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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

CERCLA Decision Document: Refers 10 Comprehensive Environmental F?esponse,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 action memorandums; records of decision (for both -
interim and final actions); record of demsnon amendments; and expianaﬂm of significant
difference documents. _

Cieanup V’eréﬁcat_ﬁom Package {CVP) or Remaining Sites Verification Packages {(RSVP):
Documents prepared after completion of remedial actions that support source waste site _
 reclassification. The package will document the remedial action process, verification sampling
results, and attainment of the remedial action objectives under the appropriate land use.

End Siate: The final condition/standards to which specific areas will be addressed by cleanup
actions and/or institutional controls, with consideration to the anticipated Tuture land uses. .

Engincered Controls: Coniroﬁs desi gned to soiate or to contain waste or matenals {e.g., caps,
entombment of faci Ilmes contaminant mmobl!tzataon)

Final Closeout Report: Slte compietion is documented through a final closeout report. The
final closeout report documents compliance with statutory requirements and provides a
consolidated record of all removal and remedial activities for an entire National Priorities List
site. Because it is the final record, the final cioseout report must be compiete and abie to stand
alone. The final closecut report describes how the cleanup was accomohshed and provides the
- overall technical justi fscatlon for site completion. _

Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement.

{HCP EIS): A land-use plan consisting of several key elements, which identifies the

U.5. Department of Energy’s preferred alternative. One of the key elements is a land-use map’

that establishes the Hanford Site's five geographic areas ~ the Wahiuke Siope, the Columbia

River Corridor, the Central Plateau, Ali Cther Areas of the Hanford Site, and the Fitzner-

Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. The plan depicts the planned fulure uses for each of

these areas using a set of nine land-use designations that define the permissible uses for each
area of the site. The plan also identifies the planning and implementing policies and procedures

that will govern the review-and approval of fuiure Eand uses. These elements tcgether create

the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan.

‘Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST): A determination that a properly is environmentially
suitabie for transfer by deed for the intended purpose because the requirements of
Comprehensive Environmenial Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980

Section 120(h)(3) or 120(h){4) have been met for the propeﬁy, tak:ng into account the potentlal
risk of future liability.

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement): A legally
binding agreement between the U.S. Department of Energy, the U.S. Environmenial Protection
Agency, and the Staie of Washington Department of Ecology. The agreementisthe
mechanism for achieving compliance with the Comprehensive Environmental Respornse,
Compensation, and Liability Act cf 1380 (CERCLA) remedial aciion provisions and with the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 {RCRA) treatment, storage, and disposal unit
regulations and corractive action provisions. More specifically, the Tri-Party Agreement

(1) defines and ranks CERCLA and RCRA cieanup commitments, (2} establishes

Planning for the Transition fo LTS Under the RCCC . _
February 2007 ' : vii
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responsibilities, (3) provides a basis for bUdgéting, and (4) reflects a concértéd ‘goai of achieving
full reguiatory compliance and remediation, with.enforceabie milestones. '

Institutional Controis Generally include nonengineered restrictions on activities and access
to land, groundwater, surface water, waste sites, waste disposal areas, and other areas or
media that contain hazardous substances to minimize the potential for human exposure to the
substances. Common types of institutional controls include procedural restrictions for access,
fencing, warning notices, permits, easements, deed notifications, Ieases and contracts, and
land-use controls

Land-Use Controis Any restriction or control including institutional controls, arising. f'om the
need to protect human health and the environment that limits use of and/or exposure to any
portion of that property, including water resources.- Institutional controls encompassed by this
term include those involving real estate interests, governmental permitting, zoning, public
advisories, deed notices, and other legal restrictions. The term may also include restrictions on

" access, whether achieved by means of engineered barriers, such as a fence or concrete pad, or

by human means, such as the presence of security guards. In addition, the term may invoive
both affirmative measures to achieve the desired restriction (e.g., night lighting of an area) and
prohibitive drrectrves {e.g., no drilling of dnnking water wells).

Long-Term Stewardshrp (LTS): The management of the risks (human health and
environmental) associated with any residual contamination and the management of the Hanford ,
Site's cultural, biological, and natural resources that remain after the cleanup mission is
complete. LTS activities encompass monitoring, mainienance, record-keeping, institutional
controls, and other activities necessary to ensure protection of human health and the
environment from post- cleanup residual hazards

‘ Misc‘e!laneous Restoration: A River Corridor Clesure Contract scope element that includes
removing abandoned railroad lines, abandoned above-grade utilities, clean surface concrete
debris, and abandoned fences that are not otherwise addressed by the regulatory documents
{e.g., records of decision). Al below-ground debris and structures are excluded from the

_miscellaneous restoration scope.

_Orphan Site: A manmade feature, item, or activity area within the river corridor that meets the
Tri-Party Agreement TPA-MP-14 guideline criteria for waste site identification, is not identified
for characterization or cleanup within the existing regulatory framewoik {e.g., records of decision
and work plans), and has been presented o and accepted by the Washington Closure Hanford
Field Remediation Closure Project, the U.S. Depariment of Energy, Richland Operations Office,
and the reguiators .

Record of Decision (ROD): Alegal document that selects a Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liabifity Act of 1980 (CERCLA) remedy and certifies that the

‘remedy selection process was carried out in accordance with CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable, in accordance with the “Natienal Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan.” The ROD is prepared by the lead regulatory agency and documents the
selected interim or final remedial actions for a group of waste sites or operable unit, and must
be signed by the U.S. Envircnmental Protection Agency. _

Planning for the Transrtron to LTS Under the FTCCC . :
- February 2007 _ o viii
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Remedial Action Report (RAR): A report that documents the cleanup activity that occurred at.
an operable unit and demonstrates that the eleanup goals specified in the recerd of decision
have been achieved. ,

Remedial esign Heporthemediaﬁ Action Work Plan: A report that documents the technical
specifications for the design, construction, and implementation of the selected remedy.-

River Corridor: A portion of the Hanford Site that is defined by the River Carridor Closure
Contract. The river corridor is more than 583 km? (139,000 ac) in size and is bounded on one
side by the Coiumbia River. For the purpose of this document the river corridor is subdivided
into reactor/operational areas and interim areas. :

River Corridor Closure Contract {RCCC): The RCCC is a contract between the

U.8. Depariment of Energy and Washington Closure Hanford for the cleanup of the Hanford
Site river corridor that includes safety, cost performance and schedule performance
requirements. ‘

Remazining Sﬂtes Verification Packages (RSVP) ‘See the definition of Cleanup Venfucatuon
Package.

Source Operable Unit (OU}: Muitiple waste sites grouped together for the purposes of
invest'gation and subsequent cleanup actions. Within the river corridor, source CUs include the
~location or the zone of highest soil concentrations of the contaminants of concermn. The primary
criteria for placement of a site inlc a source QU includes geographic proxi imity, 5|m1iar|ty of
. waste characteristics and site type, and the possibility for economies of scale. -

Stewardship Element: A manmade feature, item, or activity area within the river corridor that
does not meet the Tri-Party Agreement TPA-MP-14 guideline criteria for waste site
identification, is not part of Miscellaneous Restoration scope, and is anticipated to remain after
completion of the River Corridor Clesure Contract. Examples may inciude, but are not limited
to, groundwater wells, building foundations, and physuca; hazards.

Stewesrdehap Information System (Si8) Daiahase A relational databaee consisting of three
components: waste sites, facilities, and orphan sites. The types of information that will be

entered in the database include photographs, cleanup data, site eva!uatlons reference -
documents, and other similar site-specific information.

Waste Information Data System (WIDS): An electronic database containing waste site
information for the Hanford Site. The database identifies waste management units on the
Hanford Site, describes the current status of each unit, and includes other descriptive
information. The system is maintained by the U.S. Department of Energy in the WIDS change
centrol system, which documents and traces additions, deletions, and other changes dealing
with the status of waste management units. The information in the database also reilects the
oificial list of waste sites and/or releases that require remedial investigation or action under the
Comprehensive Environmenial Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980.

Waste Site: Re_f_erred__t_o as a "Waste Management Unit® in the Tri-Party Agreement; an
individual location on the Hanford Site where waste has or may have been piaced, sither
- planned or unplanned, as identified in an action plan.

Planning for the Transition fo LTS Under fhe ARCCC _ : .
February 2007 : : ' ‘ i
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1.0 INTRODUCTION -

This Planning for the Transition fo Long-Term Stewardship Under the River Corridor Closure
Contract {(draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan) describes the Washington Ciosure Hanford (WCH)
proposed approach fo meet the requirements for iong-term stewardship (LTS} to maintain the -

" protectiveness of the source unit cleanup remedies performed within the river corridor at the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Hanford Site. Cleanup actions within the river corridor began
in 1684 under the Environmental Restoration Coniract (ERC). In August 2005, the ERC
transitionad to the River Corridor Closure Contract (RCCC) for completion of source unit
cleanup zctions in the river corridor. DOE defines river corridor closure as completion of all of
the activities required to deactivate, decontaminate, decommission, and demolish excess
facilities; place former production reactors in an interim safe and stable condition; remediate
waste sites and burial grounds meet regulatory requirements; and support transmon of the river
corridor to LTS. :

The goal of ’fhis draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan is to clearly articulate the post-cleanup -
responsibilities, including land management by DOE for the river corridor upon completion of the
RCCC, and fo support continuous human and environmental protection, as well as the
conservation and consideration of the use of biological, natural, and culiural resources.

it is important to note that this draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan is not a cleanup decision
document and it does not define cleanup objectives or reasonably anticipated future land use. 1t
simply defines the LTS requirements upon completion of the RCCC. The "starting point” for the
- activities described in this pian is the future compietion of the RCCC, currently planned for.near
the end of the contract. This draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan attempts to define many of the
- LTS responsibilities well before the cleanup is complete and will then be updated and finalized
near ihe completion of the RCCC. The final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will be based on the
applicabie final cileanup decision documents and related documentation and will inctude (1) a
proposed Finding of Suitability o Transfer (FOST) in accordance with Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) Secticn 120(h),
and (2) the final criteria for LTS and how those criteria have been met.

1.1  PURPOSE

The purpose of this plan is three-fold. First, it describes DOE’s iong-term responsibilities to
maintain the protectiveness of the remedies for the cleanup completed under the RCCC in
accordance with regulatory requirements. These responsibilities include ensuring that the
remedies remain protective of human health and the environment for the long term. Second,
this plan includes a brief description of a FOST (Appendix A), which will document that the river
corridor is environmentally suitable for transfer by deed under Section 120(h} of CERCLA. A
proposed FOST is a requirement of the RCCC deliverable for the final RCCC LTS Transition
Flan. Aithough this draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan provides information on how the FOST
criteria will be met at the completion of the RCCC, the FOST does not imply that DOE wil
transfer the property to another entity upon cleanup completion. Meeting the FOST criteria at
the end of the RCCC wili ensure that the cleanup has been completed in accordance with the
- CERCLA criteria if DOE chocses to fransfer the land (or a portion thereof) at some time in the
fyture. Finally, this document will provide DOE with a basis i¢ plan for the management of the
river corridor 1o meet the long-term responsibiiities upon completion of the RCCC. This plan

Pianning for the T.ransmon to LTS Under the FICCC
February 2007 _ _ : 11
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, supports the management of the property after cleanup is complete and aithough no cost
- information is included in this plan, it will facilitate the development of a baseline scope,
schedule, and cost for DOE to conduct LTS. -

1.2 SCOPE
‘The scope of this plan includes the LTS requirements for the cleanup of the Hanford Site river
corridor, as defined.by the RCCC. The river corridor boundary and associated source operable
unit {OU) areas included in the scope of the RCCC are depicted in Figure 1-1. The RCCC
addresses cleanup primarily within the 100 and 300 Areas. The 618-10 and 618-11 Burial
Grounds (although considered to be part of the 300 Area, are identified as the 600 Area in -
Figure 1-1), a small number of waste sites in the 400 Area, operation of the Envircnmental
Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF), vacant land between the 100 and 300 Areas, and a

0.4-km (0.25-mi)-wide strip of land along the Columbia River shoreline that is now part of the
Hanford Reach Natlonal Monument are also included in the RCCC.

Areas excluded from the scope of the RCCC are the Central P!ateau (E e., 200 Areas) the Fast
Fiux Test Facility, other non-DOE entities {i.e., US Ecology Landfill, Energy Northwest nuclear
power piant, Bonneviille Power Administration [BF’A] transmission lines and substations, and the
Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory [LIGO]), and portions of the Hanford
Reach National Monument on the east side of the Columbia River. The RCCC scope also
excludes the Columbia River, the eastern shoreline, and the islands associated with the Hanford
Site (except for D Island). In addition, the scope of the RCCC has been programmatrcatly
separated irom the groundwater units. The Hanford Site groundwater program is performed by
other Hanford Site coniractors, and LTS requirements related to the groundwater programs are
not included in this draft RCCC LTS Transmon Pian.

The types of LTS requrrements for the RCCC that are descnbed in this pian rnclude the
following:

e Transferrmg cleanup mformatlon regarding the RCCC and the assomated post-cleanup
requirements to future stewards

 ldentification of facilities and infrastructure necessary to support remaining operations

e Implementation of physicai and admmlstratlve controis (e.g., institutional controls tor the
FiCCC) _

» Surveillance, maintenance, and monitoring of the RCCC remedies
° Management of biological, cuttural, ‘and natural resources.

The definiticn of LTS (as well as other key terms used in the plan) is provrded in the key terms
and definitions section of this document

Planning for the Transition fo LTS Under the RCCC _ : .
February 2007 : . _ 1-2
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Figure 1-1. RCCC Boundaries and Associated Operable Units.

i
T

0 12 3 4 Smiles

[[7] rcec Boundary
B Operable Unit Boundaries within RCCC

Disclaimer: This figure must be viewed in color for total content and meaning.
Please contact WCH if color copy is needed.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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This plan also describes the interfaces that other onsite activities have with the river corridor
and the WCH cleanup acfivities and their potential effect on LTS for the river corridor. Although
the LTS requirements for work conducted by other Hanford Site contractors are not included in
the scope of this plan, information regarding those interfaces will be important to support future
LTS planning for the entire river corridor (e.g., including the groundwater), as well as the
remainder of the Hanford Site. ‘

This draft RCCC LTS Transifion Plan includes the LTS requirements based on current cleanup
decisions that are primarily interim action CERCLA records of decision (RODs). The scope of
the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will include information similar to what is included in the
draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan. However, the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will be based
on the remedies that exist at completion of the RCCC, reflect Hanford Site conditions as of the -
completion of the RCCC, and include LTS requirements as defined for the final remedies in the
- applicable cleanup decision documents. The final RCCC LTS Transition Plan also will
incorporate any updated lessons learned from the Hanford Site and other DOE sites regarding
planning and implementing LTS.

1.3  ASSUMPTIONS

- The major DOE and WCH assumptions used in developing this plan are described in the
following subsections. These assumptions address the scope of this plan, the management of
-the fand in the future, and interfaces with adjacent properties. The LTS responsibilities that are
presented in this plan are based on requirements defined in cleanup decision documents. This
- document does not include defining or establishing cleanup objectives, or future land use for the
river corridor. The assumptions listed below are intended to help further define the
responsibilities and the scope covered in this document. - :

1.3.1 DOE Assumptions

» For the foreseesable future, the DOE, Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) will remain the
steward of the property following completion of cleanup. DOE will continue to manage the
portion of the Hanford Reach National Monument on the southwestern bank of the Columbia -
River until the property is transferred to another entity.

» DOE will be responsibie for integrating other related rgqui'rements for managing the river
corridor after compietion of the RCCC that are-not in the scope of the RCCC (e.g.,
groundwater monitoring requirements, infrastructure maintenance requirements). -

» DOE will be responsible for overseeing implementation of this plan, including cost and
schedule. The development of the baseline estimate of cost and schedule and other
management tools for performing LTS is-outside the scope of this plan.

» . DOE will be responsible for interfacing with owners of adjacent properties.

1.3.2 WCH Assumptions

o This document is focused only on the LTS requirements that are applicable to the RCCC
foliowing the completion of the river corridor cleanup. Any LTS requirements applicablé to

Pianning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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the RCCC prior to completion of the river corridor cleanup (e.g., institutional controls) will be
conducted under the RCCC according to the applicable requirements (e.g., Sitewide
Institutional Controls Plan for Hanford CERCLA Response Actions [DOE-RL 2002]) through
the Long-Term Surveillance and Maintenance (LTS&M) Program and are outside the scope
of this plan. '

e Continued operations of the ERDF after compietion of the RCCC is outside the scope of

LTS. itis assumed that ERDF inventory and operational information (e.g., databases) will
be transitioried to the follow-on ERDF cperations contractor after the RCCC is completed.

1.4  ORGANIZATION OF THIS PLAN

This pian is organized into the following chapters: .

Chapter 1 was the introduction to this draft RCCC LTS Transition Pian.

Chapter 2 provides a brief description of the histery of LTS across the DOE complex as well as
at the Hanford Site, provides background information on the cleanup process, describes the
anticipated site conditions at the completion of the RCCC, and provides information on the

LTS-related interfaces of other ongoing site activities.

Chapter 3 briefly describes the regulatory and DOE requirements related to LTS at the Hanford
Site and this pian, including the contractual requirement for this plan.

Chapter 4 describes how information will be managed to ensure that cleanup information
required for LTS is retained and available for transition to the contractor(s) that will be
responsibie for LTS-related activities for the river corridor in the future.

Chapter 5 summarizes the LTS requirements for the areas cleaned up by WCH under the
RCCC that are known as of the writing of this plan, based on current cleanup decisions.

The appendices of this plan include the foliowing information:
Appendix A presents the specific CERCLA requirements related to the FOST, Section 120(h).

Appendix B describes the key documents that provided background information on LTS and
guidance on how to plan for LTS in developing and writing this pian.

Appendix C provides technical infermaticn regarding the Stewardship Information System (SIS)
database, which is being developed by WCH t¢ manage river corridor closure and LTS
information. '

Appendix D provides examples of specific LTS requiréments for the RCCC, as defined in
current cleanup decision documents.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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2.0 BACKGROUND

This chapter provides general background information on LTS planning at the DOE complex in
general, and at the Hanford Site in particular; describes the state of the river corridor upon
completion of the RCCC; includes a brief description of the cleanup process and information on
how the LTS requirements are defined in cleanup decision documents; and describes how the
activities in this plan interface with other site activities. This chapter also lists the assumptlons
used to develop this plan.

2.1 LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP PLANNING

LTS was first recognized as a significant legacy responsibility in the early 1990s when the DOE
Office of Environmental Management {(EM) Baseline Environmental Management Reports
indicated that cleanup to pristine conditions was not feasible at many DOE sites and that

- residual hazards would be left upon completion of the cleanup. Through a series of subsequent
complex-wide reports and studies, DOE continued to identify LTS responsibilities, develop
estimates of the long-term scope and costs, and define the programmatic policies needed to
ensure the long-term protection of human health and the environment at sites where residual
hazards would remain.

2.1.1 Origins of LTS in the DOE Complex

In 1999, as a result of one of the top management principles identified for the EM program, EM
established the Office of LTS. The Office of LTS then formed the LTS Executive Steéring
Committee and the LTS Working Group to develop a strategic plan for LTS. DOE took a
number of steps to institutionalize sound decision making within the DOE with regard to its LTS
responsibilities and developed several guidance documents to support a complex-wide LTS
approach, one of which was used in developing this plan (DOE 2002). Appendix B includes a
more comprehensive list of LTS-related reports, guidance, and other key documents.

Realizing the growing importance of the legacy that LTS represented, DOE established the

- Office of Legacy Management (LM} in 2003 as a separate office to consolidate programs
dedicated to legacy issues, including LTS responsibilities for DOE sites where cleanup is
completed and there is no remaining DOE mission, and would allow EM to better focus its
effarts on remediation.” LM has since developed a significant number of guidance documents
regarding the transition from cleanup and the planning for LTS implementation.?

- 'Office of Legacy Management's primary goals are to:

"« Protect human hedlth and the environment through effectrve and efficient long-term surveillance and -
maintenance
s Preserve, protect and make accessible legacy records and information
e Support an eifective and efficient work force structured to accomplish departmental missfons and ensure
' confractor worker pension and medical benefits :
s Manage iegacy land and assets, emphas:zmg protective real and personal property reuse and disposition.

Mare information regarding LM and its goals can be found.in Strateg;c Plan, Managing Today’s Change, Protecting '
Tomorrow’s Future (DOE 2004). '

2im programmatlc décumentation and other materials are available on the LM web site at: http:;’/wvm.lm.doe.govl

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC '
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Figure 2-1 provides a historical timeline of high-level LTS planning activities within DOE. The
items shown on top of the timeline are some of the most visible and well-known complex-wide
actions and reports that were developed at DOE Headquarters. The actions and reports shown
below the timeline include the key LTS-related actions and reports at the Hanford Site.

Figure 2-1. Timeline of LTS Planning Activities at DOE and the Hanford Site.
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2.1.2 LTS at the Hanford Site

Long-term responsibilities have been a consideration at the Hanford Site throughout the cleanup
decision-making processes and remedial actions. However, the term “long-term stewardship” is
relatively new at the Hanford Site, and only in recent years have separate plans been developed
specifically to address LTS-related topics. Stewardship is currently defined through the land
and facility use planning policy, DOE P 430.1, “It is Department of Energy policy to manage all
of its land and facilities as valuable national resources. Our stewardship will be based on the
principles of ecosystem management and sustainable development. We will integrate mission,
economic, ecologic, social, and cultural factors in a comprehensive plan for each site that will
guide land and facility use decisions. Each comprehensive plan for each site will consider the
site’s larger regional context and be developed with stakeholder participation. This policy will
result in land and facility uses which support the Department'’s critical missions, stimulate the
economy, and protect the environment.”

The "Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement (CLUP)
Record of Decision (ROD)" (64 Federal Register 61615) defines the future land use on the
Hanford Site. The Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement
(HCP EIS) (DOE 1991a) introduced the requirement for a “Hanford Institutional Control Plan
(i.e., LTS plan)” as one of the tools to ensure that land-use actions are consistent with the CLUP
ROD. In accordance with CERCLA RODs, DOE-RL developed the Sitewide Institutional
Controls Plan for Hanford CERCLA Response Actions (DOE-RL 2002) in 2002. This plan
identifies the institutional controls for the current CERCLA response actions, describes how the

Planning for the Transition fo LTS Undér the RCCC
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institutional controls are |mp!emen*ted and maintained, and will serve as a raerence for the

selection of instituti onal comrrois in the mture

in 2002, DOE-RL issued the Hanford Long—Term
Stewardship Program and Transition: Preparing for
Environmemtal Management Cleanup Completion
(Hanford LTS Transition Plan) (DOE-RL 2003}, which
© provides a strategic description of the future LTS
program at the Hanford Site and is used as an internal
DOE management tool to prepare for the iransition
from cleanup complstion to LTS. DOE worked closely
with stakenolders, local governments, regulators, and
Tribal Nations in developing both the Sitewide
Institutional Conirols Plan for Hanford CERCLA N
Response Actions (DOE-RL 2002) and the Hanford
LTS Transition Plan (DOE-RL 2003).

The Hanford LTS Transition Pian provides the
strategic vision and mission for LTS at the Hanford
‘Site (ses box to the right). The Hanford LTS
Transition Plan (COE-RL 2008) also provides
strategic guidance for continuous protection of human
" heaith and the environment, as weil as the
conservation and consideration of the biclogical,

Strategié Vision and Missicn
of LTS at the Hanford Site

Vision

The vitality of human, biclogical, natural,
and cuitural resources is sustained over
muttiple generations.

Mnssson

To provide for conimuous human and -
environmental protection, and the
conservation and consideration of use of
the biological, natural, and cultural
resources, following the compﬂeﬂon of the .
cieanup mission.

Source: Hanford Long-Term Stewardship
Program and Transition: Preparing for
Environmental Management Cleanup
Completion (DOE-RL 2003},

‘natural, and cultural resource uses, through the appiica‘tson of the fellowing six functions:

Managing post-cleanup completion residual risks
Managing site resources

Managing stewardship informaiicn

Using science and technology

Providing post-cleanup completion infrastructure
Integrating LTS responsibilities.

® ok wn

Each of these functions is described in detail in the Hanford LTS Transition Pian (DOE-RL
2003), and the guidance has been incorporated in the development of this draft RCCC LTS
Transition Plan. Funciions 1, 2, and 5 are addressed in detail in Section 5.0 of this pian,
Function 3 is addressed in detail in Section 4.0, and Function 6 is addressed in some detail in-
Section 2.4. In regards to Function 4, LTS activities can benefit from the latest scientific
knowledge and the use of advanced technologies in monitoring, surveillance, information
management, and other technologies. As cleanup progresses and the LTS requirements are
further defined, the science and technology needs for LTS (Function 4) will be identified and
incorporated into the fingl RCCC LTS Transition Pian and the associated planning process to
suppori the performance of LTS activities in a safe, compliant, and cost-effective manner. This
area will be reviewed and discussed as appropriate when the RCCC nears completuon ana the

final ACCC LTS Transition Plan is develcped.

In addition, the requiremen‘ts conta.ined in DOEO 430.€ B, Heal Property Asset Management,
regarding the development and conient of LTS plans have been incorporated into this plan.
Aithough the requirements are focused on transferring the property o a future steward once-
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cleanup is complete, it is anticipated that EM wili retain LTS responsibilities for the land -
remediated under the RCCC until the entire Hanford Site cleanup has been completed. The =
cost and schedule requirements will be included in DCE’s baseline. Even though the transfer to

. LMis not in the immediate future, LM goals, guidance, and principles were cons:dered for

: mcorporatlon into this plan, as approprlaie

In A_ugust 2005, cleanup responsibil_ities’ for source waste sites and facilities within the Hanford
Site river corridor were fransitioned to WCH under the framework of the RCCC. The RCCC
includes specific deliverables to support LTS planning and post-cleanup responsibilities for the
river, corridor, including the ~development of the draft RCCC LTS Trans:t;on Plan and the
subsequent flnal plan.

2.2 CLEANUP PROCESS |

This section provides a brief description of the various elements of cieanup of the river corridor
and their relationship to LTS. Although this plan does not define any requirements for cleanup,
it is important to understand the cleanup process and how it establishes the LTS requirements.

2. 2 1 Restoratlon Actlwtles

- ‘Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in compliance with multiple

- federal statutes, regulations, and guidelines, including CERCLA, RCRA, and the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). In 1892, the Tri-Parties, which include the
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and DOE, agreed to a “bias for action” approach to the CERCLA process for the Hanford
Site National Priorities List sites. This approach, documented in the Hanford Pasti-Practice
Strategy (DOE-RL 1991), streamlined the remedial investigation/feasibility study process to
begin remediation of contaminated waste sites earlier than typically performed under the
traditional CERCLA process in place at that time. The NEPA CLUP ROD (64 Federal Register
61615) provides the framework within which future use of Hanford Site lands and resources will
occur while DOE manages the land. :

C!eanup actions within the river corridor began in 1994 under the ERC, and in August 2005, the
. ERC ftransitioned to WCH, under the RCCC, for completion of cleanup actions in the river
corridor. To date, numerous remedial investigations/feasibility studies, proposed plans, and a
number of corresponding interim action RODs and a final action ROD have been completed for
source OUs within the area designated as the river corridor. The typical stages in the CERCLA
cleanup process and the accompanying documentation are shown in Figure 2-2. The cleanup
at individual source unit waste sites, per the remediat action objectives in the RODs, is designed
to be protective of human health and the envircnment based on the reasonably anticipated land
use. Remedial actions are conducted in accordance with the applicable interim action RODs.
and, in the case of the 300—FF~1 QU, a final ROD.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC _ -
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Figure 2-2. Typical Stages in the CERCLA Cleanup Process and the Accompanying D&oc_uméntat;ign,
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- ltis |mportant to note that a cntlcal step in proceedmg toward final CERCLA closeout is the
River Corridor Baseline Risk Assessment. A comprehensive baseline risk assessment is -
currently being performed by WCH to characterize risk to human health and environment in the .
river corridor. This effort consists of an assessment of the 100 and 300 Areas to evaluate the
risks to terrestrial, riparian, and near-shore receptors throughout the reactor/operational areas of
the river corridor. This effort also includes an assessment of the shoreline inter-areas to
evaluate potential risk from Hanford Site contaminants in areas of emergent 200 Area
groundwater plumes (under current conditions), slough and backwater areas, and in habitats
found predominantly in areas between reactor/operational areas. The results of the .
assessments, including the data collection, analysis, and risk evaiuation, will be presented in a
final risk assessment report, which will help determine whether additional remedial actrons are
needed to protect human health and the environment.

Radlolog:_c_ai surface soil surv_eys will also be conducted within the reactor areas to suppori final
“cleanup and transition to LTS. ‘These radiological surface surveys are being performed to
provide information supporting that there is no unidentified radiclogical cross-contamination at
remediated sites or adjacent areas due to animal intrusion or cross-contamination from
construction activities associated with the waste site or adjacent remedial activities. The
surveys will be conducted using the Mulfti-Agency Hadiation Survey and Site Investigation
~ Manual (NRC et al. 2000) as guidance. A pilot surface survey, designed to evaluate and refine
" the process for a variety of post-remediation conditions, is planned for the summer of 2007.

Other CERCLA decision documents may be developed for particular waste sites or source OUs
These include action memorandums (which document appreoval.of non-time-critical removal
actions, as recommended by engineering evaluation/cost analyses), amendments to RODs, and
explanations of significant difference (which provide notice of S|gn|f|cant changes to existing
RODs). .

The RODs typically dictate that waste sites will be removed, treated (as necessary), and
disposed to an appropriate disposal facility. Cleanup objectives for waste sites within the river
corridor are typically based on an unrestricted-use exposure scenario, with the exception of a
portion of the 300 Area where cleanup objectives are based on an industrial exposure scenario.
. However, some remedial actions may result in cleanup to ievels that do not aliow unrestricted
use. In such cases were there are residual hazards, a series of mutually reinforcing controls

- that work in conjunction with the remédy to protect human heaith and the environment and
ensure the long-term effectiveness of the remedy are typically put in place. As described in the
Hanford LTS Transition Plan (DOE-RL 2003) this iayenng strategy may mclude one or more of
the following components:

¢ Engineered barriers, which are controls designed to isolate or contain wastes or hazardous
- materials (e.g., caps, entombment of facilities, contaminant immobilization).

¢ Physical controls that provide an additicnal level of protection when used in conjunction with
an engineered barrier 1o discourage people, plants, and animals from reaching the residual
contamination. Physical controls may include, but are not limited to, signs, warning 'narkers
- and fences. _ _

® Administrative controls, which are the administrative set of policies, procedures, and laws
- that help ensure that activities or uses do not disturb physical contrcls, engineered barriers,

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC : _
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or the residual: contarnanaa on. Physxcai and administrative controls are commoniy referred
tc collectively as “insti tutlonal controls

s Epvironmental monltomg, Wthh mcludes the momtonng of ait, surface waier, grousﬁdwater
seif, and ecologacal receptors ic venfy that cleanup remedies remain effective amd
protectiv

Any or all of these types of controis may be required for a particuiar waste site or source OU
during and/or after the remedial action {i.e., post-cleanup). If any of these types of controls are’
required, the requirements for such controls may be described in the associated ROD or
closeout documentation (see Section 2.2.2).

Requirements regarding the above contrels aiso may be described in an operations and
maintenance (O&M) plan. An O&M plan may be developed for waste sites with an operational
and functional remedy, where the remedy has achieved the remedial action objectives and

. remediation goais in the ROD. An O&M plan defines the administrative, financial, and technical
deiails and requiremenis for inspecting, operating, and maintaining the remedia! action. -
throughiout the life of the remedy. The plan also provides detailed information on maintaining,
as appropriate, institutional contrels. Requirements regarding the above controls, as weil as
cther surveillance and maintenance actrvutees alsc may be descrabed in a surveillance and
maintenance plan.

In addition o cieanup conducted under CERCLA, there are several-RCRA treatment, siorage,
or disposal {TSD) units that are being addressed as part of the RCCC. Closure of these units is
typically accompiished by coordinating RCRA closure with CERCLA remedial actions so that
remediation of all hazardous substances (including CERCLA hazardous substances such as

- radionuciides) is addressed. Additionally, by applying CERCLA authority jointly with that of
RCRA, ciosure waste and remediaticn waste can be disposed of at the ERDF, a CERCLA-
regulated facility. This RCRA/CERCLA integration approach has generally been impiemented
by incorporating closure requirement for RCRA TSD units into the Hanford Facility RCRA
Permit, as well as including cleanup actions for the TSD units in a CERCLA decision document.

In additicn 1o the RCRA TSD units, RCCC activities include several units designated under the
Henford Federai Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) {Ecology et al.
1980) as “RCRA past-practice” units. As with the RCRA TSD units, BCRA past-practice units
within the river corridor have typically been addressed using an integrated appfoach wherein

cleanup actions are included both in the Hanford Facrlaty HCHA Permitandina CEF{CLA
decision document.

2.2.2 _Remediatﬁ@n Documentation

Closeout reporis document that the cleanup work for a particular waste site was performed per
the appiicable cleanup decisicn documents. Detailed cioseout documentation is developed
when waste sites are reclassified as completed and closed under the Tri-Party Agreement. As
part of the approval package submitted fo the lead regulatory agency under the Tri-Party
Agreement, along with a waste site reclassification form, DOE submits a cieanup verification.
package (CVP) or remaining site verification package (RSVP) for an individuai waste site or

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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group of waste sites.’ CVPs and RSVPs provide technical information regarding the cleanup,
document post-cleanup soil concentrations based on statistical analysis of verification sampie -
resuits, and may inciude LTS requirements for institutional controls. These controls, as well as
the verification sample data collected in support of the CVP/RSVPs; are entered into the SES
database to support LTS {more information regarding the SIS database is provided in -

Section 4. 1) :

‘The primary cioseout documentatlon ant:mpated for source OU cleanup under ihe RCCC is a
series of 15 remedial action reports (RARs). The RARs document that all construction
completion activities are complete and, for source OU actions, that the cleanup goals specified
in the RODs have been achieved. Generally, CVPs or RSVPs for a particuiar source OU are
used collectively in support of the development of the RAR:for that particular source OU. One -
RAR has already been developed for work completed under the ERC (DOE-RL 2005). The
remaining RARs will be developed for the other source OUs as cleanup is completed. The RAR
- may contain summary information regarding LTS requirements, such as Q&M activities, as well
as institutionai controls. The remaining RARs also will include DOE’s request to the lead
regulatory agencies for a “certificate of completion,” per Tri-Party Agreement Section 7.3.10,

- “Remedial Action Phase.” Thts could be accomplished through regulatory approval of the RAR.

The final closeout report descr[bes how the cleanup was accompllshed and provides the overalil-
technical justification for site completion. The final closeout report documents compliance with
statutory requirements and provides a consolidated record of ali removal and remedial activities
for the entire site, or portion of a site. The applicable RAR(s) can be used as the supporting
documentation for development of the fma! closeout report.

For RCRA TSD units, there are typically two types of closures: (1) closure by removal or-
decontamination (referred to as “clean closure™) and (2) closure with the waste left in place. Itis
anticipated that the RCRA TSD units in the RCCC wili be clean closed. However, if wastes are
left in place, post-closure permits and plans are required to monitor these units. These plans
will identify all activities to be conducted and their frequency during the post-closure care period.
The plans for post-closure care generally must continue for at least 30 years after the date of
closure, thus becoming a component under the draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan. Closure of
RCRA units also requires the submittal of a survey plat and other information to the authority:
with jurisdiction over local land use that indicates where hazards remain.

2.2.3 Orphan Site Evaluations

In parallel with remedial actions and risk assessment activities, additional evaluations, cailed
orphan site evaluations, will be performed to identify new potential CERCLA waste sites in the
river corridor that have not been previously documented. The orphan site evaluations are a .

. systematic approach io review land parcels outside of known waste sile areas. These
gvaluations are conducted for each reactor/operational area and the remainder of the river
corridor (inter-areas) to ensure that all source waste sites have been identified. Consistent with
uncontaminated property investigations under Section 120{h)(4) of CERCLA, the evaluatlons
include comprehensive reviews of historical information (e.g., documents, drawings, and
photographs), field site visits, and geophysical surveys (as needed). When new waste sites are

_ ® The submittal and approval process for the reclassification of waste sites is defined in the Tri-Party Agreement
Handbook Management Procedures, Guideline Number TPA-MP-14, "Mamtenance of the Waste 1nformation Data
System (WIDS)' (DOE-RL 1998). '
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identified through tne orphan s:’te evaluation process, they are ;ncorporaied into the cleanup
process by *plugging” them intc one of the river corrider source OU RCDs, based on their
locations with respect to active cleanup operations and in accerdance with provisions
‘established in the applicable ROD. Orphan sites that are determined to not meet the criteria for
a waste site but may have other features of potential intersst to future stewards, including non-
CERCLA items such as physical hazards, pre-Hanford historical features, and Hanford-
remnants, are categorized as “stewardship elements” and documented as such in the SIS
database for future stewards. -

2.3 SITE CONDITIONS

At the compietlon of the RCCC, DOE will maintain its legacy management responsibilities
reqtired by the final remedy decisions, and it is anticipated that the land will remain in federai
control in perpeiuity. Access restrictions will remain in place to ensure continued protection of
human health and the environment along with the protection of the cuitural and natural
resources. All remaining waste sites will be remediated or capped as determined by the -

- existing interim action ROD or a future final remedy ROD. Shouid the final remedy be caps for

any areas where the removai to cleanup levels supporting unrestricted use was not achieved,
there will be ongoing maintenance and groundwater monitoring for those caps as reguired by
the ROD. The anticipaied site conditions by RCCC functional area (across the 100, 300, and-
inter-areas) are presented in Figure 2-3 and are described in more detail in the following
subsections by geographic area. These site conditions also include a “miscellaneous
restoration” functional area, which addresses removal and disposal of specific non-CERCLA
items as a requirement of the RCCC. The anticipated site condition for groundwateg is not
included because it is outszde the scope of the RCCC.

2.3.1 100 Arecas

The reactor areas will be remediated and all ancillary buildings demolished with only the reactor
cores and their safe storage enclosure remaining. The reactors are placed in an interim safe
storage mode and monitored until final disposition is undertaken in accordance with the 1892
NEPA RCD (DOE 1999a), which is consistent with the land use of conservation and
preservation identified in the CLUP. There will be continued surveillance and maintenance of
the reactor cores for the foreseeable future:

2.3.2 3200 Area and Surr@imdéng Arcas

“The 300 Area will be remediated and all above-ground structures demolished along with the
utility distripution systems and other remaining infrastructure. The only remaining infrasiructure
wili be that which is required to meet post-cleanup requirements. Cleanup of the iand within the
300 Area compiex and at the 618-11 Burial Ground wiil be based on an industriai-use exposure
scenario, while the surrounding areas will be based on an unrestricied-use exposure scenario.
These exposure scenarios are consistent with the land use of industrial restricted as identified in
the CLUP. In addition, a Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) was prepared for the 300 Area in 2002
(DOE-BL 2002a) as specified in the 3C0-FF-1 ROD (EPA 1986 to fulfill the requirement for a
“natural résource mitigation plan,” which serves as an additional guidance document for the
cleanup of the 300 Area. The MAP presents a framework for limiting disturbances to-natural
and cultural resources during remedial action projects, and identifies opportunities for site
restoration and revegetation, as appropriaie.
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Figure 2—3 Anticipated Site Conditions at Tlme of Transition to LTS
by RCCC Functional Area

" _Excess Facilities

s All'excess above-ground structures are deac'tivated, decoﬁtaminated, decommiss'ioned, and demolished.
Known or discovered waste sites beneath the demolished facility footprints are addressed in accordance
with the design criteria for the applicabie source operable unit.

o Specified utility systems that are located in the river corridor are closed (the spec1fic utility systems to
be c]osed are defined in the RCCC). .

Fcrmer Defense-Related Plutonium Production Reactors
o Reactors are placed in interim safe storage
e Any underground structures that meet the cleanup criteria will be left in place.

Note: Final cleanup endpomts for the reactors (i.e., after mterlm safe storage) are beyond the completion
date established for the RCCC and are not included in the scope of this plan.

Waste Sites and Burial Grounds

s  The remediation of the waste sites and the burial grounds is completed in accordance with all actions
and requirements contained in the regulatory and supporting documentation. This involves the removal |
and disposal of wastes to meet cleanup criteria, as well as site backfilling, gradmg, and revegetation, .

M:scel]aneous Restoration

e  All above-ground utility structures and components no longer in use are removed, all surplus fencing
and debris is removed, the landscape and posmve drainage are restored and native vegetatlon is
reestabhshed

233 Other Areas

Additional WCH activities under the RCCC also affect the end state of the river corridor and/or
the remainder of the Hanford Site; however, they are activities for which the final cleanup
responsibility is not within the scope of the RCCC and thus, the corresponding LTS activities are
not within the scope of this plan. These activities include the management and operation of the
ERDF. WCH currenily manages and operates the ERDF; however, at the completion of the
RCCC, WCH will transition the management and operations of the ERDF to ancther contractor
“and will provide the required operating information. Because the final closure ofthe ERDF is.
not within the scope of the RGCC, the final LTS requlrements for the ERDF are not within the
scope of this plan.

2.4 - INTERFACES

As described earlier in this chapter, the LTS requirements described in this plan are based on
the cleanup decision documents for the cleanup conducted under the RCCC. However, they
aisc may be affected by other WCH functions, as well as ongoing DOE and other-acitivities at
the Hanford Site that are outside the scope of the RCCC. it is important to understand the
~ nature of the key interfaces between these activities and the LTS requirements and the potential

‘ Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC = - :
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impact their operating requarements present tothe LTS eiements of the RCCC. Duﬂng the
ongoing execution of the RCCC, changes in the interfaces are anticipated as cleanup is
completed and coniracts change on the Hanford Site. The final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will
be updated to include the inierfaces based on state of the Hanford Site activities at the time the
RCCC is completed. The key interfaces can grouped into the three categones dlescnbed in the
following subsections and as shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Summary of LTS interfaces.

implementing

Function Description Organization
Internal interfaces '
LTS&M Post-cleanup mﬁ)mitoring WOH
Hanford Interfaces
Groundwater Groundwater monitoring and remediation | Fiuor Hanford

Emergency Response

Site-wide emergency response
responsibilities

Fluor Haniord

Fluor Hanford

Security - Physical site security
Cultural Rescurces Cultural resource management PNNL
Biclogical Resources Biological resource management PNNL
Naiurzl Resources Natural resource management PNNL
External Interfaces -
USFWS Hanford Reach management USFWS
Energy Northwest Columbia Generaling Station operations Energy Northwest
BFA ' Electric power ransmission lines and BPA

substation cperations

LIGO LIGO Cperations CalTech and MIT
BPA = Bonneville Power Administration

CaiTech = California Institute of Technology

LIGC = Laser Interferomeler Gravitational-Wave Observatory

LTS&lM = Leng-Term Surveillance and Maintenance

LTS = Long-Term Stewardship

MY = Massachusetts Institute of Technology

PNNL = Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
WCH = Washington Closure Hanford

2.4 Internal interfaces with Other Activities Conducted by WCH

Other activities concucted by WCH that may not currently be within the scope of this plan, but.
are related to the LTS requirements, include the LTS&M program. For the duration of the
RCCC, the LTS&M program has responsibility for managing sites where cieanup has been

Planning for the Transition io LTS8 Under the RCCC :
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completed (i.e., responsibility for conducting LTS activities prior to the completion of the RCCC).
This includes responsmllaty for implementing any post- cleanup monitoring that may be required
in accordance with an RAR, O&M plan, or other similar document. Activities conducted by the .
LTS&M program that are to continue beyond the conclusion of the RCCC will be foided mto the
scope of the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan, as appropriate.

2.4.2 Interface_s with Other Ongoing Hanford Activities

Site-wide support functions such as emergency .responSe, security, and cultural and biological

resource management, which are outside the scope of this plan, are conducted through multiple -

DOE offices (DOE-RL, DOE Office of River Protection, DOE Office of Science) and other
contractors and will affect the long-term management of the river corridor. Table 2-1 provides.a -
list of these functions, ajong with the current organization performing the function. The nature of
these interfaces will change as the cleanup is completed and as the contracts used to manage -
and conduct work at the Hanford Site change. The final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will inciude
information regarding the ongomg operations ai the Hanford Site and the contraciors that will be

in place at the time the RCCC is completed. .

243 Interfaces with. Organlzatsons Externai o DOE that also Operate at the
Hanford Site

These extemai interfaces include the U.S. Flsh and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Energy
Northwest BPA and LIGO.

The USFWS is responsible for a significant portion of the Hanford Reach National Monument
{(Naticnal Monument). The National Monument encompasses approximately 789 km?
(195,000 ac), of which approximately 672 km?® (166,000 ac) are currently managed by the
USFWS as the Saddle Mountain Natlonal Wildlife Refuge. The Washington State Depantment
of Fish and Wildlife administers 3 km? (800 acres) of the National Monument through an
agreement with DOE. DOE administers the remaining acreage and currently retains primary
ownership or control of all acreage.

Energy Northwest operates the Columbia Generating Station, a commercial nuciear power plant -
located just north of the 300 Area, and is a joint operating agency of the State of Washington.
There also-are two partially completed reactors on the Hanford Site; construction for both began

- in the late 1970s for the former Washington Public Power Supply System. WNP-4 was about
22% complete when it was terminated in 1983. Construction on WNP-1, at 63%, was stopped

in 1882..

The BPA is responsible for the operation of the electric power substations and transmission
lines that cross the Hanford Site and for all operations, maintenance, and new construction for
their systems that are located on the Hanford Site. BPA carries out these operations under a
permit from DOE, which WI|| be i in effect untii terminated. :

LIGO is an on-site facility designed to observe gravitationai waves of cosmic origin. The LIGO
houses laser interferometers, consisting of mirrors suspended at each of the corners ofa
gigantic L-shaped vacuum system, measuring 4 km (2.5 mi) on a side. LIGO is operated by the
California Institute of Technology and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology for the National -
" Science Foundation. :

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC - X , _ _
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. These external interfaces physically lie within or directly border portions of the fand covered
under the RCCC. As such, access agreements, easements, institutional controls, and land-use
restrictions are a vital component of the post-cleanup requiremenis. While the final RCCC LTS
Transition Plan is being completed, the inferfaces will be reviewed and this section of the pian

will be updated to ensure the pertinent information regarding their relationships io the LTS -
requirements are included.

" Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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3.0 REGULATORY AND DOE REQUIREMENTS

The key regulatory and DOE requirements related 1o LTS and this plan are listed in Table 3-1;
included in Tabile 3-1 is the regulatory framework for the cleanup of the Hanford Site, since the
cleanup decisions wili affect the LTS requnrements This plan does not create any new LTS

reguiremenis.

Table 3-1. Key Regulaiory and DOE Requiremenis. (3 Pages)

Source/Description

LTS Reguirements

Regulatory

CERCLA — Remedial action objectives and other
cleanup requirements ars contained in CERCLA
regulatory decision documents, including RODs, ROD
amendments, £SDs, engineering evaluation/cost
analyses, and aclion rnemorandums.

o |nstitutional and engineering controls, as specified in
the cleanup decision documents. -Controls may alsc -
be summarized in remediat action reporis.

o Q&M requirements, as specified in O&M plans.

¢ Establishment and maintenance of the Administrative
Fecord, which is the body of documents and
information that is considered or relied upen in order
toarive at a dems;on for a CERCLA response
action. -

FOST under CERCLA Section 120(h)-— CERCLA
Section 120(h) includes requirements for properny
transferred by federal agencies for real propery where
any hazardous substance was stored for 1 year or
more, known to have been teleased, or disposed of.

e The criteria for a FOST are the requirerments of
CERCLA Section 120{(h). These requirements
inciude a notice that must be entered inte the.
contract regarding the hazardous substance,
information that mus? be inciuded in each deed
entered into for the transfer of such property,
reguirements for identifying uncontaminated
property, and the notmca‘tlon of stales regardmg '
certain leases.

Hanford Federal Facifity Agreement and Consent
Order (89-10) (Tri-Party Agreement) — In 1959, the
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
entered Into the Tri-Party Agresment with EPA and
| Ecoclogy, which established the legal framework and
schedute for cleanup. It serves as the foundation for
defining and ranking GERCLA and RCRA cleanup
commitments, establishing responsibilities for cleanup
actions, providing a basis for budget development, and
identifying enforceable milesiones.

o Establishment and maintenance of an administrative
record for each operable unit and TSD group that
contains all of the documenis containing information .
considered In arriving at a record of decision or
permit {Chapier 9, Documentation and Records of
the Tri-Party Agreement).

e Establishment and maintenance of WIDS, which
identifies known and reported waste sites, including
the type and location of the site, when the site was
operated, general dimensions and desciiption, and
general descriptions of waste placed at the site to
include estimated quantities of radionuclides and
chemicals contained in some-units. WIDS alse |
includes infermation regarding compleied waste
sites, including required institutional controls.

¢ Defines the schedule for when cleanup must be
completed, which generally serves as the schedule
for the “starting point” for LTS activilies,

Pianning for Transition fo LTS Under the RCCC
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Regulatory and DOE Requirements

Table ‘3-1. Key Regulatory and

DOE Requirements. (3 Pages)

Source/Description

LTS Requirements

Regul

latory .

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
The Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1999a) and .

" associated NEPA land-use ROD issued (64 Federal
Register 61615) provides the framework for futiire use
of the Hanford Site: Provides the fand-use designations
for the Hanford Site that are to be considered in any
plarning document.

e Provides the land-use designations for the river
corridor: preservation, conservation {mining),
industrial, and recreation {high and low intensity}.

Introduced the need for a “Hanford Institutional
Control Plan {i.e., long-term stewardship plan)” as
onz of many tools to ensure that land-use actions are
consistent with the CLUP ROD.

introduced the need for resource management plans | -
{e.g., Hanford Cultural Resources Management Pian,
Hanford Biclogical Resources Management Plan) to
ensure that land-use actions are consistent wnh the
CLUP.

Presidential Proclamation 7319 of June 9, 2630,
Establishment of the Hanford Reach National -
Monument (National Monument) - This Eroclamation
sets aside approximately 720 km? (305 mi"} of the
Hanford Site as the National Monument. The
proclamation specifies that the monument shall be
managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under
existing agreements with DOE, except that DOE shail
manage the lands within the monument that are not
subject to management agreements with the Service.

" interfaces with the river comridor. In coop_eration with
local governments, the state of Washington, and
other federal agencies, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service is currently in the planning process for this
new national monument.

RCRA — RCRA posti-closure permits and plans.

Institutional controls.
Momtcring

Information management (e.g., submittal of a survey
plat to the authority with jurisdiction over local land
use that indicates where hazards remain).

Washington State Laws — Washington Administrative
Code identified as applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements in cleanup decision making to
eslablish cleanup levels. .

LTS requirements are corntained in the associated
CERCLA, RCRA, and NEPA documents (see other
rows in this table).

DCE

DOE O 430.1B, Real Property Asset Management —

- This order identifies requirements and establishes
reporting mechanisms and responsibilities for real’
property asset management. This order recognizes that
the life of an asset is from planning through acquisition,
maintenance, operation, remediation, disposition, long-
term stewardship, and disposai.

Provides a definition of LTS for the purposes of real - |
property management. This definition is similar to
the definition for LTS that is used in this pian.
Specifies that decisions made during the utilization of
assets need to consider their disposition and LTS
implications. _

Confirms that LTS plans may be management tools
o manage real property.

Highlighis the need to address post-clesure/post-
disposition/LTS records turnover and records
retention in disposition plans.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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Table 3-1. Key Regu!aiory and DOE Requirements. (3Pages}i

Source/Description

LTS Requirements

River Corrider Closure Contract —The RCCCis a
contrast between DOE and WCH for the cleanup of the
‘Hanford SHe river corridor that includes safety, cost
performance, and schedule perférmance requirements.
Completion of the remedial actions are approved by the
lead regulatory agency through waste site
reclassification forms, which are suppoited by the
associated CVP or RSVP. '

e The RCCC requirements define the purpose and
scope for this plan: '

- “The Contractor shall submit for DOE approval a
Long-Term Stewardship Plan — Draft ‘
{Deliverable C.2.11.1) that provides the
proposed approach and criteria to be met for
iong-term stewardship.” ' ‘

— “The Contracior shall submit for DOE approval a
Long-Term Stewardship Plan — Final
{Deliverable ©.2.11.3) that contains: 1) a
proposed Finding of Sultability to Transfer in
accordance with CERCLA Section 120(h); and
2) the final criteria required for long-ierm
stewardship and how these criteria have been
met. DOE approval of the Long-Term
Stewardship Pian — Final is a condition
precedent to Comgletion of Contract
Reguiremenis.”

s Instituticnal controls in the CVPs and R8VPs.

CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980

CiUuP = Comprehensive Land-Usa Plan
CVvP = gleanup verification package
DOE = U.S. Department of Energy

Ecology ='Washington State Depariment of Ecofogy
EPA = U.5. Environmental Protection Agency

ESD = explanation of significant difference
FOST = Finding of Suitability to Transfer
LTS = fong-term stewardship
O&M = operation and maintenance
ACCC = River Cormidor Closure Contract )
RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
ROD = record of decision
RSVP  =remaining sites verification package
TSD = treatment, sforage, or disposal
WCH = Washington Glosurs Hanford
. WIDS  =Waste Information Dala System

Pianning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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0 INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

To ensure the contanbed protection of human health and the environment and compliance with
applicable LTS requirements foilowing the compleiloﬂ of the RCCC, DOE must have ready”
access to spacific and accurate information about the cleanup of the river corridor.” The type of
information that wiit be required for LTS is defined by CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, and the Tri-Parly
Agreement and inciudes the following:

e Enforma‘tuon regarding the post-cleanup conditions, inc udmg any residual risks and their
associated controls : :

s Information regardmg the c!eanup conducied and venfxcatlon thai cleanup objectlves have
been met

. ® mformauon regarding the type, location, and quantutses of hazardous substances aﬂong wnth
the time of their storage, use, release, eic., cn each site. :

DOE has developed a series of directives, crders, and guidelines that provide guidance for
managing the information under its responsibility. These documents provide the management’
guidance for things such as how the records are handled, retention periods, and classification.
These typically are based on applicable statutes, regulations, executive orders, federal
reguirements {e.g., National Archives and Records Administration [NARA] regulations). The
foilowing are some of the DOE documents specific to information and records management:

DOE O 200.1, Information Management Program

DOE O 241.1A; Scientific and Technical information Management
DOE O 243.1, Records Management Program

DOE Records Schedule for Environmenial Records (DOE 1993b),
DOE O 430.1B, Real Properly Asset Management.

®e & @ 8 ©

In addition *o the management of the records DOE requires the annual update of its Facility
~information Management System (FIMS). FIMS is the DOE's corporate database for real
property as required by DOE O 430.1B. The system provides DOE with an accurate inventory
and management tool that assisis with planning and managing all real property assets. FIMS is
updated anﬂuaély and relevant updates are incorporated as part of the process.

The Waste Information Data System (WIDS) is a site-specific da%abase required under the
Tri-Party Agreement that is maintained by DOE. WIDS serves as DOE's tracking mechanism
that identifies all wasie site land areas that are under resiriction or control in accordance with
the institutional control reguirements of the CERCLA decision documents and as described in
applicable work plans. WIDS identifies waste management units on the Hanford Site, the waste
iype, location, and their current status. Other data fields populated in WIDS include size, extent,
appearance, testing or sampling efforis, regulatory information, bibliographic references,
images, change history, and data validation. The long-term preservation of waste site
infcrmation is addressed by the Tri-Party Agreement Handbook Procedure TP-MP-14,
"Maintenance of the Waste Information Data Systems (WiDS)" (DOE-RL 1998).

Planning for Transilion 10 LTS Under the RCCC
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- Information that may be required for LTS can also bé found in the Administrative Record. The
Administrative Record is the body of decuments and information that is considered or relied on
- to arrive at a decision for remedial action or hazardous waste management at a particular
source OU, and is publicly available on the Internet at: hitp://www2.hanford.gov/arpir/. The.
documents in the Administrative Record include, but are not limited to, proposed plans for
interim remedial action, remedial design reports, and RODs. Tri-Party Agréement Databases, -
Access Mechanism and Procedures (DOE-RL 2004) details the procedures for accessing the
DOE RL Tri-Party Agreement databases.

As pait of the early‘planni-ng effort_s_'associated with LTS in the river corridor, information
management was identified as a key element to support smooth and seamless transition to
LTS. In recognition of this need, WCH is developing a separate database called the
Stewardship Information System (SIS} tc manage river corridor closure and LTS information
and ensure that all the requirements for information management are met. The SIS database is
a relational database that will serve as the centerpiece for the management and transfer of LTS
information for the cleanup conducted under the RCCC. The SIS database is the system that
will allow WCH to meet its information management requirements.. Records management also
will play an important role in supperting the transition to LTS. Additional information on the SIS
database and records management is provided in the following subsections.

44  STEWARDSHIP INFORMATION SYSTEM

The SIS database is being created by WCH for the specific purpose of supporting transition
from cleanup 1o LTS in theriver' carridor.

411 Content

The SIS database comprises three primary compenents that contain information associated with
cieanup of the river corridor with respect to facilities, waste sites, and orphan site evaluations..

4.1.1.1 Facilities. The facilities component of the SIS database contains summary information
related to the operation, location, process history, cleanup (demoiition), and as-left site
conditions for each facility within the river corridor. Selected photographs and/or drawings that
depict the operational or cleanup aspects of a given facility are also included in this component
of the SIS database. In addition, an extensive list of references to relevant documents is
provided for each facility. The database generally excludes information associated with
temporary facilities (e.g., construction offices, change trailers). '

4.1.1.2 Waste Sites. The waste sites component of the daiabase contains summary
information related to the type (e.g, crib, effluent pond, pipeline, fandfill/burial ground, dump
site, spill or release), history, location, cleanup, as-left conditions, and institutional controls for
each waste site within the river corridor. A waste site reclassification form is included in the -
database to document the completion of cleanup actions for each waste site. Analytical results
that were used fo support cleanup verification and that represent the post-cleanup soil '
concentrations of contaminants of concern are also included for each waste site, as are
selected photographs. In addition, an extensive list of references to relevant documents that
describe the history, cleanup process, and closeout is provided for each waste site.

Planning for the. Transmon oLTS Under the RCCC . . : -
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4.1.1.3 Orphan Sites. The orphan sites component of the SIS database contains a summary
of the results of orphan site evaluations. Information associated with potential orphan sites that
are identified through historical review or field walkdown activities is contained in the database
including a description, location, disposition, and selected photographs or drawings. For those
potential crphan sites that are investigated and dispositioned as a new waste site, a more -
detailed summary is contained in the waste sites component of the SIS database. The orphan

. sites component of the database also includes information associated with “stewardship
elements,” which are features observed during the field walkdown activities that do not require
cleanup but are likely to remain following completion of the RCCC (e.g., monitoring welis,
hydrants, pre-Manhattan project historical remnants, concrete siabs, or foundations).

. 4.1.2 Data Accessibility and Availability

Widespread accessibility and avaitability of information stored in the SIS is one of the database
objectives.  Three user groups with distinct access capabilities have been defined to help
maintain configuration control and data integrity, as follows: .

. WCH database administrators have overall responsibility for the SIS database and have full
access to the code and authority to modify it as needed and in accordance with the
procedures referenced in Section C.2 of Appendix C.

e The data entry user group has the ability to enter information mto the SIS database using
data entry screens developed by the database administrators.

* General users represent the largest user group and have read only access to all of the
information stored in the SIS database.

Access to the SIS database is currently provided through an installation to a desktop personal
computer and individual user login using a cusiomized Microsoft® Access-based interface. The
potential to migrate toward web-based access to the SIS database would involve migrating the
interface to an appropriate programming platform, such as Java' ; this is currently being
evaluated. Figure 4-1 provides an example of some of the data t" elds found in the SIS
database.

General users W|II have the ability to view information in the SIS database through detailed
screens, use of standard query tools, or through a defined data summary report. Although
general users will have read only access, information from the database can be easily cut and
pasted for use in documents and reports as needed. in the future, the database will be directly
linked with associated spatial data stored in geographical information system databases,
enabling access to information on historical operations, cleanup activities, post-cleanup residual
conditions, and institutional controls based on geographic location within the river corridor.

® Microsoft Is a registered tfrademark of the Microsoft Corporation.
Java isa trademark of Sun Microsystems, Inc.
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Figure 4-1. Example of Data Collection Summary Detail Screen from the
Stewardship Information System.

B pata Collection

Site Code: [100-8-1
Hames: 1m-L1, Suhn;;.dmucd and Solid Waste Dumping 1 : Im—e-m—-—-—-:j Ciosed D= Unit Cdmr: i
. L CERACLA Past Practice (CPP)
Operable Unit: I1UU-BE-2 EI Start Date: I1951 End Date: I
The 100-B-1 waste site was divided into two areas, one north and one south of the 100-B/C export water pipeline. During site visits ﬂ

performed in 1993 and 1934, one aiea of the site [identified as the laydown yard) contained miscellaneous debris items such as wood, power
poles. light fistures, wire, broken glass, broken transite, and Plexiglas® [registered trademark of Atkema Corparation, Puteaus, France] filter
columns, and several plexiglass Iysimeter columns {photo). Another area, the chemical dump area located 100 m (300 ft) northeast of the ;
laydown vard, contained ateas of distiessed vegelation and oil contaminated soil. Both of these areas were combined into the 100-B-1 waste ﬂ F

Process Description:

Location Description: o
The site is located east of the 105-C Buiding. The center of the site is north of the export water ine. The central coordinates for the site
were E 565702.81, N 144200.033

Related Structures / Facilities: Dauble-click field to see entire contents in popup wlndowl
The site was related to the construction and operation of the 105-C Reactor. The construction of the 105-C Reactor was started n 1951 and Bt
completed in 1952 The 105-C reastor was shutdown in 1969

Site Comment:

The site was visited in 1993, It was photographed and field screening tests of discolored soil were positive for petroleum products.  Another
site visit was done in September 1934, The area was photogiaphed and mapped. Onlp areas north of the export water line were described il
and mapped. |n 1998, Bechtel Hanford, Inc. conducted site walkdowns of 256 sites for which the company had been assigned surveillance ﬁ%

1. WHC-SO-EN-TL220, 518/1994, 100-8 Area Technical Baseline Report -
2_100-8-1, ¥24/1934, WIDS Sie Addition. 100-8-1 (#94-089).

= B s e ol e e R S = i T T ST S ST I RS e e

The SIS database is designed to allow future access to the data, even after the system is no
longer actively used. The database models for the analytical and spatial information in the SIS
database were selected so that any application tool, designed for the purpose, may be used to
access them (i.e., nonproprietary). To ensure that the SIS database performs as designed and
that the integrity of the data is maintained, WCH has developed procedures consistent with
IEEE Standard for Scoftware Test Documentation (IEEE 1998) and NQA-1 software quality

assurance (ASME 2000). More information regarding the database models and the procedures
is provided in Appendix C.

4.2 RECORDS MANAGEMENT

The requirements that establish responsibilities to ensure that information is identified,
processed, disseminated, and preserved in a safe and accessible manner are based on
applicable statutes, regulations, executive orders, federal requirements (e.g., NARA
regulations), the Tri-Party Agreement, as well as DOE policies, orders, and guidelines.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
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- For example, the required retention period may range from a few months to years or permanent -
-retention depending on the record type and applicable requirements; this is based on the NARA
regulations. The records retention schedule is used for the disposition of DOE records created
to compily with, or needed to support, comphance with federal environmental faws and

- implemeniing regulaticns:

For the SIS databass, the environmental laws and regulations that apply to DOE are key in
determining the period over which this information must be retained. - For éxample, closure
pians for hazardous waste units under RCRA must include information on the sieps required for
ciosure and post-closure care requirements, both of which are typically required for 30 years.
Ceriain information must also be recorded onto the deed indefinitely in accordance with
Washington Administrative Code 173-303-610. DCE is also required by the Tri-Party
Agreement to preserve for a minimurmn of 10 years after termination of the Tri-Party Agreemem
all of the records in its or its contractors' possession related to sampling, analysis,
investigations, and monitoring conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement. After this
10-year period, DOE will notify EPA and Ecology at least 45 days pefore destruction or Glsposai
of any such records. _

The tinal RCCC LTE Transition Plan will identify the data types, retention requirements, and -
retention pericds for various records stored in the SIS database. Examples of electronic data
include environmental sampling and monitoring data, electronic images, design drawings, or
other reiated records. Table 4-1 identifies current data categories in the SIS database and the
rationaie for inclusion into the database. This information will be used to update the WIDS to
formally document the completion of cleanup in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement. The
information contained in the SIS database could also be used by the post-RCCC landiord to -
generats required reports {(including the CERCLA 5-year review) for efficient managemeni of the.
data collection process and for public use.

Table 4-1. Types of Information Captured by the Stewardship Enf@rmataon Sysiem
{2 Pages)

Information Type Rationale for Inclusion

Waste site/buiiding information | Information related to the operation, location, process history,
cleanup {demolition), and as-left sute conditions for each facility

within the RCCC.
Photographs Depict the operaﬂonaﬂ or cleanup aspects of a given facahty or waste
' | site.
References ; ' Alist of references to retevant documenis for each ‘Iacahiy or waste
' site.
CVP/RSVP daia ' Summarizes cleanup activities, post-cleanup soil 'concentration, and

institutional controls for each waste site within the river corridor.

Orphan site evaluations Summarizes resulis of evaluations including a description, location,
disposition, and selected photographs or drawings. :

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the BCCC .
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Table 4-1. Types of Information Captured by the Stewardship lnformation Sysiem

(2 Pages) _
" Information Type - ‘ Rationale for inclusion
-GI8 Layers ' Used to generate maps that portray environmental and cleanup site

" data with respect o the topographic and environmental settings.
Also used to identity stewardship eiements and remaining
infrastructure. .

CVP = cleanup verification package -
"GIS = Geographical Information System

RCCC = River Corridor Closure Contract

RSVP = remaining sites verification package

it is anticipated the information in the SIS database will be turned over to the contractor that will
be responsible for maintaining the areas cleaned up under the RCCC. The exact transition
actions, including the identification of the systems and types of information that will be '
transiticned, will be further defined in the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan. .
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5.0 LONG-TERNM STEWARDSHIP REQUIREMENTS

This chapter describes the post-ciéanup LTS requirements related to the fo!iowing activities:

Implementation of physical and administrative (i.e., instatutuonal) controls for the RCCC
Surveillance, maintenance,; and monitoring of the RCCC remedies

Management of biological, cultural, and natura! resources.

Remaining infrastructure requirements.

e e e o

A brief descré‘piion of the types of LTS requiremems- is included in this section; Appendix D ‘

provides the specific post-closure LTS reguirements by waste site for cleanup conducted under

the RCCC, including institutional control and monitoring requirements. It is important to ncte

that the requirements presented in this section and in Appendix D are based on existing cleanup

decisicn documents; no new requirements are defined in this plan. The requirements presented

in the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will be based on the completed cleanup and will reﬂect
ihe requirements of the final cieanup

8.1 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

Institutional controls are used in conjuncticn with the remedy during and after cieanup, when
cleanup is performed to a level that does not ailow unrestricted use. Typically they are
designed as a series of mutually reinforcing controls, which work in conjunction with the remedy
¢ protect human health and the environment and to ensure the long-term effectiveness of the -
remedy. in some cases where the residual hazard is minimal, institutional controis are the onﬁy
level of proteciion required once the remediation is complete. Institutional controis that are in
place during the remedial action, as required by cleanup decision documents (and not required
cnce the remediation is comiplete), are net included in the scope of this plan.

Althcugh LTS requirements regarding groundwater are outside the scope of this plan, itis
important to note that groundwater use on the Hanicrd Siie generally is restricted, in
accordance with the institutionai control requirements of the applicable CERCLA decisicn
documents, except for the purposes of monitoring and treatment, as approved by EPA cr
Ecology or as authorized in EPA-approved documents.

5.1.1 100 Ares

In accordance with the existing interim action RODs, institutional controis wili be required for

waste sites where residual contaminants preclude unrestricted use. This applies to a limited

number of sites where residual contamination begins at a depth at least 4.6 m {15 it} below the
surrounding surface elevation. As long as institutional controis are required, DOE will take the

' necessary precaut'ons to add access restriction language to any land transfer, sale, or iease of

propenty that the U.S. Government consnders appropriate. The specific institutional controls are

presented in Appendix D.

5.1.2 300 Arez

For the 300 Area, institutional controls are based on the exposure scenarics included in the
interim action ROD, or as modified by the ESD. Appendix D contains the specific institutionat
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controls for the 300 Area, including land-use controls, such as measures 1o prevent changes.in.
land use and the use of groundwater. Although the institutional controls are based on interim
action RODs, it is anticipated that the post-cleanup institutional control requirements will not -
change. However, it is anticipated that land-use controls will not be required in uncontaminated
areas or if remediation results in soil concentrations that would permtt unrestricted use and
~unlimited exposure.- - :

5.2 SURVEILLANCE MAINTE.NANCE AND MONITORING

LTS reqwrements regardmg survelllance mamtenance and monstonng address the Toilowmg
activities.

. ® Momtonng the performance of the remedies, lncludmg engineered barriers and institutional
controls, in accordance with the requirements stipulated in the cleanup decision documents
to verify that the remedies remain effective and that contaminant migration is prevented.
Monitoring may include the monitoring of ecological receptors (e.g., wildlife, vegetation) as
prescribed by the remedies in the cleanup decision documents or if required by federal and

_ state requirements. Monitoring alsc may include the soils, as prescribed by the remedies in
the cleanup decision documents or if required by federal and state requirements and
regulations for releases and the potential transport of radioactive material and hazardous
contamman'ts Groundwater monitoring is outside the scope of this plan.

' Malntalnmg the remedy systems in working condmon and conducting regular inspections to
keep controls in working order, prevent potential problems, and ensure the protectiveness of
the remedies. These activities may include tasks defined in an O&M plan for a site, such as
maintaining signs, fences, and restrictions on excavations or land use.

» Conducting a CERCLA 5-year review, which is required to assess the protectiveness of

~ remedial actions where hazardous substances, poliutants, or contaminants are left onsite
above levels that allow fér unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. in addition to CERCLA,
the Tri-Party Agreement allows 5-year reviews to address regulated RCRA uniis and past-
practice units that are regulated under RCRA and/or CERCLA. The reviews do not
reconsider remedial cleanup decisions; it is an evaluation of the implementation and
performance of the current cleanup sirategy fo determine if the remedy is or will be
protectwe

The review may conclude that the remedy is protective and that no further action is

- necessary. Alternatively, it may conciude that further evaluation is needed, may
recommend ceriain actions to improve the efficiency of a remedy, or may recommend. -
changes in the remedy. This review process can also provide a forum for introducing new -
information and/or how changes in assumptions will be managed in the future. if cieanup
decisions are required to be revisited, the applicable regulatory process is to be followed.

The CERCLA 5-year review must be conducted for both the 100 Area and the 300 Area.
o Responding to unexpected or off normal, conditions and emergency situations. Off-normal

events occur when.a protective system unexpeciedly performs outside of the expected
range of acceptable performance. Examples of off-normal events inciude the deterioration

Planning for the Trans.vt:on fo LTS Under the FiCCC :
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of a physical control beyond predicted levels, an error that results in a “near-miss,” and the .
discovery of previously unidentified sources of contamination. DOE’s response measures to
off-normal events may include modifying processes, such as making adjustments to the type
ard frequency of monitoring and maintenance activities; modifying existing controls;

. establishing new conirols; and/or initiating new cleanup actions. [f applicable, DOE will
foliow the appropriate approved regulatory process for its response measures. Corrective
actions initiated as a result of routine maintenance and enspachons will be addressed by
maintenance activities.

DOE will netify the appropriate regulatory agencies if regulatory thresholds are exceeded.
Releases of hazardous substances in excess of quantities reportable under CERCLA will be
immadiately reported to EPA. Spills or discharges of hazardous substances or dangerous
wasies te the environment will be reported to EPA and/or the state in accordance with
applicable state or federal law. -

5.2.1 100 Area

In accordance with the existing interim action RODBs, long-term monitoring will be required ior
source sites where residual contaminants preclude unresiricted use. This applies to a limited
number of sites where residual contamination begins ai a depth at least 4.6 m (15 fi) below the
surrounding surface elevation. :

‘ . : ' _ ' C Reactor has been
Surveillance and maintenance for the interim safe storage reactors”™ | sealed since 1898 and

wiil also be required per the applicable the surveillance and is monitored for
' maintenance plans, when developed. Remote monitoring systems abnormalities by a
{wind/sclar-powered) and celiular telephones may be used for - remote monitoring
“monitoring temperature and moisture sensors. Provisions willhe | System. The first

~ inspection entry at the
reactor occurred ini
November 2002.

made for surveiliance lighting power from portable generators, as
necessary, to allow full removal of site utilities. Workers will enter the
structure once every 5 years to conduct mspectaona and make any-
neaced repairs. _

b.2.2 300 Area

Because institutional controls are required for the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-2 OUs, the foliowing
surveillances may be conducied to ensure they remain in place:

o Surveillances to verify that unanticipated changes in land use co not occur
¢ Surveillances to verify the contmuaﬂon of use and access restrictions before any transfer or
lease of the propeny
5.3 BIOLOGICAL, CULTURAL, AND NATURAL RESOURCES
- The river corridor of ihe Hanford Site includes significant resources including habitat for
numerous endangered, protected, and listed species; significant historical and cultural sites; and

natural resources. The management of these resources is subject to federal and state laws,
executive orders, Tribal treaty rights, DOE orders, and Hanford Site procedures.
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Multiple resource management plans have been developed at the Hanford Site to protect and
provide the policies, goals, and objectives for the management of the site’s biological, natural,
and cultural resources. These plans address the ongoing surveillance, protection, and
controlled use of the resources. These resources will be managed in accordance with the
existing Hanford Site plans (e.g., applicable resource management plans) to ensure that future
stewards are aware of the requirements with the associated areas. Current management pians.
mciude the followmg

Hanford Cuitural Resources Management Plan
Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan.
Hanford Bald Eagle Management Plan

Fire Management Plan

Noxious Weed Management Plan

Mineral Resources Management Plan.

® o ¢ @

Following the completion of cleanup, the status of the biological, cultural, natural, and historical
resource obligations will be identified in order to transfer this information to the follow-on
landlord. The final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will list these resources and cite the applicable
management plans associated with the resources. For cultural and historical management, this
may include inventories of alf artifacts located at offsite facilities, inventories of artifacts that may
exist within buildings or structures that remain foliowing completion of the RCCC, and
documentation of any ongoing projects. For biological and naturai resource management, this
may include the identification of sensitive plant areas or locations of natural resource areas such
as borrow pits. :

5.4 REMANING INFRASTRUCTURE

DOE will retain responsibility for landiord functions of the river corridor as long as DOE is the
managing entity of the Hanford Site. These landlord responsibilities cover the ail of the
remaining infrastructure and include such things as access roads, facilities, and services. This
will include the infrastructure that is located in the River Corridor that is required to support the
remaining operations and includes a list of the types of remaining infrastructure that wili likely
remain after the completion of the RCCC (see box

at right). The infrastructure such as fences, Examples of Remaining
monitoring wells, etc., that may be integral parts of Infrastructure.
the final remedy are addressed in the appropriate
sectlons s Analytical laboratories

= Electrical services (distribution)
It is premature to anticipate the specific types of * Emergency preparedness
infrastructure that will be required at this time; the * Fire protection

» Parking lots

= Raw and potable water
= Roads

» Safeguards/security

final plan will include the specific infrastructure and
facility requirements that will need to be
transitioned to the post-cleanup contractor.

Although DOE remains ultimately responsible for » Solid waste disposal
the lands under its management, these functions » Telecommunications

will likely be managed by a DOE contractor or s Warehouses/maintenance buildings

delegated to another federal agency.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
February 2007 ) 5-4



WCH-134
Draft A

6.0 REFERENCES

40 CFR 265, “Interim Status Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities,” Code of Federal Regulations, as amended.

&4 FR 61615, "Haniord COﬁ‘ipl‘GhEﬂSi\le Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement
(HCP EIS), Hanford Site, Richland, Washington; Record of Decision (ROD),” Federal
Register, Vol. 64, No. 218, pp. 61615, November 12, 1999. ‘

ASME 2000, Quality Assurance Requirements for Nuclear Facility Apphcaftons NQA-1 -2000,
American Society of Mechanical Engineers, New York, New York.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensafron and L:abmfy Act of 1980; 42 1J.5.C.
8601 et seq. .

DOE HQ O 241.1A, Scientific and Technical !nformat:on Management u.s. Depaztment of
Energy, Washington, D.C.

DOE HQ C 1324.1A, Records Management, June 1987 Office of Administration Services
U.S. Cepartment of Energy, Washington, D.C.

DOE © 200.1, Information Management Program u.s. Dppartment of Energy, Washmgton
B.C.

DOE ©C 430.1B, Real Properfy Assel Management U.S. Department of Energy, Washmgton |
. DeC

DOE P 430.1, Land and Facility Use Planning, U. S Department of Energy, Washington, D"C.

DCE, 1999a, Final Hanford Comprehensive Land—u’se Plan Enwronmenfal impact Staremeni
DOE/EIS-0222-F, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C

DOE, 1999b, DOE Fecord Schedule for Environmental Records, March 1989, Office of Records
Managementi, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C.

DOE, 2002, Long-Term Stewardship Planning Guidance for Closure Sites-Draft, May 2002,
Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Depariment of Energy, Washington, D.C.

DOE, 2004, Managing" Today’s Change, Protecting Tomorrow’s Future, July 2004, Office of
Legacy Managemem U.S. Department of Energy, Washingion, D.C.

DOE-RL, 1991, Hanford Past-Practice Strategy, DOE/RL-51-40, Rev. 0, U.S. Departmem of
Energy, Richiand Operaﬂons Office, Richland, Washington.

DOE-RL, 1988, Tr-Farty Agreement Handbook Management Procedures, RL-TPA-90-0001,
Guideline Number TPA-MP-14, "Maintenance of the Waste Information Data System
(WIDS)," U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office; Richland, Washington.

Planming for Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
February 2007 : o 6-1



_ : _ ‘ | WCH-134
References o ' . DraitA

DOE-RL, 2002, Sitewide Institutional Controls Plan for Hanford CERCLA Response Actions,
DOE/RL-2001-41, Rev. 0, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Offrce
- Richland, Washington

DOE-RL, 2003, Hanford Long-Term Stewardshrp Program and Transition: Preparmg for
Environmental Management Cleanup Completion, DOE/RL-2003-39, Rev. 0,
U.s. Department of Energy, chhland Operatrons Office, Richland, Washrngton

DOE-RL, 2004, Tri-Party Agreement Databases, Access Mechanism and Procedures
DOE/RL-93-69, Rev. 4, U.S. Department of Energy, Richiand Operatrons Office,
Richland, Washington. .

DOE-RL, 2005, 300-FF-1 Operabie Unit Remedial Action Report, DOE/HL—2004-74,' Rev. 0,
U.S. Depariment of Energy, Richland Operations Office, Richland, Washington.

ESFC-100, End State and Fmal Closure Manuai Washmgton Closure Hanford, Richiand,
Washingion

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 198'9, Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order,
2 vols., as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
- Protection Agency, and U.S. Department of Energy, Olympia, Washington.

tEEE, 1998, [EEE Standard for Software Test Documentatron [EEE Std 829-1998 Software
Engineering Technical Committee of the IEEE Computer Society, Los Alamitos,
California. .

National Enwronmental Polrcy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.

NHC DOE DOD and EPA, 2000, Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site investrgatron Manual
(MARSSIM), NUREG 1575, Rev. 1, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. Department of Defense, and U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. '

WAC 173-303, “Dangerous Waste Regulations,” Washington Administrative Code, as amended.

_ Planning for the Transition fo LTS Under the HCCC ‘

- February 2007 o o | 52



WCH-134

DraftA

APPENDIX A

FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER HEQU]REMENTS

Planning for the Transition fo LTS Under the RCCC _
February 2007 h . . ‘ : Al



WCH-134 -
Draft A

~ Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC : .
February 2007 : ' : A-ii



WCH-134
Draff A

APPENDIX A _
FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO THANSFER REQUIREMENTS

The Comprehensive Envrronmenfal Response, Compensation, and i_;abmty Actof 1980
(CERCLA) (42 U.S.C. Section 9620(h)) requirements regarding the environmental suitability of
federal government property for transfer by deed of property cleaned up under CERCLA are
stated in Section 120(h). To document compliance with these requirements, federal facilities
may choose to develop a Finding of Suitability for Transfer (FOST). The FOST describes how
the federal facility has met the requirements of CERCLA 120(h). While it is not anticipated that
any of the land remediated under the River Corridor Closure Contract will be fransferred inthe =~
" immediate fuiure, the development of a FOST will document that the cleanup was complete and .
the CERCLA criteria met. Listed below are the pertinent reqwrements from CERCLA
Seciion 120(h).

It is anticipated that the information necessary to complete the FOST will be generated and
delivered at cleanup completion. It will meet ail the requirements contained in CERCLA
requirements with the exception cf the public notification (since the land will not be trarsferred)
and, similarly, the si.ate and federal approvals for transfer
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Comprehensive Environmentai Response Compensation, and Liability Act
Section 120, Federal Facilities

Sec. 120 (h) PROPERTY TRANSFERRED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES. --

(1) NOTICE. - - Afiter the last day of the 6-month period beginning on the effective date of regulations under _
paragraph (2) of this subsection, wheniever any departient, agency, or instrumentality of the United States enters -
into any contract for the sale or other transfer of real property which is owned by the United States and on which any
hazardous substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been released, or disposed of, the head of such
department, agency, or instrumentality shall include in such contract notice of the type and quantity of such
hazardous substance and riotice of the time at which such storage, release, or disposal took place, to the extent such
information is available on the basis of 2 complete search of agency files.

(2) FORM OF NOTICE; REGULATIONS. -- Notice under this subsection shall be provided in such form and
manner as may be provided in regulations promulgated by the Administrator. As promptly as practicable after the
enactment of this subsection but not later than 18 months after the date of such enaciment, and after consultation
with the Administrator of the General Services Administration, the Administrator shall promuigate regulations
regarding the notice required to be provided under this subsection.

(3) CONTENTS OF CERTAIN DEEDS. --
(A) IN‘GENERAL. -- After the Iast day of the 6-ionth period beginning on the effective date of
regulations under paragraph (2) of this subsection, in the case of any real property owned by the United
States on which any hazardous substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been released, or
disposed of, each deed entered into for the transfer of such property by the United States to any other
person or entity shall contain -- :
(i) to the extent such information is available on the basis of a complete search of agency files --
(I) a notice of the type and quantity of such hazardous substances,
{IT) notice of the time at which such storage, release, or disposal took place, and
(II) a description of the remedial action taken, if any;
(ii) a covenant warranting that
(1) all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment with
respect to any such substance remaining on the property has been taken before the date of
such transfer, and
(1) any additional remedial action found to be necessary after the date of such transfer
shall be conducted by the United States. The requirements of subparagraph (B)shall not
apply in any case in which the person or entity to whom the property is transfetred is a
potentially responsible party with respect to such real property; and
(3ii} a clause granting the United States access t6 the property in any case in which remedial action
or corrective action is found to be necessary after the date of such transfer.
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Co*ﬂpre"zenssve Environmental Response Compensauon, and Liability Act
Section 128, Federal Facilities

Sec. 120 (i) PROPERTY TRANSFERRED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES. (continued} ~

. {B) COVENANT REQUIREMENTS. — For purposes of Subparagl‘aphs (A)Xii)(E) and

- {C)(ii), all remedial action described in such subparagraph has been taken if the
consiruction and installation of an approved remedial design has been completed, and the
remedy has been demonstrated to the Administrator to be operating properly and
successfully. The carrying out of long-term pumping and treating, or operation and
maintenance, after the remedy has been demonstrated to the Administrator to be
operating properly and successfully does not preciude the transfer of property.. The
requirements of subparagraph (A)(ii) shall not apply in any case in which the person or
entity 1o whom the real property is transferred is a potentially responsible party with
respect to such property. The requirements of subparagraph (A)(ii) shall not apply in any
case in which the transfer of the property occurs or has occurred by means of a lease,
without regard to whether the lessee has agreed to purchase the property or whether the
duration of the lease is longer than 55 years. In the case of 2 iease entered into after
September 30, 1995 with respect to reat property located at an installation approved for
closure or realignment under a base closure law, the agency leasing the property, in
constltation with the Administrator, shall determine before leasing the property that the
property is suitable for lease, that the uses contemplated for the lease are consistent with
protection of human health and the environment, and that there are adeduate assurances
that the United States will take all remedial action referred to in subparagraph(A)(ii) that
has not been taken on the date of the lease.

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation, and Liability Act
Section 120, Federal Facilities

(4) IDENTIFICATION OF UNC ONTAMINATED PROPERTY. —

{A) In the ¢ase of real property to which this paragraph applies (as set forth in subparagraph (E)) the head
of the department, agency, or instramentality of the United States with jurisdiction over the property shall
identify the real property on which no hazardous substances and no petroleum products or their derivatives
were known to have been released, or disposed of. Such identification shall be based on an investigation of
the real property to determine or discover the obviousness of the presence or likely presence of a release or
threatened release of any hazardous substance or any petroleum product or its derivatives, including
aviation Tuel and motor o0il, on the real property. The identification shail consist, at a minimum, of a review
of each of the following sources of information concerning the current and previous uses of the real

property:

(1) A detailed search of Federai Government records pertaining to the property.

(i) Recorded chain of title documents regarding the rea! property.

(iit) Aerial photcgraphs that may reflect prior uses of the real property and that are reasonably
obtainable throngh State or local government agencies.

(iv) A visual inspection of the real property and any buildings, structures, equipment, pipe,
pipeline, or other improvements on the rea) property, and a visual inspection of properties
immediately adjacent to the real property.

(v} A physical inspection of property adjacent to the real property, to the extent perm1tted by
owners or operators of such property.

{vi) Reasonably obtainable Federal, State, and local government records of each adjacent facility
where there has been a release of any hazardous substance or any petroleum product or its
derivatives, including aviation fuel and motor oil, and which is likely to cause or contribute to a.
release or threatened release of any hazardous substance or any peirolenm product or its
derivatives, including aviation fuel and motor oil, on the real property.
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(vii) Interviews with current or former employees involved in operations on the real property.
Such identification shall also be based on sampling, if appropriate under the circumstances. The
results of the identification shall be provided immediately to the Administrator and State and local
government officials and made available to the public.

(B) The identiﬁcation required under subparagraphi (A) is not complete until concurrence in the results of
the identification is obtained, in the case of real property that is part of a facility on the National Priorities
List, from the Administrator, or, in the case of real property that is not part of a facility on the National

~ Priorities List, from the appropriate State official. In the case of a concurrenice which is required from a
State official, the concurrence is deemed to be obtained if, within 90 days after receiving a request for the
concurrence, the State of"flc:al has not acted (by either concurring or declining to concur) on the request for
concurrence.
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APPENDIX B _
LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP REFERENCES

This appendix describes the key documents that provide background information on long-term
stewardship (LTS) and guidance on how 1o ensure that the continuation of the protection of
human health and the environment after cleanup is compieted. Aithough some of these
documents are not directly applicable to LTS planning at the Hanford Site (e.g., the Hanford Site
is not considered a closure site since the cleanup mission is continuing for the foreseeable

futu ra), %hey were considered, as appropnate in developsng and writing this plan. -

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Orders

DOE 0 430.15, Peai Properly Assal Management. This order identifies reqwrements and
establishes reporting mechanisms and responsibilities for real property asset management.
This order recognizes that the life of an asset is from planning through acquisition, mainienance,
operation, remediation, disposition, LTS, and disposal. This order states that fer each -
nonclosure site, results of real property asset site planning and performance must be
documented in a 10-year site planthat is kept current and covers a 10-year planning horizon.
For closure sites, disposition plans must be developed. This crder indicates that land-use
pianning and management at cleanup or closure sites may be established through the
development of disposition plans and LTS pians. The Contractor Requirements Boacument
(Attachment 2 of this order) provides further information on planning for disposition and LTS,
including the development of a disposition plan that identifies, assesses, and evaluates
alternatives and integrates environmental, safety, and health requirements into disposition
aclivities. The disposition plan is to include the following a method for identiiying, evaluating,
and selecting disposition alternatives and LTS requirements, as well as a pos*l—closure/post-
disposition/LTS records turnover or retention plan

Guidance

Definition of EM Completion and DOE Site Closurs, Fact Sheet, FOCUS Project, Corvorate
Projects Initiative, Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy,

January 2003. This fact sheet provides clarification on the specific activities that must be
accomplished before an environmental cleanup project is complete and the specific activities
that need to be accomplished before the Office of Environment's (EM's) respons blilty for a site,
or portions of a site, is comp;e‘te

EM Completion: Transitioning LTRA Responsibifities, Fact Sheet FOCUS P roject, Corporate
Projects Initigtive, Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy, :
June 2003. This fact sheet provides planning guidance 1o the Program Secretarial Oifices that
wiil receive a site once the EM program has completed its mission at the site. This faci sheet
- outiines the planning and documentation needed o facilitate the transition process and continue
the management of any required long-term response actions.

Long-term Stewardship P!ahning Guidance for Closure Sites, Office of Environmental
Management, U.S. Department of Energy, 2002. The primary objective of this guidance is to
support site efforis o develop LTS plans that address post-closure requirements and activities.
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- Seven Long-Term Stewardship Management Principles (Drait), Office of Environmental
Management, U.S. Department of Energy, October 2001. An Executive Steering Committee
was formed to evaluate and deveiop policy and to prepare a strategic plan for DOE's LTS
efforts. These draft principles were developed as a result of a discussion at one of the

-_commlﬁee S meetlngs in 2001 and were to be used in the development of the strateglc plan.

S:te._Trans;tfon Process Upon Cleanup Comp!et:on, Fact Sheet, Office of Legacy Management,
U.S. Department of Energy, April 2004. This fact sheet describes the steps of the transition
process from EM to the Office of Legacy Management (LM) for sites where the EM cleanup
mlssmn is complete and there is no continuing mission.

Studies

1995 and 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Reporis, Office of Environ,mentel

 Management, U.S. Department of Energy, 1995 and 1996, respectively. These reports provide

a total life-cycle cost estimate and anticipated schedule of the projects and activities necessary
to carry out the EM program's missions for environmental remediation, waste management,
science and technology development, the transition of operational facilities to safe shutdown
status, and the safeguarding and securing of special nuclear materials. There reports were
prepared as an analytical toof to help guide deparimentat demsmns and to provide an
accounting of DOE's progress, spending, and plans.

A Review of the Environmental Management Program, Top-to-Bottom Rewew Team, Office of
Environmental Management U.S. Department of Energy, February 2002. This repert
summarizes the results of a programmatic review of the EM program and its management

- systems and identifies ways in which EM can quickly and markedly improve program
performance. The report identifies weaknesses found from the review and includes an
aggressive course of action to reduce risk to public health, workers, and the environment on an
accelerated basis. One of the recommendations in the report is for to EM establish a long-term
stewardship strategy and to develop policy and guidance that will result in con5|stent
predictable, risk-based implementation.

Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure, Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Department
‘of Energy, June 1998 (DOE/EM-0362). This report provides, for the first time, a site-by-site,
project-by-project projection of the technical scope, cost, and schedule required to complete all
353 projects at DOE's 53 remaining cleanup sites in the United States. These projections are
essential for better management—they provide critical information on technicai activities,
budgets, worker health and saféty, and risk o inform reguiators, state and local officials,
stakeholders, Tribal Nations, and others. EM’s goal, as stated in this report, is to ciean up more
than 90% of its sites by 2006. It is important to note that the “closure” of a site does not end
DOE’s responsibility. In most cases, DOE will continue long-term surveiilance and monﬁonng
activities to ensure that human health and the environment are protected.

i Cfosmg the Circle on the Splitting of the Atom: The Environmental Legacy of Nuclear Weapons
Production in the United Staies and What the Department of Energy is Doing About i, Office of
Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy, 1996 (DCE/EM-0266).- This book
describes existing environmental, safety, and health problems throughout the nuclear weapons
complex including long-term issues, and what DOE is doing to address them. The aim of this

Planning for the Transftion to LTS Under the RCCC .~ . : ] .
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book is to foster deeper public understandmg to help has‘&en progress as DOE moves ahead on
resolving these problems. : :

Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental impact Statement (WM PEIS), Office of
Environmenial Management, U.S. Department of Energy, May 1997 (DOE/EIS-02C0). Prepared
under the National Environmental Folicy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq., this
nationwide study examines the environmental impacts of managing more than 2 miliion cubic
meters of radioactive wastes from past, present, and future DOE activities. The WM PEIS
aliows the public and DOE decision makers to make comparisons of the impacts of various
potential configurations for the management of DOE waste. The goal is a naticnwide strategy o

reat, store, and dispose of the wasties in a safe, responsible, and efficient mannar that
minimizes the impacts to workers and the pubﬂsc and complies with applzcable laws and
reguiations.

Long-Term Sfewandship' Case Study Report, Office of Long-Term Stewardstip, Office of
Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy, Final Draft, June 2001. This report
summarizes the resulis of a study conducted regarding seven previous DOE management
decisions (five site specific and two programmatlc) These decisions were analyzed 1o evaluaie
the degree to which LTS was considered in the past decision-making process. The analyses of
these decisions were conducted to identify how, and to what extent, LTS considerations
factored into the identification and evaluation of afternatives. The objective of the study is to
highlight lessons learned from these decisions in order to make recommendaiions, inform future
decisions, and improve the integration of LTS into the decision-making process. '

Long-Term Stewardship Study, Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Depariment of
Energy, Final Study, Oclober 2001. DOE prepared this study to comply with the terms of a
settlement agreement between DOE, the Natural Resources Defense Council, and 38 other
plaintiiis (Natural Resources Defense Council, et al. v. Richardson, et ai., Civ. No. 87-936 [SS]
iD.D.C. Dec. 12,1988]). The study discusses current LTS issues and chailenges identified by
the public during a public scoping and comment process. The study served as a reference for
the top-to-bottom review of EM (see the description of A Review of the Environmental
Management Program) bec:ause LTS issues are integral to EM’s cleanup dems:ona and land-
use planning. '

National Defense A urhonzanon Act (NDAA) Long-Term Stewardshfp Repori, Office of

Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy, January 2001. This reportto -

Congress detaiis DOE’s existing and anticipated LTS obligations at sites where environmental

restoration activiiies are complete or will-be complete by 2006. This repont identifies the scope

and timing of existing and anticipaied LTS activities, the estimated LTS costs, as well as
information on planning for LTS.

Hanford Site LTS Planning Documentis

Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Envirohmental impact Statement (HCP EJS),
-U.S. Department of Energy, Richlanc Operations Office, September 1898. The DOE prepared
the HCP EIS to evaluate the potentiai environmenial impacts associated with nmpiememmg a

comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site for at least the next 50 years. The six
alternative land-use maps analyzed in the HCP EIS inciude the no-action alternative, DOF’s
preferred alternative, and four other aliernatives that were developed by cooperating agencies

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the BCCC _ :
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and consulting Tribal governments. The DOE's preferred alternative anticipat‘esmuitipEe uses of
the Hanford Site, including consolidating waste management operations in the Cendral Plateau,
allowing industrial development in the eastern and southern portions of the Hanford Site,
increasing recreational access to the Columbia River; and expanding the Saddje Mountain
Nationai Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahiuke Siope and Fstzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands
Ecology Reserve (managed by the U.S. FISh and Wildlife Serwce)

Hanford Long-Term Stewardship Program and Transition: Preparing for Environmental
Management Cleanup Completion, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office,
DOE/RL-2003-39, Rev. 0, 2003. This document describes the future LTS program at the
Hanford Site and is used as an internal DOE management tool to prepare for the transition from
cleanup compiet!on to LTS. The mission, vision, goals, and functions for LTS at the Hanford
Site are defined in this document. This document also identifies the initial transition preparation
activities needed in order to create a successful future program. DOE worked closely with
‘stakeholders, local governmenits, regulators, and Tribal Nations to develop this document.

Sitewide Institutional Conirols Plan for Hanford CERCLA Response Actions, U.S. Department of

Energy, Richland Operations Office, DOE/RL-2001-41, Rev. 0, 2002, This plan identifies the

institutional controls for the current CERCLA response actions, describes how the institutional

controls are implemented and maintained, and serves as a reference for the selection of

institutional controls in the future. DOE worked closely with stakeholders, local governments
“regulators, and Tribal Nations to deveiop this document

River Corridor Closure Contract

River Corridor Closure Contract (RCCC). The RCCC is a contract between DOE and WCH for. -
the cleanup of the Hanford Site river corridor that includes safety, cost performance, and
“schedule performance requirements. The purpose of the RCCC is to close the river corridor,
which is defined by DOE-RL as the completion of all activities required to deactivate,
decontaminate, decommission, and demolish excess facilities; place former production reactors -
in an interim safe storage condition; remediate waste sites and burial grounds; meet regula‘tory
requirements; and transition the river corridor to long-term stewardshlp

River Corridor End State Strategy, Washington Ciosure Hanford, WCH-8, Rev. 0,

December 2005. The purpose of this document is 1o support development of a detensible
technical approach to guide WCH remediation designs for future cleanup actions in the-Hanford -
Site river corridor. The document acknowledges the outcomes of previous efforts to establish a
Hanford Site end state vision and presents a forward-looking end state strategy that applies to
future remediation designs supporting cleanup actions for source operable units in the 100 and
300 Areas (which includes sites identified in the RCCC as belonging to the 400 and 600 Areas).
The identified strategy is to continue design of cleanup actions in accordance with the remedies
required by the current interim action records of decision. The scope of this strategy excludes
design activities for source unit remedial actions completed prior to September 2005 and for
groundwater remedial actions.

Cleanup to Stewardship Checkdists

Cleanup-to- Stewardshrp Transition Checklist and Accepitance Criteria, U.S. Depariment of
Energy, R:ch!and Operations Office 2004. DOE-RL developed a process 1o cieariy ;demny the

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC o _ : o
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- requirements that must be met in order to transition land outside of EM's active cleanup mission
responsibilities when a site is considered cleaneéd up and ready for transfer. The transition
checkiist is used 1o confirm that ali actions reguired prior to transfer have been taken and to
validate that the site is ready for transfer. The acceptance criteria for the transition checklist is a
more detailed version of the transition checkiist that defines what the requirement Is, why itis
amportanf and defines when each checklist item is cons:dered complete.

Site Transition Framework for Long-Term Surveiﬂance and Maintenance, Oifice of Legacy
Management, U.S. Department of Energy, 2005. This document provides a framework for all
DOE facilities and sites where DOE may have anticipated long-term surveillance and -
maintenance (LTS&M) responsibilities. It is a tooi to help facilitate a smooth transition from
remediation to LTS&M, providing a systematic process for affected parties io use in analyzing
the baseline to understand and manage the actions from EM's mission completion through a
site’s ransition into LT S&M.

Flanning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC .
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APPEN DX C : '
STEWARDSHEP NFORNEAT ION SYSTEM DATABASE |

This append X provides information regardmg the system platform and stability of the
Stewardship Information System (SIS) database, which is being developed by Washingion

- Closure Hanford (WCH) to manage river corridor closure and fong-term stewardship (LTS)
information. This appendix also provides information regarding the procedures for
devslopment, and documentation. More information regarding the purpose and content of the
SIS database is provided in Chapter 4 of this draft RCCC LTS Transition Plan.

C1 Sysiem F’I]atferm and Stability

The S S dalabase u.urrently resides on two separafe p%a‘iforms The sSis database comprsses an
Cracle® 8i or higher database (back-end) accessed via a customized Microsoft Access
2003-based user interface (front-end). The Geog[raphlcai Information System (GIS) contains
the spatial information and is composed of an Arcinfo® database. Future plans inciude iull
integraticn of the analytical and special information from the two database pla‘tforms

The SIS database and the GIS database are malnta;ned on a SUM® server. The GIS database
is backed up each night as part of an automated process. The SIS database backup is created
daily by using the Oracle impori/export utility. The expori (backup) is created by the Dracle
database administrator who is responsibie for supporting the higher level maintenance
functions, such as installing patches and refreshing the development database. There also are
Qlaps to put a backup server in place. _

Oracle and GIS are used as the database models for analytical and spatial information because
they are the long-term, proven standards for the respective database requirements. They are
inherently generic in their design so that any application tocl, designed for that purpose, may be
used to access them (nonpropristary). This will allow future access 1o the daia in the SIS
database, even after the system is no longer actively used.

C.2  System Procedures

The mstheds for development, testing, and configuration eontrol of the SIS database are
established in the WCH procedures summarized in Table C-1. Where applicabie, the methods
reflected in the WCH procedures are consistent with /EEE Standard for Software Test
Documentation (IEEE 1998) and NQA-1 software quality assurance (ASME 2000).
impiementation of the procedures ensures that the SIS database performs as designed and that
data integrity is maintained. ,

® Oracle is a registered trademark of Oracle Gorporation. _
® Arcinfois a registered trademark of Environmental Systerns Research Institute, inc.
® Sun is a registered trademark cf Sun Microsystems, Inc.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC : : _
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Table C-1. Procedural Framework Summary.

Procedure . Title

Funciion
: ESFC-100, . Appiication/Database Estabhsh the requirements for deveiopment and
1" ESFC-100-2.2 | Deveiopment and maintenance of databases and applications.
B -Maintenance _
ESFC-100, Application/Database Testing | Establish the requirements for development anci
ESFC-100-2.3 ' - implementation of test plans designed to ensure that
: o . databases and applications petform as intended.
ESFC-100, Software Change Establish the method used to control configuration of
'ESFC-100-2.4 | Management and databases and appltcatuons to protect the data. integrlty
‘ Configuration Control and ensure traceability of changes.

c.3 References

ASME, 2000, Quality Assbrance Requirements for Nuclear Facility Applications, NQA-1 -2000,'
_American Society of Mechanical Engineers, New York, New York.

ESFC-100, End State and Final Closure Manua! Washington Closure Hanford, Richland,

Washington

\EEE, 1998, JEEE Standard for Software Test Documentation, [EEE Std 829-1998, Software
Engineering Technical Commlﬁee of the |IEEE Computer Society, Los Alamltos

Callforn[a
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POST-CLOSURE LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP REQUIREMENTS
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APPENDEX D
PO%’RCLOSURE LONG-TEHNQ STEWARISHIP REQU!HEW&EN’E’S

This appendix prowrldes exampies cf how the specnfuc post-closure long-term stewardshnp {(LTS)
requirements for source unit cleanup actions conducied in the river corricor will be presented
the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan, including institutional controls and monitoring
requirements. Examples of the tables that identify the requiremenis are presented in

Tables D-1 and D-2. it is important to note that the requirements presented in this appendix are
based on cleanup decision documents; no new requirements are defined in this plan. The
requirements listed in this appendix for the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will be based on the
completed cleanup and will reflect the requirements of the final cleanup. :

Table D-1. Post-closure LTS requirements for was&e sites where cleanup was compﬂeted
under the River Corridor Closure Contract (RCCC). Currently, there is only one operable
unit where cleanup has been completed (300-FF-1). By 2012, most, if not all, of the cleanup
under the RCCC will be completed and their corresponding post-closure requirements will be
defined; therefore, the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan will include the post-closure
requirements for a number of additional waste sites.

Table D-2. Post-closure LTS requirementis for waste siles cleaned up prior to inltiation of -
the RCCC. Although the LTS requirements for these waste sites are outside the scope of this
plan, they are mclluded here for mforma%sonai purposes. .

Fianning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC B
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Table D-1, Post-Closure LTS Requirements for Waste Sites in the River Corridor.
(Example for Final RCCC LTS Transition Plan) (4 Pages)

Cleanup Area/

Monitoring

Cleanup Decision

remove contaminated soil, structures,
and debris from 100 Area source waste
sites; remediate; treat the waste;
dispose of contaminated materials at
ERDF; and backfill excavated areas
and revegetate.

groundwatar use

including sites where the concentration of
contarninants helow 4.6 m (15 ft) results in
restrictions against deep excavation or
driling. - :

monitoring for sites
where waste is left
in place, inciuding
sites where the

concentration of

contaminants
below 4.6 m-
(15 ft).

Wa st Sites Descrlpflon Land-Use Assumptions inétllutional antrol Requirements Requirements Documents
100 Area _ '
71 Siteé.':’:;. Remove, treat:, and dispose remady: Unrestricted surface and. Hequ"ired for sites where waste is feft in place, | Long-term 1995 ROD as

amended in 1997
(EPA 19895, 1997a)

3_00 Area

300-FF-1 OU

‘Remedial actions specifically declarad

in the 300-FF-1 Record of Decision
(EPA 1006a) were completed in 2004.
The remedial action report documenting
completion of actions was issued in -
June 2005 {DOE-RL 2005). Cleanup
completed in 2004, Included major

300 Area liquid/process disposal sites,
the 618-4 Burtal Ground, and three
small landfills. Remady was to remove
contaminated soll and debris, treat as
necessary, and dispose of waste in
ERDF. Also recontoured and backfilled
waste sites, followed by revegetation.

Industrial land uses (sites
with other land use are

.described In next row),

which assumes that &
worker spends
approximately 2,000 hr/yr
on site for 30 years
{1,500 hours indoors,
remalining outdoors).
Exposure to contaminants
through direct exposure,
inhalation, and sail’
ingestion pathways

| Measures to ensure that unanticipated

changes in land use do not oscur that could -
result in unacceptable exposures to residual
50il gonfamination measures acceptable to
EPA that are necessary to ensure the
continuation of use and access restrictions
will be taken before any transfar or lease of
the property.

A copy of the notification will be given to any
prospective purchaser/transferae before any

transfer or lease. The DOE will provide EPA
with written verification that these restrictions |

have been put in place.

CERCLA 5-yéar
review :

2005 300-FF-1

OU RAR

(DOE-RL 2005)
1989 300-FF-1 ROD
ESD (EPA 2600)
1996 300-FF-1 ROD
(EPA 1996a)

Action Memorandum

| for Expedited

Response Action at
the 300 Area Process
Trenches — July 1991
(EPA 1891a)

siuswalinbsy diusplemalg wis-6uoT

300-FF-1 OU;
618-4 and 618-5

 Burial Ground

and Landfill 1A

{ Shown individually to meet the cleanup

objectives-for unrestricted land use.
Verification data sets documented in the

" | applicable CVPs and waste site

reclassification forms,

Unrastricted use, which
assumes rural-residential
setting with. individual

spending 80% of lifetime on |.

site. Assumes drinking and
irrigation water obtained
from groundwater.
Exposure pathways from -
radienuclides in soil through
soil ingestion, ingestion of
crops, meat, fish, drinking
water, and milk, and-
external gamima exposure,

.| 8D

TBD

Details of this land-use’

scenario and .
assgociated remedial
action goals are- .
documented in the
2004 300-FF-2 ESD
{EPA 2004)

Action Memorandum
for Expedited
Responise Action to
Remove Hexone

Drums from the 618-¢ -

Burial Ground — 1981

(EPA 1991b)

- VHEIG
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Table D-1. Posi-Closure LTS Requirements for Waste Sites in the River Corridor.
(Exampie for Final RCCC LTS Transition Plan) {4 Pages)

Cleanup Declsion

action ROD includes the following
omponents

= Removal of contarninated soi,
structures, and associated debris;

= Treatment, as necessary, o meat
waste acceptance criteria at an '
acceptable disposal facility;

s Disposal of contaminated matertals at
the Hanford Sité Environmental
Rastoration Disposal Facility (ERDF),
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP} in
Carlsbad, New Mexico, or other
disposal facilities approved in advance
by EPA;

¢ Recontouring and backfilling of
excavated areas followed by infiltration
control measures (&.g., revegetation);

¢ [nstitutional controls to ensure that
unanticipated changes in land use do
not occur that could result in
unacceptable exposures fo residual
contamination; -

» Ongoing groundwater and ecological
monitoring 1o ensure eifectiveness of
the remedial actions and-to support the
final Record of Decision and flve -year
remedy reviews; and

* Regulatory framework for a "plug-tn” or

“analogous sites™ approach for
acceleraling future remediation
decisions.

future land use for the

300 Area and surrounding
vicinity is industrial and the
300-FF-2 cleanup will result
in protection of human
fealth and the environment
based on the exposure
assumptions contained in
the 300 Area industrial-use

| scenario.

locations are restricted to-industrial use only,
consistent with the exposure assumptions
used In establishing risk based cleanup levels
for radionuclides and the use of MTCA
Method C Industrial cleanup'lavels for
chemicals. DOE will maintain a surveillance
program to decument that risk or ARAR-
based cteanup levels (and the exposure
durations upon which they are based) are not
exceeded. This will not be required I
remediation work results in soil .
concentrations that would permit unrestricted
use and unlimited exposure.

DOE shall prevent the use of groundwater as
a drinking water source as long as
contaminant concentrations are above
drinking water levels.

DOE shall iimit access to and use of the
water from seeps and springs along the
Columbla River shoréline as long as -
concentrations in the discharge water exceed
drinking water standards.

DOE shall maintain groundwater and -
Golumbla River protection standards
including:

a) Infiliration controls (e. g revegetatlon.
asphalt, concrete) must be malntalned as part
of this remedy or remedial action goals/soil -

cleanup levels must be reevaluated and
- | modified using different evapotranspiration-

coefficients {i.e., gravel does not prevent
infiltratfon through residual contarmination)
pursuant to procedures established in the.
EPA-approved remedial desugn/remedual
action work-plan.

b} No irrigation will be permitted for
agriculture or landscaping on former waste
site locations.

NOE shall control the removal of soil or debrls
from former waste site locations in the-300
Area NPL site. Soll or debris from former
waste site locations can only be removed for

review

Cleanup Areal . . - ' ' Mohitoring
Wasie Sites Deseription Land-Use Assumptions institutional Control Requiremeants * Requirements Documents
| 300-FF-2 QU The selected remedy in this interim The reasonably anticipated | DOE shall ensure that former waste éita | CERGLA S-year. |300-FF-2 OU Interim

Action ROD, 2001
{EPA 2001}
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Table D-1. Post-Closure LTS Requirements for Waste Sites in the River Corridor.
(Example for Final RCCC LTS Transition Plan) (4 Pages)

Cleanup Area/
Waste Sites

Description

Land-Use Assumptions

Institutional Control Héqulrements

Monitoring-

Cleanup Decision
Documents

other uses if concentrations meet cleanup

| levels that are based on an unrestricted-use
-exposure scenario. Additional soil or debris

can be removed from former waste site
locations if they are being sent to a disposat
facility approved in advance by EPA.

¢) These infittration control measures and
irmgation restrictions shall be maintained
unlass (or until) it can be demonsirated that
there will be no negative impact-on '
groundwater or river water quality from
residua! contamination at former waste site
locations. A

DOE shall limit the removal of soil or debris
from former waste site lecations where
contaminated- soils and/or debris rémain at
depth (i.e., below 15 1) above'direct
contact/direct exposure cleanup levels. Any. -
material left at depth above these standards
can only be removed from the former waste
site location if it is being sent to a disposal
facility approved in advance by EPA. -

DOE shall establish and maintain a records
system or database that tracks locations and
estimated quantities of residual contarmination
left in place -at waste sites that would preclude
unlimited use or unrestricted exposure. ’

Requirements
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Table D-1. Post-Closure LTS Requirements for Waste Sites in the River Corridor.
(Example for Final RCCC LTS Transition Plan} (4 Pages)

Cleanup Area/
Waste Sites

Description

Land-lUise Assumptions

Institutional Control Reqdirements

Monitoring
Requirernents

Cleanup Decision
- Documents

© L00g fuenuged

DOE shall regort the location of residual

contamination in deed notices and other
informational devices (e.g., a copy of any -
material documenting the location and
quantity of residual contamination will be

given to any prospective purchasetfransferee |
before any transfer or lease). Measures that

are necessary to.ensure the continuation of
land vse rastrictions or othar institutional
controls {e.g., proprietary controls such as
propary easements or covenants), will be
taken before any transfer or lease of the
property.

. 000H 8if} 18pUn) S17 O UOISUBL L BU] 10} BUUBL

ARAR

CVP
DOE
EPA
ERDF
LTS
MTGA,

- NPL
ou
ROD
TBD

G-

= dpplicable or relevant and-appropriate requirement

= cleanup verlfication package

= U.&. Department of Enargy

= U.&. Environmental Protection Agency

= Environmantal Restoration Disposal Facllity
= long-term stewardship

= Model Toxics Conirol Act

= National Priorities List

= operable unit
= record of decision
= to be determined

CERCLA =-Comprehensiva Environmental F?esponse Cornpensation, and Lrabﬂfty Act of 1980

NOTE: In the final RCCC LTS Transition Plan, this table will contain information regarding LTS reqmrements for waste sites in the river corridor, Additional data regarding specific
LTS requirements, once cleanup is-completed, will be reqguired to complete these tables.
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Table D-2. Post—Closure LTS Requuremen’ts for Waste Sltes Cleaned Up Prior to Initiation of the RCCC.

Operable Units

subsequent decision documents
{EPA 1996b)

Cleanup Area/ Description Land-Use Insct::::t;rlxal ‘Monitoring Cleanup Declsmn
Waste Sites _ Assumptions Re quirements Requ:remgnts Documepts
- 100 Area . | ‘
'100-C Reactor Resulted in an interim safe storage TBD L TBD Moriitor interim safe 1997 Action Memo for
enclosure cver the reactor block to storage- 1 100-C Reactor Wasie
ensure containment of the hazardous Disposal, Ancillary
substances. Decontamination and- Facilities, and 108-F -
demalition of structures and the disposal Laboratory. .
of the resultmg waste. . {EPA 1897b)
105-C Reactor interlm safe sforage completed in 1898. TBD 8D Continuous monitoring, ' TBD
o interim safe storage or “cocooning”. as well as syrveflllance '
involves demolishing the reactor building “and maintenance
down to the 1.2-m (4-ft)-thick concrete activities of external
shield walls surrounding the reactor core, areas every year and of
All openings in the remaining struciure internal areas every
are sealed and a new roof is ‘Byears '
constructed.
100-1U-1, Determination of no further remedial TBD TBD TBD -
100-1U-3, action was made in 1995 based on
100-1U-4, and results from previous expedited
100-iU-5. response actions and reflected in

sjuswalinbay d!qspzema;s wiia | -BuoTj

Vv 1elg

8INsC|D-150d — {0 Xipuaddy

PEL-HOM



Appendix D~ Post-Closure - | _ L WCH-134
Long-Term Stewardship Requiremenis - | Draft A

- REFERENCES

DOE-RL, 2005, 300-FF-1 Operable Unit Remedial Action Report, DOE/RL-2004-74, Rev. §,
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office, Richland, Washington.

EPA, 1891a, Action Memorandum for Expedited Response Action at the 300 Area Process
Trenches, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Seattle, Washington.

EPA, 1991b, Action Memorandum for Expedfied Responss Action to Removeé Hexone Drums
from the 618-9 Burial Ground, U S. Environmental Protection Agericy, Region 10,
Seatlle, Washington.

EPA, 1985, Record of Decision for the 100-BC-1, 100-DB-1 and 100-HA-1 Operabie Units, |
Hanford Site, Benton County, Washingion, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 10, Seattle, Washungton

EPA, 19962, Record of Decision for the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operabie Uniis, Hanford Site,
Benton County, Washington, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Seaﬁle,
- Washington.

EFA, 1988bh, Record of Decision for the USDOE Hanford 160-1U-1, ?00 fU-3, 100-tU-4, and
100-1U-5 Operable Unit Remedial Action, EPA/ROD/R10-96/151, U.8. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 10, Seattle, Washington.

EPA, 18873, Amiendment 1o the Record of Decision for the USDOE Hanford 100-BC-1,
100-DR-1, and 100-HR-1 Operable Unit Interim Remedial Actions,
EPA/AMD/R10-97/044, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Regxon 10, Seatile,
Washington.

EPA, 1997b, Action Memorandum; 100 B/C Area Ancillary Facifities and the 108-F Bui!ding
Hemoval Action, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Seattle
Washington. '

EPA, 2000, Explanation of Significant Difference to the Record of Decision for the USDOE
Hanford 300 Area, 300-FF-1 Operable Unit, EPA/ESD/R10-00/505, U. S Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 10, Seatlle, Washington.

EPA, 2001, Interim Action Record of Decision for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit,
4. S Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Seattie, Washington.

EPA, 2004, Explanation of Significant Differences for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit Record of
Lecision, J.5. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Seaitle, Washington.

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the HCCC : : _
February 2007 ' o _ ' _ D7



Appendix’D-—Pos‘i—Closure | - WCH-134
Long-Term Stewardship Requiremenis R _ Draft A

Planning for the Transition to LTS Under the RCCC
February 2007 :



