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M. John Price _
Washington State Depam:menx ef‘Ecoiogy R
3109-Port of Bentor Blvd. S

Richiand; WA 99354-1670 -

June 27 2005

RE: 2I6—U—12 Crib ReciaSSlﬁcanen S

Dear Mr. Pnce

The Washmgton Departmem of Ecoiogy (Ecolegy} has not prowded an adequasabasis for ﬂ‘.tP e
“reclassificition” of the 2 16+4J-12 Cribias a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) treatroent,
storéige, and disposal (TSD) unit to a *“RCRA past oractice™ (RPP) umit. . As such, Ecology has not provided
the legal justification for not imposing the surface impoundment standards of WAC 173-303-650; the
closuire peirfofnemce standards of WAC 173-303-610, 33::.& ﬂlB groun&waier protecnan standmrds of WAC
173-303«645 tothe 216—U—i2 Cr’b asa RCRA TSD

Accordmgto the mformatzon prowdcci by USBOE, thgre i$no° evzcience that dangemus was&': was not
divected 1o the unit afier July 27, 1687 (datie provided in Ecology’selectronic public involvement mail
message ‘diled May 18}, To the contrary, the following docutents-and log emtiles provide a stropgi
argument that adequate controls were not-in place to ensure ¢omosive(D002) wastes, and only cmoswe
wastes, were nol bemg to the 216 U-}Z Crlb aﬁer .Iuly 27, 1987

1. Docm'nent enﬂﬂed “Pian and St:hedule 2] Blseontmue stpesal af’(lﬂntamihated qumds Irrto the
Soil Column at the Hanford Site” dated Mardh 16, 1987 indicates effluent wasté stream directed to
w1 (J12 meTuded “Process condénsate Wastewam;’(coehnﬁ Water; steam condensate and chemijcal
sewer)”. The significance of this item is that the wastestream(s) dlrected to the 216~U-12 Crﬂ: very
“Tikely should have carriéd more waste codes: thai merely DOOZ:
2. - Documsst entitled “Westinghouse Hanford Comipany Efffuent Raieases a:m% SOiid Waste
Management Report for 1987: 200/600/1100 Areas” dated May 1988 states “At the' UG3 Plani a
- ‘netittalization system for the process'condensatk ischarge was installed; the systen is desigoed to
“matntdin the pH betweet 5 and 107, The significance of thisitem is that the neutralization systera
for the UB3 Plant was installed and operated to treat dangerous waste that very likely carried more
waste codes than merely D002, Such'a treatment unit should have been. pemutted hy Ecniagy {ie,a
Part A permit should have'béen filed by USDOE for the treatrient unit). -~~~
Paggs copied from log book (page-81) indicate that “operational testing” was occurring in Angust
1987... these tests were designed to make sure the system worked a8 designed. The significance of
“ this item is that “operdtional testing” was otcrrring’in August ‘1987 — the systeny cannot be ensured
RN aperatmg exactly as Jesigned.- Liog entfies indicate there were probleris. Also of significance,
+ itHers is'no indication that'the “operanonai festing™addressed any aspect of'the waste gxcept the pH
to address the conrosiveness. As such, operauonal tesnng’ m.ay be comluded to have been poorly
- designéd and inadequate: - i
4. Pagé 82 ofthe log bodk mdmates a “PDA" Was bemgprepared to refoute wastée to allew work o be
done-on the C-5 167U-12 dischargé fine The significance of thisis thas changes wers being made to
the unit in August *87. Again, clearly the design of the system was. mcompiete in August 87 not
providing sonfidence that no dangétous wastes.were directed to'the 216:0-12 Cribl v s
5. Pagé 86-for entry.on-9/29/87 indicates the PpH “probe-tiasn’t been calibrated vet” and the pHis
341, th:s is-¢leatly below the design of the neatralization system for maintaining pH between 5
and 10. Again, clearly the design of thc System was incompléte in August *87 not providing -
‘confidence that no dangerous wastes were directed to the 216-U-12 Crib.
6. Page 90 foretitry on 1/4/88 indicatés the TK-C5 pH ‘controtier failed to track the TK-C5pH: Emry
- Eiratie spz.kes for pH 0.5 t0 pH 7 decurred.” “The éntry zoes omto describe how the batch
was néutealizéd. - Agaiﬁ, svich ciiiries do néf lend cenﬁdzence that nettralization systeny ' was eperaﬁng
ab dﬁSigBBd and th:ai Waste streams greateﬁhan pH 2.0 were aI Vs dn‘ected to U-IZ Crib P
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numerous coniradictions, concerns, and questions associated with the above 18 items in your response to
this Ietter,

Considering the nature of the wastestream(s) directed to the 216-U-12 Crib (treated uranium oxide waste)
and as described as “process condensate wastewater (cocling water, steam condensate and chemical
sewer)”, no evidence of propetr waste designation (as per WAC 173-303-070) has been provided by
USDOE to substantiate the claim that the waste was only corrosive (D002). It could be argued that
USDOE’s claim that the treated uranium oxide waste was only corresive (D002) is not only ludicrous but
indefensible. Considering the toxicity of the uranium oxide wastestream(s) directed to the 216-U-12 Crib,
USDOE’s agsertion that “no dangerous wastes werg directed to the 216-U-12 Crib after July 27, 1987 and
Ecology’s acceptance of that assertion is of significant concern. Part A permits for other Hanford Site
surface impoundments include wasts codes that indicate proper waste designation. Specifically, the
Washington State-only waste codes of WC02, WT92, and WTO1 are included on the following Part A
permits: 1301-N Liguid Waste Disposal Facility lists WC02, 1325-N Liquid Waste Disposal Facility lists
WC02 and WTO2, and 216-8-10 Pond & Ditch Jists WT01 and WT02. USDOE has not provided the basis
for 216-U-12 Crib waste designation. Without USDOE’s provision of proper waste designation .
documentation associated with wastes directed to the 216~U-12 Crib as per WAC 173-303-070; Ecology’s
“reclassification” of the unit a5 a non-RCRA-TSD is indefensible and inappropriate. Due to the
significance of the very likely improper waste designation, it is requested that Ecology address waste
designation associated with wastestreamy(s) directed to the 216-U-12 Crib in your response to this letfer.

According to the information provided by USDOE, there is no evidence that the pipeline was cut and
capped in 1988 as stated i Ecology’s May 2 public notice. Although it can easily be argued that
dangerous waste was directed to the 216-U-12 Crib after July 27, 1987, the salient point for Ecology to
appreciate is that it appears Ecology is willing to accept all assertions made by the TUSDOE without
question. Decision-making without evidence and/or basis is indefensible. Furthermore, decision-malking
based on contradictory information and/or blatantly erroneous information is indefensible and
nappropriate.

n conclusion, Beology’s proposed “reclassification™ of the 216-U-12 Crib as a “RPP” is cleary based on
contradicting, deficient, incomplete, and inaccurate informaticn and is therefore, indefensible and
inappropriate. If Ecology proceeds with this classification, it may be concluded that Ecology simply does
not have the will to intplement the RCRA program for which it is authorized.

If yon have any questions or would bke to discuss this letter, | may be reached at (309) 627-1162.

Sincerely and with great concern,
- 7 A
Alisa D, Huckaby
1524 Ridgeveiw Ct.
Richiand, WA 99352
o Todd Martin, HAB
Lega Mitchell, PEER
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