006
RC-01-029, Rev. 1
RC-01-035, Rev. 3
Radiological Survey Report, RC01359, “200-West/224T, B-Cell”
WSCF Analysis Results Report Report 20(}20306 March 18, 2002 (Ana1y31s of
water ﬁ'om C-Cell)

* Discussions with the contractor staff indicated that monitoring of the water level in C-Cell -
was being done on an informal basis. No formal i inspection procedural requirement was in
‘place to ensure that this inspection was identified for completion and results recorded. The'
- assessment team recommends that this inspection be incorporated into the routine facﬂlty
' mspect]on processes to ensure routine completion and recording of data.

Observation A&E-SEC—OLOOQ-OOO? was 1dentlﬁed regarding the need to fonnahze a
reqmrement to momtor the water level in C-Cell.

5} Personnel Tralmng (WAC-173-303-330): Training records indicated that the training
coordinator was assigned, that applicable courses were listed, and personnel requiring
training in their particular areas were current as required. The written training plan had the
necessary content, training frequencies, and training techniques. Job descriptions were
matched to the training requirements covering requisite skills, education, qualifications, and
. duties for each pOSlthl‘l It was clear that the training was relevant to the pOSIthIlS and. the
work being perfcrmed in 224-T process cells. Documents reviewed:

. RCP-SS 84, “River Corridor Prtgect 200 Area Deactwatmn iject Dangerous Waste
- Training Plan (DWTP).” '
¢ Training records for two of three Nuclear Chermcal Opera:tors (NCOs) that had
completed recent facility quarterly inspections.

No issues were found,

6) Preparedness, Contingency Plan, and Emergencies {(WAC 173-303-340, 350 & 360): The .
facility’s emergency preparedness plan was established to meet both RCRA requirements for
TRUSAF and DOE requirements. However, because there are no personnel permanentiy
located at the facility, no permanent emergency equipment, comumunications eqmpment
wamlng systems, personal protective eqmpment or spill control and contamment supplies -
were located in the facility surrounding areas. The team uses cell phones for
communications for emergency notlficattons '

Analysis and Evaluation Division Assessment Report \ o o 5.
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmentai Compliance Assessment
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Document reviewed:

e« HNF-1P-0263-200-ADP, Revision 1 “Buxldmg Emergency Plan, 200 Area Accelerated
‘Deactivation Project.”

No issues weére found.

7) Facility Records (WAC-173-303-380): Because the process cells are not part of an interim
- status unit, operating records are not maintained. There are no facility records available
relating fo process cell operation since it had become an inactive facility in 1956.- Current
" video inspection procedures were available for review. When the water in C-Cell was first
discovered durinig Phase I cell characterization, an occurrence report, RL-PHMC-
GENERAL-2001-0009, was generated that addressed the root cause, Immedlate actions
‘ necessary corrective actions, environmental tmpacts, etc.

D_ocurnent reviewed:
o Occurrence report, RL-PHMC-GENERAL-2001-0009
No issues were found.
8) Closure and post closure (Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) Action Plan 5.3,' WAC 173-303-6 1.0):
- Closure and post closure plan have not been issued. Characterization of the process cells is
being performed pursuant to an AIP. Selection of appropriate closure standards will be
discussed with the TPA lead recrulatory agency project manager.

* Document reviewed:

» AIP, “Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Agreement) Ne_gotiation
of Commitments for the 224-T Facility,” dated June 22, 1999.

No issues were found. .

32 SPECIFIC | -

1. Use and management of containers (40 CFR 265, Sub I): At the time of the assessment
field activities, two cardboard boxes were identified inside the F-Celi by robotic
inspection; contents unknewn. Subsequent to assessment field activities, the boxes were
removed and activity managed.

Observation A&E-SEC-02-009-0004 was identified regardmg the need to hst the
material in the cardboard boxes as PMW on the LDR report PMW.

Analysis and Evaluarion Dzvzszon A_s,s essment Repors . . &
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance. Asse.s.smenz : '
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1.1)  Condition of containers {265. 171) From the robotic v1deo, the boxes appear to

- be in good condition and intact. Based on historical practices, most of this |
material /construction debns is not expected to be PMW. However, one box has
labeling that mdlcates it'may contain hght bulbs, a PMW. See observation A&E— :
SEC-02-009-0004.

- 1.2) Compat1b111ty of waste with containers (265.172). Ttis unllkely that the matrix in
' the cardboard boxes is incompatible with the box. Historical uses of these boxes
“were o dispose of low-level radioactive waste at Hanford burial grounds

‘No'issues were found.

1.3) Management of Contamers (265. 173) The containers were closed and were not
ruptured -

No issues were found. ' : .
- 1.4) Inspections (265.174). See genéral discussion regarding inspections. |

1.5)  Ignitable, reactive, or incompatible waste (265.176 and .177). Although it is not
' known, it is unlikely that the matrlx in the cardboard boxes is ignitable, reactive,
or incompatible. : :

No -issues were found.

1.6} . Air emission ‘standards (276.178): See discussion above regardmg Subpart AA
discussions. :

No issues were found.

1 7) Labels (WAC 173 303- 630(3)) The two ca.rdboard boxcs were not labeled
according to the WAC requirements. ‘

No issues were found.

1.8)  Secondary Containment (WAC 173-303-630(7)): Secondary containment is not
provided for the two cardboard boxes. It is unlikely that the boxes contam a
matrix requmng secondary contamment '

No issues were found.
2. Tank systems {40 CFR 265 Subpart J): There are 28 vessels including 51‘{ centrifuges, |

located in the six cells. C-Cell has water in the pit. The water covers procoss vesseis in
the pit. : :

Anabisis.'and Evaluation Division Assessment Report ) T ' o 7
Building 224-T Process Cel!s Environmental Compliance Assessment '
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2.1)  Tank integrity inspection, Independent Qualified Registered Professional
Engineer assessment and secondary containment (265.191, .192, and .193): The systems.
were shutdown in 1956 and are not actively used to store, treat or dispose-of dangerous
waste. :

No issues were found.

2.2) General operating requirements and inspections: (265.194 and .195): The systems
have not been operated since shutdown in 1936 and are not actively used to store, treat or -

 dispose of dangerous waste. No inspections were made of the cells since they were
closed in 1966.

No issues were found. -

2.3)  History of leaks or spills and tank fitness for continued use (265.196): There are
no records available concerning past leaks or spills. A campaign to cleanout the cells and
related vessels and systems was concluded in 1966 at whlch time the celIs were locked.
There is no planned ﬁlture use for the systems

Noi 1ssues were found.

2.4) - Closure and post closure (265. 197) Interviews with personnel who worked inthe

facility indicated that the systems were fushed; however, there are no available

' records docurmienting the actions taken prior to shutdown of the systems between
1956 and 1966. During phase 1 cell characterization approximately 11-1/2 feet of
water was obsérved in the C-Cell pit. The initial informal evaluation indicates
that the source of the water is from rainwater leaking into the process-piping
trench between T-Plant and 224-T and then flowing into the C-Cell pit. An -
occurrence report, RL-PHMC-GENERAL-2001-0009, documents the finding of
the water in C-Cell. Initial estimates were 150,000 liters and approximately .
eleven feet deep. The contractor engineering staff bricfed the assessment team on
their evaluation of the water concern in C-Cell, While the information provided
would be important for future corrective actions, it has not been formalized ina

report/electronic correspondencc, etc. that would provide & basis for further
evaluation or use in finalizing corrective action plans. The team recommends that
all engineering/technical evaluatlons and studles performed be formalzzed in
acceptable written records

Observation A&E-SEC-02-009-0003 was 1dent1ﬁed regardmg the need to formalize the
techmcal evaluah on of the water in C—Cell

In addifion, it appears that iwo or three process vessels in the pit may also be filled with
‘water, since the vessels do not appear to be lifted or displaced in the water. Video
inspection also-identified some scaffolding, tools, plywood and other debris in F-Cell that
may be PMW. Further mvestlgatlonlsamphng during Phase II cell characterization of the
cell area determined that the water was not considered dangerous waste and contained

Analysis and Evaluation D:vz.s;on Assevsment Report _ 8
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance A.s.se.s.smeﬂ' :
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low levels of radloactmty Contmumg inspections will include appropriate samplmg of
the remamm g vessels and related equlpment and management of the rainwater 1ssue.

2.5) Igmtable reactwe, or mcompatlble waste. (265 198 and .199): The systems may
contain residuval chemicals from a defined process with known chemxcals Nc-ne of the -
chemicals are cons1dered reactive, :

No issues were fou_hd. .

2.6) Labels (WAC 173-303- 640(5)(d)). The vessels are not labeled acbérdihg td the
reqmrements The systems have not been operated since shutdown in 1956 and are not
actwe]y used to store, treat or dispose of dangerous waste.

N

3) Containment Building (40 CFR 265 Subpart DD): The recent robotic inspections identified
waste materials in F-cell consisting of scaffolding, tools, boxes, plywood and other
construction debris associated with sealing the cells. Historical knowledge about the process
cells concludes that these items should not appear on the PMW table in the LDR report.

- No issnes were found.

LR Closure and Post closure care (265 1162). Historical knowiedge is sufﬁczent 10
conclude these 1tems are riot PMW.

No issues were found.

Analysis and Eva!uatwn Division Assessment Reporz ' L N
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance Assessment
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4.1

4.1.1

4 FINDINGS AND OBSERVATIONS

FINDINGS

None-

4.2 OBSERVATIONS

4.2.1

4.2.2

423

42.4

Observation A&E-SEC—ﬁZ-O{IS?-OOﬂl:: Vessel inventories have not been determin-éd. -

Information to determine what waste codes would apply to the matrices has not been’
obtained except for the cell water. In addition, it appears that two or three process vessels
in the pit may also be filled with water, since the vessels do not appesr to be lifted or -
displaced in the water. Prior to making a waste determination on vessel residues, fiirther
inspection activities must determine if there is an inventory in the process vessels.

Observation A&E-SEC-02-009-0002: Informal monitoring of water level in C-Cell.

The assessment team was told that the water levet in C-Cell would be monitored by video
inispection once a month until removed. No formal inspection procedural requirement
was in place to ensure that this inspection was identified for completion and results
recorded. The assessment téam recommends that this inspection be incorporated into the

routine facility inspection processes to ensure routine coﬁ:lpletion and recording of data.

Observation A&E- SEC—02~{}G9-OOI}3 Informal techmcal evaluatlon of C—Cell

‘water concern.

The contractor engineering staff briefed the assessment team on their evaluation of

the water concern in C-Cell,: While the information provided would be important for
future corrective actions, it has not been formalized in a report/electronic correspondence,
ete. that would provide a basis for further evaluation or use in finalizing corrective action
plans. The team recommends that ail en gineering/iechnical evaluataons and studies

performed be formalized in acceptab]e written records

Observation A&E-SEC—DZ-G@-OOG& Unknown contents of a light bulb box in the
' process area not identified as PMW,

Video inspection identified a cardboard box that may contain light bulbs in the process
cell area. This material should be listed on the LDR report, Appendix C. Subsequent to
The assessment field activities, the boxes were removed, 1nventoned and actively
managed.

Analysis and Bvaluation Division Assessment Report - 10 -
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance Assessment :
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5 PERSONNEL CONTACTED

G. J. LeBaron, FH

G. B.Chronister, FH -
A. G. Miskho, FH-

S. Giamberardini, FH

Analysis and Evaluation Division Assessment Report 4
Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Compliance Assessment
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Attachment — Assessment Checklist

Siting Criteria

WAC 173-303 | Requirement Applies to Meets Commients
or 40 CFR - | tocation for reguirement '
citation evaliation {Y/NY?
_ . AYMN)T )
Matrices Investigated: e
o Vessel inventory .
o Cell Water
|« Cardboard boxes
» Scaffolding and construction
debris
General Reqnirements
 WAC: -140 L DR refers to 46 CFR 268 . _ .
268.7(a)(1y - ! Hasa waste detefminationbeen |Y N The cell water has been shown
: ' performed to assign waste codes? - through sampling and analysis
: : to be non-dangerous,
Additional information is
expected to be obtained during
Phase 11 cell characterization
: , . _ activities. '
268.7(a)1) Can a treatment standard be Y N -No applicable to cel! water
. assigned to the matrix? since its non-dangerous. The
: waste determination must be
' completed first for the othcr :
. _ : : matrices. -
268.7(a}1) Is the treatment standard met for. | Y N The waste determmatmn must
the matrix? N be compléted first,
268.7(a)(2), Has the required 1nformatxon béen | N
(3), and (4) submitied o the receiving storage
' . or ireatment unit/facility?
268.7(a)(5) .Has treatment-by-generator. N
| requirements been used? Tsa
waste analysis plan necessary?
‘| 268.%a)}6) | Has knowledge for contaminated
soil been retained in records? -
268.7(a}7)y" | Is the matrix excluded from the N
| definition of kazardous waste or
solid waste? Is the explanation in
. the records?
268.7(a)}(8) | Are LDR records maintzinedon | N - .
' site for 3 years. :
268.7(a)}9) Will 2 labpack be managed using | N
the alternative treatment
standards? - _
"WAC: -280 | General requirements for Y Y No eminent hazards are
dangerous waste management believed to exist in the process’
facilities. Isthere a Part A? Is celis. The site location
- the location included? _ number is a site wide
_ : . - provision '
. WAC: 281 | Notice of intent N
WAC:-282 N

Analysis and Evaluation Dmszon Assessment Report

Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Comphance Ascessmem
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WAC 173-303
or 40 CFR
citation

Requirement

Applies to
location for
evaluation

/N2

Meets -
| requirement

CY/N)?

‘Comments

WAC: 283

Performance standards Are they
met?

Y

The Hanford Site '.megis the

WAC: 300

General Wasts Analysis.. Is there .

a detailed description of waste -
that has been received? Is therea

_waste analysis plan per (5) and

{6)? Getcopy. Does the plan
meet the criteria?

Y

N

| _performance standards.

WAC: 310

Security. Are there signs posted,
or 24-hour surveillance; or
barrier, per{2)?

WAC: -320

. General Inspections: Is therea

written schedule per (2)? Get
copy. Is there an inspection log?
Get ¢opy from last month. Have
any prebleins been remedied?

WAC: -330¢

-Personnel training. Is there a.

training program? Is there a
written training plan per (2)?

WAC: -335

Censtruction Quality Assurance

N

WAC: -340 .

Preparedness & Prevention. Is
required equipment identified? If
not, has demonstration bezn '
performed per (1)?" Are there
cemmunications or alarms per

{2)? Is aisle space maintained per

{3)?

WAC: -350

Contingency Plan:and emergency
procedures. Is there a .

| contingency plan? Getcopy.
. Dogs it contain criteria in {3)? Is

a copy maintained per (4)‘? Is it -
up to date per (5)?

WAC: -355

"SARA Title 0l

This is a site-wide provision.

WAC: -360

Emergencies. Istﬁese an
emergency -coordinator per (1)

'(BED/BW)? Has there ever been

an emergency? Ifso, were

‘procedures implemented per (2)2

e

have occurrcd :

224-T raaintains an
emergency coordinaior, An
emergency isnotkinown to

WAC: -370

Manifeést systemn. Has waste

-received beent manifested or

transferred with on-site shipping
records?

WAC: -380

- Facility recordks;pm_g. Is there
an operating record? If so, does it

contain the information per (1)?
Are records maintained per (2)7

.| Phase I activities will be

Records from Phase f and

maintained.

WAC: -390

Facility Reporting. Has any
unmanifested waste been reported
per {137 Has information been -

included in annual reports per

Analysis :md Evaluation Division Asse.ssment Report

Bmtdmg 224—TProcess Cells Envirormental Complionce ﬁssessmem
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“WAC 1732303

Commenis

Subparts for this location
include:

-Containers {Subpatrt 1)
-Tank System (Subpart Jy - '

Requirement Appliesto . | Meets °
or 40 CFR v location for | requirement
citation evaluztion (Y/N)?
: (Y/NY? e
(2)? Has any additional - '
.| mformation been reported per
(3)? Are copies maintained per -
@2 :
|+ WAC: -395 | Other general requzrements Y N Ignitable; reactive, or
Does ignitable, reactive, or incompatible matrices are not
incompatible matrices exist at the expected at 224-T.
location? If'so, are precautions in N .
{1) taken? Are-tanks and
contziners labelad per {6)?
WAC:-510 The TPA Action plan requires
closure pursuant to WAC 173-
' 303-610. 40 CFR Subpart G is
not used for closure of TSD units
at Hanford,
-WAC: - Has closure standard to removeor | Y N
610(2) decontaminate been met? 1
WAC: - Is there a written closure plan? Y N
610(3) Does the plan meet the criteria?
Is.the plan current?
WAC: - Has there been notification of Y N 5
510(3)(c) paxtial closure? - S
WAC: - Are timeframes met for closure? | Y
610(4) Has a demonstration for delay of
) closure been submitted? :
WAC: - Has waste beenrremoved, freated, | Y N
- 610(5) or disposéd per approved closure -
plan per —-610(57? _
WAC: - Has certification of closure been Y N
610(6) . siibmirted to Ecology?
WAC: -646 Corrective Action. Has there Y N
been a release?: If so, were any
corrective actions taken? Getany
documentation.
265 Subpart | Air emissions for process vents. | N
AA " | Are there process vents per
10307 If yes, is umit subject to
requirements?
265 Subpart | Air emissions standards and N B,
BB | equipmentleaks. .
265 Subpart | Air emissions for tanks; N Mixed waste is exempt from
j CC containers, and surface Subpart CC requirements.
.| impoundments | :
Specific Requirements
WAC: - The types of waste management
400(3)(a) requirements for 40 CFR

' Anﬂ!yszs and Evahumon Division Assessment Report :
" Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental-Compliance Asse.ssmem
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Requjrement

Meets

265.195

Are inspéctions performed per

Y

WAC 173303 Applies to Commients -
or 40 CFR location for - | requirement :
citation evaluation (Y/N)?
: {Y/NY? ' :
- | Containment Building (Subpart
| Db}
265 Subpart ‘| Use and managemem of
I : containers
- 265171 - | Is contdiner in good condition? |'Y 1Y :
265172 " Is waste comipatible with the Y Y ‘Incompatible matrices are not
' container? . expected,
265.173 Manzgement of containers. Are Y -
: - containers closed? Are the :
' containers managed to prevent
. rupture? :
265.174 " Inspections.. Are weekly Y N
' inspections performed? _
'265.176 Ignitable and reactive waste. Are | Y Y
: . ignitable and reactive waste 50
- feet from Hanford Site property
i -line - : :
265.177 ! Incompatible waste. Are - ¥ "N Incompatible matrices are not
“incompatible wastes separated or | expected.
: otherwise protected? :
265178 : 1s waste managed in compliance | Y Y 224-T does not have process
- with the air emission standards of vents subject to Subpart AA. -
' Subpart AA, BB, and CC? There is no organic waste
B : ' expected subject to Subpart
BB. Mixed waste is eéxcluded -
from Subpart CC. '
WAC: - . Are contziners labeled per — Y N '
630(3) 630(3)? .
WAC: - . Are containers provided wﬂh Y N Matrices requiring secondary |
630(7) ‘ secondary containment? containnient are not expected
265 Subpart” | Tank Systems - 6 cefls ~28 vessels
J ' . :
265.191 Has an integrity assessment been. | Y. N
. completed per .1917 If so, get
- COPY. '
265.191 Is assessment certified by IQRPE | Y N
per 270.11(d)? _
-265.192 - Are new system components N Designed priorto 1953.
designed and installed per .192? - '
: “If not, what’s missing? . : o :
265.193 Is there secondary containment Y N -Congcrete cell. May or may
for the tank(s) and ancillary - not meet RCRA.
equipment? If so, does it meet
.193 requirement? If not, hasa
request for a variance been
" submitted .193(h)?
263:194 Are general operating N
requirements met per .194? List
spill prevention controls and
overfill prevention controls. : .
N & See general requirement for

Analysis and Evaluation Division Assessment Report

Building 224-T Process Cells: Envzrorzmemal Compliance Assessment
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Meets

265.1102

matrices been removed or

t WAC 173-303 | Requiremnent Appliesto Comments
torddCFR - | ' location for requirement :
citation evaluation (YMN)?
- _ (Y/N)?
.195? Get copies of last month of | inspections
inspections. .
265.196 Has there been a leak or a spili? Y . Don’tknow.
What? When? '
265.196 Is the tank unfit for use? If so, Y ‘Don’t know:
: "1 has criteria of .196 beenrmet?
265.197 Has waste been removed or 'Y AN See general discussions
decontaminated per .1977 Is regarding closure, .
' there a closure plan? . :
265,198 &  |'Is there a clear understandingof | Y Y Matrices-are not believed to be
199 what was placed in the tank ignitable, veactive, or
system? I ignitable or reactive, incompatible. Phase I
did it meet 198 requitements? If activities will gather more
- incompatible, did it meét .199 information:
. . requirements?
265.200 ‘Waste analysis and trial tests. N
[ WAC: - | Are tanks Jabeled per -640(5)(d)? | N
640(d) ‘ '
265 Subpart | Containment Buildings
DD o : '
265.1101 : Design and operating.. Does the Y IN Free liquids are not expected
containment building comply : '
with the design standards of
11017 .
Closure and post-closure. Hasthe | Y N See general discussions

regarding closure,

1 decontarinated?

Analysis and Evaluation Division Assessment Report

Building 224-T Process Cells Environmental Complionce Assessment
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E Party Agreement e —

~ 224-T PHASE I NEGOTIATIONS RESCHEDULE

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Opsrations Office (RL) and the State of
Washington Department of Ecology had previously agreed in the June 22, 1999, 224-T
Facility Agreement-in-Principle (AIP) to perfortn Phase I negotiations. *The p'!Ft!ES have
been unable to address the 224-T Fa"lhi}' necotntxon activities.

In light of the above, it is proposed that the Ph’ise I duc date and associated neootlauonb
for 224-T be suspended indefinitely until the parties matually agrse {0 resume.

.. o | 'foée_-/‘m

WL SA L

Michael A "\:%c;n, Prograni Manager Peter M. Knd}imeyer, Assistant Manager -
Nuclear Waste Program . for Nucleal Materials and Facility

State of Washington ' Stabilizatio\? o
Department of Ecology . U.S. Department of Energy

. Sherwood
Hanfo¥d Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency -

Washington State Department of Ecology A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency A U.S. Department of Energy
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ri-Party Agreement B = _ _ _ R

AGREEMENT IN PRINCIPLE

Hfmford Federnl Fqcxhtv r\oreement and Consent Order (Aereement) I\eaotmnon
of Commitments for the 224~T F-ml:tv

Introduction:

The U.S. Department ofEm gy (DOE), Richland Operations Office (RL) and the
“Washington State ‘Depariment of Ecology (Ecology), have held sevaral discussions
concerning the regulatory status and the most efficient path forward for DOE's 224-T.
-Facility. DJ::CUSS!OH has centered on a proposnl to which both Ecology and RL have’
tentatively agreed to manage 224-T Facility closure and decommissioning through the
-application of Agreement Section 8, “Facility Decommissioning Process,” {in lieu of -
submitial of the currently scheduied Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
closure plan, and management of 224-T fully under Agreement sections 6.0 and 7.0).
This is proposed because the fucility poses an apparent low risk to human health 2nd the.
environment, and because closu:c requirements must be effectively mtugmtcd with other
dgcommzss:onmg activities.

- The 224-T Eamlxt_\,’ conslsts of two contiguous entities. ir’m;ummc Sto rage 'md Assay
Facitity (TRUSAF), w hach Isa RCKA container storage unit, and the cell side which
contains six nuclear process cells. The process cell side was last entered and the doors
sealed i 1985, Accurate documentation of the current cell side state identifying what, if
any, process chemicals, solutions, or wastes were left in the vessels, piping, or sumps is
not sufﬂctent As aresult, the regulatory standing of the 224 T cell szde is uncertain.

During Fiscal Year 1999 RLwill work to identify funding to characterize the process

cell side of 224-T, and develop a safety characterization plan. DOE and Ecology also
expect to establish initial Agreement milestones for 224-T Facility characterization, and

activities that wil! subsequently allow the parties to determine the scope, and '1ppropnate

schedule for 224-T comphancc and other clecmnmlsmonma process activiiies,

Based on initial cell entry findings zmd consistent with site priarities, RL pians to -
complete characterization, analyze the data, and davelop 2 pfeliminar} plan of action in
FY 2000. Upon completion of characterization and data analysis, a meeting will be
conducted to discuss with ]E.colov}r what work should be undertaken in regards to the 224-
T Facility Section § path forwqrd . -

Washington State Department of Ecology A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 4 U.S. Department of Energy




224+ TAgrccmcm in Pnrc:pl:
June 22,1999

In light of the pmcecding, Ecoicoy'and DOE 'aéree to the following:

Thouch 224-’1‘ is not. bemcr ciaasmeci as a “key facility” undel Aoreement section 8.0,

DOE and Ecology agree that necessary compliance (including closure), and other

decommissioning requirements will be achieved through the application of Agresment
section 8 0, instead’ offully addressing 224 T ﬂ‘roucrh Agreement sections 6.0 and 7.0.

The. P"zrtICS have entered into this ATP in order to establish the initial expectations and
reqmrements for the closure and decomm:ssmmnv of the 224-T F'xcmty

1.

The parties also aoree tothe followina:

- That the current reqmrement for the submittal of a RCRA closure plan for the

TRUSAF portion of the 224-T fﬂczht} {due July 1, 1999) is hereby deleted
Applicable facility closure requirements w 11! be estabhshed pursuaut to Ac'rccment'
section 8.0.

To eater into Phase I negotiations for the purpose of establishing Agreemeat
commitments for the 224-T process cell characterization, entry/data collection and:
resulting data analysis. As part of these negotiations the Parties agree to establish 2
specific M-20-23 end date for completion of all Cﬂ"l'!f:t%l‘l?.’lt[t}n activities. After o
the process.cell data is gathered, analyzed and reviewed by the Parties, Phase IT .
negotiations will be scheduled and Agreement Section § Facility Decommissioning
Process commitments and corresponding due dates will be established. - '

That Phase 1 neaotnzaons shall commence on 2 date 1o be mutua‘lly agreed to by the -
parties (currently estimated for September 1999) and shall be completed no later
than November 30, 1999. A weekly schedule of times and locations of negotiation |
sessions will be established by agreement between the Parties following the first
negotiation session. The successful conclusion of negotiations shall be followed by
an appropriate public comment period of not less'than 45-days.

‘That Ecology, as the designated Lead Regulatory Agency for these negotiations,
_agrees to keep the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appropriately and

currently fnforined regarding all pectinent aspects of the negotiations. DOE agrees,
to_provide any reasonable assistance as requested to support Ecology in prov:dmﬁ
briefings or documentation to EPA. The Parties further agree to.cooperate in ~
providing periodic briefing opportunities to the State of Oregon, affected Indian
Nations, the Hanford Advisory Board, and other stakeholders as appropriate.



224 T Agreement i in Principle
June 22,1999

5. That these negotiations shall stand in lieu of the dispute resolution pmcesses
~ established in the Agreement and that if the Parties are niot able to resolve all issues.
inthe necrotlatwns, any unresolved matters, shall be referred for resolution uncier
Article VIII for matters over which Ecalocry exercises final decision making
authority and Article XVI for matters over which EPA exercises final decision -
mazking authority. -Any dispute resulting from these negotiations shall be
addressed beginning at the Inter Agency Management Integration Team level as

described in the 'Agree.men_t'.

Approved this 22 day of June 1999

/ @’”‘L&? Zﬂ‘i’ivl‘«.&ﬂcu\___

fames E. Rasmussen, Director
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office -

glagR. Sherwood Pro_;ect Manager
nvironmental Protection Agency

U.S.

Michael A.AVilsoH, Program Manager’
State of Washington * -
Department of Ecology
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CSTATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT 0} 3 ECOLOGY

I3E3 W dth Avenve Kemeeu:cs W.zshmgtrm $9336- 6918 * ﬁ'ﬂﬁ"} 7357587 .

May 12, 1999

. Mr. James E. Rasmussen, Director

" Environmental Assurance, Permits, and Policy Division
tnited States Department of Energy -- Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550, MSIN: A5-15
Rich[and. W.ashington 99352-0550

Dezar Mr Rqsmussen
Re; P:oposcd Plan of Action for the 224-T Facs(:ty

Ecology bas reviewed the letter dated April 27, 1999, directed to Mr.- M. A. Wilson, Washirigton
State Department of Ecology (Ecology), from Mr, James E, Rasmussen, Director, United States
. Department of Energy — Richland Operauons Office (USDOE RL) a.nd concurs with the: proposed
“course of action: : _ .

1. Manage the 224-T Facility as a "key facility” under Section 8, “Facility Deconmissioning _
Process” of the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Compliance Order (Tei-Party i
Agreement { TPAY), instead of preparing a RCRA closure plan. "
During the course of FY 1999 identify funding to characterize the process cell suie

Develop a safety characterization plan.

Fstablish TPA milestones for tracking progress.

By June-1999. finalize an Agreement in Principle to gmde TPA negotiations.

a o bLr

Upon completion of the above,  and receipt and approval of the TPA change package, the closure of
" Transuranic Waste Storage and Assay Facility (TRUSAF) will be removed frorr Madiftcation I of
o the Hmford Facility RCRA Permit,

1f you hav-e any questions, feel free to contact me (509) 73 6-5702._.

5Pcere§y _ L _ | _ : .

' /“"L/ I | RE-C-E‘V.ED
 MAY 171338 |
DOE RL/GCC

ce: Doug Sherwood, EPA  Loren E. Rogers, USDOE/RL “Administrativé Record:  TRUSAF

=
S f
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