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Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 <S

Dear Messrs. Day and Jansen:

RESPONSE TO THE STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY (ECOLOGY) AND THE
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY'S (EPA) REVIEW OF THE U-PLANT SOURCE
AGGREGATE AREA MANAGEMENT STUDY REPORT (AAMSR) DRAFT A

This letter transmits the responses to comments received from Ecology and EPA
on Draft A of the U-Plant AAMSR (M-27-02) (enclosure 1). The responses
reflect clarification of the comments based on the March 24, 1992, meeting and
the March 31, 1992, tele-conference. All comments except number 50 were
agreed to. Comment 50 was dismissed by mutual agreement. A redlined version
of the U-Plant Source AAMSR incorporating your comments is currently
available. The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Field Office (RL) requests
a meeting be scheduled at your convenience as soon as practicable, to discuss
the responses and review the redlined version of the U-Plant Source AAMSR.
The final version of the U-Plant Source AAMSR will be released shortly after
mutual agreement is reached on the redlined version.

The subject report is a secondary document; the responses are being
transmitted to Ecology and EPA by the required date of April 18, 1992. This
date represents the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
30-day review/comment period extrapolated from Ecology's March 19, 1992,
transmittal of their U-Plant AAMSR comments to RL (reference: Ecology ltr. to
A. C. Harris from L. S. Goldstein "Ecology Review of U-Plant Source Aggregate
Area Management Study (AAMS) Draft A," dtd. March 19, 1992).

Also included in this transmittal are the redlined versions of the U-Plant
Source AAMSR Sections 1 and 9 (enclosure 2), distributed at the March 24,
1992, meeting; a draft U-Plant AAMSR Executive Summary (enclosure 3); and a
draft March 31, 1992, tele-conference meeting minutes (enclosure 4).
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. A. C. Harris at (509) 376-4339.

Sincerely,

14" T

teven H. 1sness
ERD:ACH R{~nford Project Manager

Enclosures: As stated

cc w/encls:
0. Teel, Kennewick Ecology

cc w/o endls:
M. K. Harmon, EM-442
R. E. Lerch, WHC
T. B. Veneziano, WHC



[N1V I ONti I4AL ENG INE RING AND Gl[OTECHNOLOGY
COMMENTRECORDFORM__________________

1.Date 3/19/92 2. Page 1 of 30

3. Document lit] c/Number
U Plant Source Agqreqate Area Management. Study Report, DOF/RL-91-52, Draft A

4. Lead Engineer/Scientist M.J. Galgoul 5. Organization

6. Location/Phone/MSIN 450 Hills/376-2038/114-55
7. Reviewer Ecology/EPA;letter L.Goldstein to A. Harris 8. Organization

Sign and Print Name Date

9. Location/Phone/MSIN
10 The document was reviewed, and the reviewer had no comments.

Reviewer _____________________ 11. Date

12 1 have reviewed th. disposition of comments with the Lead Engineer/Scientist.

Reviewer ___________________ 13. Date

15. Comment(s) 116. Disposition
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide brief justification if NOT
Item the comment and~ proposed action to accepted.)

correct or resolve the comment.) ___________________

GI There is no indication of whether Accept. Limited Field Investigations
limited field characterization are being conducted in support of the
activities were conducted to meet the AAMS including spectral borehole and
objective to "conduct linii'Led new site groundwater monitoring. Spectral
characterization work if data or borehole logging results will not be
interpretation uncertainty could be available to support source AAMSR but
reduced by the work" (Section 1.3, will be reported in separate topical
page 1-8). For example, some of the reports and will be used to support
unplanned releases (Table 5-1) are future work plans (i.e., UP-2 O.U.
evaluated as low priority sites on the Work Plan). Preliminary groundwater
basis of hazard ranking scores (HRS). data will be used to support GW AAMSR
Limited field characterization data and final results will be reported in
taken at these unplanned release a topical report. No characterization
locations might have helped to better work was conducted to evaluate data
support decisions for expedited, uncertainties since no data were found
interim, or limited actions. that could be enhanced by additional

field investigations within a time
Iframe to support the AAMS.

ill ll ' 'l I l Ji l , 1 11 l lU



15. Comment(s) 16. Disposition
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide brieF justification if NOT

Item the comment and proposed action to accepted.)
correct or resolve the comment.)

G2 The criteria and rationale for, the Accept. Section 9.0 will be modified
recommendat ions made in Section 9.0 to include additional rationale.
need to be further developed. A more
logical progression of data, analysis
of (data (including limitations and
data needs) and final recommendations
would provide better support for the
recommendations.

G3 And All Subsequent pages: No Accept. The schedule for UP-2 will be
schedules are provided for submittal discussed. Although OUs are
of the work plans for the prioritized prioritized, schedules will not be
operable units. Also, there is no developed until after all AAMSRs have
commitment nor schedules for been prepared. This will be addressed
conducting treatability studies for in the executive summary.
the recommended remedial technologies.

G4 The report appropriately references Accept. The AAMS d-.d use the EPA

the draft Hanford Site Baseline Risk guidance. The use of this guidance
Assessment Methodology (Doe 1991) in will be clarified in Section 4.2.
several areas. However, the AAMS
should follow accepted risk-based
screening procedures, which are based
on EPA Region 10 guidance (EPA 1991),
when attempting to reduce the number
of contaminants.

G5 The report focuses primarily on human Accept. No ecologic risk studies
exposure and resulting health effects. specific to waste management units or
The AAMS must include additional the Aggregate Area are available for
information on ecological exposure and assessing relative ecologic risks.
potential effects as specified in EPA Section 4 and 8 will be revised to
(1989b, c). clarify this data gap.

G6 There is little information provided Accept. The strategy for integrating
in this report describing the the various RL programs is being
interaction among various RL programs. formalized. The extent to which this
The integration of RCRA, CERCLA, and strategy has been developed at this
D&D activities is critical to ensure time will be discussed.
timely and cost-effective program
management.

G7 The report often is written in the Accept. The tense in Section 1.0 and
future tense, and le?ies unanswered 9.0 has been revised to clarify
many specific questions concerning whether work has been done or will be
how, when, and by whom decisions will done. See Comment G3 for issues
be made. related to scheduling.

WHiC.1IA/4 -10-92/02465A



IINVIRONM[NIAL ENGINEERING AND GEOTECHNOLOGY
___________ COMMENT RECORD FORM (cont.) -lg f3

Reviewer Ecolo)gy/EPA; letter, L. Goldstein to A. Harris Pg f3

15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide 16.e Dispsiction i O
Item the comment and proposed action to acpe.

correct or resolve the commentaccpted.
1. Section 1.2.2, page 1-6, second Accept. Technical Baseline Reports

paragraph which are considered topical reports
precede the preparation of the AAMS.

The text indicates Topical Reports Section 1.0 has been clarified to
will be based on information in WIDS. reflect the correct tense.
A great deal of WIDS information has
already been summarized in the
200-UP-2 Operable Unit Work Plan, and
this AAMS. New reports generated
subsequent to this AAMS should be
focused on satisfying specific data
quality objectives, and should augment
WIDS data. For example, compiling new
data for operational histories and
waste disposal records (see Sections
2.4 and 8.1.2).

2. Section 1.4, page 1-9 Accept. Quality Assurance documents
will be referenced as appropriate in

The text on quality assurance should Section 1.4.
also reference standard EPA guidance
documents, e.g., Contract Laboratory
Program Statement of Work for Organic
Analysis (EPA 1988), and the Quality
Assurance Project Plan being written
for 100 Area work plans.

3. Section 1.5, page 1-11 Accept. Appendix D will be retitled.

The reference to Appendix 0: "Data
Management Plan" is misleading. This
section of text is more appropriately
titled, "Information Management
Overview." This is consistent with
how this information is being
described in the 100 Area work plans.

WliC. I A/4-10-92/02465A



NV I R(NML 4 [AL FNC INI [FRI N AND GEOT ECKNOLOGY
____________ ~ ~ ~ R COM! ( IC) fJORM ____________t___.___)_

1Rev iewer LcologyL'A, etr L . Goldstein to A. Hiarri s Page 4 of 30

15. commnent(s)16 Dipsto
14. Pro id tecn ia Ijus i ficaionfor (Provide brief justification if NOTI t emi the comment. and proposed action to accepted.)correct or resolve I he cnrnnwn It.

4. Sec tion 2.,3. 1, paqle ? 4 Accept. Reference to "decommissioning
and decontamination" program will be

Ihe text references the decommission- revised to Surplus Facility Program.
ing and decontamination program A more detailed discussion of this
without any explanation of what this program will be provided in Section
program is, or when remediation will 2.7.
occur. Similarly, the text in Section
2.3.1.2.1, page 2-7, accurately refers
to remediation of the 222-U laboratory
under a "separate decommissioning and
decontamination program,' with no
explanation.

Coordination among various RL programs See General Comment G6.
is critical to ensure integrated,
mutually supportive and cost-effective
remediation site-wide. An explanation
of how the 060 program relates to
remedial action under the Hanford
Federal Facilitv Anreement and Consent
Order, and how activities will be
coordinated, would help clarify this
issue.

5. Section 2.3.1.1.2, page 2-7 Accept. The assertion is based on
stream specific reports which will be

There are no data provided to support referenced in the text.
the assertion in this paragraph that
only "Currently, noncorrosive steam
condensate . . . goes throucih the
207-U basins and the 216-U-14 Ditch."
Unless data are provided, this
paragraph should be modified, and the
report should describe when this data
will be collected.

6. Section 2.3.?, page 2-8, second Accept. Will include text which
parag raph describes the SST closure program.

The text should describe how the
single-shell tank closure program is
occurring undor the dusp ices of RCF1A,
as provided for in the !Jff[r!_Fedgr4J
facili ty..~rctai CnetOdr

WI;( .1 f.,,4 IQ ) Ij?/ ?4fh'.A



F NV IRONM.N iAl. ENG INEE[RING AND G[O TECHNOLOGY
COMMI NT RECORD FORM (con t ______________

Reviewer Ecoloqy/EPA; letter, L. Goldstein to A. Harris Page 5 of 30

15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical justification for 16.vid ispojsiction i O
Item the comment and proposed actioa to (Povdebr eputifcain.f)O

correct or resolve the comment.) acpe.

7. Section 2.3.2.1, pageC 2-9, second Accept. Table will be referenced and
paragraph discrepancy will be resolved. Text

will be changed to 30,000 gallons.
This paragraph should reference Table
2-5 for unplanned release data. Also,
there is a discrepancy of 1,000
gallons between the text and Table
2-5, for the amount of bismuth

- . phosphat'- leaked from the tank.

8. Section 2.3.2.12, page 2-17, third Accept. Table will be revised to also
paragraph reflect the total volume leaked.

Reference will be corrected to read
The text states that the total volume Section 2.3.10.
believed to have leaked as 8,500
gallons, whereas Table 2-5 only notes
the initial 500 gallon leak in 1969.
Table 2-5 should be corrected. Also,
the reference for unplanned releases
should be corrected to read "Section
2.3.10." This correction also applies
to the second paragraph on page 2-20.

9. Section 2.3.3.5, page 2-25 Accept. This text will be modified to
include M-17 activities, and

This text on the 216-U-17 crib should anticipated effluent quality from
be updated to include M-17 activities. WHC-SD-CD-PLN-11.
Describe the resumption of flow to the
crib that began 1/20/92, and is
scheduled to cease 6/95; also describe
the anticipated effluent quality and
sampling requirements, e.g., U03 Plant
Process Condensate Effluent to -
ZI6- U- I? Sam1Ljng__and Analysis Plan
(WHC-SD-CD-PI N-lI).

WIIC.I]A/4, 10-92/02465A
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F~rv~er jology/El)A; letter-, L . Goldstein to A. Harr-is Pg f3

15. Comment (s)1.Dspsto
14. (Provide technical justification for 16.vid ispojsiction i O
Item the comment. and proposed action to (PodebifusfcaonfNO

correct or resolIve time comiment. acpe.

10. Section 2.3.3.7, page 2-25 Accept. Text will be updated to
include M-17-16A activities.

This text on the 216-7-20 crib should Additional rationale will be provided
be updated to describe M-17-16A in Section 9.3 for taking the crib out
activities, of the 200-UP-I OU and placing it into

the 200-ZP-1 OU.
Given the information presented in
this section, and the clear inclusion
of this crib in the U Plant Aggregate
Area, the rationale for niot including
the crib in planned investigations and
remediation within this aggregate area

* should be explained.

11. Section 2.3.3.7, page 2-26, first Accept. The data will be researched
par~agraph to determine ,if a releasable source

exists.
The source(s) of data describing
releases, leaks, and spills should be

______included__in this paragraph.

12. Section 2.3.5.1, page 2-29 Accept. The text will be clarified to
show the pond is deactivated and dry.

The text describes the 216-U-10 Pond Data will be researched to determine
as being approximately 30 acres in if a releasable source exists.
size at its maximum, but gives no
indication of what the status of the
pond is today, e.g., is there any
water left in the pond? What were the
levels of surface radiation in 1990
that required two-feet of fill soil to
be placed south of the pond? What are
the data sources for "deactivation"
activi ties?

13. Section 2.3.9.2, page 2-43, second Accept. The 200-UP-2 Technical
paragraph Baseline Report was prepared to

support the preparation of the 200-UP-

Is the 200--UP-? Qperable Unit 2 Work Plan.
Tech~nical Repor~nt (DeFord 1991) a
Topical Report prepared for this
study-, This appears to be a key
reference document.

W1 J I I A 4 10 9? 0 24 6 A



ENVIRONMEN[AL ENGINEERING AND GE0TECflNOI.OGY
___________COIM[EN1 RECORD FORM fcont .t

Rev iewer Ecology/JYA; letter, L. Goldstein to A. Harris Page 7 of 30

15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical justificatior. for 16.vid isposusiction i O
Item the comment and proposed action to (Povdebr eputifcain.f)O

correct or resolve the commen.acete.
14. Section 2.3.10, page 2-43, second Section 2.3 refers to "e" suspect

paragraph sites identified during the ANS.
These 2 "new" sites were not evaluated

This paragraph raises of couple of under the data evaluation process, but
interesting points. The statement will be deferred until a formal
concerning the need to compile more evaluation is conducted. Text will be
information is welcome, and added to clarify which procedures will
noteworthy, since this "next step" be followed.
data need is infrequently mentioned in
Section 2.3.

The text would be clarified by
reference to Section 9.2.4.5. For
example, the text states "a formal
evaluation of the regulatory status of
these (two) sites will be made." What
does this mean? Are these the same
sites already indicated for
remediation under the RARA program in
Section 9.2.4.5?

15. Section 2.6, page 2-48, second Accept. DOE is currently evaluating
paragraph its position regarding

reclassification of waste management
The text states the 216-U-12 crib is a units. However, such reclassification
TSD facility because of discharge of is outside the scope of the AS.
corrosive process condensate. The Section 9.3.4 addresses the 216-U-12
text should explain why this criterion crib and its interaction with past-
isn't met for other cribs, e.g., the practice activities.
216-U-12 crib was active post-November
1980 and likely received similar
wastes. It appears that the 216-Z-19
ditch, active until September 1982,
also should be classified as a RCRA
past practice unit.

The text also references closure of
the 216-U-12 crib under RCRA.
However, no information is provided to
explain this "interaction." flow willI
closure/post closure of this crib be
coordinated with the investigation and
remediation of other cribs in the
aggregate area or operable units?

'diffC. I IA/4 10 9?/024(6Y\
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________ _____ OHIMI NF RECORD FORM(cont.)

Re v iewe r Ecolo,/PA letter, L. Goldstein to A. Harris -1Page 8 of 30

15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto14. (Provide technical justification for 16.vid ispojsiction i O
Item the comment and proposed action to accepted.)

correct or resolve the comment.) ___________________

16. Section 2.7, page 2-49 Accept. Please see response to
Comment G6.

The text in this section is
informative in mentioning other
Hanford Programs,, but says very little
about how these programs "interact" to
ensure integrated, mutually supportive
and cost-effective compliance and
remedial activities occur on a site-
wide basis.

17. Figures and Tables, pages 2F-at Accept. The tables are being used in
2T-9b preparation of the 200-UP-2 Work Plan.

The figures and tables presented in
this section are excellent, and should
serve as a model for operable unit
work plans and subsequent aggregate
area reports.

18. Table 2-2, page 2T-2 Accept. Table will be clarified.
216-U-12 is a crib. There a-'e no

The 216-U-12 trench should be inventory data for the 216-Z-19 ditch,
referenced by the same designation but it will be added to the table.
number as used in Section 2.3.5.1.6,
i.e., 216-U-li. It also appears that
the 216-Z-19 ditch is missing from
this table.

19. Section 3.2.1, page 3-3 Accept. Additional information will
be provided.

The description of precipitation
should include information concerning
seasonal storm events. This would
lead into a more detailed discussion
in Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2.2
concerning the potential impact of
stormwater runoff on recharge and the
spread of contamination.

WIIC. IIA/4- lO-0-,O?465A



I NV I ROW11 NI AL 1 NG [itN I R I NG ANL' GLOfILCIINOLOGY
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Re V i kwor o P~!A l I t t, t G o Ilds % in to A. la r ri s Page 9 of 30

15. Conine nt(S)1.Dspsto
14. (Provide techn ica I Just if ication for (Provide 16.e Dispsiction i O
Item the comment and proposed act on to acpe.

correct or resolve the comment.)acpe)

20. Section 3.4.3.3, page 3-16 Accept. Section will be clarified to
be made consistent.

The statement that the Plio-
Pleistocene unit "is continuous in the
U Plant Aggregate Area" appears
misleading, and contradicts preceding
text in this section which mentions
the "good possibility' of erosional
windows. Also, Section 2.3.3.1
describes gaps and transport through
the cal iche l ayer (of uranium) into
the unconfined aquifer.

21. Section 3.5.1, page 3-1,fut Accept. The discussion of subject
paragraph documents will be clarified with

respect to the testing conditions.
Did the research by Gee (1987) and Additional information regarding the
Routson and Johnson (1990) include 100 year storm event will be also be
sampling during early spring storm included in the discussion.
events? Temperatures in February-
March, for example, would seem to
preclude much evapotranspiration.

22. Section 3.6, pages 3-32 to 3-36 Accept. Please see response to
Comment G5. No references are

There is a great deal of information provided because this is original work
presented in this section. created specifically for the AAMS by
Unfortunately, there are no references site biologists.
provided to simplify additional data
collection.

For example, it would be helpful for
planning field work to know the
location of sensitive or threatened
flora. Reference is also made to
badgers (Section 3.6.3.1) and
harvester ants (Section 3.6.1.3.4),
and data indicating these fauna can
spread contamination. A key data
objective for this and subsequent
studies is to quantify environmental
pathways; this report should
consistently support satisfying this
objectivye.

WHC. IIAl/4 -10 9?/0 2 4G5A
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R uv ie weor Lcoloqy/LPA, letter, G. oldstein to A. Harris Page 10 of 30

15. Commen1 [t s)1.Dspsto
14. (Provide technical justification for16 Dipsto
Item the comment and proposed act ion to (Provide brief justification if NOT

correct or resol ve the commen t.) accepted.)

23. Section 3.6.3, paqe 3-38 Accept. Section will be clarified.
Text will include a discussion of well

The text notes there are no "domestic" 66-52-C at the PNL Observatory, well
groundwater supply wells within the S28-[O at the Training Academy and
aggregate area. Are there any public well 699-41900-C at the Yakima
groundwater supply wells? The text Barricade. The well designated as
should explain where on-site workers 699-24-95(4) is a seep well and will
derive their potable water. also be included.

The text also notes the nearest
domestic well is over 20 miles distant
from the study area. The text should
be modified.

24. Section 4.1.1.2.], page 4-4 Accept. Section will be clarified
regarding usefulness of existing data.

This section would be improved with a The text will indicate that the
better attempt to make sense of what radiological survey technique provides
the data do indicate, with an indication of both surface and
limitations, rather than explaining subsurface contamination. Without
what they don't tell us. It is not direct sampling data to determine the
clear, for example, why it is "nearly location and speciation of
impossible" to convert gross gamma contaminants, exposure calculations
counts to a meaningful exposure rate would be based on supposition. The
due to "the complex distribution of data does however provide an
radionucl ides on the site." indication of where additional

sampling might be done to provide data
Within the context of surface soil required to calculate exposure rates.
radiological surveys, it may be true,
as stated, that not all data will
accurately describe surface
conditions. But what is the point in
making this distinction? Where, for
example, are data on the "shallow
buried radionucl ides?"

W1 I C IIA/ 4 10- 9/0?4 65 A



j tV I tua 1 A[ NCr~ I N1i P'1 I NG AND GEO FECHNOLOGY
I )UMM NIl RU01 I;k 0 M (cont.

Rev reiwer I col uqy/,LPA; 1 tet L . Goldstein to A. 1larri s Page 11 of 30

15. Lommren t (s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide techn i Cl just i f icat ion for (Provide 16.e Dispsi tion i O
I ternm the comment arid proposed actionr to accepted.)

correct or resolve the comment.) ___________________

25. Section 4.1.1.2.2, paqle 4-6, first Accept. Additional justification will
paragraph be provided. All data that were

available were provided in Draft A.
The text notes very high readings for Data will be researched to determine
the 216-U-Pond in 1985, with much if releasable sources exist.
lower readings in subsequent years.
Data and citations would improve the
value of this section. Section
4.1.1.2.1 also refers to the lower
counts associated with Pond, but
without providing any data. However,
there was sufficient radioactivity
just south of the Pond in 1990 to
require a two-foot fill of clean soil
(see Section 2.3.5.1).

These concerns address not only the
completeness of topics in this report,
but more importantly, the data that
needs to be presented. In this case,
data and justification must be
provided given the determination in
Section 9.2.3.2 that insufficient data
exists to conduct an IRM for the Pond.

26. Section 4.1.1.4, page 4-7, first Accept. Reference will be provided.
paragraph Eberhardt et al. (1989).

It is stated that no upward trends in
radionuclide concentrations were
detected in wildlife species. In
order for this information to be
useful, baseline data must be
presented, e.g., trends from what
standard? Specific references should
be provided to enable further research
and field investigations.

Are there statistically significant The 216-U-Pond will be reevaluated to
data to support the statement, "there assess whether an LFI is needed to
are no statistically significant support an IR!1.
trendis in vegetat ion radionucl ide
conrcentrajtion s inrce, 1979?" I f so,
pl ease prov ide some data and a
ci tdt ion. If riot, thre text should be

Wil..11 /1If 9?I/O?4r10
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14. (Provide techn (icIjuti f icait o fo 16. Disposition

tuLem the commenlt dnd proposed1 action to (Provide brief justification if NOT
_______ correct or, resolve the comment.) acpe.

27. Section 4.1.1.5, page 4-8, th ird Accept. Text will be clarified andparagraph table will be revised to include
ditches. A footnote will be included

The conclusion that only eight waste on the table to indicate specific
management units have the potential waste volume data not available for
for contaminating the unconfined these sites. These determinations
aquifer requires qualification. For will not exclude sites while
example, it appears from Table 4-13 determining recommendations.

7; the 216-U-14, 216-Z-11, and 216-Z-19
ditches were not included in the
calculations. Is this because there
are no data on waste volume received
in these units? Are there any
empirical data to support the
calculations? Also, it should be

cm described how these determinations
were used in making recommendations
regarding LFIs and IRMs for these
units.

28. Section 4.1.2.3.1, page 4-13, fourth Accept. Will clarify the discussionparagraph of the uranium releases and reference
back to the more detailed discussionThe text refers to an "accident" that in 2.3.3. No specific calculationsapparently flushed thousands of pounds for uranium remaining in vadose zoneof uranium into the aquifer. This are known.

unplanned release should be explained.
It could be inferred from the data
that this flushing action was the
result of systematic discharge from
the 221 and 224-U Plants. When did
this accident occur? Are there
calculations on how much uranium is
left in the vadose zone?

WIIC.JIIA/4-1IO9?/02465AI
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15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide techniual ,Justification for (Provide 16.e jispoiction i O

I tern the comment and] proposed action to accepted .)
correct or resolve the comment.) ______________________

29. Section 4. 1.2.3.7, page 4-14, third Accept. The text will be modified to

paragraph clarify the conclusion. Text will be
added to indicate the basis for

The data presented indicating no assumptions and their limitations.
radionucl ide contamination of The reference will be cited.
groundwater is niot conclusive. Does
the linear regression, based on an
average migration of 0.3-feet per
year, assume homogeneity of the entire
vadose zone? Where is the screened

* interval in this well? Are there more
recent data to compare results?

In general, when determinations or
assumptions concerning the fate and
transport of contaminants are based on
historical data, there should be a
reference to the 200 West Aggregate
study, and a requirement that recent
monitoring well data be used to test
these assumptions.

30. Section 4.1.2.5.1, pages 4-17 to 4-18 Accept. Clarifying text will be added
to provide comparison basis.

The radionuclide data in this one
section is presented in multiple units
indicating activity and mass volume,
e.g., ct/mmn, Pci/L, mrem/yr and ppm.
Throughout this report, it would be
helpful if conversions could be made
where possible in order to simplify
and make uniform data presentation.

31. Section 4.1.2.5.4, page 4-22, sixth Accept. Text will be clarified and a
paragraph releasable source added if available.

The text notes that plutonium and
americium were the most important
radionucl ides released to the 216-Z-ID
ditch. flow is 'important". used in
this context? A source for the data
gathered in 1980 should be provided.
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15~ . Lomlen lt, s 16 ipsto
14. (Prov I de techn i caI jus t i f i cat i on for (P6.id Dispojstiction i O

I tem the coinent. ind proposed acto to (Povdebr eputifcain.f)O
Correct o' rSolve1 thW COMtnIit acete.

32. Section 4.2, pci(J 4-27, first Accept. Text will be clarified to
paragraph include ecological concerns and

environmental pathways. No ecological
The purpose of this section is to risk studies specific to waste
assess known data and develop a management units or the Aggregate Area
conceptual model on potential impacts are available for assessing relative
to human health -a -nd the environment, ecologic risks. Sections 4 and 8 will
This discussion presents only human be revised to clarify this data gap.
exposure concerns, [the text should
also discuss potential ecological
concerns and environmental pathways.

33. Section 4.2, page 4-27, third Accept. Will reference appropriate
paragraph EPA risk assessment guidance

documents.
Standard EPA risk assessment guidance
documents, e.g., Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund, should also be
referenced in this paragraph.

34. Section 4.2.2, page 4-29, first Accept. Will include subject items in
paragraph Section 4.2.

Ingestion of soil (from fugitive dust
or during characterization), direct
contact with radionucl ides, and uptake
from contaminated biota through the
foodchain should also be presented in
this summary of transport pathways.

35. Section 4.2.2.2. page 4-33, third Accept. Appropriate reference basis
paragraph for this statement will be provided.

The 216-U-14 measures are undertaken
The conclusion that, "the contribution as a proactive measure to control dust
from the U Plant Aggregate Area to emissions.
site-wide fugitive dust emissions is
expected to be relatively minor" seems
unsubstantiated and lacking purpose.
It also appears contrary to the very
high levels of surface radiation
described in Section 4.1.1.2.1, and
figure 4-1, and fugitive dust control
in the 216-U-14 Ditch. Please
vela bor a te.
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Reviewer Ecology/EPA; letter, L. Goldstein to A. Harris Page 15 of 30

15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14, (Provide technical justification for (Provide 16.e Dispoiction i O
Item the comment and proposed action to accepted.)

correct or resolve the comment.) ____________________

36. Section 4.2.2.4, page 4-34 Accept. Will provide additional text
to discuss biota in Sections 4.0, 5.0,

The acknowledgement in this section of and 8.0. No ecological risk studies
major data gaps regarding biotic specific to waste management units or
transport and environmental pathways the Aggregate Area are available for
should be clearly identified in assessing relative ecologic risks.
Section 5.0 and addressed in Section Sections 4 and 8 will be revised to
8.3.3.6. Where in this report are clarify this data gap.
requirements to quantify environmental

J - pathways?

There are no data or references
included in this discussion. A major
purpose of this report is to define
data needs and facilitate additional

t:7-1data compilation and field work.
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14. C'ovd Conlient ( s ~ 16. Disposition
14 Prv detechn icalI justi fication fr (Provide brief justification if NOT

I tem the comment and proposed action to accepted.)
correct or resolve the comment.) __________________

37. Section 4.2.4, pagle 4-36, first
pa rag ra ph

The rationale or reference for using
the second criterion is not presented,
and contaminants appear to be
inappropriately eliminated by the use
of one of the screening criteria
(third bullet). rhese criteria are
discussed below.

The second criterion indicates Accept. The basis for this criterion
that buildup of short-lived will be modified and more clearly
daughter radionuclide activity to stated. Although daughter
a level of I percent or greater radionuclides are normally identified
of the parent radionuclide during the course of parent
activity causes the daughter to radionuclide investigations, they are
be included on the contaminant- also identified as contaminant of
of-concern list. However, the concerns through this criterion. This
rationale or reference for this provides an additional level of
criterion is not included, and assurance that all contaminants will
should be. If the parent be addressed.
activity is extremely high, 1
percent may not be a conservative A statement will be included, similar
screening level . to one in subsequent AAMS, that states

contaminants without toxicity factors
The third criterion indicates are included in the list if they have
that contaminants were placed on a recognized toxic effect.
the contaminant-of-concern list
if they are known or suspected
carcinogens or have an EPA
noncarcinogenic toxicity factor.
It appears that contaminants not
meeting such criteria are
eliminated from the contaminant
list. This screening fails to
follow the contaminant screening
process outlined in the DOE
(1991) methodology. This
criterion should be deleted.

Missing from this list are references The reference and its secondary
to regulatory stdndard, e.g., references will be discussed in the
§ 300.430(2), RCW /0.105, and 173-340 text.
WAC. The risk assessment methodology
for the Hanford site should be
discussed and referenced in this.

WKI. I A/4-1O-92/02465A



I NV IPONMI NiA Alti N INI I ING AND 61101ECFINOt OGY

-~C 0____ M___ OM N I R F CON R )f0RM (coo nt

Rev ier I c o 10(j PA; It t, I . ;old s t e in t-o A. Ha rr is Page 17 of 30

15. Comminent(s) 16. Disposition
14. (Provide technical JUStification for (Provide brief justification if NOT
I t(rn the comment andI proposed actionl to accepted.)

-- correct or resolve the commen-.) ___________________

38. Section 4.2.4.3.1, page 4-39, fifth Accept. Text will be clarified to

pa rag rap~h indicate the use of this Table is
qualitative. Will discuss the

The text in this section and Table influences of valence state and

4-28 should account for speciation of ligands on mobility and toxicity.

contaminants. For example, there is a
major difference in the mob'ility anc
toxicity of arsenic depending on its
valence state and ligands.

39. Section 4. 2. 4 .5. 1, page 4-41, f irst Accept. The reference will be

-. paragraph included.

The text states that generic and

-- . teratogenic effects generally occur at
higher exposure levels than those
required to induce cancer. The
reference supporting this statement
should be included.

40. Section 4.2.4.5.1, page 4-42, second Accept. Text will be modified to

paragraph include this information.

This paragraph discusses the excess
cancer risks for exposure to
radionuclide contaminants via various
exposure pathways. The text should
also discuss the use of slope factors
in the determination of cancer risks
and provide a reference for the slope
factors. ______________________

41. Section 4.2.4.5.1, page 4-42, third Accept. Appropriate EPA guidance will

paragraph be referenced.

EPA guidance, e.g., RiJsk Assessmen
Guidance for SuPerfund, should also be

refrenedin this paragraph.
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Reviewer Ecology/EPA; letter, L. Goldstein to A. Harris Page 18 of 30

15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide 16.e Dispoition i O
Item the comment and proposed action to accepted.)

correct or resolve the comment..)

42. Section 4.2.4.5.1, page 4-42, last Accept. Comment noted. Details of
par ag ra ph the risk assessment approach are being

developed in the M29-03 milestone
The text states that EPA risk (Hanford Baseline Risk Assessment
assessment guidance assumes exposure Methodology). A reference to the risk
to multiple carcinogens resulting in assessment will be added.
effects that are additive without

* regard to target organ or cancer
mechanism. The text should
distinguish butween radionuclide and
nonradionuclide additivity. That is,
risks from multiple radionucl ides can
be added together, and risks from
nonradionucl ides can be added
together. However, risks from
radionuclides and nonradionuclides
should not be added together because
of differing assumptions in the
respective exposure assessment
equations.

A reference to 173-340-708(5)(6) WAIT,
for example, would enhance the
regulatory context needed in making
risk assessment determinations.

43. Section 4.2.4.5.2, page 4-43, second Accept. Text will be deleted. None
paragraph of these chemicals were dropped from

the contaminant of concern list for
It is stated that many chemicals this reason.
lacking toxicity criteria have
"1negligible toxicity or are necessary
nutrients in the human diet.' There
is no citation provided for this
assertion, and it is of questionable
validity.

Many trace metals are necessary in the
human diet, and most are highly toxic,
'some acutely so, in sufficient levels.
What is the point of this statement?
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I 53. Comme nt s)
14. (Prvid tehnial usifiatin fr (rovde16. Disposition
14. Proidetecnicl jstifcaton or Proidebrief justification if NOT

I tern the comment and proposed action to accepted.)
correct or resolve the comment .) _____________________

44. Section 4,2.4.5.1, p)a~le 4-42, third Accept. Text will be modified.
paragraph

The text references the Hanford
Baseline RiskAsse 's sment -Methodology,
whi-h proposes to use the dose
conversion factors developed by the
International Commission on
Radiological Protection to calculate
risk values when EPA slope factors are
not available. However, this document
also states that if a slope factor is
not available, the EPA Office of
Radiation Programs will be consulted
and requested to develop the required
slope factor. -Ibhis requirement should
be mentioned in the text.

45. Figure 4-3, page 4F-3 Accept. Figure will be modified.

The arrow leading from biota to humans
(ingestion) should be deleted, unless
the authors know something we don't!

46. Table 4-32, page 4T-32a Accept. Table will be modified. The
reference for the toxicity information

This table appears to provide only will be included for each entry in the
human health effects information; the table. The reference to RTEC is made
title of the table should reflect because EPA 1989a does not provide
this. The table indicates the information on Tributyl Phosphate.
Integrated Risk Information System and
the Registry of Toxic Effects of
Chemical System (RTECS) were used for
locating toxicity information. RTECS
is not commonly used in a toxicity
assessment. EPA (1989a), Chapter 7,
Section 7.4, provides a list of
resources that should be used for
locating toxicological information.
RTECS ,ibe used, but only after
resour%_,s included in EPA 1989A have
been exhausted. In addition, a column
should be included that provides the
reference for each piece of data.
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F-15. Comm111en11t(s 16Sipsto

14. (Provide technical just-ification for (Prvid brief psiction i O

I t t11 the comment and proposed action to (PoiebefjsfcaonfNO

correct or resolve the comment.acete.

47. "ection 5.0, paqe 5-1 Accept. No ecologic risk studies

The title of this s;ect ion is "Health the Aggregate Area are available for

and Environmental Concerns," yet the assessing relative ecologic risks.

entire section is devoted to Sections 4 and 8 will be revised to

describing human health only. Where clarify this data gap.

is the discussion on environmental
concerns?

48. Section 5.1, page 5-2, first paragraph Accept. Additional text will be
provided to further describe the risk-

The title of this section, Conceptual based screening.

Framework for Risk-based Screening, is
misleading. The reader expects to
find information on risk assessment
screening procedures as outlined in
EPA (1989a, 1991) guidance. What is
presented is a discussion on general
exposure pathways and an occupational
exposure scenario. Therefore, a more
appropriate title for this section is
"Conceptual Framework for the
Occupational Scenario.'

49. Section 5.1, page 5-2, fourth Accept. Text will be modified.
paragraph

The text should indicate that the
occupational exposure scenario is most
appropriate for identifying current
health hazards associated with the U
Plant Aggregate Area. Health hazards
could change dramatically during
investigation and remedial activities.

50. Section 5.2.1, page 5-4, first Reject. U-1 and U3-2 cribs and the

paragraph U3-10 pond are on the list of high
priority sites. No change in text will

It appears from the data presented be made.

that the 216-U-I and 216-U-2 cribs,
and the 216-U3-10 Pond should be added
to this list of high priority sites.
Please clarify.
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15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide 16.e Dispsiction i O
Item the comment and proposed action to briep utifcain.f)O

correct or resolve the comment.) acpe.

51. Section 5.3, page 5-7, third paragraph Accept. Acronym will be defined or
deleted.

The acronym "ENS" should be defined. _____________________

52. lable 5-1, page 5T-la Accept. Table will be clarified. The
two "new" suspect sites will be

The table or accompanying text should removed from the table (please see
define the column entitled response to Comment 14).
Environmental Protection Score.

The uranium contamination leak and
paint waste spill sites do not have
HRS or mHRS ratings. However, these
sites were given a priority of "No."
The rationale should be given in the
text for giving these sites a priority
of "No" when data are not available.

53. Section 6.4.2.3, page 6-18, third Accept. Text will be modified.
paragraph

Washington state regulatory
requirements are correctly noted in
the first paragraph of this section.
Therefore, the statement that "Ecology
may require use of AKART," is
misleading; this requirement isn't
optional.

54. Section 6.6, page 6-19, second Accept. Text will be clarified to
paragraph refer to previous sections of Chapter

6.0.
Regulatory citations, for example, 173
340-720(6) WAG, would be helpful in
this discussion of Point of
Complijance.
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15. Commht(s 16. Disposition74

14, (Provide technical justif ication for (Provide brief justification if NOT
I ternI the comment and proposed action to

I correct or resolve the comment.) accepted.)

55 T Section 7.1 and 7.2, pages 7-2 to 7-4 Accept. Text will be modified to
include discussion of recommended

These sections would be improved if concepts. The use of institutional
they were written based on the controls will be clarified, so they
fundamental concepts in CERCLA § are not construed as a substitute for
121(b). This regulation requires the active response measures.
preference for isolation and/or
permanent and significant reduction in
volume, toxicity andl mobility of
hazardous substances. Missing from
the text in the third paragraph on
page 7-3 is the (Joal of isolation and
permanence in the remedial action.

For example, the text on page 7-4
implies that institutional controls
will likely be a primary remedial
measure, to the exclusion of treatment
and isolation. As defined in
§ 300.430(a)(iii)(D), "the use of
institutional controls should not
substitute for active response
measures."

56. Section 7.1, page 7-3, third paragraph Accept. Text will be modified to
discuss indicated routes of exposure.

The text discusses the media of
concern for the U Plant Aggregate
Area. The text should also discuss
direct exposure to soils contaminated
with nonradionucl ides, and inhalation
of particulates.

57. Section 7.4, pages 7-7 to 7-13 Accept. Text will be modified to
include discussion of treatability

The text in this section appears to studies in alternatives, consistent
lack a commitment to performing with recommendations in Section 9.
treatability tests in order to support Additional detail regarding the scope
recommended remedial technologies, of treatability studies will be added
This is a major deficiency that should in Section 9.5.
be corrected.(_____________________
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15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide 1ri. jispsiction i O
I temn the commen t and p ?i)V)S ('( act ion to0 accepted. )

correct or resolve the comment

58. Section 8.2. 1, paqe B-13 Accept. No ecological risk studies
specific to waste management units or

There is reference in this section to the Aggregate Area are available for

ecological risk, but without a assessing relative ecologic risks.

commitment to gather biologic data. Section 4 and 8 will be revised to

'Site characterizdtion" generally clarify this ddta gap.
refers to geologic, hydrologic and
contaminant specific data. This
section should address biotic data
uses. A specific reference to M-29-03
would also help.

59. Section 8.2.1, page 8-13, second Accept. References will be added.
paragraph

The text references only Superfund
risk assessment guidance produced by
EPA headquarters for human health risk
assessment. EPA Region 10 risk
assessment guidance (EPA 1991) for
human health should also be
referenced, as should EPA guidance on
ecological risk assessment (EPA 1989b,
1989c).

60. Section 8.2.2.2, page 8-16 Accept. Text will be modified,
adapted to the 200 Areas.

This section should also incorporate
the concepts and requirements defined
in the QujIlity Assurance Proj -ec Plan.
This generic document will be used in
100 Area investigations, and should be
used in the 200 Area.

61. Section 8.2.2.3, page 8-17, fourth Accept. Please see response to G3.
paragraph

The text notes that in the absence of
(ata, an approach or rationale 'will
need to be developed to justify
sampling locations and the number of
samples selected." The text should
describe when, how, and by whom this
will occur.
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15. Comme nt (s)1.Dspsto
14. (Provide technical justification for (Provide 16.e Dispsiction i O

Item the comment and Proposed atotoaccepted.)
correct or resolve the comment. )

62. Section 8.2.2.5, pageC 8-18, second Accept. Explanation will be provided.
paragraph

This paragraph raises interesting
points that we look forward to
discussing in greater detail.

The statement that analysis of arsenic
to much lower levels is "impossible
because of limitations of analytical
methods' should be explained. Most
CLP procedures, e.g., Method 200.62-C-

J- CLP, can analyze to 500 ppb. However,
we agree that background levels may
make this point moot.

63. Section 8.3.3.3, page 8-25 Accept. The reference and sampling
requirements contained therein will be

Reference should be made to the UO added to the discussion.
Pl ant stabilIi zation acti vi ty def in
in the M-17-19, and the sampling
requirements contained therein.

64. Section 8.3.3.6, page 8-26, first Accept. Statement will be added.
paragraph

The ecologiril investigation
discussion should include a statement
that the information obtained through
ecological investigation activities
will be used to refine the conceptual
model and in the ecological risk
assessment.
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15. tommelint (65)soito
14. ( P)rov i-de- tlchnica jtiicat ioil for (Irvd 6 Dipsto

f I em the comme7(10nd allprol)oSed act i to (Poiebrief justi ficdition if NOT
c 0 eect o reSi) VI 11 ~ mmeaccepted.)

t). Sectio 9.B 0, Iid(le 9-2, thir-d pard)Irdph Accept. Iext will be clarified so
that it does not preclude options

The text states that all identified in the Hanford Site Past-
recommrfendat ions for, fuiture Practice Strategy. We will delete
chat-act erfit lonl need" will Ihe f ull1y RI/US (RVI '/CMS) and add "through work
deoveloped it) the RI I/CMS. [his plans which may be operable unit
statement, is contrary to the i -nford (geographically) based or based on
Past PracticeStrate.-gy, which LU Is or IRMs (specific waste
emphasizes LFIs in) order to provide management units or groups of waste
data necessary to make IRM decision. management) future work plans will
Section 8.3.3 correctly lists field focus on the sampling rational and
investigations being undertaken approved.
primarily as LFIs and IRMs, and
possibly some M~s."

66. Section 9.1, page 9-2, fourth Accept. ISE will be removed as a
paragraph criterion.

The relationship between Imminent and
Substantial Endangerment (ISE) and
Expedited Response Actions (ERA)
should be discussed within a
regulatory context. An ISE has a
specific regulatory meaning, whereas
ERAs at the Hanford Site have occurred
without determining an ISE situation
exists.

67. Section 9.1, page 9-3, first paragraph Accept. Text will be revised to
describe the context for screening

The text in this paragraph implies a decisions within the AAMS reports.
degree of certainty for making
recommendations that is inconsistent
with numerous paragraphs describing
data limitations. See, for example,
the last paragraph in Section 8.1.4.

This designation process should be
expressed in very preliminary terms.
What data, for example, were used to
eliminate waste management units? The
fIRS ranking system data are extremely
limited, and address essentially
radioactivity only. The MIRS system
is, not approved hy [PA or Ecology.
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15. Commnt (s)
14 (Provide tuchni calI just if ication for (Pohe16. Disposition

I t em the comment and p~roposedI action to accvdebr ep uted.ain fO

correct or resolve the comment.)acpe)

68. Section 9.1.1, page 9-4 Accept. Please see response to
Comment 67. The term imminent and

This section should be examined to substantial endangerment has been
check for consistency with the Hanford removed. The criteria contained in
Past Practice Strateqy - "Prograni matic the Hanford Site Past Practice
De ci s io ns-," -'an d -EPA ( 19 9 1b Strategy has been included.
Expedited Response Actions are
undertaken to protect publ ic health
and the environment. These criteria
are lost in this discussion.

69. Section 9.1.1, page 9-4, second Accept. Text will be revised to
paragraph describe the context for screening

decisions within the AAMS reports.
The rationale for using 100 times the
CERCLA reportable quantity or 100
times the most applicable standard for
a particular constituent when
determining whether a site warrants an
expedited response action (ERA) should
be provided. It should be noted that
this criterion is applicable under
173-340 WAC for soils only.

70. Section 9.1.1, page 9-5, first through Accept. Change "whether ERAs are
third paragraphs justified" to "the conduct of ER.As."

The first paragraph describes criteria
that are vague, confusing, and appear
inconsistent with § 300.415 criteria.
Availability of resources, for
example, is not a criterion for
justifying an ERA, and should be
deleted.
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15. Comment(s)16 Dipsto
14. (Provide technical jlSt if ication for 16.vdebre Disptiction i O
I t emII te omn and proposed ato accepted.

correct or, resolve the comment..

71 . Section 9. 1.2, paqe-Jt 9-6, f irst Accept. [ext will be moved.
paragrap

We agree that grouping of sites can he Accept. There is risk inherent in
an effective way to reduce grouping sites. The rationale and
characterization requirements. The justification for grouping similar
risk inherent in this approach is the units for characterization or
assumption that similar units have remediation purposes will be more
received the same quantity and quality fully developed in work plans. This
of wastes, and that all units have the approach is consistent with HPPS.
same potential for causing adverse
environmental effects. [he data do
not support this concept of
homogeneity.

The text in Section 9.2.3.1, page 9-
12, brings other criteria into

consideration, and expresses a

justified conservative approach.
Consider moving this paragraph into
this section, or modify this section
to address this qualification.

72. Section 9.1.2, page 9-6, fourth Accept. Please see response to
paragraph Comment 70.

Availability of resources is not a Change "on whether .... justified" to
criterion for justifying an IRM, and "regarding the conduct of IRMs in the
should be deleted. U Plant AAV

73. Section 9.1.3, page 9-7, third Accept. "No further action"
paragraph recommendations have been deleted.

UPRs will be investigated in the final

What regulatory authority allows a "no remedy selection path.
futther action" recommendation for
sites believed to be remediated, but
the "lo~cation of the contamination is
no longer known?" Who (determi nes when
d 'lite is officially 'lost."
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15. C omme nt ( s)iain r16 ipsto
14. (Provide technical justi f (Poiebifjsiication for 16Nisoito
I tem the comment ind proposed action to (Povdebr eputifcain.f)O

correct. or resolve the comment. acete.

74. Section 9.2.1, page 9-7 Accept.

The text notes the 2607-W5 Septic lank Section 9.0 is intended to discuss
fwas" recommended for an IRA. Where recommendation. Additional

in the t ext is this recommendation clarification for this recommendation
made? For example, previous text in will be provided.
Sections 2.3.6.1 and 4.1.2.6 give no
indication this tank and drain field
present any notable human or
environmental health problem. The
information needed to justify this
recommendation is finally provided in
Section 9.2.1.1.

In general , a re-ordering of text, Text follows the outlined defined TPA.
17- with an emphasis on providing

important information as early as
possible in the report, e.g. , Sections
2.3 and 4.1, would provide a more
logical progression of data, analysis,
and recommendations.

75. Section 9.2.2, page 9-10, fourth Accept. Text will be clarified to
paragraph indicate the status of these sites.

The text notes there are 24 IRM
candidate sites with inadequate data
to meet an IRM designation. Twenty
will remain as IRM candidates. What
is the status of the other four sites?

76. Section 9.2.3.2, page 9-13, first Accept. Justification for
paragraph recommendations will be provided.

The linkage between this section and The sufficiency of data to support
data presented in Section 2.3.5.1 IRMs directly will be reevaluated.
seems to be missing. Some sites
identified in earlier sections
appeared to have sufficient data to
recommend an IRM, e.g., 216-Z-19
ditch, but were not. There should be
a summary of information and rationale
in this section, and Section 9.2.3.1,
to enable the reader to understand how
and why these recommendations have
b~een made.

W~f.lIA410-97/024(6A



fNV I RONMENTAL [NC INFER ING AND G[OTFUINOLOGY
COMMENT1 RFCORI) FOR1M (contj _.__________________

owvetcr Fcology/1-PA; letter', L. Goldstein to) A. Harris Page 29 of 30

1 . (imient(s) 16. Disposition
1.. (Provide techo ic'll Ju'Lsti ficat ion for (Provide brief justification if NOT

Ite the comulent adi pro~poised dIt i on to accepted.)
cor-rct or re(i1,'I the 10Co_ ____

I> ,cctioli 9.3.2, page 9-18 Accept. Justification for
recommendations that involve

The rationale for- removing reassignment of waste management units

investigation of groundwater and the will be provided.
200 West Area groundwater operable
unit from the scope is not provided,
and should be.

Similarly, no reason is provided for
including the 216-U-14 ditch and 207-U
retention basin in the 200-UP-1
operable unit rather than the 200-UP-?
operable Unit. The agencies needi to
resolve the classification of these
units and identify how and when they
will be remediated prior to the final
draft of this report. Please see,
Ecology letter dated March 14, 1992,
regarding classification of the
216-U-14 Ditch.

Text will be clarified to indicate
A list of high-level waste transfer that these facilities are not (and
facilities and pipelines to be removed have never been) within the scope of
from the work scope of the 200-UP-1 UP-i and UP-2. These facilities are
and 200-UP-2 operable units is not in the operational program or the
provided, and should be. Single-Shell Tank program.

As mentioned in Comment #10, no Justification for recommendations that
explanation is provided for including involve reassignment of waste
the 216-Z-20 crib in the Z plant AAMs. management units will be provided.
Similarly, why is there a
recommendation to place the 216-S-4
french drain and the 216-S-21 in the S
plant TIAMS for the 200-UP-I operable
unit?

WiYI~ A/'4 10910 4o'f



N V I i,,0NP I N I At, NG I WJ I ? ING AND) G(10 I LLHINOLOGY
- -~~ -_____ - COMMI N R1 COR [ fH GM (cont _________________________

Re vi ewer Lcoioqy/[EPA; lct'.er, L.. Goldstein to A. Harris Page 30 of 30

Coment (5)6 Dsosto

14. (Prov ide t chn icalI jutt it icat ion for 16.vid Dispojstiction i O
I tem the comment and proposed action to (Povdebr eputifcain.f)O

correct or resolve the comment.) acpe.

78. Figure 9-1, page 9F-I Accept. Text will be added to Section
9.1, where the explanatory text for

This data evaluation flow chart should Figure 9-1 is currently located.
have explanatory text, best located in
Section 9.2. It should be noted this
chart is not intended to be
comprehensive, for example, it does
not include administrative
requirements such as the Proposed Plan
and public involvement prior to
undertaking an IRM.

79. Table 9-1, page 91-la Accept. Table will be clarified.

The candidate ERA sites recommended
for evaluation and implementation
under the Radiation Area Remedial
Action program should be listed in
this table under a separate column.
Also, the table should include the
corresponding operable unit for each
waste site.

80. Section 10.0, page 10-4 Accept. References will be added.

References should be included for EPA

______(1989b, 1991).

WivL I I A/4 10 9?,'O?40)M
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41 The U.S. Depatmnt of Eniergy (DOEM Hanford Site in Washington State is ornid

Sinto numerically designated oper-atioial areas including file 1 00, 2(0), 300, 400. 600, and

01100) Areas (Figure 1-1). The U1.S. livii onruenta I Protect ion Agenicy (E'PA). inl November

7 1 089, included ill( 200( Arew, (ot t11e I L1inlord Site on) the( Nationail Priorities List ( NPL)
S uner ineCotpwhtis\'eLnvi'ortrrnt~t Rspose.Co mpenlsationi arnd Liability Act

C(' ERC LA) of 19850. 1nclic r51on (lie N111,. iniitijates t he Remnedi al Iniivest igation (RI) and

It0 FeasibilIity Study (1--S) process for cha racteriz ing thle nature andl( extent of contamination,

I I xasNessingr risks to 1w man health and (lie environmnent,. and selct ion of remedial act ions.

12
13 Tim report presents tile results of an aggregate area management study (AAMS) for the

14 U Plant Aggregate Area located1 in the 200 Art-,~t--SDf~fiin fEeg
)15 Hflnforkie-uWnlifgfl-tte Tetuywlprvdes the basis for initiating I/FS

16 under CERCLA or under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility

17 Investigations (RFI) and Corrective Meaisures Studies (CMS). This report also integrates

Is RCRA treatment, storage or (disposal (TSD) closure activities with CERCLA and RCRA past

19 practice invest igat iolls.
20
21 This chapter describes thle overall AAMS approach for the 200 Areas, defines the

22 purpose, objectives arnd scopeC of the AAMS, and summrarizcs the quality assurance (QA)

2 3 program and contents of the report.
24
25
26 1.1 OVERVIEM~
27
28 1 e400 -2fX-Y(Xf~i-flIO Aifbfel~y4 teni,,,d on fl-, E.A' s NPL. The 200

29 Areas, located near thle center of the Hanford Site, encompasses the 200 West, East and

30 North Areas which contain reactor fuel processing and waste management facilities.

31
32 Under thie Hfanford Federal Facility Agreement and consent Order (Tri-Party

33 Agreement), signed by the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), DOE, and

34 EPA (Ecology et a]. 1990), the 2(X) NPL Site encompasses the 200 Areas and selected

35 portions of the 600 Area. The 200 NPL Site is divided into 8 waste area groups largely

36 corresponding to the major processing plants (e.g., B Plant and T Plant), and a number of

37 is olated operable units located it) the surrounding 600 Area. Each waste area group is

38 further subdivided into one or more operable units based onl waste disposal informiation,

39 location, facility type, and other site characteristics. The 200 NPL site includes a total of 44

40 operable urnits incluiding 203 in thle 200 Ea-st Area, I 7 inl thle 200 West Area, I in the 200

4I No rthI Area, a rid 0 i o ated Iperabl uimits. Trhe intent (of (lefining operable units was to

M WII 1'2'2(AILI



4 Flc IiI Pils uicuici il~' tclni~ ip;Iiiuiitklv ?' RCIZA 'ISDI)gil)5 withini tile

200 A.\icas 11 Inhwillc l. osed Mi periiiit1d (11fm olerat tilli or postclosure care) In

t~accordanuce It Illte \\ ISli melon01 St Ite D.AIII Ce nS Waste RCJ!lltions (WAC 1 73-303). Tile

7 TM.) faid lilies are- oftenl aSsociated~ wvitlh an operable Unit andl are reqiI redl 1) ble addIressedl

S Concurr-fently w\'ill past -piaCt ice aIctivities under tile Tri-IPan y Agreement.

I0 This AAN!S IS 011C f tenll tedIS that will provide the basis for past practice activities

I I f'or operable uitls in tile 2001 AreaS. InI addlition, tile AAMIS will be collectively usedl in thc

12 inlitial development of an area-wide groundwater model, arid conduct ot' an initial site-wide

13 risk assessmlent. Recent changes to the 'Fri-Party Agreement (Ecology et al. 1991), and the

1~4 Ilanfilud PA.s- Paimce .'t-tehi,' document (Thonmpson 1991) establish thle need and provide

I5 the f ramiework for conduct inc AAMIS in the ?(10 Areas.

17
i 8 1.1.1 'Fri-Pa.rty Agi-eviniit
19
20 Tile Tni-Party Agreement was dlevelopedl and signed by representatives from the EPA,

21 Ecology, and DOE in May 1989, and revised in 1990 and 1991. Thle scope of the agreement

22covers all CERCLA past practice, RCRA past practice, and RCRA TSD activities onl the

23 Haniford Site. The purpose of the Tni-Party Agreement is to ensure that the environmental

24 impacts of past and present activities are investigated and appropriatey, remlediated to protect

25 human health and the environment. To accomplish this, the Tn-Party Agreement provides a

26 frdimework and schedule f'or developing, priorit izing, implementing and monitoring

27 applrop~riate respoinse act ions.

29 The 19.91 revision to thle Tni-Party Agreement requires that an aggregate area approach

30 be implemented in tile 200 Areas based onl the Hanford Paist-Practice Str-ategy (Thompson

31 1991). This strategy requires thle conduct of' AAMS which are similar in nature to an RI/FS

32 sepn td.Te'r-Party Agreement change pacag (Eooye 91) specifies that

33 10 Aggregate Area Management Study Repots (AAMISR) (mna jor milestone M-27-00) are to

34 be prepared for thle 200 Areas. lumilier (definitton of aggregate areas and the AAMS

35 approach is providled in Sect ions 1 .2 and 1 .3.
30
37
38 1.1.2 IMinford Site PatPractice Strategy
31)
401TeIafu 'v 'wrc trtgy was developed between Ecology, EPA,adDO

4I to St reaiimline flie e'Xist ing RI / 1 and 1(1 ]CNIS processes. A primary objective of this

Wl IC IfI 'I/;ltf~~h
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I tratcIZV is to dcwso ah)Ip~c to iil tle. ,,t~jtjltOrV requ(lIrementcIs and integrate CERCLA

RI [San R'R lis lncic l E/C'M Iejll:ancc into at sin , ptlar process for the 1anford

Sit: ti~L ~~ni lmotc$.tioil ot, Imiilml 1w;Ill and welltare- and tile cns'ironnient. The strategy

-1 I Ji1iCS tile k\lti pa~t practic CL lCi~i~f -ikitg process as (letinied in the Tri-Parly

Aocrellielit.HI '11w tiiiiii'lt.il prIinciple ot the strajtegy is it hias-t'Or-actiOl lby optimling thle

ucot existiner dalat iilerat i t pract ice withI RCRA TSD1 closure investigatons,

Owusu theRI's process, conducting interim remtedial actions, aind reaching early

kk-cltIIns to initiate anid c"illllplC cledilluh) protects oil ho011 oper-able-unit ad~ aggregate-area

'-I \ele. The 11tliiiae i~oal lh-Mne is the c(omllprehiensivye clea nuip or closuire of all contaiinated1

I 0 areas at fihe H anford Site at thle earliest possible date in thle most effective: manner.

1 2 The process tinder thlis strategy is a cont i nunm of' activities whereby the effort is

13 drefinled based upon knowledge gained ats work progresses. Whereas the strategy is intended

14 to strear! inc invest igat ions and dolcunmentat ion to promote the use of interimn actions to

15 accelerate clcaritp, it Is consistent with RI/E S and RFI/CMIS processes. Ani imlportant

I I) Clenment of, tis s t rategy is the app!licat ion of' thle observational approach, inl which

1 7 t-ha racteri/.at ion datli are collected conicuirrent ly with cleanup.

I 9For the 200) Areas thle first step in tile strategy is thle evaluiation of existing inforniation

201 presented in AAMSR. Based on fltis informiation, dlecisionls will-be are made regarding

21 which strategy path(s) to pursue for furthter actions inl tile aggre !ate area. The strategy

22 includes three pathis f'or Interim decision making and at final remledy-selection process that

23 inlcorp~orates thle three paths and Integrates sites not add(ressedl ir, those paths. As shown on

24 Figure 1 -2. thie three paths f'or dtecisioni making are the following:
25
26 0 ExpeditedI response actioni (ERA) path, wheire an existing or near-term

27 una1"cceptable health or ctivirooiiental risk from a site is determined or suspected,

28 and at rapid response is necessary to itiigatc tile problem

30) 0 Inuterimi remedial measure (I RNI ) path, where existing data are sufficient to

31 Indicate that the site poses aI risk through one or more pathways and additional

3 2 invest igations are not nleedled to screen the likely range oft remedial alternatives
33 f ritrmatin; if' a deteriniation is imade that an IRM is jsiid h

34 process will p~roceedls to select anl IRMI remnedy and inay-iteltide at focused FS, if

35 neeto select aI remedy
36(
37 * LimilitedJ field i ive%( igat lonl (I,11.) pathI, w here iinitim site data are needed to

38 suipport I RM or oIther dlecisio~ns, and etm-be is obtained in a less formal manner

39) than t hat needed to suipport a final Recordt of' Decision (ROD). It-mity-be

10 (ttiermniitl m (Datfa generatedl from a1 1-II is may be su ffic ient to dIirect ly

'.5H 1ff /1 2))11.16A tPH)t
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supr mU~O~ll 1intenin P( Mt. PCeiLnrlcS of 111C SCOpe of' tile LFI, it is ai part of' tile

1 prces mnd not1 a Nlibstitlitl' for it.

3
4 The process of fiim reniedy selectilon imust be completedI for [ihe aggrcgate area to

5 reach closure. The aggregation ot' in formiat ion obtained from LF1 and] i nterimi actions may be

0 suf ficient to performn the cumutlative risk asscssnicnt and] to define the final remedy for thle

7 aggregate area or associated operable mits. If' the data are not suffticienlt, adlditional

8 investigations and studies, will be pert Oned to thle extent necessary to support final remedy

i) select ion. These invest igat ionls wonuld be performed within thle framiew.ork and process

I 0 defined for RI/ES or RH!CNIS prograums.

'13 1.2 200) N11I, SITE AGG(REG;ATlE AREA MIANAGEMENT STUD)Y PROGRAM
14
15 Thle overall ap~proach an(l scopeC of' thle 200 Areas AAMS program is based onl thle Tni-

_16 Party Agreement and thle Ilai fOrd Past- Practice Strategy.

17
is
19 1.2.1 Overall Approach
20
21 As defined in tile 1991 revision to tile Tri-Party Agreement, thc AAMIS program for

22 thle 200 Areas consists of condutcting a series of ten AAMS for cighitsourcc (Figures 1-3 and

23 1-4) and two groundwater aggregate areas delineated in thle 200 East, WVest, and North

24 Areas. Table 1-1 lists tlie aggregate areas, the typ~e of study and associated operable units.

25 Withi the exception of' 200-1UJ-6, isolated operable units associated with the 200 NPL site

26 (Figure 1-5) are not included in the AANIS program. Generally, thle quantity of existing

27 information associated with isolated operable units is not considered sufficient to require

28 study onl an aggregate area basis prior to work plan development. Operable unit 200-IU-6

29 will-Ibe is addressedl as part of' the B Plant AAMS becauise of similarities in waste

30 management units (i.e., pond~s).
31
32 The eight source AAMIS are (designed to evaltiate source termis onl a plant-wide scale.

33 Source AAMIS will-Ihe are conducted for the following aggregate areas (waste area groups)

34 which largely correspond to thle iniaor processing plants including thle following:

35
36 0 U Plant
37
38 0 Z Plantl
39
40 * S Plant
41

W C I I'l 21 V9?' 14t6A, R1: )

1 .W

- A".IN



SCT !I!IIIIh 4ok
A 1  20 Norl

The~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~I gruI.ac hcnat th 0 raswi 'eisivsiatdudrto rudae
12 AANTS (in ;in Arca-wide scale (i~e., 1-00 Wet ad20EtAes.!rudae grgt

13 ra wer dcPte to nops h egah eesayt eieadudrtn

0 aprorithe src iate Ir deeroigc onc teptual Arand num-eriine igrudate irr wools. wte

18 TAS U.n anAeawiden ofal En~erg, RichlVstad~ 0() ifis Areas) Of-c rDOELfuncla~ grgteon

20 area/ore I lo.! rfunt(io ts leroi "Ladth Rcmeorpy Agncsyt (Table and) Trud eridih
21 4 loal I erologic regime, anti the;(liatsrerutdion. n regulttion and inracin of otaminantrsso
22 teantn froIi sour th terios estaihed Th re grundwate aggegte aeae tareg osieg.d in
23 a EpoRiAt jsiid?) (Figure 1-2) ri ll cneptuacl and~ mmnei l, maidate n odel tre

I4S alis TheUse mepetinnt wlo nernaly. rittnd thertcope ofil ffic sew (DfoE-) ntions
25 a thlad agcy forl theIle and aAtios tan. Dempleniong mlones pfoc AAMS, aeP

20 acndr Fcotogy fuit nal. t199e ad Ruplatory Ancy (Tle1-.Al AII Throug peoi

227 hAM subme sSconthay Decisionts abihardeied in the f r Pa-rtic Agraetg (eg.s i

28 informiational dIocumnts,
29
30
31 1.2.2. Process 0verview
32
33 1Ri-ch i\AMS wfil114e voduve& in consists of three steps: 1) the -ialysis of existing
34 data arid t )rinii ilat i ' of a preliminary coniceptualI model , 2I) identification of data needs arid
35 evalIuat ion of' remned ialI techniolog ies, arid 3) conduict of limuited field ctiaracterizat ion activities

30 ifl4.-feJm~ft-prepftritifi. Steps I and 2 ar comiponents of an AAMISR. Step 3 is a parallel
37 effort for which separate rcports will be produced.
38

39 '~Tic first and(Immai~iry task of the AAMIS invest igat ion process involves the search,
40 orulpitkit io andI Cv;ml:Iatol of vxisting data. Iiiforma~tion ttit-wilI-be collected for these

- f A I fi ll,
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7
8 Site Conditionis niclin g th litc phs~loviuripiy, geoloigy. hydlrololy, meteorology,

* dciii ii an ;If rcliacotog'

I * L11\iroitheftal mionitorini, datai I'or allectl lne(Imia including air, surface water,

12 sediitiefl moil. grotindwater and hiota.

13
714 Collectively this iilonnat ion will-he is used to identify contaminants of con1cern,

15 determine the scope of future characterization efforts, and to develop a preliminary
16 conceptual model of the aggregate area. Although dlata collection objectives arc similar, the

* 17 t pes of inf'onnation collected will depend on whether the study is a source or groundwater
18 AANIS. The data collection step serves to avoidl duplication of previous efforts and
1 Q ftacilitates a more focused investipation by the idlent ificat ion of (data gaps.
20
21I Topical reports referred to as Technical Baseline Reports "Hll--e arc initially prepared
22 to summariz'e facility inloniiation. These reports will describe individual waste management
23 units and unplanned releases contained in the aggregate area as identified ii the Waste
24 Infornmation D~ata Systemn (WIDS) (WVIIC 1991Ia). The reports are based on review of current
25 and historical Hanford Site rcports. engineering drawings and photographs and are
26 supplemented with site inspections and employee interviews. Informiation contained in the
27 reports wil-e is summarized] in the AANISR. Other topical reports are used as sources of
28 informationi in the AANISR. These reports are as follows:
29
30 * U Plant Geologic andl Geophysics Data Package
31
32 0 Z Plant Geologic and Geophysics Data Package
33
34 0 S Plant Geologic and Geophysics Data Package
35
36 0 T Plant Geologic and Geophysics Data Package
37
38 J'UREX Geologic and Geophysics Data Package
39
40 11T4 Plant Geologic and Geophysics Data. Package
41



) * (ilorkc G1 tlpi a7;ed oysics Data PackakarC

7 0 llv.drologic Model for the 200) West Groundwater Aggregate Area

k) a liydrolopic Model for the 200 Fast Groundwater Aggregate Area

1I * Unconfined Aquifer Hydrologic 'rest Data Package for the 200 West
12 Groundwater A\ggregate Area
1 3
14 * Unconfincd Aqutifer Hydrologic Test Data Package for tile 200 East Groundwater

15 Aggregate Area
16 7
17 * Confinled Aquifer Hydrologic Test Data Package for the 200 Groundwater

I SAggregate Area Matnagemen~lt Studies

20 & Groundwater Field Characterization Report
21
22 0 200 West Area Borehole Geophysics Field Characterization
213
24 a 200K FEast Area Borehole Geophysics Field Characterization
25
26 The general scope of thle topical reports related to this AAMSR is described in Section
27 8.0. eel yileripe-rxr*- IIe-gnredfr-ssornal-otftgr
28 arpiwdtw il lt'-t-en-riusytonil-r-ir1fri.d--fwin--ifn
29 ( e) x re-ot IIittei-wt-i litidelu fie.
30
31 If'ormation onl waste sources, pathways, and receptors will-be-is used to develop a
32 p~reliminary conceptual model of' thle aggregate area. In the preliminary conceptual model,
33 the release mnechanisms and transport pathways are identified. Ifthe conceptual
314 understanding of' the site Is considered inadeqluate, limitedl field characterization activities can
35 be undertaken as part of* the study. Field screening activities pittfi"ule-tdeF

36 occurring in parallel with and as part of tlie AAMIS pr~ocess iiicluice thre following:
37
18 * imip udd gro urdwatc r miimitori ug prog rains (non Contract Laboratory Program)
3() ;it appro~ximai~tely 80 select existinrg wells to identity contain ants of concern and(
410 retinc ymi( iiwater plriiii Iiipl)

I V



II ()t, Ii\,aiU f uiaui cillittin l' adioliilcli(k5s at approi m~~iately 10 selected
tC\iuli! horcI1oI's pertI it'a ;I[L-I to delC\Cop rai(iocelicint concentration
p)1 of i Cs' ill thc x\idow /01ik,

WVells, 11mioIcS, and aulltk-\ will k. are \CIccicdl lasied oil a review of' existing
0 enxioiuuiiltail data %%hich~ will Ibe is uundertaikci carly inl the AANIS prioess5. Field

7 eliaunictcrii/tioii results will h~e presente-d later Ii top~ical repouls.

Alter thie preliminary conceptual model is dleveloped,. health and environmental
I1) concerits are identified. The puirpose of (his dletermhination is to provide one basis for
I I detenii ining recoinmendat ions and prioritization for subsequent actions at waste nmanagemlent

12 nit. pe~uniary- ~otn i Iapplicable or relevant a nd approp~riate requirements (ARARs)
13 and p~otent ial remed ialI technologies will-be are idlcrtitied. Ini cases wvhere t hc existing

-. 14 information is sufficient, the Flanforo' Pasi-Pr-actice 51rategy allows for a focused FS or CMS
I5 to be in ,t iatedl prior to the completion of the stuidy.
10l
1 I7 Data needls wit I-be are Identi fied by evaltiat i g the suifficiency of' existing data and by
I S dleterin iing wvhat add it ionial data are necessary to adlequately characterize the aggregate arca,
I ~) refine lie preliminary conceptuial model and potenitial ARARs, and/or narrow the range of
20 remnedijal a Iternat ives. Diceeinmat ions wilIt-be are made regarding the level of uncertainty
21 associated wvithI existing dlata and the needl to vify or suipplement the data. If additional data

22 ire needed, the intended data uses will-b~e are identified, data quality objectives (DQO)
2 3 established and data priorities set.
24
25 Each AAMISR will resuilts inl management recommendations for the aggregate area
26 including the following
27
28 * The need for ERA, IRNI. and LFI or whether to retain in the final remedy
29 selection Path
30)
31 * Definition andl lrioritliatioil of operable uniits
32
33 * Priorit i/atioii o xwrk plan actixities

34
35 * Integration of* RCRA TISI) closure activities
30~
37 * The Condulict 0f I'lld characterization actixvities
38
3() Tihie iieedIM ti-taaility studlies.
401
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I * I~dont itication1 of, waste niaenei units ;ldrse nirely titider other"
opera!toiim p)ro~grains

.1 The waste tnmlaelinen i units reconimincd for FTA, IRMN, or LFI actions are

S considered higher priority units that reqirei- rApid response, LAower priority waste
ninceetiunits will renlelally fol low thle Conventional process for RI/FS. Inl spite of' this

7i is! iict ion inl the Ipriormy of' sites, RI! S activit ics will he coniducted fbor all the waste

1 iti1uiilietnent unis. Ill the easec of' the hipher priority waste manarement tinits, rapid respofise

operit ions wxill be f'ol lowed 1 1V Conlvent joila I PI! S activities, although these activities may hle

I mod-lodli because of' knowkledge g!ained tlimotlmi tile relinediationl activit ies. Ill thle ca:;e of" file

I lower priority waste mianagetment tin ;itsa area-wide RI/FS wvill he prepared which

1 2 enopsses thlese sites.
13
1.4 Baseod onl the AAIS R, a decision is made onl Whether the study has providled sufficient

1 5 I nfwrinat ion to f'ore-o ft her field Invest igat ions andl prepare a FS . If-hirther-field

1I iigetiousto,-re-rt (uire-1-U Ani RI/ES wvork plan (which may be limlited to LFI activities) -

17 wilbe developed anid execuited. Tlit-scpe--tureok-~llWl4hf~Y4Ut~±
1 8 futf-smpigfdinlfdlh Tl;Te hack ground in f'onnat ion normially required to

19 support the preparationi of" a work p~lan (e.g., site description, conceptual model, DQO, etc.)

20 is developed inl the A AlMS R--af l-beefee eYt&rif igly. The future work plans will

21I refecrencc information f'rom the AAMISR. They will also include the rationale for sampling

22 andl analysis, will present (detailed, unit-specific DO n vl ute eeo hsclst

23 models its the data allows. In some cases, (here may be insufficient dlata to support .ny
'1 furthier analysis than is provided in the AAMISR. so anl added level of detail in the work plan

25 may not be feasible.
26
27 All tenl AAMS ate scheduled to be complJletedl by September 1992. This will facilitate a

28 coordi nated a pp roachI to priorit iing and Imiplemnent ing f'utuire past practice activities for the

29 entlire 20(0 Areav
30
31
32 1.3 PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND) OBJECTIVES
33
34 tiurposeif" con)uli i ug ani AANI S is to Compile and evaluate tile existing body of

35 k n w ledge and co nduct li mited field( characterizat ion work to support thle Hlanfor-d

30 aQ f'flIic(( deiUi'5' lcisioni making l)rocess for anl aggregate area. Thle AAMIS process is

37 siuliar in) nat tire to tilie RI I Ps scopi ug I)rock.-N prior to work plan (developmnent and is

3 Y lintended to iiiaxiili/C tle uise of' exititig (Lila !o allow a more limited and tousedi RI/ES.
3') lDelicrahbtes I) i a AANIS consist (it' the AANISR and hecalth and saf'ety, project

-11ll



1)rah' A\

SlIcCi*ti obicci ivcs ()I the ANIS inchidc t he follow IIW;

3 * 1 \ssc.."'eble mnid ilitcTrCt C\Isiil! &d;t inludI~ing ()jKrai(1IJI jjjl cniroienltal daita

4
5 * Describe suc Cond~it ions

6
7 0 Conduct limIlited IICNV siteC Charallceru/i k )f work 11' data or inuterp~retaItion

S uncertI-111n CoulId lie redticed by thie work

10 () De1)velop a prel iinary coticl)midl m1odelI

J-- 12 0 Idenitify contain i na tts of' concern, and their distribution
z,13

14 * Identify peiirypotential ARARs

-*.15 

l
lb De ine preliminary remedial action objectives, screen potential remedial

17 technologies, and it' possible providle recomimendlat ions for focused FS

19 * Recommend tireatabil ity v tudies to support the evaluation of remedial actiont

20) alternaties
21

2 Define data necdis. establish general DQ() and sct data priorities

23
24 Provide recomnnd~at ions for exlpediiedi,-in~fimii-f-Iifflied ERLA, IRM, LFI or

25 other actions
26
27 0 Redefine and] prioritize, as data allow, operable unit lboundaries

28
29 0 Define and prioritize, as data allow, work plan and other past practice activities

30 with) emphiasis On suipporting early cleanup actions and records of decisions

31
32 * Integrate RCRA TSD closure activities with past practice activities.

33
34 Informnation on single-shell and doublc-.shell tanks is presented in Sections 2.0 and 4.0.

35 The AAMISR is not intended to address reniediation related to the tanks. Nonetheless, the

36 tank infonination is presented because known and suspected releases from the tanks may

37 influence tin: interpretation of contamnination data at nearby waste management units.

38 Informnation on other facilities and buildings is also presented for this same reason. However

39 because tlhex structures are addressed by other programs, the AAMSR does not includc

40 recommendations for further action at these structures.
41
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I I )Dcp~2ihuim onl \kthlci i l 't;t ; it iTC .iSuceo rouiilIwvtcr ai !i cgatc aicai, the

* \cupc (if thlt *.AAMN will \ .11icsy. Stuliic ,\ANIS loctus oil source tcrmns, aind the

3 cil\ iolulil idiilia (11 iicicsi includc air., hiul, sulIfac waiter, surface soil, andi( the

.1 MiSluitacdl N1iib"mtiiL.'~ mill. Ackcoidiul'.\, detailed (lescriptiolls of' facilities and( operational

) intoriilt~iiill ale- piOiidi Ii tho source A.ANISR. Ini cointrast,. grouindwater AANIS Ikocus onl

he satuirateti siilvil icc and onl vmniidwaiter conitaIlluillt loll (lata. IDesc ripti olls of' falcilities Inl

the iouiwa A\NISR :11c hillitcd to liquid( kdisposal f'acilities ad~ refer-ence is mlade to

S onrcc .\ANISIZ fr detailed fecriptioii\ Thec dcscriptioii of' site Coniiions Ii source

AA NI S couiccut ratl c u s ite phvsii igniphy,~ met eoroloigy,. su rfacc wate r hydrology, vadlosc

10 ii onc e logv . colog-y. and dtiru g raphy. Girouindwater AAM SR summarize ret' jonal

I I rcollydrhioric Condit ions and contiain (Ictlilcef inlOrilioll reg'ardinig the local geohiydrology

I 2 onl anl Area- wide scalc. Correspondiingly, other sect ions of the AAMSR vary depending onV

13 the enlvironmental media of' coiiccrn.

14

15 
T SUAC

16 1.4 QUALIT ASU NC

17
1s A limited amount of' field characterization work will-4e is performned tt-pmrt in parallel

19( with preparation of' the AAMIS report. To helpf ensure that data collectedl are of sufficienlt

20 quality to support i sos-lIwr-o-
2 I f ) Oler5? 3"l M~ suai Acuau'- DO- -~le-eanhh~A (IY

23 It upst i te$ At ieriott -Si eiel t 4-elt tiaI gine-Q-ud ie-ANU PI-44"l

24 QA-rot f-itIiIfti(tt y- 4t i-it Il-i yf te -O)rtje, I-ao iit ies--odtmed-t~he

.25 1-Htird--Site-,

7 ~~To - ettlure- lift(- (lie okfye v~li e -reie-eliii-t-fef-t--ntlfe

28 c~itn- tI-()4RL re-~()4 ~lO-L~3~QuiyA~rlcall work will

29g be pcrlbrmced Ii compliance wit Ii West inghiouse H anford 's existing QA manual, WHC-CM-4-

30 2 ( VIIC I 9)8a) and with 1i rocedutres otiIned in the QA programn plan, WI-IC-EP-0383

31 (WI IC 1 990a)~ specific to CERCLA RI/ES activities. This QA program plan describes the

32 various plans, procedlures, and insinictions that will lbe uisedl by Westinghouse Hanford to

33 imiplemnent tilt OA iqmrmct--X-I~dr 7 QA

30 1.5 O)RG ANIZATIO( N OF' R EPORT
37
3$ Iinli iil to th intriouctiuon, the AANISR will consists of the f'ollowing nine sections

I~~~ ~ ~ I I o1 f, H



* Scr C1I11 2 il I I, lit Ii~cs itd I pvitou 1I listory i ~pifs (esCrit)cs the

IItIJI0i fA~tcic", \ \leINW itiei~' tint!'. ,ild( III)JAIIilI rele Se Withinl thle

3 ;te'guctite tiC.I. A clotlotk)gN Of %%'i '.le dklspsl ac .iS is-sAhhliled ~iild watSte

0 Sect ion 3.0, S IC ('onditionIs, de-Sciil'Sc the physical, . eivironenal, and(

7 soc ioloe , ~al selli it ncl ii Iv , eo logy, hiydr-ology, e'cology, mneteorology , and]

8 dlInograhv.

10) Sect ion 4.0, Pre Iiiniffl ry Coniceptual Nlo'el, sn in iia rizes tile conceptual

II tinderstanditig of' thle agg regale areai wit It respect to types aind extent of'

*12 cnaialiexsr pathways :til( receptlors.

13
14 * Sect ion 5.0, Health and Entvironmental Concerns, identifies chiemicals used or

15I disposed within thle aggregate area that could be of' concern regarding public

16 hecalth and/or the envlironmnti and describes and applies thc screening process for

A17 determining thle relative priority of followv-up action at each waste management

18 unit.
19

20* Sectin 00 Potenltially Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements,
21 identifies federal and state standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that

22) may be considIeredl relevant to the aggregate area.
23
24 * Section 7.0, Preliminary Remedial Action Technologies, identifies and screens

25 poteintial remedial technologies and establishes remedial action objectives for

26 envi ronmnentalI media.
27
28 * Section 8.0. Data Quality Objectives, reviews QA criteria onl existing dlata,

29 idlentities data gaps or (lt ciencies. and Oitetifies broad data needls for field

30 characteri/al ion and risk~ assessment. Tile DQO and (lata priorities are
31 esrahlistied.
32
33 * Section 9.0, Recommendtc 1(atlonls, providles gu idance for f'uture p~ast practice

34 activities, based on (lie results of' thle AAMIS. Recommendations are provided for

35 ERA at problem sites, IRM, LFI, ref-iig operable unit boundaries, prioritizing

36 work plans, and condnci g Field invest igat ions and I reatabilI ty studies.

37
38 * Section 10.0, Retferenices, list repotsi nl documentlls cited inl tile AAMSR.

39 * Appendix A. Stipplemntoa Data, provid1es suipplemental data supporting the

40 AANMSR.
41
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I ll~~~Th t,(IUk\k IwH 1)171"l ! arc itdr& andh will 1w tl'&( to Support01 past practice activities ill

N * ,~\pp('Liil I): Rit)a NIaii 1j'illcflt Ph~li

I 0 Comnmunity whl(ns requiremnts for the U Plant Aggregate Area cun be found in the
C ommni,nt Rehlnois Phil) fin- fit,' lawiford Fedcral Faicility Agreeentt and Consent Order

12 (FColo,(' et al. I1)10)).
13
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Waste in in ige ie otiunits and ulnpi annerichxs whlich will be dp*itn-CJtwith entirely

- by other prograins v . re. not subjected to th~w datai evaluation efitefitt process. T-his includes units and

imuplanned rele which Jre within the scope of' lte Single-Shell Tank Program, Surplus Facilities

4 Ir ogramn, and Dfleense Waste Management Piog.ranil

0 A majority of faoilities addressed included in lte data evaluation fall within the scope of the Single-

7 Shcll T'lnk Program. Thie activities associated with closure ot' the 200-UP-3 Operable Unit single-shell

8 tank sites haye separate I la 6tFde Tri- Party

0 Ai.rccrient) milestones and any recominiendat ions for disposition of these units and associated

uLn planned releases will he dev eloped as part the ongoing programn addressing the single-shell tanks.

It [I nits 1W soctd with the 2W-)4Pl'- O)perable Unit that were not evaluated include sirngle-sliell

12 taniks and associated diversion hwxes, vauilts, catch tanks, and high-level waste transfer linies.

13
14 w4Hankuwdrett-4-nt s n i 49 singl

15 in~wh~2&-
* 16 eyFre ilin r

-- 17 i iItfri-e-i--h .i-pliig--Ale4h4Fsi4-kwie-f-ke4na safe intcrifn

I 8 ~undcrthe National

20
21

25 a c-mafageen4SlUd,-Fepe

26 (-AAMSR-k-
27
28 A discussion of the four decision-making paths shown on Figure 9-1:: ERA, IRM, LFI, and

29 final remedy selection, is provided in Section 9. 1. Section 9.2 provides a discussion of the waste

30 management units grouped under each of these paths. A discussion of regrouping and prioritization

31 of the waste management units is provided in Section 9.3. Recommendat ions for redefining operable

32 unit boundaries and prioritizing operable units for work plan development is--are also provided in

33 section 9,3. No additional aggregate area-based field characterization activities are recommended to
134 be undertaken ;is a continuation of the AAMS. All recommendat ions for future characterization needs

35 (see Section 8.0) will be more fully developed and implemented through the remedial investigation

36 WOI/feasibility study (F'S) (RCRA Facility Investigation (RIIl)/Corrective Measuresi Study ICMSI)

37 work plans. Sections 9).4 and 9.5 provide recomm iendat ions for focused feasibility and treatability

38 stiudiies, respectively,
39
40
41 9.1 t)LCISION MAKING CRITRIA
42
43 The criteria used for assessing the miost expeditious remnediatiomi process pathway are based

44 primarily on) urgency for action and whether site datat are adequat to proceed along a given pathway

45 (1 gure 9-I), All units and uniplannted releases that are not completely addressed under other Hanford

WFTC, 12/3-l9-92/0125 IA



I 'itc prl 111M111 .ir e a 'Wsl 111c th daa e\' lujatioti process. All ot' thle Units and( releases that are -A

ad sedinl thw dhi'i Cvaluat~w i tocevs hity- letin are initially evaluated at, caniaes for an ER

S tcs whecre aicl eCIaseL hX 0,:iiiC~ ed or i 111itethe it't-k considere.d canditdates for iti-LRAS.

4~~~~~~ ( 'odtosta mih rge anl LR"A are thle decteitlination of an unacCepta)ic health or

5 env ironnmental risk or ;I short ine frame avail able to miitigateI jthpobe ('lliofjtflpo 1991).eult

7 can1didaite [IRA units xce .2valtuated against aI set of' critefia to determine whether imfnfie44Hftl

S .ktl wtto ~l ltrmf -0 humanin h~ i ~for exposure to unacceptable

health ort env ironmental risks cx isi , t1ilts and u npl antied releases that are recommended for ERAs

1 0 \kill undergo aI to~rial evaluaition foll1owing the selectiotn pro ess outl ined in WIIC ( 199 1lb).

ItI
*12 Waste man3Iageme1nt uinits and unplanned releases that are not recommended for an ERA

13 continue throuigh thle data evaluation process. Sites continuing through the process that potentially

14 pose a high risk (reter ito Section 5.0). become candidates for an IRM. The criteria used to determine

15 a potential for high risk, thereby indicating at high priority site, were the Hazard Ranking System

16 MIRS) score used for nominating waste management utilts for CERCLA cleanup (40 CFR 300), the

17 Modified Hazard Rankilng System (millkS) scores, surface radiation survey data, and rankings by the

-- 18 Environmental ProtWMsO P'rogrami (lluckfeldt 1991Ib). Units and unplanned releases with HRS or

19 mHRS scores greater than 28.5 (the CELRCLA cleanuip criterion) were designated as candidate IRM

20 sites. Units and unplanned releases that did not have an HRS score were compared to similar sites to

21 establish an estimated HRS score. Sites with surface contamination greater than 2 mR/h exposure

22 rate, 100 ct/min beta/gamima above background or alpha greater than 20 ct/mmn were also designated

23 as candidate IRM sites. In addition, surface contanmination sites which had an Environmental

24 Protection Program ranking of greater than 7 were ftohff-allso designated as candidate 1kM sites.

25 The candidate IRM sites are listed in Table 5-1, which summarizes the high priority sites. Candidate

26 IRM sites were then further evaluated to determine if anl IRM is appropriate for the site. Candidate

27 1kM sites that did not meet the IRM criteria were placed into thle final remedy selection pathway.

28

29 For certain units and unplanned releases, it wws recognized that remedial actions could be

30 undertaken under an existing operational or other Hanford Site program (e.g., Single-Shell Tank,

31 RARA, or Surplus F~acility programs). As a result, recommendations were made that remedial

32 actions be undertaken (partially or completely) outside the 2(X AAMS past practice program. Units

33 or unplanned releases that could lie addressed only in part by another program (e.g., surface

34 contatmination cleanuip uinder thie RARA program) remained in the 200 AAMS data evaluation process

35 for further consideration. If' it cannot be demonstrated that these sites will be addressed under the

36 operational program within aI time framie comnpat ible with thle past practice program, they will be

37 reaiddressud by the 2(0) AAMIS proicess,

38

39) i nits and unplanned releases recommended for complete disposition under another program

40) (e.g. single-shell tanks and associated structures under the Single-Shell Tank program) were not

41 cons"idered in II. "(K) AAMS data evaluation proess In addition, potentially new sites that were

42- identified durit, fie AAMS were also not considered, It is recommended that a formal determination

43 he ilalle regarding the regulatory status, oI all new sites following established procedures before they

44are 1 unudered futr ther undei tile 2(W AA MS data evaluation process. Potentially newv sites identified

45 in tOw I l PlattAgrit Area, ale described in Section 2.3. It).

W II1 12/ 19) 92/ti? 1
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NJ1cilI 1ci C Ii1Cl lk IltYki cILII illiti1 iccoiflfleidation for-FPA ERA, Il,11 and IRNI for units
mid I]III) Ia[I Ic I clck c I thin It I I Ctg Aj'j Att' aicaenit p rvided in Sctit)ns 9A1. I and 1). 1.2. Ulnits and

u'Lllalifled i ele Ise', [il t iilitialyadi N sse under aii F'RA , LF-I or IRNI will he first-evaliUated under tile

4 litnal remedy lecinptwy lsis iSCtionl 9. 1 1

6
9.1. .1 F[ped ited Respornse Act ion Paithway'

8
o Candidate FRA site-s are evaluated to determine it they pose an i4rn~feif ljfd-~bs4ant

10 unacceptable heath or environmental risk. All

I I units and unplanned releases other than those recommended for complete disposition under another

12 Hlantord program are assessed against tlie FRA criteria. The Hainford.Past-Practice -Strategy describes

13 conditions that might trigger abatement of a candidate waste management unit or unplanned release
1-4 under an ERA. Generally, these condition.s would rely on a determination oif, or suspected, existing
I or future unieceptablic le,iltl orI environmental risk, and a short tine-frame available to mitigate the
III pri dem. Colnditions inclUde. but are not limited to:
17
i's Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, biota, or the food chain from
19(1 hazardous substances and radioactive or mixed waste contaminants
20
21I Actual or po)tential contamination of drinking water supplies or sensitive ecosystems

23 * Threats oif release ot hazardous substances and radioactive or mixed waste~ contaminants
24
25 * High levels of hazardous substances and radioactive or inixed waste contaminants in soils

26 that pose or may pose a threat to human health or the environment, or have the potential
27 for migration
28
29 * Weather conditions that may increase the potential for release or migration of hazardous
30 substances and radioactive or mixed waste contaminants
31
32 * The availability of'other appropriate feeral or state response mechanisms to respond to
33 thle release
34
35 T *ime required to develop and implement a final remedy
30
3;7 * Further degradation of thle medium which may occur if a response action is not

3 cxpeditiously initiated
39)
40 * Risks of fire or explosion or potential for expo~sure as a result of an accident or failure of
41 a container or handling systemn
42

43 Othe~r situations or 1'actors that may powe threats to human health or welfare or the

44 etiir' m soin
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I Thtse conditions were usLAd as the initial Screening criteria to identify candidate waste

mai~nagemnent units and unplanned releases tor 1R1s Candidate waste management unit-, and releases

that did not meet these conditions were not assessed through the ERA evaluation path, Additionlal

4 criteria for further. detailed screening of E.RA candidates were developed based on the conditions

o~utlincd in the; Tl~'hese additional screening criteria are implicit in

6 Fgurte 9-1 and are described below.

8 The iniial~-next criterion used ito assess the i-f-U"IfllaflfWe-feleits-each ERA candidate is

k) whethier a driving force to anl exposure pathway exists or is likely to exist. Units or unplanned

10 1eleases with contamination that is migrating or is likely to significantly migrate to a medium that can

I I fesult in exposure and harm to humians required additional assessment under the ERA process. Units

12 or unplane rIe~e whrMotaiain ol wpead-migrate and, therefore, potentially require

13 ,.ignificantli, more extensive remedial action if' left unabated were also assessed in the ERA pathway.

14
15 Waste management units and unplanned releases with a driving force were assessed to

16 determine if suf~n4i.n~ nfent-unacceptable health or environmental risk exists from the

17 release. TIhe criteria used to determine n~btriPtiacpal are based on the quantity and

is tpalkiy-concentrat ion oft the release. If the release or imminent release is greater than 100 times the

19 CERCLA reportable quantity for any constituent, the unit or unplanned -release wilremaing in

20 consideration for an ERA. If' the release or imminent release contains hazardous constituents at

21 concentrat ions that are 10R) timies the most applicable standard, the unit or unplanned release continues

22 to be considered for an ERA, In some cases. engineering judgment was used to estimate the quantity

23 and qo dii y-,concent rat ion of' a p~ostulated release. Standards applied include Model Toxics Control

24 Act (MTCA) standards for industrial sites and U1.S. D~epartment of Eneingy and Westinghouse Hanford

25 Company radiation criteria (refer to Section 6.0). The application or t'mese standards does not signify

2 6 they are recognized as ARARs.
27
28 If a release i s-if ftifiem-afd-MdUanfi ia unacceptable with respect to health or environmeintal

29 risk, a technology must he readily available to control the release for a unit or unplanned release to be

30 considered for an ERA. An example that would require substantial technology development before

31 implementation of cleanup would be a tritium release since no established e*o#e4treatmeflt

32 technology is available ftr-to separate low concentrations of tritium-sep*ai*t from water.

33
34
35 -4e an EDA. -Exampl---I-

36 -wul posei h g

41 I 'li next step in the ERA evaluation path involves determining whether implementatlori of the

42 available technology would have adverse consequences that would offset the benefits of an ERA.

41 ' -Aamnples of adverse consequenices incltude: (1) use of tehniologieS that result in risks to cleanup

pet ' nel that are much greater lthan the i ks of' the release. (2) the ERA would foreclose future

W If(C 12/1 11)92 /0154 A
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I remedial actions; and (3) the ERA would prevent or greatly hinder future data collection activities. If

2 adverse consequences are not expected, the site remin-,~ in consideration for an ERA.

4 iThe fi nal criterion is to deterini ne if' the candidate ERA is within the scope of an operational

5 program. Mai ntenance and operation of' active wa-ste management facilities are within thle scope of

6 activities administered by the Defense Waste Management Program. Active facilities include ce~rtain

7 transfer lines, diversion boxes, the 241-tIX-302 Catch Tanik, the 244-U Receiver Tank, the 216-U-17

8 Crib, the 216-Z-20 Crib, aind the 216-U-14 Ditch. Generally, active facilities will not be included in

9 past practice investigations unless operation is discontinued prior to initiation of the investigation.

10 T[he Surplus Facilities and RCRA Closures program is responsible for safe and cost-effective
I1I surveillance, maintenance, and decommissioning of surplus facilities and RCRA closures at the

12 Hanford Site. The Surplus Facilities program is also responsible for RARA activities that include

13 surveillance, maintenance, decontamination, and/or stabilization of inactive burial grounds, cribs,

U 14 ponds, trenches, and unplanned release sites.
15
16 If' the proposed ERA will not address all the contamination present, the unit or unplanned

17 release continues through thle process to be evaluated under a second pathway. For example, surface
18 contamination Cleanup under the RA RA program isa X~peWe~ nta a not address

C 19 subsurface contamination and, therefore, additional investigation may be needed.

20
2 1 Final decision regarding whether ERAs are justified in the aggregate area will be made between

22 the U.S. Department ol' Energy (DO0E), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the

23 Washington Department Of Ecology (Ecology) based, at least in part, on the recommendations

24 provided in this section, results of the final selection process outlined in WIIC (1991b), and

25 availability of resources.
26
27
28 9. 1.2 Limited Field Investigation and Interim Remedial Measure Pathswfly
29
30 High priority waste management units and unplanned release sites were evaluated to determine

31 if sufficient need and information exists such that an IRM could be pursued. An IRM is desired for

32 high priority units and unplanned releases where extensive characterization is not necessary to reach a

33 defensible cleanup decisions. Implementation of' afi-IR-M-RMs at waste management units and
34 unplanned ic~cascs -with minimal characterization is expected to rely on observational data acq .uired

35 during remedial activities. Successful execution of this strategy is expected to reduce both time and

36 cost for cleanup of' units and unplanned releases without impacting the effectiveness of the

37 implemented action.
38
39 Thf- initial step in thie IRNI ass esmtffproees,-cva u at ion path is to categorize the units. The

40 exposure pathways of interest are similar tor each site in a category; therefore, it is effective to

41 evaluate czndidate units as a group. The grotupings used in Section 2.3 (e.g., cribs; tanks and vaults;

42 etc.) will continue to be used to group the units for IRM assessment. This grouping unitsi-approach is

43 especially effective w4,in redtuceing characterization requirements. The I.-ils can be used to

44 characterize a representative unit or units in detail to develop a remedial alternative for the group of

\VIIC. 12/3-19-92102154A
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ullit',. ( bser-vational (la ohtamned duruin- ii pleinitation of' the remedial alternative could be used to
2 mleet uiniit speciftic need".

4 Data adequacy is assessed in the next step. The existing data wefe--are evaluated to determine
5 if: 1) existing data were sufficient to develop a conceptual model and quatlitative risk assessment; 2)
0 the IRINI will work for this pathway; 3) implementing the IRMr will have adverse impacts on the
7 environment, future reniediation activities or data col lectioni efforts; 4) the benefits of implementing
8 thle IRNI are greater than thle Losts. It' data are not adequate an assessment was made to determine if

9 anl 1,1 might provide enough dJata to perh'rni an JRMN. It' an LI-I would not collect sufficient data to
10 perform in IRINI, the unit w~as addressed in thle final remedy selection pathwaty.
I I
12 The final step in the JRINI evaluation process is to assess if' the IRM will work without

7, 13 significant adverse consequI~ences. T[his incltudes: will the IRM be successful? will it create significant
14 adverse environmental impacts (e.g., environmental relea.,es)? will the costs outweigh the benefits?

.7 15 will it preclude future cleanup or data collection efforrs? and will the risks of the cleanup he greater
16 than thle risks of no action? U.n its where remediation is considered to he possible without adverse
17 consequences outweighing benletits of the remediation are recommended for IRMs.
18
19 Final decisions will be made between DOE. EPA, and Ecology on whether particular IRNs are
20 Justified hased, to least in part, on the recommendation provided in this AAMSR, results of a
21 supporting LIA, and availability of' resources.

23
24 9. 1.3 Final Remnedy Selection Ilathwity
25
26 Sites recommended for initial consideration in the final remedy selection pathwaiy are those not
27 recommmended for IRN~s, 1.1-1s, or FRAs of-wtere-and those considered to be low priority sites. It is
28 recognized that all units arid unpilanned release.% within the operable unit or aggregate area will
29 eventually be addressed collectively under thle final remedy pathway to support a final Record of
30 Decision (ROD). Pfesssf~
31 th
32
33
34 The initial step in the final remedy selection process pathwa~y is to assess whether the combined
35 data from the AAMS, and any completed ERAs, IRMs, and LFIs are adequate for performing a risk
36 assessment (kA) and selecting a final remedy. Whereas the scope of an E-RA, IRM, and LFI is
37 limited to individual waste management units or groups of similar waste management units, the final
38 remedy selection pmihwtty will likely address an entire operable unit or aggregate area.
3')
40 If the data are collectively sufficient, an operable unit or aggregate area RA will be performed.
41 If %ufficit.nt data are not availahle, additional needs will be identified and collected.
42
43 N4* hwrh~fit fe ntm iiii hastititI no

44 et*4t Ii tt- dtj 4 fI- -1i iti*ltt t!-4.,, -flfl~t F~ f4i " t ae lm -f
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initial f~ '~~ iti FRA\ IR\I. and jITI ate discussed in Scioni 9.2.1 through 9.2.3,
S Nfitti clv .Nh>-wa'stc aagm units and unplanned releases pro~p )sed f'or initial considerat ion

0 u nkicr We inal reiidY sclkect01 j~0n il p atwo'rc diSCuIssed in Section 9.2,4. Tahle 9-1 provides a
(I summnary )t' the data evaltiatimn process path assessmnent. A summinary of the responses to the decision

I I p~~in the fl towchart ttbIL Ied w. the rleotlillendations, is provided in Table 9-2 .- Nieletmfle

k-# totiefiltlhtIII me~i~ jiti pf.js.tsl tot Stti- 9,? Si F[llowing approval by 0FlO, FPA, and E~coloIgy,

3 ric c rccornrnen1~dIttiOnS %%ill he fileOW dCVClOpeJ ;Ind iImp)1leeted in work plans.-i~~~etn

4 1 ei Ir I~de~ Ic lie It;--dI Sit fI'. fit --h't") F-4ttS-feh I s *i d il4Y0 '

1)~ .2 1 Propoised Sites itir I cklidted Response Actiis

20 Seei"al Ten waste management units and
2! unplanniNd releastes m~taltecieia fomr an FRA prior to determining whether the proposed action

22 WZs within the sc:ope oit an operational progriun. ()ic unit, 2007-W5 Septic Tank and Drain Field
V3 wa(r Comilendedl It ir anI. LRA Six candidate I R A units (cribs with coldlapse potential and surface

24 LContabI flrat ion sites) were rCCOinmcnC~ded 1(r dispo~sition under the RA RA program. Thiree active
25 waste management units, receiving liquid discharges were evaluated as candilate ERA units. 'Ine
26 adtive units were reconunended 1(r disposition under an ongoing Defense Waste Management
27 prog"ramn to discontinue dischiarges fromn liquid effluent to the soil column. A discussion of the
28 recomminendations lir these sift--s-waste management units, are included in this section. Since the
2 9 anltic:ipated response actions are nott exp~ected to fully remediated the ERA sites, all ,is ~units will be
30 included. tor further ille~'. Iui -r-~i niniig-pitiliwity-, data evaluation in the assessment paths.
31
32 9 2. 1, 1 Sites Po tentiall y (7atjin g Su bsu rface Co ntamniiant MIigrat ion. The 2007-W-5 Septic 'rank
33 arid Drain Field is Ic Icated abc rt 50 m ( 104 tt) fromn the center (it' the 2 16-U - I and 2 16-U-2 Cribs.
34 Approximately 12 tiv oit water per day gal are said to he discharged to the drain field. Thiere is thus 4

35 a significant flux ofI water through the vadose zone beneath the site. This water could he remobilizing

36 1jd Ise zlone ccmItmitat iar I that ortiginated ait the cribs. This problem may be especially significant in

37 the pe.rched water /orie above thi i- lisocn caliche layer. At this location, there can be

3K sirv111 I. tt lateral mov(ementil (dt vadoise zone water. T[he septic system could he flushing uranium
39) Conlariia~ted water thlat is, re than 100) t iles the reportable quantity and the quality standards into
40) the tirijetrling dqui Icr

41
42 I he, 2W)7 -W 5 Scj tirc Tank and i amn IField shollmd be intvest igate(] to determine if deactivation

4 1 1. 1W;'s*a 'I fie (0li~i ~ water 11-milr 1II thle facility needs to fie confirmled. It' the value is

44 vnig .Ill a~ll In lvcstig"itiIl fIceI I()141 toe iimadle ill dletermnte it' the liquid is tlushing contaminants

4 1lite 210( 11 i I ? 12 lb I I Irbs It i is, thle c:rib) shou)lId he deact ivated. A L FI is

1 1 V)9 2 A) 1 .1-



r III:IIInendled for tI I is sit 0 afterc t I e I- R A has been comiplIeted to assess i f hazardous cont amiinat ion has
C been d IS Ch1a r 1,ed to ti 0S ite.

3
4 9.2. 1.2 Cribs With Col lapse Potentijal. Four of the older cribs are open wooden structures that could f
5 :Ollapse and potentially expose workers. A sudd(en collapse could bring contaminated dust from the
6 Jiuried crib to the sin faice. Based on tfih inventory data, (Just derived from the bottom of the cribs
7 would be expected to contain rad ionucl ides at several orders of magnitude above reportable quantities
8 anid quality standards. Cribs 210-S-21, 2 16-U-I and 216-UJ-2, and 216-U-8 all have potential collapse

9 problems. An interim stabilization p ni-d~-m~rei4has been completed for the area
10 .,urrounding the 210-Ut1 and 210 U-2 (Cribs.

12 Maintenance and contamination control measures for cribs with collapse potential are
13 implemented udrin I fp uiti- the RARA program. Therefore, interim-actions to
14 nlitiigate environmental releases fromn these facilities will be deftwr-re4 performed under the RARA
15 progr-am. An engineering study is planned under the RARA program for 1993 to evaluate the
16 potentiail for cribcias-2(re--j,
17
18 Response actions such as the addition of clean fill material over the cribs or pressure grouting19 void areas within the crib to prevent collapse may he considered for these-sites wate mranagemfient
20 units. Evaluation and recommendation of response actions for thesw facilities will be performed under
21 the RARA program.
22
2 3 9.2. 1 .3 Active Waste M'vanagemnent Units. Three active liquid effluent units operate within the U
24 Plant Aggregate Area, 2 16-1j-14 D~itch, 216--17 Crib, and 216-Z-20 Crib. Operation of these
25 facilities provides a potential for migration of radioactive contaminants to the groundwater. Efforts
26 are currently underway to evaluate an alternative that could he implemented that would result in
27 deactivation of three facilities% by June 1995. In the interim, hazardous wastes will not be discharged
28 to these units. Evaluation and deactivation of these facilities will remain with the ongoing program
29 and will not be included as part of the past Practices investigation. In addition, investigation of
30 contamination associated with [the facilities will be deferred until after deactivation of the facilities.
31
32 9.2. 1.4 Site-% With Significant Surface Contamination. There are five sites with levels of surface
33 contamination that are high enough to be of' immediate concern. Surface contamination is
34 immediately accessible to humans (i.e., workers) and biota. The potential for transport by the wind
35 or biota is also significant and so surface migration is also a problem It is expected that the releases
36 of radionuclides and potential radiation exposure levels at these sites would be greater than 100 times
37 reportable quantities anid quality standards. The corrective action for surface contamination sites f*l4s
38 is adc'ressedi within the scope of'the RARA program.
39
40 Thle 2 161--14 Ditch has been issued a Surveillance and Compliance Inspection Report (SCIR),
41 arid has been given a ranking of 13 out of 15 possible points. T1his means that the site has high
42 uraeradiation lcvels, that it is accessible, and that there is ongoing surface contaminant migration
431 (fuck heldi 19)911)). Plast samipl ing has also shown that the sediments contain radionucl ide441 4dtrt nt greater thain I100 irines the repo: table qluant ity and qual ity standards. Actions for
45 c olt:l it furface colitJ1n: mat ion of lb is site are currently planned for implementation under the

WlI(' 12,13-19-92/02154A
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RRApi igrain. I'll acI" in111 P,Iadditit 'n to 0t~ 101 it) d icont inue I qu id o,1ttluent discharged to 2 IC)-
L ['14 1Ditch (Sect ion ). 2 1 (1

.4 Surfaice ctiitamntal ilt) exiasts ill :ll area s'Urr)uid iiig 2106-l-1 ;Iand 210-1U-2 Cribs. This area has
S been issued a SCIR and has been given anl Fnv iionmental Protection Programi ranking of 9 (Ilucklfelt
0 191h ). [he area 11ncludI UN-2(X-W- I' Unplanned Release. T[his area is being stabilized as part of'
7 thle interim stabilization plani (RA R, program I.
S

11he 2 1(111- 7 1:renc tl, 11)r-.tij and( 11 L i pled RelIease I I N-200-W - 10 1 are bot h w ith in an area o I
It) Nuttac:e contamination ot up to 3,X)ct/mnl Surtace contamination control activities at this site are

I re:omnmended for evaluat ion and imipleinentatlion under thle RARA program.
12 (-

13 The 207-1 Retentio m IUin c ninius secveral contaminated areas with rad iat ion counts of' up to
14 70.(X) d is/mill. OuI v hallf of (the basin is tiled with water and there is potential wind blown
15 Contaiinant migration frion tlie dry halt. surfacle conttainrat ion control activities at this site are
16 re:ommiiendedl tot evaluation and impleimentationi uinder the RARA program.
17
Is 9.2-1.5 Non-ERA Sites. The primary reason Most silei-waste management units and unplanned
19 releases were not recommended tir FERAs was because of the lack of driving force to an exposure
20 pathway. Inactive cribs, ponds, ditches, and trenches are no longer receiving waste and, therefore,
21 no longerhave artitici il recharge as a driving torce to Move Subsurface contaminants. Natural
22 recharge f'rom local precipitation %ws not considered a significant short-term driving force. Specifics
23 for each waste management unit or unplanned release are provided in Table 9-2.
24
25 A majority of the unplanned release sites either weft-dtkf ftd-ti*-tare iddresmed by the RARA
2() proigramn to eliminatle tilie a irbo rne release pathway or had insufficient quantity and qtml-ity
2 7 concentration of coiitaiminiiton it) quably as an lIRA.
28
29,
3,0 9.2,2 Proposed Sites, for lInterimn Remedial Meas uresA
31
32 Twenty-three oif thle 40 waste nmgtetunits and unplanned releases addressed in the U
33 Plant Aggregate Ares data evaluation ptocess were identified as high priority units (refer to section
34 5.0) and were assessed as candidates for IRNs. All but three of thle 23 units designated as high
35 priority units and unplanned releases were so designated because of high HRS and mIIRS scores.
36 The o)thler unit and unplanned releases, 2 16-LJ-7 French Drain and UN-200-W-101 and
37 11 N-2(X)-W-1I61 lUnplannedl Releases, were designated as high priority because of surface radiation
39 rneasurreents. The Environmnental Protection rankings did not add to the high priority sites because
39 theyv had been included oni the list because of thle other criteria. T1he 216-LJ-8 Crib was not a high
40) priority anit hut was included in tile IR1NI assessment pathwity within (he cribs category because of its
41 slinilarity to thle other facilities. Septic taiiks and drain fields and unplanned release's were two
42 pfi immiary l (sse l units not conlsidered in [tie IRM pathwuy.
43
44 o~~Al f tie 241 cAtthitlte IRMN units or releases met tie citeria for IRM designation- with
4 th1Ve xccption of having ailequate data. Ilfei ehtlft.-ii -H4M' r etitf~~ft~iH h--~t1

I? 17/ It) )21021I A
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2 WOOI ll±t tdittil diti Ito tot' lo4 h't-f (~ Iiill-t yt

-4 pct~e!-w i 0-IRNI -- N It was determined that ,in I Hl co uld gather mufficient dlata for 20 of the 24
uniti, or elas.itetoore. TO1 units and releases rern:tin IRM candidates. A discussion ot' the I+lls is

0 fo ldk i ll Sect in 9.2_;

0 1 P I'll IY.~ l S it C 1i 1,111111C11 I-ild IM) C',111dthilt ACtivities

1w .tcflty ti aste iiilt iicl lits di L recommended to undergo Il.-h-F~-fv-t-h
I e%: 2 ttptimfletited -1 ilt0k I I~u Icient11-i t of f ti it mtt-t*-potiAetN-with -ftfif-l RM-. Thec rationale for IRNI and

13 ITI wvill he: mare completely developed in work plants, however, the following addres~ses possiible
14 considcratittns during \WI irk plan development.
is
10 Possible LI. objectives wkould he to:
17
18 * Evaluate the potential Ilbr releaises from the waste management unit to impact underlying
19 groundwater quality.
20
21I Determine if contaminatin exists in the soil beneath the waste management unit, and if
22 so, assess the extent.
23
24 * Asse,, the nature and extent (if contaminant migration from the waste management unit
25 in supptlrt of tocused feasibility studies.
26
27 Candidate I H N u nit,, have been catLgoriied into two groups that contain similar release waste,
28 release mechanisms. and design. The first group contains cribs, French drains, and the reverse well.
29 The second group contains ltme U. Pond sNstem which inclutdes the pond and associated trenches and
30 ofi t.,h es.
31
32 9. 1-3. I Cr ils, French lrinand the Reverse Well. Crib,, with collapse potential have, also been
33 evaluiated altong the FRA pathway have been rectrimendled for actioins tinder the RARA program (see
34 Section 9)2r, I he ajctionN imfplemented under the RARA program will precede the LE-I activities.
35 Cribs with collapse potential include:
36
37 2 216-S-2 1
39
39 7 10-11-1
40
41 0 210-11-2
42
43 0 216-1! 8
44

W It 12/ 11) 92 /02115-4A
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0t 1hS to tic involved in I 1:l .ctivitic\ that do no t Rqiire actions uinder the RARA programn
2 (,-1 bh Xthout Cotlapse potential) include:,
3
4 0 2 10-U-12 (RCRA (Iil)O5~il 1'acility)
5
6 0 216-11-1o
7

8 * 216-U-17 (active)

10 * 2 1 6-Z-20 (active)

S12 The two active cribs will be included in investigation activities if they are deactivated prior to
13 preparation of invest igation plans.
14
15 French drains and reverse wells are essentially small diameter cribs and are therefore
16 categorized with cribs. The units include:
17

j- 18 * 216-S-4
19
20 * 216-IJ-3
21
22 * 2116-U1 (Reverse Well)
23
24 * 216-LJ4A
25
26 2 216-LI-413
27
28 2 216-LI-7
29
30 The cribs with collapse potential and the 216-LJ-7 French Drain were addressed in the IRM
31 pathway after first being assessed in the ERA pathway. The actions recommended for the units will
32 not address the subsurface contaminations in the facilities; therefore, they were included for
33 assessment under the remaining criteria. The cribs, French drains and reverse well, with the
34 exception of 2 16-11-8, were high priority units. Th'le 2 16-U1-8 Crib was included in the cribs grouping
35 because of its similarity to the other crihs.
36
37 Teinitial decision point in the IRNI pathway is to assess whether dlata are adequate to conduct
38 an IRM., The data available for cribs are screening level data and estimated inventories which do not
39 provide information on the nature afid extent of the contamination. [Therefore, an IRM could not be
40 irnplementeki without further investigation.
41
42 Simnilarities of units may mnake it possible to reniediate them using the observational approach
43 after characterizing only at Jew of the units. Therefore, it was expected that a LFI would provide
44 sufficienit intormnation ito luroueed with an IRM for waste management unit groups. Therefore, the
45 basis, fo)r recommending a 1+1 is that sufficienlt informnation cami be gained from a more detailed

W I IC,? 1) l9)2/02154 A
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ifivcstg'aton ot orb.. or t~so of tc .jIih" and a lr:rht dfion th it would aullows i remeidial de'cisioin to tie
in otc on the other cibs with IittI or no additii-al ch oraderizat ion,

3
4 P~ossible representative cribs f-or the U Plant Argregate Area would be the combined 216-U-I
5 and 2 10-11-2 Cribs, the 2 10-U-12 C'rib, and 2 10-Ui-3 Frenchi Drain. The 2 16-UI-1 and 216-LJ-2 Cribs
6 were selected to rep~resent cribs receiving waste dtiring, initial operations in addition to being
7 representative of' perched water and mnobil,- uiranium co ntamination conditions. The 2 16-U1-12 Crib
8 was selected to be representatiN e of cribs receiving waste t'roin more recent operations. The 216-U-
9 12 Crib wvas selected also since it is at RCRA '[SI) f'acility wbich may require characterization for

10 closurc under R(OZA. Thne 21 U-3 Ficndih Drain wais chosen because it received the most waste of
I I the lF ench drains and has. tfie highest inventory ()I contaminants, The rationale tor IRM and LFI will
12 bie w~ore comipletei v developed in work plaits.
13
14 9 232 U Pond, Trench, and I itches. The U Pond system consists of' (the following sites:

16 2 16-U1-10 Pond aond associated u tnplanned release sites
17
18 * 2 164-11 Trench
19
20 * 21l6-U-14 Ditch (Active)
21

22a 216-Z-11) Ditch
23
24 * 216-Z-11I Ditch
25
26 * 216-Z-19 D~itch
27
28 The witste management units are all high priority units and have been designated as IRM
29 candidates. These units have insutticient data to conduct an IRM and, theref'ore, have been
30 recommended for additional characterization. Although the Z ditches received waste from a distinctly
31 different source than the remaining trench and ditch, these sites are grouped together because all
32 wastes were commingled in Ui Pond. The UJ Pond system contains over 5 km (3 mi) of trenches and
33 ditches and 12 hectares (30 acres) of pond spreading area. The vast area of the pond and ditches does
34 not require an exhaustive characterization effort because contaminant profiles are expected to be
35 similar along the trenches and ditches and tfiroughout the pond area. Therefore, a LFI was
36 recommended to characteriz~e a limited number of areas of the trench, ditches and pond. T'he
37 information gained ftom the IF is expected to provide sufficient information to continue with an
38 9 I if it is determined to bie justified,
39
40 Invcstigation of' the active po~rtion oitthe 216-U.- 14 Ditch will be included in the past practices
41 invest igatimi (;f the ponds and ditches if' the unit is deactivated prior to the investigation. Deactivation
42 mit the dfitch will remain with the ongoing progralm which is evaluating alternatives% to replace the unit.
43
44

45 9.2.4 Proposed Sites for Final Rumedy Selection

W I I( 12 /1 11)92/102154 A
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A number ol unplannod releasecs, along wvith se~veral diverse waste management units which are

unikque because Of deCsign. Contaminants received, or operational history, have been proposed for the

3 final temnedy selec:tion path, It was deterinend Ota suflicient information may exist to perform a RA

-4 11nd :,elect a final remedky f'u r one 1'rench drain, three trenches, and four unplanned releases; these are

discussed in Sectiont 9.2.4,2. The Ris arc recommuended for the remainder of' the waste management
unis nd npanned release,. due to the lak oination to performn RAs and select final remedies.

These waste nlanagemeu~lt unit', and unlknned rceCL, us are discussed in Section 9.2.4.1.

IS
o

1t0 9.2.4,1 Proposed Sites Ibr I-emedial Investigation.

12 t4re uuq1.-1iist- ilfst ))if hifWI-f-isyd

13
14 41.-"ietV it"wits ei. RI has

15 buen rexe nmended for the U PatAgeteArea which includes several groups of waste o

- 17 unique units which were assessed in the I10I pathwiiy but had insufficient data to conduct an IRM.

18I The second c-atfq-group consists of' low priority trenches (dry trenches) which generally received

19 one time transf'ers of' waste. The thirdt-group category contains septic tanks and drain fields which

20 require confirmatory sampling to show that the sites do not contain hazardous or radioactive

21 substances. TIhe fourth eittegitv-y-group contains burial sites which require confirmatory sampling to

22 show no contamination exists. The filth etttgtq-y- group contains low priority unplanned releases

23 ss h ch have unique containation hnistories.
2 4
25 9.2.4. 1.1 Retention Basin andi Settling Trank. The two waste management units within this A'

26 group are high priority and were assessed in the IRM pathway prior to designation as final remedy4

27 sites, T1he sites include:
28
29 * 20741 Retention Basin
30
31 * 241 -1 J-361 Settling Tank
32
33 The retention basin was first assessed in the IERA pathway and was recommended for

34 disposition under the RARA program. Thie retention basin required surface contamination control

35 measures. The RARA program action does not assess subsurface releases from the facility and,

36 therefore. the unit continued to he assessed against the remaining criteria.

37
38 TIhe two units in thi% group have been assessed ats high priority units in the IRM pathway.

39 Ins unt data exists to Conduct an IRM for these units. Biecause of their unique design and release

40 pathways, thcese units have not similar sitnt-sunits with which they can be grouped for the purposes of

41 an I.
42
43 Insufficient data exi~ts at these sitt conduct a RA. A RI is recommended which would

44 includeC eah of these sites to provide nature: and extent of'contamnination infortmation to perform a risk

45 as&s ien I r final remnedy selectionr

Whf(. 12/1-19-92/021l54A
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-* I I2.)' i hc, ii\(- licn i'roupt-di I\ a sill) Io, , becau ise of their
* sII'2htl IsN I hec"C tictnchtc\ me hiCfs 'C\.11 hici ,kine iijcihel for a short (fUration if' tine

Ownr ti1led inl The trecih-, 111111fe:
4

* 16-1 -s

-, * 216-I1 0

* 16-1 -3
10
I 1 2 16- U- 15
12
13 All trenches are low priority' units hihwere assessed in the final remedy selection pathwaiy
14 o)nl% The units are generally unique in the types of waste received. Three of the units, 2 16-U-I 3

7 15 h e ir, t the exc:eption, receive.d one titne transfers of waste which indicate a low migration potential.
* 16 '1hle 2 1 ()- 1-1 site received srmll quantities of equipment decontamination waste.

1.- 7
* is The units were grouped and RA possibilities w~ere examined. No data exists to determine the

19 nature and extent of conitamnination at these sites. Therefore. a RI which includes each unit was
20 recommended to provide data adequate to perform a RA and select a final remedy for the units. The
21 unique nature of' the units %% ill not allow% for investigation of a representative unit and applying the
227 information to the other sites,
23
24 9 2.4,1.3 Septic Tanks and D~rain Fields. Confirmatory investigation levels should be
25 pert urmed at caih of' the septic tanks and drain fields: 2007-W-5, 2607-W 7, and 2607-W-9. Thoe
26 inve,,tigation at 2007-W-5 should begin after an lFR, has heen coimpleted. 'iese four sites% all have
27 beep, &swined low HIRS scores by comparison w4itfi other units.
28
29 There are no sampling or inventory data for any of the sites and so a RA cannot be performed.
30 The purpose of a limited sampling program is to confirm that no contamination exists in the tanks and
31 drain fijelds. If no contanlimat ion Asere to be found, then no further action would likely he
32 recommended.
33
34 9.2.4.1.4 Construction Surface Laydown Area and the Burning Pit/Burial Ground.
35 Confirmatory investigation levels should be conducted at the Construction Surface Laydown Area and
30 the Burning Pit/Huriai Ground. These units have been assigned low HIRS scores by -kin'parison with
37 other units and iunplanned releases. There are no samipling or inventory data available for the areas,
38 Mo R As _ annt) be peru mined. I istorical data on the Construction Surface Laydown Area do not
39) indm..Ite thle dilsposal of anly radioactive or haardous material at this unit. The available information
40) onl the Bummling Pit/Bur-ial (1iiuiid iiidicaites that tile Contamination was cleaned uip. Investigation is
41 vkerc !c._( inliiendedj for these uni1ts to pr)rvi(Ie enourh data to confirm that contamination does not
42 exist at ciher ofI thle two) imits 1f no contain indl ioni were to be found, then no further action would

41 ~ ~ ~~ l-m nt,~ d



0~ ~ 241. l1iicIRucN'.Iita'ci wiii 'tated releases with knowvn cont~imination are

:,Iciidid,itts tor inclusion In aii aie lel!,dte areAi or operahle unit RI and two oit these sites are

3 rec nuoendedIC tO 01ndergJO S11talce i,0ittiion ciemitip under thie RARA prga before RI initiation.

4 Thcse sites are:

6 * UN-2(X)W-6
7
8 * 1N-2(-\\19) (RAIA)

10 * lN.200-W-33

12 t I N -2(W -W-39
13

* 14 * IN-200-NVAX
15

* 16 t J N-2()-NV55

is (' 1 IN-2(X)-W\-0
19
20 * tN-2(X)-W-08

0 UN-200-W-78
23
24 6 [IN-200-W-101 (RARA)
25
26 * 1 UN-200-W-1 117
27
28 C UN -200- 118
29
30 0 L N -2(X-W -I1
31
32. Confirrnatory sampling is only reconmmended for six unplanned release,%. Unplanned Releases

33 [UN-200)-W-33, UN-2WJ-W-68 anti UJN200-W-78 all have HRS scores below 28.5, and do not have

34 any data to support a RA, Sites tJN-200-W-1l17, LJN-200-W-1 18 and UN-200-W-60 all have

35 insufficient information available for HRS scoring. However, each unplanned release is described as

36 having been cleaned up or released as a radiation zone as contamination decayed to iJckground

37 levels. It is thus asumned that these sites would have low fIRS scores. Confirmatory sampling is

39 recommryended for these unplanned releases to provide enough data to confirm that contamination does

39 not exist at these unplanned release locat ions. It' no contamination is found, no further action would

40 [he I ek inlienld
41
42 The unplanned releases, with the exception of the two RARA releases, all had low HRS scores

43 and suirface radiation levels and were classified as low priority. The low priority releases, are assessed

44 uinder the final remedy scctiti fwitliway. The two releases for which surface contamination cleanup

WIU 11?/1 19-92/021S4A
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idtnl veI t Io h h-V \I!.\ fil Al"n n I) CkWt (k I~t t) to fulls CClAned and therefore were

4 ~ ~~ \ tck (it soil sAmple dal~. And in'nitct irvey (lita make RA completion impossible. A RI
lied"l to lie peltollied Ito IdentifY file CmILtanlinants and their extent,

0 '.14.2 Proposedl Sites [(f- Risk Assessmentl. One candidate has sufficient information for inclusion8 in) the final RZA undRe,- the final reined y select ion path. Thle candidate, Unplanned Release UN-20O-W-
I.lc uriekl Jli ng tra nl( ct it c(Int ainfated piece of cAju iprnent acrosis the aggregate area. There isk) 110 cti gcograpltic areI idenl t Ied its conitamlinated and no contarih.atioii has been attributed to this

13It is recommnded(I that this unplarne release be included in the final RA without additional
14 inlvestigation. It is likely dhat no tulrthier action will be required tir this release.

17 4:2 ~ 41,rip ~t~iei-- i fi heu- Act Hiat

19 
tiRSt.T

21

24
25
26 9.3 SOIJRCI- OPERABtLF. UIT REDIEFINITION AND PRIORITWZATSON
27

28 'Vhe inlvestigat ion process can b~e made more efficient if units with similar histories and waste29 I-Onsfituents are studied together. The data needs and remedial actions required for similar waste30 management units are generally the same. It is much easier to ensure a consistent level of effort and31 investigation methodology it' like units are grouped together. Economies of'scale also make the32 inivestigation process more cost etfective it similar units are studied together.
33
34
35 9.3.1 Units PeDeff-4-Addressed by Other Aggregate Areas or Programs
36
37 The investigation If several sites should he transferred from the U Plant aggregate area to other38 aggregate areas 1'(r Investigation, The 216 S-4 French D~rain and the 216-S-21 Crib should be39 tnserdto the S Plant Aggregate Areaj. Thme 2 16-Z/-20 Crib should be transferred to the Z Plant4() Apgre;are Area, Transfer (If iluese units would allow them to be investigated with other units with41 oildar wastfe hsoi
42
43 All waste management on its and unplanned releases in the 200-U P-3 Operable Unit are4.4 fi i osJIff d*ielefill~u il jddressed bly thle Single-Shel Tank closure program. Thle units include

*I 12/ 3 l')921)2 l54,
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-3This report rentsthe re!;ults of an aggregate area
4management study (AAMS') for the, 11 Plant Aggregate Area in the 200
5Areas of the [J..,;. Depairtme tt, of Energy ( DOE) Hanford Site in

6 Washington State. Thsscopl.)nq level study provides the basis
7 for init iatinrg Remedial linves!t-ig/liti on/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
8 actiVitie; under CLPCLAJ Or' Facility Investigations (RFI) and

9 Corrective Measures Studi,0s' (CI'IS) uinder RCRA. This report also
10 integrates select: RPA treatment, storage or disposal (TSD)
11 closure activitires with CERCLA and RCRA past practice
12 i nves tiga ti on-s.
13
14 Through the experience gained to date on developing workq
15 plans, closure plans and permit applications at the Hanford Site,
16 the parties to the Tni-Party Agreement have recognized that all
17 past-practice investigations must be managed and implemented
18 under one characterization and remediation strategy, regardless
19 ot the regulatory agency lead (as- defined in the Tni-Party
20 Agreement). In particular, the parties have identified a need
21 tor greater eff'iciency over the existing RI/FS and RFI/CMS
22 investigative approaches, and have determined that, to expedite
23 the ultimate goal of cleanup, much more emphasis needs to be
24 placed on initiating and completing waste site cleanup through
25 interim measures.
2 6
27 This streamlined approach is described and justified in The28 Hanford Federal Faicility Actreement an onsent Order Change
29 Packaige!, dated May 16, 1991 (Ecology et al. 1991). To implement
30 this approach, the three parties have developed the Hanford Site
31 Past-Practice Strat-,,y (DOE/Ph, 1992) for streamlining the past-
32 practice remedial a1ction process. This strategy provides new
33 concepts flor:
34
35 Accelerating decision-making by maximizing the use
36 of existing data consistent with data quality
37 objectives
38
39 rUn(ertaking expedited response actions, -'d/or
40 interim remedial measures, as appropriate, to
41 either remove threats to human health and welfare
42 and the environment, or to reduce risk by reducing
43 toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants.
44
41.
46 The 1fdinford Site fla!t-PracticeStraeg (DOE/RL 1992)
47 der;c:ri ties the conlepIt-.s and( framework for the RI/FS (or RFI/CMS)
48 possin i majnner that: has a bias-for-action through optimizing
49) the u:,;e (di nt. o-r n rerwine a actions-, culminating with decisions

WJI(/'Apr~~~~~' ii-7 '/:X:bMIlP
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I onl 1ilal 1 ruined it oil0 hoth 111 .ifl 0Frd) e-vunit and aggregate-area
ss Ic C Thu oMIt at e;y I t OscL!;_; ul rea1,ch I rg early deci sions to A-3 iitijate and complete cleaip ptu) jects, maximizing the use of

4 exi sting data, coupled with Iatedshort-time- trame
5 investigations, whereneesay As more data become available
6 on contamination problems and as;-ociated risks, the details of
7 the longer- term i nve:,;t. iat ions ind s;tud ies wil11 be better
8 dlef ined.

10 The strategy includes three paths for interim decision-
11, making and a final remiedy-se lect ion process for the operable unit12 that incorporates the three paths and integrates sites not13 addressed in those paths. The three paths for interim decision-
14 making include the expedited response action (ERA), interim4
15 remedial measure (IRM) and limited field investigation (LFI)16 paths. The strategy requires that AAMSRs be prepared to provide17 an evaluation of existing site data to support initial path

*18 decisions. This AAMSR is one of ten reports that will be7 19 prepared for each of the ten aggregate areas defined in the 200
t 20 Areas.

21
22 The near-term past practice strategy for the 200 Areas23 provides for ERAs, IRMs, and LFIs for individual WMUs, WMU groups24 and groundwater plumes, and recommends separate source and25 groundwater operable units. Initial site-specific
26 recoinmendations for each of the WMUs within the U Plant Aggregate27 Area are provided in the report. Work plans starting with the28 200-UlP-2 Work Plan will initially focus on limitc.d intrusive71
29 investigations at the highest priority WMUs or WMU groups as30 established in the AANSR. The goal of this initial focus is to31 establish whether interim remedial measures are justified. WMUs32 identified as candidate ERAs in Section 9 of the AAMS will be33 further evaluated following the Site Selection Process for

34 x~pditd Rspose ctinsat the Hanford ..Site (WHIC-MR-0290).

36 While these elements may mitigate specific contamination problems
37 through interim actions, the process of final remedy selection
38 must be completed for the operable unit or aggregate area toA39 reach closure. The aggregation of information obtainc-d from the40 LFIs and interim actions may be sufficient to perform the
41 cumulative risk assessment and to define the final remedy for the42 operable unit or aggregate area. If the data are not sufficient,43 additional investigjations and studies will be performed to the44 extent necessary to support final remedy selection. These45 Inves;tigations; would be performed within the framework and46 proces- s del i ned for RI/FS programs.
47

1JC/p ii 2' F X E.i2 1;U;rM I. I' 2
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Sor! a i t 01 rtion isroexist that are ger-neri-c to the overall,
pad pract Cr 1~ or: 1 orC t-h 26 A rea :; a nd i nclujd e the

e 1 l ow inq

Futre orkPlan Scoje. Al though the current practice for
6 imp.lementin g RI/ Fs (m. L/Cms) activities is through operable
7 unit based work plans~, individual LFI/IRMs may be more
11 efficiently implemented using LFI/IRM~-specific work plans.

if rou nd waiter_(Oerable. tUnilt';. A general strategy recommended
iifor the 200 Aric! i_, to define separate operable units for

12 g rou ndwa t er at tocte.-d by 200 Area source terms. This
13 requires that groundwater be removed from the scope of
1 4 x i!.tizj eq source operable units and new groundwater-specific

operaible units- be e!;tabl ished. Recommendations forA
16groundwater operable units will be developed in the17 groundwater AAMSRs.

1s
19 Work Plan Prioritiza-tion. Although priorities are
20 established in the AAMSR for operable units within the
21 aggregate area, priorities between aggregate areas have yet
22 to be established. The integration of priorities at the 200
23 Area level is considered a prerequisite to establishing a24 schedule for past practice activities in the 200 Area.
25
2 6 It is intended that these integration issues be resolved

27 following the completion of all 10 AAMSRs (Draft A) scheduled for28 September 1992. Resolution of these issues wilL be based on a29 decisions/consensus process among EPA, Ecology, and DOE.30 Following resolution of these issues a schedule for past practice
31 activities in the 200 Area will be prepared.
32
33
34 Background, environmental setting, and known contamination data35 are provided in Sections 2.0 and 3 and Subsection 4.1. This
36 information provides the basis for development of the preliminary
37 conceptual model in Subsection 4.2 and assessing health and
38 environmental concerns in Section 5.0. Preliminary ARARsA
39 (Section 6.0) and preliminary remedial action technologies
40 (Section 7.0) are also developed based on this data.
41 section 8.0, provides a discussion of the data quality
42 objectives. Da.-ta needs identified in Section 8.0 are based on
43 data gaps; determined during the development of the conceptual
44 model, human health and environmental concerns, ARARs, and Jrene_-dial act-on technologi. Recommendations in Section 9.0 are4.. de.vejoped using all the information provided in the sections47 W11 i: (1 pre Cede t

4j
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11, 111 t et o p ri td b )Y t he DOE, Occupies about 1, 450km (6) 0 ci the S0utheas tern part Of Washington north of the3 con tL uence o1 the YakLima andI Cr] umbia R<ivers. The H1anford Site41 was estaiblit;hed in 1943 to produce plutonium for nuclear weapons5using, producti on reajctors and chemical processing pl~ants. The6 U Plant Aggregate Area is located within the 200 West Area, nearthe Middle of the Hanford Site. There are 3 operable units8within the U Plant Aggregate Area.
9

10 Between 1952 and 1958, uranium was recovered from single-11 shell tank wastes which resulted froin the bismuth phosphate12 process. A solvent extraction process which used tributyl13 phosphate in normal paraffin hydrocarbon (kerosene) solvent to14 recover uranium irom a nitric acid solution was employed at 221-15 U. The 2-24-Uj (uo,) build ing operated between 1955 and the16 present, cnet. guranyl nitrate hexahydrate to powdered U03 *1 7
18 The U Plant Aggregate Area contains a large variety of waste19 disposal and storage facilities. High-level wastes were stored20 in underground single-shell tanks. Low-level wastes such as21 cooling and condensate water were allowed to infiltrate into the22 ground through cribs, ditches, and open ponds. Based on23 construction, purpose, or origin, the U Plant Aggregate Area24 waste management units fall into one of ten subgroups as follows:25
26 1 (No. of WMUs) Plants, Buildings and Storage Areas27
28 * 22 Tanks and Vaults
29
30 * 12 Cribs and Drains

32 * Pevers;e Well
33
34 * 10 Ponds;, Ditches and Trenches35
36 * 4 Septic Tanks and Associated Drain Fields37
38 * 13 Transfer Facilities, Diversion Boxes and Pipelines39
40 * 1 Basin
41
42 * 2 Burial Sites
43
44 * 34 Unplanned Releases.

46 Dr-tW i ed des:-cr ipti1onf; of these waste management units are47 prov ided. i n Sectji n2. 3.
4 8
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1 There are -,OvcrI- (_j~ongoi programs that affect buildings and

2 Act managqement un its in the 11 Plant Aggregate Area (Section

3 2 . ) Tese prograinf; iniclude PCPA, the Han ford Surplus

4 Facilities Program, the Radiation Area Remedial Action (RARA)

5Proqgram, the Ilantord Site S inglIe-Shell Tank Program, and the

6 Defense Waste Management Program. Fifty-two units (primarily

7 single-shell tanks and associated transfer facilities) fall

8 completely within the scope of. one of these programs and,

9 therefore, recommendations on these units will be made by the

10 respective progratms rather than in this AAMS. An additional 10

11 waste management units will be partially addressed by an ongoing

12 program in addition to the actions recommended in the U Plant

13 AAP!S.1
14
15 Discussions of surface hydrology, and geology are provided

16 on a regional, Hanford Site, and aggregate area basis in Section

17 3.0. The interpretation is based on a limited number of wells

18 and this limitation does not support a detailed delineation of

:719 waste management unit specific features. The section also

20 describes the Flora and Fauna, Land Use Water Use and Human

21 Resources of the 200 West Area and vicinity. Groundwater of the

22 200 West Area is described in detail in a separate Groundwater
23 AAMSR.
24
25 A preliminary site conceptual model is presented in Section

26 4.0. Section 4.1 presents the chemical and radiological data

27 that are available for the different media types (including

28 surface soil, vadose zone soil, air, surface wdter and biota) and

29 site-specific data for each waste management unit and unplanned
30 release.
31
32 A preliminary assessment of potential impacts to human

33 health and the environment is presented in Section 4.2. This

34 assessment includes a discussion of release mechanisms, potential

35 transport pathways, and a preliminary conceptual model of human

36 exposure based on these pathways. Physical, radiological, and

37 toxicological characteristics of the known and suspected

38 contaminants at the aggregate area are also discussed.
319
40 Health and environmental concerns are presented in Section

41 5.0. The preliminary qualitative evaluation of potential human

42 health concerns is intended to provide input to the waste

43 manafgement unit recommendation process. The evaluation includes
44 1) an identification of contaminants of potential concern for

45 each exposure pathway that is likely to occur within the U Plant

46 Aggregate Area, 2) identification of exposure pathways

47 applicable to individual waste management units and 3) estimates

48 of relative hazard based on four available indicators of risk;

49 the CERCM. Hazard Ranking System (HRS) and modified HRS (mHRS) ,

WIC/Apri 1)9, 199 2/FExL;JM I. UP PT
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r ac ra a I i n Srve Iat'i , .iii Wes'ft i nqhou so_ Environmental
i9ut oct ion Group '. i te !seer ilq.

4 Potentially Appi icabLe oJr Relevant and Appropriate

13 Requirements (AIZA1s) to be use(_d in developing and assessing
6 various remedial action alternat-ives at the U Plant Aggregate

7 Area are discussed in Section ().. Specific potential

8 recquirements pertaininj to hazardous and radiological waste

9 management, renc d ia ti on of contaminated soils, surface water
10 pro:tection, and air quality are discussed.

12 Preliminary remedial action technologies are presented in

13 Section 7.0. The process includes identification of remedial

1ll action objectives (RAO-_) , determination of general response
I act ions, and identifi[cation ot- specific process options
16 associated with eachi option type. The process options are
17 _screened based on their effectiveness, implementability and cost.

* 18 The screened process options are combined into alternatives and

19 the alternatives are described.
20
21 Data Quality is addressed in Section 8.0. Identification of

22 chemical and radiological constituents associated with the units4
23 and their concentrations, with a view to determine the
24 contaminants of concern and their action levels, is a major
25 requirement to execute the Hanford Site Past-Practice Strategy.
26 There was found to be a limie amount of data in this regard.
27 The section provides a summary of data needs identified for each

28 of the waste management units in the U Plant AgqIregate Area. The

29 data needs provide the basis for development of detailed data
30 quality objectives in subsequent work plans.
31
32 Section 9.0 provides management recommendations for the

33 U Plant Aggregate Area based on the Hanford Site Past-Practice
34 Strategqy. Criteria for selecting appropriate Hanford Site Past-
35 Practice Stratp-gy paths (ERA, IRM, and final remedy selection)
36 for individual waste management units and unplanned releases in

37 the U Plant Aggregate Area are developed in Section 9. 1. As a

38 result of the data evaluation process, one waste management unit
39 was recommended for an ERA, for IR~s or LFIs which could lead
40 to IR~s and for final remedy selection. A discus:.;on of the

41 data evaluation process is provided in Section 9.2.
42 Pecommendat ions for redefining operable unit boundaries and
431 prioritizing operable units for work plan development are
44 provided in Section 9.3. Included in Section 9.3 are the

4) interactions with kCRA required to disposition the 216-U-12 RCRA

4 6 TSD facility. Al) recommendations for future characterization
17 ned will be more l-ully developed and implemented through work
411 p1 are.;. ';ect ions 9.4 and 9. J provide recommendations for focused
t', leas jbii ty .ind t reatab ility s;tudies, respectively.
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~ V.FPONL CONFERENCE MEMORANDUM

'v" Add ss 110 Box 1910, Richland 114-55

X A I i M, ir C 1 199? T I K : 1: 30 p m.

w':Curt W ittreich 'lW1lL rsflNr 6-1862

Michael GaiqJoul WIR 6-2038

WITH: Michael Rosenfeld OF: [ba c 0 FPHoNE: (206) 451-4654

Matt Schultz Ehasco (206) 451-4186

Dean Tulberg Ebasc.-o (206) 451-4279

Allan Harris DJOE -RL (509) 376-4339

Larry GoldsLein Ecology (206) 459-6859

D11ve? E i an [PA (509) 376-3883

cople to: __________ Address

U Plant ProJect I ilIe H14-55

Sub, c t: Ecol ogyi [PA Comments on U Plant

The main purpose of this telephone conference was to clarify Ecology comments on the U

Plant AAMSR that had not previously been discussed.

SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE

Curt Wittreich initiated the discussion by stating that the purpose of the telephone
conference was to clarify and discuss Ecology comments on the U Plant AAMSR that had not
yet been resolved. Larry Goldstein indicated that the comments in question were #25, #50,

#65, and #69 (Letter L. Goldstein, Ecology, to A.C. Harris, RL, "Ecology Review of the U
Plant Source Aggregate Area Management Study Report").

Larry began by discussing comment #25. This comment deals with sufficiency of data to

recommend an IRM at the 216-U Pond. Larry stated that he felt there were several pieces
of information that seemed to factor an IRM: surface rad readings led to placement of 2

feet of fill; a reading of 570 mrem/yr; large amounts of effluent discharged historically;
and high estimates of uranium, plutonium, and strontium-90 loading to the pond. More

generally, Larry believed that more data or references were needed to justify why it was
determined that inadequate information was available to recommend IRMs at the 24 candidate
IRM sites.

Curt asked if Larry favored an IRM for the 216-U Pond and offered to reevaluate the
recommendations presented in the AAMSR. Larry responded that he was seeking more

substantial justification for the decision that insufficient data exist~d to support an
IRM, although there appeared to be substantial data.

Curt explained that a different angle was used: can we justify an IRM?

Larry pointed out two criteria: could a baseline conceptual model be done; and could we

undertake a qualitative risk assessment? Larry suggested that the data might indicate
that a range of alternatives [night be possible, including removal , vitrification, and
Capping.

Curt rppl ied that he would investigate to determine if stiff icient data existed to do a
qual it it ivf- ri sk asse mrit using the Hanford risk assessment methodology.

51.. /I/j(J Tp1 05/001) (f f 1iO7

~~ (,n# ,t. M,.''Ws1(,/Ap il 9, r'i ICJ1 N



2 4.

t Iwd, 1frt1'r 7 ttd in ,,,oinq lcoref iniformation to support statementsfI I"II' V t text lI'dd -, tI l a "d rdimat ic " dec rea se i n sur face
'V 1 -t r, I l'!t 01 red trry woot I( I ike to see 0 da ta r t he re fe rence s t ha t

etropi i(l( tha11t Il Ieee 11iaY be a problem with) supplyinq information contained intill (.,( documlent.s. I Ii'1rY XMPi expre[)e 'ro e that Icoloqy and EPA should be allowed tosee al I avai lbedata. 11i c hae c 1 al(IOuL explained that releasing WHC/DOE documentssome t 1 Pies requ red (on s iderab I e e1,ffo rt ; bc au se o f the t ime con st ra int s on the AAMSprojec t, e f fort s were tfoc used on da ta a ss im iIa t ion. WHIC will show the agencies the dataand the administrative~ record, and] would Airt the process of releasing the documents ifrequested.

Curt added that the 200-UP-2 Technical Basel ine Report is a background document thatIcontains information supporting the 200 AAMS. However, the U-Pond is associated with theUP - I . There fore, this document does not present data on the U -Pond. 
'The discussion then tornedl to comment. #50, which deals with defining high priority sites.

There was some confusion about whether or not the 216-U-] and 216-U-2 cribs and the 216-U-10 Pond ar-e defined as, h igh priority sites. Apparently, there was a misreading of theparagraph referenct.d in comment #50. In fact, these three waste management units aredefined as high priority Units, as summarized in Table 5-1 of the AAMSR. No action isrequired on this comment and it was agreed that it would therefore be rejected.
Comment #65 deals with the issue of the steps following the AAMS needed to make IRMdeterminations. Larry perceived an inconsistency between the approach stated in theparagraph referenced in comment #65 and the Hadnford Past Practice Strategy. Curt 2described the direct act ion paths, and indicated that an LFI is needed to determine if anIRM is justified. Futurte work plans will specify what is to be done in the LFI and willprovide the rationale for actions.

Larry indicated that Ecology's reading of the Hanford Past Practice Strategy was that thedirection was to get away from producing documents and emphasize the bias-for-actionstrategy. Hle felt that the recommendations suggested yet another document must beproduced before an [Fl or IRM could be undertaken. Larry replied he didn't feel anotherWP was needed to produce a schedule, work scope, and other items to get data to do an IRM.4Larry was seeking an explanation of how the bias-for-action strategy will be implemented.
Curt replied that work plans must first be prepared, but that they will consist mostly ofa sampling and analysi, plan (SAP). The first 4 to 5 chapters of the work plan will betaken from the AAMSR. Nonetheless, planning for the SAP would still be needed for itemssuch as numbers of samples, drilling rigs, and so forth. That is, an SIP is needed toIconduct dr) [L.

Larr y rec ommended that i f an SAP is needed just to define data needs, that the text onpaije 9-2 be i 'ewri tteri to rflIec t t h is a ppro a ch. Hle also suggested that it be emphasizedthat the miost expeditjouS, mlethod would be used.
Larry next discussed comment #69. lb is comment deals with the use of the cri tenion of100/ the applicable .tandard to qualify for an IRA, tarry stated that he did not see acleidr rdtionIjle for the! use of such a criterion and hie also questioned its accuracy.F ur t. he ( more he li quie't ioned if there was drny a(Ireenlen t tol use such a criterion, whether ithid Jr dirq , arid how it, would( a ffIect, all talsks.

.... 
I. 1 41)
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Al I Ian lki i' in. it t that t hrf'"e 11:(1 bee muchr"I0 d iscuss i onl ijre 9-1 (the datanvf o nat o i n a It)c , I w t a - . A a e sc ib e d( hlow t h is : t ria t e g(Y had b een d ev e lo p ed fo rP0 ocka 1 naIpiie, . aid t hat [ioucj Sherwood IEPA) anid Chuck (.1 ine (Ecology) wereIu(- elt at a d I "cuss ion o f t he p)ro es-1s . igt're 9- 1 was presented as an extension of theP.a-A Pract ice strat eq tj fo supply some cr iteria for AAMS decisions. At the end of themeetI.ing between Doti, Wilft, Fcu loiy, and EPA, an agreement accepting the flowchart wasined by Jillie Erickson (PCI), Doii(1 9horwood (E-PA), Rich Carl son (WEIC) , and Chuck Cl m teEcol Iogy) . Eater, the f irst decis ion diamond ("is an ERA justi fied?") was add~d. Thewpt th se 0flowchaert an the w t o q(ot i nputI fr om t he reg uIa to rs. If the regulators disagreedwit th flwchrt nd hoprocess, a maJor rewrite would be needed. To date, th Is
strategy has been used in all ths AMS, and muich work has been done using the flowchartthat his been agreed to. Allan noted that there were a number of other comments relatedto thre flowchart arid the decision-making process. tie suggestedJ that all these questionsshould be looked at together, and it necessary, Figure 9-1 may need to be modified.

Michael Galgoul explained that the uise of the number 100 was not intended to imply aspecific numeric criteria; rather, it was an attempt to establ ish a criteria that could beused consistently throughout the AAs. ]he number is not specifically justifiable.
Lrry accepted the goal of consistency and stated that he understood the effort to providefurther- definition. I e added that there is much subjectivity in the criteria used todetermine threats to human health and the environment. Numbers can be misleading in thisdetermination because Of possible Cumulative effects or absence of standards, Hie doesn'twant to preclude the use of ERAs because thre 1OOx criterion is not met. Larry stated thatbecause the number, 100 is arbitrary, there shouldn't be a standard. If a standard isneeded, then the parties should work together to establish this number.

Dean Tulberq explained that the use of a numerical value was an effort to quantify"1substantial " in the phrase ' imminent and substantial endangerment. " Larry replied thatthe number was still very subjective. Dean accepted this point, but emphasized the needfor consistency. Curt added that the consistency was needed to ensure that the producersand reviewers of the reports could duplicate the recommendlatioits. Specific criteria areimportant to removing the subjectivity. Michael added that the goal of consistency wasnot intended to exclude future [RAs. Ile suggested adding text that stated that futuredecisions regarding [RAs may be different from the recommendation presented in the AAMSR.
Larry dccepted this suggestion. lie explained that the text addition should be more than asentence, and should state that MICA, DOE orders, Ecology, EPA and other regulations andguidance should be applied in making these decisions. Larry stated that his concern wasthat because the AAMS is a benchmark to augment the decision-making process, he didn'twant to see the 100x criteria acquire the same weighing as other policies. He wants toretain the subjectivity in making decisions regarding ERAs.
Larry brought up the example of the 2607-W5 Septic Tank. Larry stat,2d that he didn't seea crisp determinat ion based on data that justified the recommendation for an ERA. Deanindicated that more explanation would be added.

Larry also brougjht up comment #67, in particular the use of the mEIRS scoring system.Larry indicated that the rnilRS scoring process was created by PNL and it seems to be animprovement for sites where radionuclides are present. Nonetheless, the mHRS process isnot approved by EPA and Ecology. Ie wanted to note the context of the mHRS as a screeningt or.lI. It wa,, Suggested to Larry that the text be modified to clarify how the mHRScrite~rion wris used. tarry indicated that. he didn't object to the use of the mHRS, butwanitod ac knouwl!r (diien that the m!IRS process was not approved. Allan indicated that the
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t. 1,0 pn.ll~ 
.p t addditional discussion

Al IanIar I tmolqht 11j Omu .'3 wh itt de J ,alI add Ireosseps t he i ssue of availabi 1 ity of4a. a critA 1 t Iy id tha1 t thfe dec is ion t~o recommend an ERA and thed V :i it f ot , cesuc tar. \epa Io I:us An IRA determination is to be made~Vu Vot I Ir a at) aI I was expl ained'to Larry that the intention wasnot litc: tri: o sole I y ha sedf on' resorc avail ability, but that resources woulda tierC t t ht t iming of impil I emen t at t Ion . l-IIay accepted Allan's suggestion that the textwould be Clar-ified to reflect his point.
Allan next brought Up comment #73, which deals with an unplanned release site for whichthe location is not known. Larry expressed concern that a "lost site" was recommended fornlo s fu ther ai o be cau se it. c-o uIldnt ~e found. Dean explained that the decision on thelost~ t 'sbengrv e. Michael-l indicated that lost sites would be investigateddc the end of t hi stud" p~rocess .

Allan indicated that Mike Thompson (D0OF) is looking into the issues of comment #77, whichdeals with redesignation of 216-U-14 as a RCRA unit. Michael related to Allan that WHChas not vet made ai determinat ion of this issue.
Allan stated that he wants to see a full disposition of comments sent to EPA/Ecology. Hewould l ike to meet with the agencies i f there are any unresolved issues. He doesn't wantto reach apparent agreement only to find out later that there are still disagreements.
Larry mentioned discussions in the unit manager's meeting surrounding the 216-U-17 criband the 241-WR vault. fie wanted to know why these units were deferred. Michael respondedthat these units would be addressed more fully in the 200-UP-2 work plan. Larry also feltit was more appropriate t~o address the 216-U-17 crib under a RCRA closure. Michaelrepl ied that there was not agreement on moving this unit to another operable unit. Tokeep the cri b from "dropp ing through the cracks , i t was retaned in the 200-U?-2 WorkPlan.

Larry also asked when the issue of moving the 216-U-14 ditch to 200-UP-1 would beaddressed. Michael replied that WIIC has not yet met with DOE-RL to start this discussion.Larry replied that he did not consider the movement of the 216-U-14 ditch to anotheroperable unit to be a RCRA vs. CERCIA issue, but that he just wanted to identify the bestway of addressing this waste management unit. He didn't want to defer cleaning up sitesto the next century. Michael indicated that the U-14 issue was on a parallel track withthe AAMS, and will be di scussed wi th DOE-RL .
Michael indicated that he would contact Larry to indicate when the redline copy of the UPlant AAMSR and the comment dispositions would be delivered.
SUMMARY OF ACTION ITFMS:

*Michael Galgoul : respond to Larry Goldstein regarding delivery date forrrotA inc AAMSR and comment, dispositions.
* Curt Wittreich: check on methodology of Hanford Risk Assessment todete rmine if sufficient data exist to perform assessment.
* Dea,,n ful1berg: Make .pec ifi ed changes to U Pl ant AAMSR.
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