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A meeting on the above subject was held on August 7, 1997, at Conference room 2C22 at 3350 George 
Washington Way to discuss the preliminary assessment of and draft responses to comments provided by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the 100-NR-l and 100-NR-2 Proposed Plans' and the 
associated Fact Sheets. After establishing that the Fact Sheets could be used as the bridge between the 
technically-based Proposed Plans and the public, the discussion focused on the comment resolution package. 

Point of Compliance Issue 

The initial. and most important, issue discussed involves interpretation of Model Toxics Control Act point of 
compliance for soil cleanup standards established at 15 feet below ground surface2

• Interpretation of this 
regulation. while applicable to all waste sites, has the greatest impact on the three treatment. storage, and 
disposal (TSD) units that have discharge cribs and trenches with bottoms below natural grade. The 
interpretation contained in the draft Proposed Plans. and applied by the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office (RL) and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) is, in their opinion, 

'The applicable proposed plans are DOE/RL-96-102, Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial Actions at the 100-NR-1 
Source Sites Operable Unit and the 100-NR-2 Groundwater Operable Unit and DOE/RL-97-30, Proposed Plan for Interim 
Remedial Action of the Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Units and Associated Sites in the 100-NR-1 Operable Unit. 

2The applicable regulation is Washington Administrative Code, 173-340-740(6)(c) "For soil cleanup levels based on 
human exposure via direct contact, the point of compliance shall be established in the soils throughout the site from the 
ground surface to fifteen feet below the ground surface. This represents a reasonable estimate of the depth of soil that 
could be excavated and distributed at the soil surface as a result of site development activities." 



050455 
consistent with the intent of the regulation and calls for excavation of the cribs and trenches 15 feet below the 
surrounding grade. Figure 1 illustrates the basic configuration of a crib and indicates ground O and 15 feet as 
interpreted by RL and Ecology. RL and Ecology do not propose to take credit for overburdens which may have 
been added under the RARA program. 

EPA, on the other hand, interprets the regulation to mean that excavation begins at the surface where discharges 
were made during operations of the disposal unit. In this case, ground O would be the bottom of the cribs and 
excavation would be required to 15 feet below that point. Figure 2 illustrates the excavation strategy using the 
EPA interpretation. It is EPA's contention that this is the interpretation that is being practiced in the 100-B/C 
Area at Hanford and that interpretation should be consistently applied throughout the l 00 Area. It was noted. 
however, that there are other places within the state where the DOE/Ecology interpretation has been applied. 

In addition to the interpretations presented by DOE/Ecology and EPA, there are variations that could also be 
considered for application in the 100-N Area. Figure 3 illustrates other potential interpretations. 

After much discussion, it was determined that this issue could not be resolved in the August 7 meeting. It was 
decided that at least one more meeting would be held among attendees of the August 7 meeting. It was agreed 
that, if resolution could not be reached at the follow-on meeting, tentatively scheduled for August 13, the issue 
would be further discussed at a final meeting among attendees, tentatively on August 18. If resolution had still 
not occurred by August 18, it was agreed that the issue would be elevated to the next level within the agencies. 
With assistance from BHI and CHI Regulatory Support, Mr. Mukherjee has the action to gather additional 
information concerning application of this regulation in the 100-B/C Area, and estimating volume and budget 
impacts of applying the EPA interpretation by August 13, 1997. It was also discussed that. if the interpretation 
changes, the CMS would also have to be modified along with the Proposed Plans. 

Upon agreement to revisit the 15 feet issue at the next meeting, discussions continued regarding the remainder 
of the comment package as follows: 

Deed Restriction/Institutional Controls Issue 

Mr. Gadbois pointed out that the Legal staff in Seattle is concerned about the deed restriction issue being used at 
Hanford. Since there is no deed, there is no deed restriction, therefore, there are no institutional controls. Mr. 
Gadbois provided an extract from the 100-HR-3 and 100-KR-4 Record of Decision (Attachment 1) regarding 
Human Access Institutional Controls which he recommends be used in the Proposed Plans. Mr. Olson agreed to 
subject the language to a legal review and utilize it in the Proposed Plans as appropriate. 

Technical Nature of Proposed Plans 

Mr. Gadbois indicated that these Proposed Plans are very technical in nature. and that proposed plans are not 
normally presented in this manner. While agreeing that many of the people who would be reading the 
document would be technically competent and familiar with Hanford, he does not think it meets our obligation 
to address the common citizen. He suggested that while the 100-BC-l , 100-DR-I. and 100-HR-l Proposed 
Plans were very technical and resulted in a ROD. they were not a good model upon which to base other 
proposed plans. He suggested that if RL and Ecology would agree to make the fact sheets the introductory 
matter to the Proposed Plans. then the technical portions of the Plans would not have to be edited out, nor would 
the Plans have to be rewritten. It was agreed that the Fact Sheets would become an integral part of the Proposed · 
Plans. 
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RCRA/CERCLA Integration Language 

Mr. Gadbois said that his preliminary review of the RCRNCERCLA integration language indicated that it was 
satisfactory, however, he could not endorse it until his Legal staff had an opportunity to review it. Upon receipt 
of an evaluation from his Legal staff, he will indicate any proposed changes. 

Specific Comments 

Page 7, Comment 13. Mr. Gadbois indicated that the it should be made clear in the Proposed Plans why there 
was interest in using the Ranger Scenario, i.e. , that it does not contain an ingestion exposure pathway. Although 
this is clearly indicated in the CMS, it should be brought forward to the Proposed Plans as well. 

Page 9, Comment 18. Regarding the text that will be added that begins. "Authorization of the selected action 
under RCRA ... " Mr. Gadbois felt that the sentence, "This modification will incorporate, by reference, the 
CERCLA remedy selection ROD into the RCRA permit for the purpose of satisfying RCRA requirements." 
should be made much more visible. He indicated that this sentence was the key to addressing the concern of the 
comrnentor, and that it should not be buried in superfluous text. 

Page 19 and 20. Mr. Gadbois believes that an important thought is lost in terms of the dose rate for multiple 
contaminants. The current table makes it appear that fifteen mrem/yr is expected for each contaminant. He 
suggests a footnote to the tables to clarify cumulative dose involving multiple contaminants. Also. cleanup 
levels in the tables should be consistent with one another. For example. the cleanup level for Sr-90 is indicated 
as either 4.4 or 3.7, depending on which table is used. The numbers should be consistent with the rest of the 
100 Area. 

Page 21, Comment 44. It was agreed that the first sentence of the response would be changed as follows: 

Soil contamination (Reither radioactive ft0f or nonradioactive) was not found at these sites: ... 

Page 21, Comment 45. It was agreed that the response would be changed as follows: 

Because of this groundwater contamination. these sites will undergo modified closure pursuant to 
the Washington State dangerous waste regulations a.Rd Ypee via modification of the RCRA 
Sitewide Permit to incorporate the closure plan contained in Appendix B of the CMS. 

Page 24, Comment 53. This definition needs to include the description of a modified barrier. 

Page 25, Comment 55. Mr. Gadbois discussed that the cleanup levels for deep soils used in these Proposed 
Plans should be the same as the rest of the 100 Area. Mr. Gadbois indicated that it is important that the 
documents reflect the model that was used and the parameters of the modeling used to derive the cleanup levels 
for soil that are protective of groundwater. Mr. Gadbois suggested that it would be acceptable to identify the 
location in the CMS that contains this information rather than adding another column to the table. However. at 
a minimum. the Proposed Plans must specify the concept of how the numbers were developed. It was agreed 
that calculation of deep soil cleanup levels will be consistent with the rest of the 100 Area unless there is 
site-specific data that can be used at the time. 



Page 29, Comment 67. Mr. Gadbois pointed out that the second sentence of the response defining Interim 
safe storage is incomplete. It was agreed that the sentence would be corrected. 

Page 30, Comment 70. Mr. Gadbois suggested that the proposed response still does not answer the 
questions of what acceptable levels are and who they are acceptable to. He accepts that there is no ARAR 
!or removing plutonium underlying the crib, and recommends that this be pointed out in the document as a 
'good gesture/good stewardship/responsible management' action. Or he suggested that it could be identified 
as an action for ALARA purposes. 

Page 33, Comment 78. It was agreed that the second sentence to the response would be changed as 
follows: 

However, the revegetation activities are not part of nor necessary for completion of the 
Ce&CLA remedial actions proposed in this plan. 

Pages 35 and 36, Comment 86 (3). In discussing work at the shoreline site, it is important to list the 
Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act as part of the discussion on 
ARARs. Otherwise, perhaps this discussion could be omitted all together. However, as long as ARARs are 
mentioned, you must put these regulations in and they must be referenced wherever there is a proposed 
action, not where there is no action proposed. 

Page 36, Comment 87. Mr. Gadbois still has questions about the origin of the $4.5 million future cost 
discussed in the remove/disposal estimate for the shoreline. It was agreed that Mr. Sturges would 
research the costs and provide clarification or modification to the estimates. 

Page 38, Comment 91 , third paragraph, third sentence of response where text will be added. It was agreed 
that the sentence would be changed as follows: 

The implementability of a Soil Flush Alternative is ~uestionable. 

Page 41, Comment 93. It was agreed that the definition of Cryogenic Barrier will be changed as follows: 

An impermeable barrier constructed by freezing subsurface soils and groundwater over an 
extended area near the shoreline thus diverting contaminated groundwater around the frozen 
barrier allowing time for radionuclide contaminants to decay before migrating to the river. 

Page 43, Comment 101. If the proposed comment resolution is read literally, it does not reflect the 
agreement that was reached in previous meetings. It was unclear to Mr. Gadbois whether this response 
implies that. at the end of five years. the pump and treat operation would be stopped. It was agreed that we 
would examine the language that had been previously created regarding the options that could be pursued 
with the pump and treat operation. In addition. it was suggested that the problem with the response might 
be resolved by deleting the first sentence. 

Page 45, Comment 109. Mr. Gadbois and Mr. Staats discussed whether EPA should be mentioned in the 
Proposed Plans. and if so. who the EPA point of contact should be. It was agreed that Ecology would 
prefer that EPA be listed in the Plans. Mr. Gadbois agreed that he should then be listed as the point of 
contact. 
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Fact Sheets 

Mr. Gadbois gave some suggestions on the Fact Sheets that will simplify the language and he also 
suggested that a few of the more important points be made in the Fact Sheets. specifically. what the 
potential threats to the public and the environment are, discussion of institutional controls. and the fact that 
the pump and treat system does not adequately address the problem for the long term. Additional. specific 
recommendations will be incorporated into the next draft. 

Graphics 

Mr. Gadbois had no specific comments on the graphic entitled Overview of Waste Site Cleanup Process 
and Associated Documents. On the color graphic depicting the environmental cleanup strategies in the 100 
Area and the 100-N Area. Mr. Gadbois suggested deleting the following information about the 100 Area 
Remaining Sites Project: ~350 solid waste sites. +~90 100-IU-2 and-6 soil sites, and changing to ~440 soil 
sites. This comment was accepted and has been incorporated into the graphic. 

Attachment: 1. Extract from the 100-HR-3 and 100-KR-4 Record of Decision 

Concurrence: 

D. E. Olson. Project Manager 
U. S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

P. R. Staats. Unit Manager 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

L. E. Gadbois. Unit Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

B. Mukherjee. Project Eng" 
Environmental Restoration Contractor 

Date 

? -.~J. -9 ,7 
Date 

Date/ Tl 
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Author: Laurence E Gadbois at -HANFORD02A 
Date: 8/6/97 4:01 PM 
TO: Phillip R Staats 
BCC: Laurence E Gadbois 
Subject: Institutional Control Language 

050455 
Attachment 1 

Extract from the 100-HR-3/l 00-KR-4 ROD 

------------------------------------ Message Contents------------------------------------

Phil: 
Attached is a copy of the 100-HR-3 & 100-KR-4 ROD for your use. 
For your convenience, I have extracted the institutional control 
paragraph from the selected remedy and pasted it below. 
This should work. See you tomorrow. 
--Larry--

Human Access Institutional Controls 
Institutional controls are required to prevent human exposure to 

groundwater. The DOE is responsible for establishing and maintaining 
land use and access restrictions until MCI.a and risk-based criteria 
are met or the final remedy is selected. Institutional controls 
include placing written notification of the remedial action in the 
facility land use master plan. The DOE will prohibit any activities 
that would interfere with the remedial activity without EPA and 
Ecology concurrence. In addition, measures necessary to ensure the 
continuation of these restrictions will be taken in the event of any 
transfer or lease of the property before a final remedy is selected. 
A copy of the notification will be given to any prospective 
purchaser/transferee before any transfer or lease. The DOE will 
provide EPA and Ecology with written verification that these 
restrictions have been put in place. 
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A meeting was held on Wednesday, August 13 , 1997, to discuss and resolve issues regarding the interpretation 
of the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) point of compliance 1 issue, to review revised drafts of the Fact 
Sheets, and to review minutes from the August 7, 1997, meeting on the same subject. 

Point of Compliance Issue 

Mr. Olson prefaced the discussion of the 15 ft issue by stating that he was aware that Mr. Gadbois had talked 
with Messrs. Faulk and Sherwood, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and that he assumed we 
were all in agreement on how the MTCA 15 ft measurement should be applied. Mr. Olson introduced Mr. John 
Darby, BHI Design Engineering Manager, to provide a presentation of specific examples in the 100-BC area 
where MTCA is being applied. Mr. Darby explained that he had met with Mr. Alvin Langstaff, BHI Lead 
Engineer for 100-B/C Projects, to develop the presentation. 

Mr. Darby provided a series of three diagrams (Attachment 1) showing typical sections corresponding to actual 
100-B/C Area sites. Mr. Darby explained that surrounding grade, i.e. , ground zero (start of the 15 ft 
measurement), is determined by judging the average of the elevations of the various grades surrounding the 
site, as well as considering how the site will be backfilled and recontoured. The first diagram shows a site 

1 The applicable regulation is Washington Administrative Code, l 73-340-740(6)(c) "For soil cleanup levels based on human exposure 
via direct contact, the point of compliance shall be established in the soils throughout the site from the ground surface to fifteen feet 
below the ground surface. This represents a reasonable estimate of the depth of soil that could be excavated and distributed at the soil 
surface as a result of site development activities." 
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where the bottom of the engineered structure is above 15 ft, and the surrounding grade was determined using the 
averaging method. The typical section in the first diagram is analogous to 116-B-l l. Reference drawings 
0100B-DD-C007, Rev. 0 and 0100B-DD-C015 , Rev. 0 for 116-B-1 l Civil Plot Plan and Civil Sections and 
Details were reviewed to illustrate this typical section. 

The second di~gram. which is analogous to 116-C-1 , shows an engineered structure that lies below 15 ft of 
surrounding grade. In this case, excavation would occur to extract the engineered structure, even though it 
would result in excavation below 15 ft from surrounding grade. It was noted that sampling would be conducted 
at the bottom of the engineered structure to determine if contamination levels exceed the "Deep Zone" criteria 
(protective of groundwater). Reference drawings 0100B-DD-C0008, Rev. 0 and 00100B-DD-C0014, Rev. 0 
pertaining to 116-C- l were reviewed during the meeting. 

The third diagram is analogous to any site with shallow zone plumes, and shows a contamination plume beyond 
the area of expected contamination. In this case, where the plume is "chased" beyond the planned excavation. 
the average surrounding grade is not used as the reference grade, but rather the overlying ground surface 
elevation is used instead. 

Mr. Olson provided a diagram showing cross sections of the 1301-N and 1325-N Cribs and Trenches indicating 
the proposed elevations for excavation (Attachment 2). Mr. Olson stated that generally, the proposed 
application of the 15 ft rule would result in excavation to 15 ft below average surrounding grade or the bottom 
of the engineered structure, whichever was deeper. In the case of these two sites, an additional 5 ft will be 
excavated for the purpose of removing the highest concentration of plutonium contamination beneath the sites. 
For 1301-N Crib, the top of the boulder field is used as ground zero ( elevation -440 ft) , and excavating 15 ft 
below that level not only removes the engineered structure, but captures the plutonium as well. 

At this point, Mr. Gadbois questioned where the mass of contamination would be for the 1301-N site, 
suggesting that the 15 ft rule must be balanced with removing the mass of contamination and protection of 
groundwater concepts. Mr. Olson explained that at the bottom of the proposed excavation zone, sampling 
would occur to determine if there is a marked decline in contamination concentrations that would justify ceasing 
excavation at that point. 

Mr. Olson described the excavation methodology for the 1325-N Crib and Trench. stating that the original 
structure did not have a trench, and because of poor percolation, the crib was routinely overflowed. 1325-N is 
currently covered by concrete panels, and the overflow area is covered with cobbles. Average surrounding 
grade at 1325-N is ~451 ft, -4 ft above the concrete panels, which lie at elevation 447 ft . At this site, the 15 ft 
depth would not capture the plutonium contamination expected beneath the crib and first third of the trench. 
Therefore. the effective excavation depth would be~ 19 ft below average surrounding grade ( 451 ft msl [mean 
sea level]). 

Mr. Gadbois wanted to know if there were any other Hanford sites where the site was in a hole, below natural 
grade. Mr. Olson suggested that the Emergency Dump Basin would be an example and also, suspected leaking 
underground pipes. Mr. Olson indicated that he did not think there were other such sites in the 100-NR-l 
Operable Unit. It was noted that the ramifications of the 15 ft rule would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

At the conclusion of the discussion, it was agreed that, in the case of 1301-N and 1325-N, average 
surrounding grade would be used to establish "ground zero" (i.e., the ground elevation to be considered 
the starting point for removal of contaminated soil for application of the 15 ft rule under the 
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rural-residential scenario). In these cases, this also coincides generally with where contamination is first 
observed. The elevations agreed to are as follows: 

• 455 ft above msl for 1301-N 
• 451 ft above msl for 1325-N 

Fact Sheets 

It was reiterated that, in the August 7 meeting, it was decided that the current versions of the Fact Sheets would 
become the Summaries to the Proposed Plans. Separate Fact Sheets will be developed, perhaps very similar to 
the Summaries, to satisfy the public involvement criteria. It was agreed that the graphics intended to 
accompany the Summaries should not be used in the Fact Sheets. It was agreed that this decision should be 
documented in the comment resolution package for general comment 4. Comments pertaining to the Fact 
Sheets (to be called Summaries) are bulleted below: 

• The Summaries still contain technical language that should be stripped out, e.g., rural residential and 
RCRA closure. 

• The Summaries should contain a discussion of the land use scenarios and why they were chosen, i.e., 
one with ingestion, the other without. 

• The preferred alternatives must be highlighted in the Summaries. 

Additional specific comments were documented on markups during the meeting and will be incorporated into 
the next draft of the Summaries. See Attachment 3 for the revised summaries. 

Institutional Controls 

Mr. Mukherjee indicated that the redline/strike out versions of the Proposed Plans are due by August 22. He 
reiterated that there were two main points that were affecting this process, i.e., the 15 ft issue, which had been 
resolved during the meeting, and the institutional controls issue. 

Mr. Gadbois explained that EPA was participating in nationwide legal discussions regarding institutional 
controls and particularly with respect to deed restrictions. He stated that the Proposed Plans should not refer to 
deed restrictions in any way. He suggested again that the language from the 100-HR-3/KR-4 ROD provides 
appropriate terminology with the exception that it does not address land use, only groundwater. Therefore, it 
was agreed that the 100-HR-3/100-KR-4 language would be modified to reflect both groundwater and 
land use, and otherwise would be used pending approval by Patrick Willison, DOE-RL Legal Counsel. 

RCRA/CERCLA Integration Language 

Mr. Mukherjee asked Mr. Gadbois when to expect approval from his Legal Counsel on the RCRA/CERCLA 
Integration Language. Mr. Gadbois stated that he had called the Seattle office on August 11 and requested 
comments by August 13 , but had not received any prior to today ' s meeting. He will forward any such 
comments and/or approval promptly upon receipt. 
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Future Meetings 

Mr. Olson stated that he planned to ensure that Mr. Willison would be at the meeting scheduled for August 22. 
which is when the Proposed Plans will be finalized and agreed to by the Tri-Parties. 

It was agreed that the August 18 time slot would remain open for comment resolution discussions if 
necessary. However, it was agreed that the meeting minutes from both the August 7 and August 13 
meetings would be distributed to attendees electronically (without drawings). It was also agreed that 
comments requiring resolution from either meeting would be resolved via electronic mail between the 
parties prior to the August 18, meeting if possible. The goal would be to have all issues resolved and 
complete comment resolution prior to the August 22 meeting. 

It is noted that the drawings in the Corrective Measures Study pertaining to 1301-N and 1325-N will be revised. 

Attachments: 1. Handout Depicting Engineered Structure Above 15 ft, Engineered Structure Below 15 ft, 
and Plumes above 15 ft 

2. 
" .J . 

Concurrence: 

Remediation Zone Cross-Section for 116-N-l and 116-N-3 
Summaries 

D. E. Olson. Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

P. R. Staats, Unit Manager 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

L. E. Gadbois. Unit Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

B. Mukherjee, Project Engineer/T 
Environmental Restoration Contractor 

e/22 /22 
Date 

Date 

?-olJ-97 
Date 

Date/ 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

HANDOUTS DEPICTING ENGINEERING STRUCTURE ABOVE 15 FT, 
ENGINEERED STRUCTURE BELOW 15 FT, AND PLUMES ABOVE 15 FT 



Engineered Structure Above 15' 
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Engineered Structure Below 15' 
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Plumes Above 15' 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

REMEDIATION ZONE CROSS-SECTION FOR 116-N-1 AND 116-N-3 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

PROPOSED PLAN SUMMARY-100-N AREA CONTAMINATED SOIL AND 
GROUNDWATER 

PROPOSED PLAN SUMMARY -100-N AREA TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND 
DISPOSAL UNITS 



DOE/RL-97-30 
Draft B R/5 

PROPOSED PLAN SUMMARY 
100-N AREA TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL UNITS 

The Tri-Parties (Washington State Department of Ecology 
[Ecology], the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA], and the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office [DOE-RL]) are requesting comments 
on the proposed cleanup plan for contaminated soils 
associated with four treatment, storage, and disposal 
(TSD) units and two related sites next to the Columbia 
River at the Hanford Site located near Richland, 
Washington (Figure S-1 ). The location of these sites is 
commonly known as the 100-N Area. The Tri-Parties 
encourage you to comment on the cleanup alternatives 
described in this Proposed Plan and to comment on the 
proposed TSD unit closure plans contained in the 
Corrective Measures Study(CMSJ/C/osure Plan 
(published in DOE/RL-96-39). The selection of the 
cleanup alternative will be made taJcing public comment 
into consideration. Your comments will be accepted on 
both the Proposed Plan and the CMS/Closure Plans from 
<date> until <date>. You may also present your 
comments at a public meeting that will be held on <date> 
at <place>. 

Some of the buildings and surrounding soils in the 100 
Area of the Hanford Site were contaminated during 
operation of the nuclear reactors. The contamination 
poses a potential threat to the public and/or the 
environment. The potential threat to the public is 
exposure to people on or nearby the site to radiation and 
chemicals. The potential threat to the environment is 
contamination in the soil that has migrated to the 
groundwater and could eventually harm the Columbia 
River. Because of these potential threats, the Federal 
Government decided that the I 00 Area was a high priority 
for cleanup and placed it on the National Priorities List 
(NPL). Sites on the NPL are eligible for cleanup under 
the Superfund Program, which is the common name given 
to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation. and Liability Act (CERCLA). A number 
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of other agreements and state and Federal laws such as the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) govern 
how the 100 Area will be cleaned up. Figure S-2 is a 
general overview of the cleanup process that shows where 
the public can become involved. It also shows how this 
Proposed Plan fits into the process and the work that has 
been done to help the Tri-Parties develop the Proposed 
Plan. 

The 100-N Area is located in the north-central part of the 
Hanford Site along a section of the Columbia River 
known as the "Hanford Reach." It encompasses four 
distinct components that require cleanup: 

• Contaminated soils and underground pipelines. 
• Land areas used for treatment, storage, and disposal 

of wastes (called cribs and trenches) and associated 
pipelines not included above. 

• Facilities (such as buildings and pipelines) to be 
decontaminated and/or taJcen out of service. 

• Groundwater beneath the areas listed above. 

Two separate Proposed Plans have been developed for 
cleanup of the contaminated soils, pipelines, and 
groundwater. One Proposed Plan deals with most of the 
contaminated soil sites in the 100-N Area and the 
groundwater beneath them. This Proposed Plan deals 
with the four TSD cribs and trenches and associated soil 
sites: the 116-N- l Crib and Trench, 116-N-3 Crib and 
Trench, 120-N-l Percolation Pond, and 120-N-2 Surface 
Impoundment, UPR-1 00-N-31 unplanned release spill 
site, and the IO0-N-58 South Settling Pond. Also, a study 
called an Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis has 
been conducted to determine what should be done with 
the facilities and how much it would cost. Comments 
from the public on that study have been requested 
separately. Finally, the 100-N Reactor Building is 
currently being addressed in a separate program called 
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Interim Safe Storage. Figure S-3 provides a general 
diagram of the environmental cleanup strategy that is 
being pursued in the I 00 Area as well as specific actions 
that arc being proposed in the I 00-N Area. 

As summarized in the attached Proposed Plan, the Tri­
Parties plan to use one of several alternatives to protect 
human health and the environment from potential hazards 
posed by the contaminated soils of the TSD units and 
related sites. The alternatives have been discussed in 
detail in the CMS/Closure Plan (published in the 
document DOE/RL-96-39). While the alternatives in this 
Proposed Plan are being evaluated, the Federal 
Government is taking actions to minimize the threats 
posed by the TSD units and related sites, such as 
restricting access to use of the land and groundwater. 
However, these safeguards provide only temporary 
protection. The actions proposed in this Proposed Plan 
will provide a longer term remedy to the potential risks. 

The alternatives that were evaluated include: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

No action, 
Remove/dispose under a rural-residential exposure 
scenario, 
Remove/dispose under the ranger/industrial scenario, 
Remove/dispose/backfill/cap under the 
ranger/industrial scenario, 
Remove/dispose/vitrify/backfill under the 
ranger/industrial scenario. 

Two land-use scenarios were analyzed in order to 
compare alternatives that contain a food consumption 
pathway with those that do not. The food consumption 
pathway, as included in the rural-residential exposure 
scenario, assumes that people eat food (either plants or 
animals) that was grown or raised on the land. However, 
the groundwater could not be used. Residents could not 
use water pumped from wells; they would need to be 
connected to a public water supply system. On the other 
hand, the ranger/industrial scenario assumes that food 
would not be grown on the land. Also, there would be no 
houses and people would not live on the land. Rather, the 
property would be used only for recreation or for 
industrial purposes, such as office space or shopping 
centers. Again. the water would not be supplied from the 
groundwater. 
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The primary purposes of this Proposed Plan are to: 

• Describe the alternatives considered (which are 
presented in detail in DOE/RL-96-39); 

• Compare the alternatives to determine the preferred 
alternative; 

• Identify the preferred alternative for cleanup and 
explain the reasons for the. preference; 

• Solicit public review of and comments on all the 
alternatives described; and 

• Provide information on how the public can be 
involved in the selection of the cleanup alternative 
for the I 00-N Area TSO units and related sites. 

Once the Tri-Parties evaluate public comments regarding 
the proposed actions for the sites covered by this 
Proposed Plan, cleanup actions will be selected. Since 
this Proposed Plan involves sites that are also covered by 
the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit, the Permit will be 
modified by incorporation of the closure plans. The 
selected cleanup actions and other decisions will be 
documented in an Interim Action Record of Decision. 
Located at the end of this Proposed Plan is a list ofrelated 
publications that the public is encouraged to review to 
gain a greater understanding of the cleanup plans for the 
I 00-N Area TSD units and related sites. 



DOE/RL-97-30 
Draft B R/6 

Figure S-1. 100-NR-l Operable Unit. 
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Figure 1. 100-NR-1 Operable Unit 
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Figure S-2. Overview of Waste Site Cleanup Process and Associated Documents. 
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Discovery 

Hazardous waste sites are discovered by local, state, and 
federal agencies, businesses, and the public. 

Preliminary Assessment, Site Investigation and Hazard 
Ranking, NPL Eligibility Determination and 

Recommendation 

EPA screens the waste site, using existing data, to determine 
what type of action is necessary. Some sites require no action, 
others are referred to states or other agencies or programs. 
For the remainder of sites, EPA determines the risks to human 
health and the environment and determines eligibility for the 
NPL. 

NPL 

·------ 100-N Area Technical 
Baseline Report 

In November 1989, the 100 Area of the 
Hanford Site was placed on the NPL. 
The entire 100 Area is in various stages 
of the clean up process. 

The public evaluates EPA's recommendation to list sites on - - - ' 
the NPL, which makes them eligible for long-term, extensive 
clean ups under the Superfund program. 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

Detailed studies of the site are done to identify the cause and 
extent of contamination. 

Limited Field Investigation Report for 
the 100-NR-1 Operable Unit; 
Qualitative Risk Assessment for the 
100-NR-1 Source Operable Unit; 100 
Area Source Operable Unit Focused 

• - - , Feasibility Study; 100 Area Feasibility 
Study, Phases 1 and 2; 1301-N and 
1325-N Liquid Waste Disposal 

--_, 

'----------~: Alternative clean up actions are evaluated. I 

Facilities Limited Field Investigation 
Report; Data Quality Objectives 
Woncshop Results for 1301-N and 
1325-N Characterization 

' 

Proposed Plan/Draft P.-mlt Modification 
. . .. . ... . •.- . . 

The regulatory agency presents its preference for how the 
site should be cleaned up.to the public for consideration in· . 
the Proposed Plan. Applicable RCRA Permit modifications 
are drafted. · · · ·-> · · ·. · 

Record of Decision/Permit Modification 

In response to public comments and considering other factors, 
the regulatory agency presents the clean up alternative that 
was selected in a Record of Decision. The decision is also 
reflected in the RCRA permit. 

Remedlal Design/Remedial Action 

Based on the selected clean up alternative for the waste site, 
a clean up method is designed and executed. 

EPA • U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
NPL - National Priorities List 
RCRA - Resource ConSfffVation and R«:OVery Act of 1976 

Note: The regulatory agency could be the U.S. EPA or the 
Washington State Department of Ecology. 

. 
I 
I 
I 

,_ ---

---, 
I 
I ,_ 

100-NR-1 Treatment. Storage, and 
Disposal Units Corrective Measures 
Study/Closure Plan; RCRA Facility 
Investigation/Corrective Measures 
Study Work Plan for the 100-NR-1 
Operable Unit Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington 

·. Proposed Plarr. for Interim: Remedial 
Action ofthe·Tl'aatment, Storage, and,........_ _ ___, 

, Disposal Units.and Associated Sites 
. In the 1oo-NR~1.:0perable Unit· . 

The selected clean up action will be 
presented In an interim Record of 
Decision which will be announced to 
the public. The decision will be 
incorporated Into the RCRA permit 
via a modification. 

Once the dean up action has been 
decided, a detailed design to accom­
plish the action wiU be developed and 
the site will be cleaned up. 

E9707096.2 
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Figure S-3. Environmental Cleanup Strategy. 
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Analysis for the 100-N Area 
Ancillary Facilities and Integration 
Plan (-52 Facilities) 

[==:] Interim Safe Storage Program 

OU = Operable Unit 

ROD = Record Of Decision 

IU = Independent Unit 
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Ill 

Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial 
Action of the Treatment, Storage, 
and Disposal Units and Associated 
Sites in the 100-NR-1 OU (6 Sites) 

Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial 
Actions at the 100-NR-1 Source Sites 
OU (81 Action Sites and 33 No Action 
Sites) and the 100-NR-2 
Groundwater OU 
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PROPOSED PLAN SUMMARY 
100-N AREA CONTAMINATED SOIL AND GROUNDWATER 

The Tri-Parties (Washington State Department of 
Ecology [Ecology], the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency [EPA], and the U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland Operations Office [DOE-RL]) arc requesting 
comments on the proposed cleanup plan for the 
contaminated soil and groundwater next to the Columbia 
River at the Hanford Site located near Richland, 
Washington (Figure S-1 ). The location of the 
contaminated soil and groundwater is commonly known 
as the 100-N Area. The Tri-Parties encourage you to 
comment on the cleanup alternatives described in this 
Proposed Plan. The selection of the cleanup alternative 
will be made taking public comment into consideration. 
Your comments will be accepted from <dale> until 
<date> . You may also present your comments at a 
public meeting that will be held on <date> at <place>. 

Some of the buildings and surrounding soils in the I 00 
Area of the Hanford Site were contaminated during 
operation of the nuclear reactors. The contamination 
poses a potential threat to the public and/or the 
environment. The potential threat to the public is 
exposure to people on or nearby the site to radiation and 
chemicals. The potential threat to the environment is 
contamination in the soil that has migrated to the 
groundwater and could eventually harm the Columbia 
River. Because of these potential threats, the Federal 
Government decided that the I 00 Arca was a high priority 
for cleanup and placed it on the National Priorities List 
(NPL). Sites on the NPL arc eligible for cleanup under 
the Superfund Program, which is the common name 
given to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation. and Liability Act (CERCLA). A number 
of other state and Federal laws and agreements govern 
how the 100 Area will be cleaned up. Figure S-2 is a 
general overview of the cleanup process that shows where 
the public can become involved. It also shows how this 
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Proposed Plan fits into the process and the work that has 
been done to help the Tri-Parties develop the Proposed 
Plan. 

The I 00-N Arca is located in the north-central part of the 
Hanford Site along a section of the Columbia River 
known as the "Hanford Reach." It encompasses four 
distinct components that require cleanup: 

• Contaminated soils and underground pipelines. 
• Land areas used for treaonent, storage, and disposal 

of wastes ( called cribs and trenches) and associated 
pipelines not included above. 

• Facilities (such as buildings and pipelines) to be 
decontaminated and/or taken out of service. 

• Groundwater beneath the areas listed above. 

Two separate Proposed Plans have been developed for 
cleanup of the contaminated soils, pipelines, and 
groundwater. One Proposed Plan deals with the cribs and 
trenches and related soil sites. This Proposed Plan deals 
with most of the contaminated soil sites in the I 00-N 
Area and the groundwater beneath them. Also, a study 
called an Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis has 
been conducted to determine what should be done with 
the facilities and how much it would cost. Comments 
from the public on that study have been requested 
separately. Finally, the 100-N Reactor Building is 
currently being addressed in a separate program called 
Interim Safe Storage. Figure S-3 provides a general 
diagram of the environmental cleanup strategy that is 
being pursued in the I 00 Area as well as specific actions 
being proposed in the 100-N Arca. 

As summarized in the attached Proposed Plan, the Tri­
Parties plan to use one of several alternatives to protect 
human health and the environment from potential hazards 
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posed by 100-N Arca contaminated soils and 
groundwater. The alternatives have been discussed in 
detail in the Corrective Measures Study (CMS)(published 
in the document DOE/RL-95-111 ). While the alternatives 
in this Proposed Plan are being evaluated, the Federal 
Government is taking actions to minimize the threats 
posed by the contaminated soil and groundwater, such as 
restricting access to use of the land and groundwater. In 
addition, contaminated water is being pumped from the 
groundwater and treated to inhibit contamination of the 
Columbia River. However, these safeguards are costly 
and provide only temporary protection. The actions 
proposed in this Proposed Plan will provide a longer term 
remedy to the potential risks. 

S-ii 

The primary purposes of this Proposed Plan are to: 

• Describe the alternatives considered (which are 
presented in detail in DOE/RL-95- 1 11 ); 

• Compare the alternatives to determine the preferred 
alternative; 

• Identify the preferred alternative for cleanup and 
explain the reasons for the preference; 

• Solicit public review of and comments on all the 
alternatives described; and 

• Provide information on how the public can be 
involved in the selection of the cleanup alternative 
for the l00-N Area soil and groundwater. 

Once the Tri-Parties evaluate public comments regarding 
the proposed actions for l 00-N Area soil and 
groundwater, cleanup actions will be selected. The 
selected cleanup actions will be documented in an Interim 
Action Record of Decision. Located at the end of this 
Proposed Plan is a list of related publications that the 
public is encouraged to review to gain a greater 
understanding of the 100-N Area soil and groundwater 
cleanup plans. 

--
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Figure S-1. 100-NR-l Operable Unit. 
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Figure 1. 100-NR-1 Operable Unit 
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Figure S-2. Overview of Waste Site Cleanup Process and Associated Documents. 
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Discovery 

Hazardous waste sites are discovered by local, state, and 
federal agencies, businesses, and the public. 

Preliminary Assessment, Site Investigation and Hazard 
Ranking, NPL Ellglblllty Determination and 

Recommendation 

EPA screens the waste site, using existing data, to determine 
what type of action is necessary. Some sites require no action, 
others are referred to states or other agencies or programs. 
For the remainder of sites, EPA determines the risks to human 
health and the environment and determines eligibility for the 
NPL 

NPL 
The public evaluates EPA's recommendation to list sites on 
the NPL. which makes them eligible for long-term, extensive 
clean ups under the Superfund program. 

Remedial lnvestlgatlon/Feulblllty Study 

Detailed studies of the site are done to identify the cause and 
extent of contamination. 

·------

,­
' I 
I 

---· 
.. --. 

---· 

100-N Area Technical 
Baseline Report 

In November 1989, the 100Area of the 
Hanford Site wu placed on the NPL 
The entire 100 Area is in various stages 
of the clean up process. 

Umited Field Investigation Report for 
the 100-NR-1 Operable Unit; Qualitative 
Risk Assessments for the 100-NR-1 
and 100-NR-2 Source Operable Units; 
100 Area Source Operable Unit 
Focused Feasibility Study; 100 Areas 
Feasibility Study, Phases 1 and 2; 
Remecial lnvestigalion/Fe Study 
Wort< Plans for the 100-NA-1 and 100-
NR-2 Operable Units, Hanford Site, 
Richland, Wuhington 

---------~: Alternative clean up actions are evaluated. I 
I 

1' 

Record of Decision 

In response to public comments and considering other factors, 
the regulatory agency presents the clean up altemative that 
WU selected. 

Remedial Design/Remedial Action 

Based on the selected clean up alternative for the waste site, 
a clean up method is designed and execu1ed. 

EPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
NPL • National Priorities List 

Note: The regulatory agency could be the U.S. EPA or the 
Washington State Department of Ecology. 

I 
I ------

Corrective Measures Study for the 
100-NR-1 and 100-NR-2 Operable 
Units; Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis for the 100-N Area Ancillary 
Facilities and Integration Plan 

The selected clean up action will be 
- - - - - - presented in an interim Record of 

Decision which wiB be announced to 
the public. 

Once the dean up action has been 
decided, a detailed design to accom­
plish the action will be developed and 
the site wiU be cleaned up. 

E9707096.3 
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Figure S-3. Environmental Cleanup Strategy. 
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A meeting was held on August 18, 1997, for comment resolution on the 100-NR-1/100-NR-2 and TSO 
Proposed Plans. Four issues identified at the August 13, 1997, meeting that were unresolved were discussed as 
described below. 

RCRA/CERCLA Language 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency staff is reviewing the proposed language concerning RCRA and 
CERCLA integration. As of August 18, Mr. Gadbois reported that he had not received a definitive answer from 
EPA legal staff on the acceptability of the proposed language. 

Institutional Controls 

_Mr.Olson reported that Mr. Willison of U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office, legal staff was 
satisfied with the proposed language concerning access controls. The proposed language was reviewed by 
Messrs. Gadbois and Staats during the meeting. See Attachment 1 for the agreed upon language that will be 
used in the Proposed Plans. 

Preliminary Remediation Goals <PRGs) 

The genesis of the issue regarding PR Gs was that the tables comparing the maximum representative 
concentration and PRGs for each Proposed Plan contained different PRGs. There was also concern over 
whether the PRGs were consistent with those used for the 100-B/C Area. Mr. Mukherjee explained that the 
RES RAD model used to derive the PR Gs uses the size of the site and contamination level as parameters, 
therefore. the PR Gs would be specific to the dimensions and contamination of the site. Mr. Mukherjee noted, 



Page 2 051S39 

however, that the discrepancies between the numbers in the respective Proposed Plans were very small and the 
benefit of having site-specific numbers was not in balance with the difficulty of explaining the complexities to 
.b public. Therefore, Mr. Mukherjee suggested that we take the most conservative numbers and make them 
consistent between the Proposed Plans. Mr. Staats requested that the numbers also be made consistent with the 
l 00-B/C ROD to the extent practicable. 

Mr. Sturges requested clarification on whether it was intended that we use actual PR Gs from the 100-B/C ROD. 
or numbers based in the site characteristics of the 100-N Area. Mr. Vedder suggested that the PRGs would be 
similar to those defined in the 100-B/C ROD, but the actual cleanup levels that would result in the 15 . 
mrem/year dose would be established based on site characteristics at the 100-N Area. In other words, the 
methodology for derivation of PR Gs (i .e. , application of the RES RAD model) would be consistent with that of 
the 100-B/C ROD, but actual standards would reflect conditions unique to the 100-N Area. Regulators 
reiterated the necessity to indicate that PRGs are cumulative to 15 mrem/year for multiple contaminants. 

After much discussion, it was determined that the tables would reflect the same PRGs with footnotes indicating 
the cumulative affect of multiple contaminants and that the PRGs were based on the modeling results of the 
most contaminated site. 

$4.6 Million Cost for Shoreline Site 

At the previous meeting, and in the comments, EPA had requested an explanation of the $4.6 million cost 
associated with remediation of the Shoreline Site. Mr. Sturges explained that the $4.6 million was present 
worth of the $10 million that had been accelerated over the 20 year period. However, Mr. Mukherjee proposed 
that the cost estimate be provided for the initial remediation effort, and that no figure be given for follow on 
work that may be required in the future. He suggested that a statement be included explaining that periodic 
comparable efforts and associated costs, as yet unestimated, may be incurred in the future. Messrs. Gadbois and 
Staats agreed with this approach. 

Meeting Minutes 

Draft minutes from the 8/7 meeting were previously disseminated electronically for review. In addition, 
minutes from the 8/13 meeting were distributed at the meeting. Some comments were received on each, and it 
was agreed that these would be finalized in preparation for signature at the 8/22 meeting. It was agreed that the 
final draft summary sheets would be attached to the 8/13 minutes. Also, it was agreed that draft minutes from 
this meeting would be available at the 8/22 meeting. 

- August 22. 1997 Meeting 

A meeting is scheduled for Friday, August 22, 1997, which is intended as an all-day working session to finalize 
the two Proposed Plans. This will be accomplished on-line where agreed upon changes can be incorporated into 
the documents instantaneously. Neither Messrs. Gadbois nor Staats believed that they would have time to 
review a copy of the redline/strikeout Proposed Plans prior to the August 22 meeting, and therefore, it would not 
be necessary to electronically forward preview copies. 

It was originally thought that Mr. Willison. DOE-RL. would be at the meeting to make legal interpretations of 
changes immediately as they were made. However. Mr. Olson reported that Mr. Willison would not be 
available for the meeting, but had agreed to review the products on the following Monday. 
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Mr. Mukherjee stated that he would be away from the office from August 28 through September 5, 1997, and 
that the Proposed Plans would not be forwarded to regulators before September 5, 1997. 

Attachment: ( 1) Agreed Upon Institutional Controls Language 

Concurrence: 

D. E. Olson. Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

P. R. Staats, Unit Manager 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

L. E. Gadbois. Unit Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

B. Mukherjee, Project Engineer/Tas 
Environmental Restoration Contracto 

\ 

Date 

Date 

C/-dJ-97 
Date 

Date 
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Attachment 1 

Institutional controls are required to prevent human exposure to and use of contaminated land and 
groundwater. The DOE is responsible for establishing and maintaining land use and access restrictions 
until MCLs and risk-based criteria are met or the final remedy is selected. Institutional controls include 
placing written notification of the remedial action in the facility land use master plan. The DOE will prohibit 
any activities that would interfere with the remedial activity without EPA and Ecology concurrence. In 
addition, measures necessary to ensure the continuation of these restrictions will be taken in the event of 
any transfer or lease of the property before a final remedy is selected. A copy of the notification will be 
given to any prospective purchaser/transferee before any transfer or lease. The DOE will provide EPA 
and Ecology with written verification that these restrictions have been put in place. 
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Attendees 
V. R. Dronen, ERC, H0-17 
S. J. Ingle, ERC, H9-02 
Document and Information Services H0-09 

A meeting on the above subject was held on August 22, 1997, in conference room 2C22 at 3350 George 
Washington Way to review the redline/strikeout versions of the I 00-NR-1/100-NR-2 and TSD Proposed Plans. 
Prior to review of the redline/strikeout versions of the Proposed Plans, the following items were discussed: 

Issuance of the Proposed Plans as Revision 0 

Due to funding cuts. the 100-N Area Remedial Action Project was not funded for FY 1998. Issues discussed 
included the Proposed Plans should be completed as Draft C versions and then shelved until funding is 
available, or whether the Proposed Plans should be finalized as Revision 0. It was agreed that the EPA Region 
X comments on Draft B should be resolved and incorporated into the documents as Draft C. Mr. Mukherjee 
commented that for complete resolution of the comments, the Draft C should be resubmitted to EPA for review, 
and subsequently finalized as Revision 0, and issued to RL. This would bring the project to an acceptable 
stopping point. However, Mr. Olson noted that the documents should not be finalized as Revision 0 because 
they would need to be updated and re-reviewed when the project received funding, therefore, the documents 
would not be officially complete. It was agreed to further discuss this item at a later date. 

(Nore: Mr. Olson and Mr. Mukherjee discussed the item on Monday, August 25, 1997, and agreed that the next 
version of the Proposed Plans would be issued as Draft C and resubmitted to EPA for a second review. 
Additional EPA comments on Draft C would then be resolved and the Revision O document prepared.) 

Issuance of the Corrective Measures Studies (CMSs) as Revision 0 

Mr. Staats stated that the Corrective Measures Study for the 100-NR-l and 100-NR-2 Operable Units and the 
100-NR-l Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Units Corrective Measures Study/Closure Plan must be completed 
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and issued as Revision O and sent to Administrative Record (AR). It was agreed that the CMSs should be 
revised, to reflect the final agreed-upon changes during the EPA review of the Draft C Proposed Plans for 
issuance as Revision 0. 

Issuance of the Previous Meetine Minutes 

The final minutes from the August 7, 1997, and August 13 , 1997, meetings were signed by EPA. Ecology, RL, 
and BHI. It was noted that the diagram showing the cross sections of the 1301-N and 1325-N Cribs and 
Trenches attached to the August 13 , 1997, minutes had the 436 elevation incorrectly placed. Ms. Coenenberg 
took the action to correct the location of the 436 elevation on the diagram. After the diagram is corrected the 
minutes will be issued. The draft August 18, 1997, meeting minutes were distributed for review, and it was 
agreed to send the electronic file of the minutes to all reviewers. The meeting minutes will be signed once they 
are finalized, pending comments from the attendees. The discussion then focussed on whether these meeting 
minutes should be placed in the AR. It was agreed that the minutes and the EPA comment resolution package 
should be entered into the AR. However, it was noted that the request to enter these items into the AR would 
need to come from Mr. Staats, who agreed to formalize the request. 

Review of the Redline/Strikeout of the Proposed Plans 

The review process used during the meeting consisted of a page by page review, with the attendees providing 
suggested changes which, upon agreement, were immediately incorporated into the text via the laptop computer. 

The Proposed Plans draft Summary Sheets were reviewed first, followed by the TSD Proposed Plan. 
The review of the 100-NR-l and 100-NR-2 Proposed Plan was postponed until a later date. In addition to the 
text changes made during this review process, the following action items resulted: 

• Mr. Gadbois will obtain an answer from the EPA legal staff on the acceptability of the proposed 
language concerning RCRA and CERCLA integration. 

• Ms. Coenenberg will revise the text and tables in the TSD Proposed Plan. where appropriate. to match 
the current figures and elevations. 

• Ms. Coenenberg will clarify the statement "Nearly all of the risk to Great Basin Pocket Mouse ... ". 

• Because the 100-NR-1/100-NR-2 Proposed Plan was not reviewed, Ms. Coenenberg will revise this 
proposed plan, as appropriate, with the changes agreed upon during review of the TSD Proposed Plan. 

• Ms. Coenenberg will to prepare a draft schedule reflecting the scope of finalizing the CMSs to Revision 
0 and completing the Proposed Plans to the agreed upon end point. 

Mr. Olson requested a review of the documents once all of the changes listed above are incorporated. Mr. 
Mukherjee agreed to provide copies of the redline/strikeout versions to Mr. Olson, who would forward them on 
to Mr. Staats and Mr. Gadbois. He also suggested that after everyone had the opportunity to review the 
documents. another meeting could be scheduled to go through redline/strikeout versions. 
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Concurrence: 

D. E. Olson, Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

P. R. Staats, Unit Manager 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

L. E. Gadbois, Unit Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

B. Mukherjee, Project Engineerffas 
Environmental Restoration Contractor 

1151838 

Vzz/fZ 
Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 
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RESOLUTION OF 100-NR-1 TSD RCRA/CERCLA INTEGRATION 
LANGUAGE 

- Distribution 

- E.T. Coenenberg ti~ 
l!!illllll November 3, 1997 

ATTENDEES 

E. T. Coenenberg (ERC) H9-03 
L. E. Gadbois (EPA) B5-01 
G. I Goldberg (RL) H0-12 
K. K. Holliday (Ecology) B5-18 
M. C. Kelly (ERC) H9-01 
R. G. McLeod (RL) H0-12 
B. Mukherjee (ERC) H0-17 
D. E. Olson (RL) H0-12 
P. R. Staats (Ecology) B5-18 
B. L. Vedder (ERC) H0-02 

DISTRIBUTION 

Attendees 
J. G. April H9-03 
V. R. Dronen H0-17 
S. J. Ingle H9-02 
Document and Information Services H0-09 

051579 
Job No. 22192 
Wnnen Response Required" NO 
Closes CCN NIA 
OU· I 00-NR- 1 
TSO· D-1-2: T-1-2 
ERA. NIA 
Subject Code· 4170: 8 I 50 

A meeting on the above subject was held on September 22, 1997, in conference room 2D03. 

Meeting handouts/minute attachments: 

I. I 00-N Area RCRA/CERCLA Integration Strategy (flowchart shown as an overhead) 

2. EPA response to draft RCRA/CERCLA Integration Language in 100-N Area Proposed Plans (Letter, 
EPA to Ecology, September 4, 1997) 

3. Package of supporting materials for the following issues: incorporation of closure plan details into the 
Proposed Plan; deferral of certain closure plan details to CERCLA RD/RA phase; Class 3 versus Class l 
permit modification for incorporation ofRCRA Corrective Actions into the Hanford Facility-Wide 
RCRA Permit: and. use of "open-ended" closure schedule. 

D. E. Olson opened the meeting, stating that the purpose was to discuss RCRA/CERCLA integration and the 
concern that comments provided by EPA were inconsistent with the precedent set in previous documents. The 
100-N Area RCRA/CERCLA Integration Strategy overhead was discussed (Attachment 1). P.R. Staats noted 
that the 1301-N/1325-N TSDs are scheduled to be incorporated into the sitewide permit in July of 1999, and 
that the 1324-N/NA TSDs are scheduled for incorporation in July of 1998. 
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ISSUE 1: INCORPORATION OF CLOSURE PLAN DETAILS INTO THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Discussion 
D. E. Olson expressed that RL felt the level of detail currently included in the proposed plans is consistent with 
past proposed plans. An excerpt from the 300-FF-1/300-FF-5 Proposed Plan was provided for comparison 
(Attachment 3). 

L. E. Gadbois stated that he felt that, because the Proposed Plans are so technical, more detail is needed to 
explain how RCRA closure will occur. He also wants the text to clarify that comments for the closure plans are 
also being requested. He felt that the 300-FF-l example was different because a set of both CERCLA and 
RCRA documents was prepared, whereas the 100-NR-l TSD information is provided in one document. B. L. 
Vedder suggested adding some language that clarifies the RCRA comment period for the closure plans is 
concurrent with the comment period on the Proposed Plans. (Use sentence very similar to that used in the 300-
FF-l example.) 

P. R. Staats expressed concern over the tendency in EPA's comments on these Proposed Plans to diverge from 
what had been agreed to in the preparation of previous documents. 

L. E. Gadbois responded that, although the comments expressed by EPA are somewhat inconsistent with past 
Hanford reviews, these changes are necessary to keep up with changes in interpretations occurring nationwide. 

D. E. Olson felt that lessons from past documents have been incorporated into the preparation of these 
documents. He felt that "suggested" EPA comments are delaying the process of getting these documents out for 
public review. 

P. R. Staats requested that specific changes to be made to the Proposed Plans be identified, with suggestions as 
to how the corrections should be made. L. E. Gadbois responded that the Proposed Plan needs to clearly state 
that the closure plans are located in the CMS and are also available for review during this comment period. 
L. E. Gadbois felt that it would be appropriate to explain in the Proposed Plan how the RCRA closure steps 
checklist is addressed. 

B. L. Vedder stated that the 300-FF-1/300-FF-5 Proposed Plan referred the reader to the closure plan for more 
detailed information, and that it did not provide an explanation. 

L. E. Gadbois stated that the N-Area documents were getting a more thorough EPA review than past documents 
(such as 300 Area) because it is felt that more explanation is necessary to keep the public informed. P. R. Staats 
voiced concern as to why the 100-N Area is receiving more scrutiny than previous areas. He again stated that in 
order to address the comments, it would be necessary to know what precedent or interpretations have changed 
and what type of response is needed. L. E. Gadbois responded that these documents were sent to a different 
lawyer for EPA Region X review who is very well versed in RCRA and CERCLA and that he may take a 
different direction than previous reviewers. He noted that the document was also sent to D. Bartus in Seattle for 
review from the RCRA point of view. 

D. E. Olson stated that legal issues are driving these comments from EPA, but have no affect on the remedies 
that the Proposed Plans present. 
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The amendment to the I 00-Area ROD in March of 1997 set the precedent that this Proposed Plan is trying to 
follow. 

B. L. Vedder suggested that a couple of sentences be incorporated into the Proposed Plan explaining that this 
will be the only Class 3 review, and that actions will be taken to meet the substantive and administrative 
requirements. 

Decision 
It was agreed that the 300-FF-1/300-FF-5 text explaining the closure plan review will be added to the Proposed 
Plan summary section. 

ISSUE 2: DEFERRAL OF CERTAIN CLOSURE PLAN DETAILS TO CERCLA RD/RA PHASE 

Discussion 
It was shown that past (300 Area) documents provided for details to be worked out during remedial 
design/remedial action, and reviewed text provided in the CMS. 

Decision 
This was a non-issue. L. E. Gadbois agreed with the information provided. 

ISSUE 3: CLASS 3 VERSUS CLASS 1 PERMIT MODIFICATION FOR INCORPORATION OF 
RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INTO THE HANFORD FACILITY-WIDE RCRA PERMIT 

Discussion 
RL presented its position: following completion of a CERCLA review process designed to comply with the 
Class 3 public participation requirements, a Class I modification could be used to administratively incorporate 
RCRA corrective actions into the permit. This approach is consistent with that used in the I 00 Area Amended 
Record of Decision which was approved in March of 1997. 

Action 
G. I. Goldberg agreed to forward electronic file for the 100 Area ROD amendment to L. E. Gadbois. 

ISSUE 4: USE OF "OPEN-ENDED" CLOSURE SCHEDULE 

RL plans to implement CERCLA rules, which require a remediation start date within 15 months of ROD 
signature. If the funding is not available, the ROD will not be signed. The 1324-N/NA TSDs must be added to 
the permit modification this July, so if necessary, the Revision 0 CMS will be issued prior to the other Revision 
0 documents. 

Action 
Text will be prepared and sent to L. E. Gadbois via cc:Mail containing proposed language addressing Class 1 
and 3 issues for the TSD Proposed Plan. (This is the same issue for the RPP sites in the I 00-NR-1/100-NR-2 
Proposed Plan and is also applicable to the three SWMUs in the EE/CA.) 

At the conclusion of the meeting is was agreed to obtain a placeholder on the October 8, 1997, IAMIT meeting 
to address any outstanding issues and that L. E. Gadbois would get back to D. E. Olson as to when to expect a 
response from EPA Region X legal review. 
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Cross-reference~------

RE : EPA Response to Draft RCRA/CERCLA Integration Language in 100-N Area Proposed 
Plans. 

Dear Mr. Staats: 

This letter provides additional guidance to the Washington State Depanment of Ecology 
(Ecology) regarding 100-N Area Proposed Plans in response to items sent to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for review. One of our main comments on the previous 
review of these documents regarded the integration of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) processes and requirements. The EPA has reviewed the draft responses to our 
previous comments on this topic that you have had sent to us. Our review indicates that the 
affected ponion of the documents are not ready for public comment. 

Enclosure 1 is our recommended changes that you should consider in light of and in addition to 
the general issues that we discussed by phone on August 26 ( especially regarding establishment of 
Ecology policy on this issue) . Most of our specific comments are provided as a rewrite of the 
draft text provided to us for review. For reference, that original text provided to EPA is included 
as enclosure 2. In addition to the revised draft text, scattered within the revised text are 
additional issues for Ecology to address. 

If you have any questions on this information, please feel free to contact me at (509) 376-9884. I 
look forward to resolution of this issue to a level sufficient to finalize the 100-N Area Proposed 
Plans. 

Enclosures as stated 

cc: Steve Alexander, Ecology 

Sincerely, 

~~l~ 
Laurence E. Gadbois 
100-N Area Support Regulatory Agency Project Manager 

Ll "" -i+ r, rr· 
- i . . 1 - -~: ; • : ... .J :_ 

SEP 4 1997 

Ken nevl ic k 
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Mr. Phillip R. Staats Enclosure 1 September 3, 1997 
EPA Response to Draft RCRA'CERCLA Integration Language 

in 100-N Area Proposed Plans 

The revised text and other ideas presented below are intended as a starting point for Ecology to 
use. It isn't necessarily intended to substitute for the original language. The idea is to prompt 
thinking about what is needed .in the Plan to make it clear to the public regarding~ ( l) what is 
going to be happening under RCRA and CERCLA, and (2) that CERCLA is not "trumping" 
RCRA decision-making. Towards that end, the following builds on what was provided to EPA 
for review in enclosure 2. 

"As determined in the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order, also known as 
the Tri-Party Agreement, the 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-2 Operable Units are designated as operable 
units requiring corrective .i.ction under Section 3004(u) ofRCRA (as implemented through the 
Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-303-645 and -646). In addition, the TSD units 
located within the Operable Units being addressed by this Proposed Plan will require closure {and, 
ifclean closure is not possible, post-closure permitting) under RCRA Section 3005(e) (as 
implemented through WAC 173-303-610). 

The 100-NR-J Treatment, Storage. and Disposal Units Corrective Measures Study/Closure Plan 
(DOE/RL-96-39) (CMS) was prepared to fulfill both the RCRA and CERCLA remedial action 
processes. The CMS was prepared in a manner which analyzed remedial alternatives for both 
RCRA corrective action purposes and for CERCLA remedial action purposes. EPA 
Headquarters issued a policy on September 24, 1996 which explains how the RCRA corrective 
action process can be functionally equivalent to a CERCLA remedial action process. As such, the 
CMS prepared for these operable units functions as a feasibility study under CERCLA for 
describing and analyzing remedial alternatives. In order to fulfill the requirements for the RCRA 
closure process, the TSD closure/postclosure plans for the 120-N-l Percolation Pond, 120-N-2 
Surface Impoundment, and the 116-N-1 and 116-N-3 liquid waste disposal facilities are included 
as appendices in the CMS. 

Phil--have Energy specify which units are subject to closure only and which are going 
to be subject to post-closure in the paragraph above. Also, later is a paragraph where 
Energy can specify in greater detail what is required for closure so that the public is 
fully aware of what is being do11e for closure. More specifically, Energy should 
explain haw the Proposed Plans meets requirements of Ecology's clean closure 
guidance document (including closure performance standards), publication 94-111, 
August, 1994. This is necessary if tliis document is going to truly satisfy RCRA public 
participation requirements. 

Ecology, the EPA, and the DOE recognize the similarities between RCRA corrective action, 
RCRA closure, and CERCLA remedial action processes, and their common objective of 
protecting human health and the environment from potential releases of hazardous substances, 
hazardous wastes, or hazardous constituents. The regulatory requirements that govern remedial 
action decisions under RCRA corrective action and CERCLA are similar. The remedial action 
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selected for these operable units can be implemented in a manner which will allow the final 
remedial action under RCRA and CERCLA, as well as closure activities under RCRA, to meet 
the requirements of both statutes, as applicable. The RCRA corrective action requirements are 
codified at WAC 173-303-645 and -646, and are also specified in Section ill.A of the HSWA 
portion of the site-wide RCRA permit. The RCRA closure/post-closure requirements are codified 
at WAC 173-303-610 [Phil-Does the Ecology portion of the site-wide permit contain 
closurelpostclosure requirements parallel to Section lllA of the HSWA component?] . 
Specific requirements for TSD units at the 100-NR-l and 100-NR-2 Operable Units meeting 
these regulatory and permit requirements are located in the closure plans attached to the CMS. 
(Phil-Note the expanded comment on this below.) These closure plans arcfocated in the public 
inf onnation repositories located at _. 

Phil-Here would be a good place for Energy to explain how the CERCLA decision 
docu.ment (which makes cleanup decisions based on risk) will satisfy and compl.)' wit/, 
RCRA clean closure requirements (which generally require soils to be clean enough to 
em ancl water clean enough to drink, /Ecology says this by specifying MTCA Method 
AIB cleanup levels/ and if that can't happen, post-closure permitting is required. Is 
the Proposed Plan going to specify RCRA closure requirements, or is thm left to the 
closure plans appentkd to the CMS? The Proposed Plans are the more effective 
medium to solicit public comment rather than closure plans buried as appendices to a 
CMS tl,.at is referenced in the Proposed Plans. The Proposed Plan needs to set out the 
lpecific closure requirements so that the public can see what is being required for 
closure. This RCRAICERCLA integration issue arises because RCRA closures require 
detailed plans the public comments on now versus the CERCLA process wherein the 
details are left to work out in the RD and RA work plans issued after the ROD is 
finalized (See third from the last paragraph of this enclosure.) Remember• through 
the TPA, we have specifically said that RCRA requirements are fully applicable to bot/, 
con-ective action. and closurupostclosure • we're implementing both programs 
concurrently, not deferring RCRA to CERCU. Thus, it is essential to explicitly state 
required RCRA elements and how the documents (even if integrated) clearly reflect 
compliance). 

In order to satisfy the DOE's RCRA statutory and permit obligations regarding corrective action 
and closure, the decisions made in the CERCLA ROD will be incorporated by reference into the 
RCRA "base program" portion of the RCRA permit issued in 1994 by Ecology (closure . 
requirements), and into the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) portion of the 
RCRA perrrut issued in 1994 by the EPA (corrective action requirements). Together. the base 
program portion of the permit and the HSWA portion of the pcnnit constitute the RCRA "site­
wide" permit. Currently, EPA is the lead regulatory agency for the HSWA portion of the site­
wide RCRA permit, and Ecology is the lead regulatory agency for the "base program" ponion of 
the site-wide RCRA permit. Ecology is planning to take over responsibility for the HSW A 
portion of the permit sometime in calendar year 1998. If that happens before this Proposed Plan 
goes out for public comment, then Ecology will be the lead regulatory agency for the entire site­
wide RCRA permit, including corrective action required pursuant to HSW A. 
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Since this current public comment process is a joint process to satisfy CERCLA decision-making 
and RCRA corrective action and closure/post-closure plan approval decision-making, comments 
regarding this Proposed Plan under CERCLA and RCRA closure and corrective action 
requirements are currently being solicited from the public as well. Once the public comment 
period for this Proposed Plan and these RCRA closure and corrective action requirements has 
closed, Ecology will consider these comments, prepare the CERCLA ROD which will contain the 
selected remedial actions as well as the final closure plans, and prepare a response to public 
comments. A Class Ill permit modification will be used to add those ponions of the ROD and/or 
CMS to the site-wide RCRA pennit. [Phil-This differs from what Ecology wants to do, which 
is to u.se Gass 1 permit mods to add either closure or corrective action requirements into the 
site-wide permit] Notice of this public comment period was prepared by both EPA and Ecology 
so that the closure and corrective action requirements ofRCRA and the site-wide permit are met. 
Once the site-wide permit is modified to incorporate the relevant ponions of the CERCLA ROD 
and CMS by reference, the RCRA corrective action and closure/post-closure obligations will have 
been met. 

Formal authorization of the closure plans under RCRA which are appendices to the CMS will 
occur at the time the CMS is incorporated by reference into the site-wide RCRA permit. The 
following is a list of the enforceable ponions of the CMS which contain the closure plans for the 
_(specify units subject to closure, and post-closure, and the closure requirements for each 
unit, the authority for such requirements [i .e., specify section ofRCRA statute or WAC 
regulations or site-wide permit condition number] and which agency (EPA or Ecology] is 
responsible for enforcing that r-equirement). 

These incorporations by reference into the RCRA site-wide permit will occur through subsequent 
modifications of the base program and HSWA permit at the next scheduled modification. This 
modification will incorporate the CERCLA decision document (the ROD and relevant ponions of 
the CMS) for these operable units for the purpose of satisfying RCRA corrective action and 
closure/post-closure requirements." 

Phil -- The expectation for RCRA closures is that they will proceed in a timely 
manner based on a negotiated schedule. If the Tri,.Panies anticipate an 
implementation schedule different rhan the norm (which appears to be the case ba..ted 
on the late.~t budget discussions), this should be illustrated to the public for their 
comme11t. A working concept of that schedule, and where it is embodied (the TPA) 
should be provided in the Proposed Plans. RCRA does not allow open-ended closure 
schedules. 



Mr. Phillip R. Staats Enclosure 2 September 3, 1997 
Original Draft RCRA/CERCLA Integration Language 

Provided to EPA for Review 

EPA Comment 4. 
There needs to be a better explanation/understanding of the RCRA/CERCLA integration 
aspects of these proposed plans. Since these Proposed Plans are the first where RCRA 
TSDs are being cleaned up using CERCLA authority, there needs to be a better and 
clearer explanation UP FRONT regarding: 

(a) how the three agencies envisioned integrating CERCLA decisions under the 
RCRA corrective action scheme for TSDs; 

Response: Accept. The following text explains the RCRA/CERCLA integration aspects 
of these proposed plans. This text will be added to the TSD proposed plan on page I after 
the second paragraph. 

''As determined in the Hanford Federal Facili'ty_ Agreement and Consent Order, also known as 
the Tri-Party Agreement, the 100-NR-l and 100-NR-2 Operable Units are designated as operable 
units requiring corrective action under Section 3004(u) ofRCRA (as implemented through 
Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-303-646). In addition, the TSD units subject to 
this Proposed Plan will require closure under RCRA Section 3005(e) (as implemented through 
WAC ·173-303-600). 

The 100-NR-l Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Units Corrective Measures 
Study/Closure Plan (DOE/RL-96-39) (CMS) fulfills both the RCRA and CER<;LA 
remedial action processes (i.e., the CMS is functionally equivalent to a CERCLA 
feasibility study) for describing and analyzing remedial alternatives. In order to fulfill the 
requirements for the RCRA closure process, the TSD closure/postclosure plans for the 
120-N-1 Percolation Pond, 120-N-2 Surface Impoundment, and the 116-N-1 and 116-N-3 
liquid waste disposal facilities are included as appendices in the CMS. 

Ecology, the EPA, and the DOE recognize the similarities between RCRA closure 
and CERCLA remedial action processes, and their common objective of protecting 
human health and the environment from potential releases of hazardous substances, 
wastes, or constituents. The regulatory conditions, such as Applicable or 
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), controlling remediation 
should remain similar and consistent in implementation. Actions taken to rcmediate 
these operable units will comply with the provisions of both CERCLA and RCRA. 

The CERCLA public involvement process, including public notice and opponunity to 
comment, will satisfy the public involvement requirements for the RCRA closure 
processes. The lead regulatory agency (Ecology) will prepare a CERCLA ROD 
(following the CERCLA public involvement process), which, after signature by the 
Tri-Parties will authorize the selected remedial action. " 
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(b) how RCRA documents (such as the CMS) can and is a substitute for a 
CERCLAFS; 

Response: Accept. Sec response to general comment 4a. 
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(c) how the CERCLA decision document (the ROD) will be incorporated by reference 
into the RCRA permit. 

Response: Accept. See response to general comment 4a. 

EPA Comment 17 
Page 4, 3rd paragraph. The document states "In addition, as a consequence of placing the 
100 Area on the NPL, actions taken to rcmediate these operable units will be required to 
comply with the provisions ofCERCLA, which include public review and comment of this 
Proposed Plan and the selection of remedial actions in a ROD" . This is nm correct. Sites 
on the NPL do not have to be cleaned up using CERCLA processes. An alternate 
explanation of why RCRA TSDs are being cleanup up using CERCLA processes should 
be provided. · 

Response: Accept. The document will be revised to explain that the RCRA TSD Closure 
will be integrated with the CERCLA process to ensure that TSD closures and 
past-practice sites within an operable unit are addressed in a consistent and holistic 
manner. The TSD Closure process will be done in a manner which ensures compliance 
with the technical requirements of the Washington Hazardous Waste Management Act 
(Chapter 70.105) and implementing regulations, as explained in Section 5.5 of the Action 
Plan to the Tri-Party Agreement. Coordination ofRCRA TSD Closure and CERCLA 
authorities in this manner is consistent with recent EPA policy. The policy explains that 
one allowable method for reducing inconsistency and duplication of effort when 
implementing RCRA closure requirements during CERCLA cleanups is to structure the 
CERCLA document to provide for concurrent compliance with closure requirements by 
referencing CERCLA requirements in the RCRA permit. (See EPA-HQ memo entitled 
"Coordination between RCRA Corrective Action and Closure and CERCLA Site 
Activities," dated September 24, 1996.) The EPA guidance also states the possibility of 
us!Ilg a single process to satisfy both the RCRA and CERCLA public participation 
processes. Coordination ofRCRA TSD closure/CERCLA authorities in a similar manner 
was done in the 300-FF-1 ROD. 

See Response to General Comment 4a. 

EPA Comment 18 
Page 4, 3rd paragraph. Change to read "The lead regulatory agency (Ecology) will 
prepare a CERCLA ROD (following the CERCLA public involvement process), which 
ffl""~g[ituj,i ~,.~_ ;:;-:~liffi,}'£P~ will authorize ... ". "This CERCLA public involvement 
process mt:rst ..• ·::·•g. satisfy the ... ". 
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Response: Accept. The text on page 4 will be revised as follows: 

The lead regulatory agency (Ecology) will prepare a CERCLA ROD (following the 
CERCLA public involvement process), which after signature by Tri•Parties will 
authorize .. . ". "This CERCLA public involvement process will also satisfy the .. . ". 

Additionally, the following text will be added to the response to general comment 4 that 
will be presented in the text on page 2: 

"Authorization of the selected action under RCRA will occur through a subsequent 
modification to the Hanford Sitewide Pennit at the next scheduled modification. This 
modification will incorporate, by reference, the CERCLA remedy selection ROD into the 
RCRA permit for the purpose of satisfying RCRA requirements. Ecology intends to use 
the Class I permit modification procedure for incorporation of RCRA requirements into 
the Hanford Sitewide Pennit, unless other changes being made at the same time require 
that Class II or Class III pennit modification procedures be used instead. 

Authorization of the closure plans within the CMS will occur at the same time through the 
addition in the Hanford Sitewide Permit ·or a list of enforceable ponions of the closure 
plans and other conditions for closure of the units under RCRA by Ecology. A Class ill 
permit modification will be used to add these enforceable portions and conditions to the 
permit and to incorporate the closure plans into the permit by referencing the public 
review process completed through CERCLA." 

EPA Comment 19 
Page 4, 3rd paragraph. The document states that "This modification will incorporate by 
reference the CERCLA remedy selection ROD into the RCRA permit for the purpose of 
satisfying the RCRA corrective action requirements". What about the public involvement 
requirements for the RCRA sites? Are they the result of the corrective action or the 
permit modification? What about the closure requirements? 

Response: Accept. See response to general comment 4a and specific comment 18. 



RCRA/CERCLA INTEGRATION ISSUES FOR 

100-N AREA PROPOSED PLANS 

Issue: Incorporation of Closure Plan Details into the Proposed Plan 

• EPA comment, Enclosure 1, Page 1, 4th paragraph, 2nd - 4th sentences :: "Also, later is a 
paragraph where Energy can specify in greater detail what is required for closure so that 
the public is fully aware of what is being done for closure. More specifically, Energy 
should explain how the Proposed Plans meets requirements of Ecology's clean closure 
guidance document (including closure performance standards), publication 94-111, 
August, 1994. This is necessary if this document is going to truly satisfy RCRA public 
participation requirements. " 

EPA comment, Enclosure 1, Page 2, 2nd paragraph, 2nd - 4th sentences: "Is the 
Proposed Plan going to specify RCRA closure requirements, or is that left to the closure 
plans appended to the CMS? The Proposed Plans are the more effective medium to 
solicit public comment rather than clos1ire plans buried as appendices to a CMS that is 
referenced in the Proposed Plans. The Proposed Plan need'i to set out the specific 
closure requirements so that the public can see what is being required for closure. " 

• RL position: The level of detail in the draft Proposed Plan is consistent with other 
Hanford efforts integrating CERCLA remediation efforts with RCRA Closure Plans 

Fact Sheet: 300-FF-l and 300-FF-5 Operable Units Proposed Plan - 300 Area 
Process Trenches Modified Closure Plan 

Proposed Plan/or the 300-FF-l and 300-FF-5 Operable Units 

Draft Proposed Plan Summary: 100-N Area Treatment, Storage and Di.!,posal 
Units 

Draft Proposed Plan/or Interim Remedial Action of the Treatment, Storage, and 
Disposal Units and Associated Sites in the 100-NR-I Operable Unit 
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PROPOSED PLAN SUMMARY 
100-N AREA TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL UNITS 

The Tri-Parties (Washington State Department of Ecology 
[Ecology], the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA], and the U.S. Dcparttnent of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office [DOE-RL]) are requesting comments 
on the proposed cleanup plan for contaminated soils . 
associated with four treatment, storage, and disposal 
(TSD) units and two related sites next to the Columbia 
River at the Hanford Site located near Richland, 

such as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) govern how the 100 Arca will be cleaned up. 
Figure S-2 is a general overview of the cleanup process 
that shows at what point the public can become involved. 
It also shows how this Proposed Plan fits into the process 
and the work that has been done to help the Tri-Parties 
develop the Proposed Plan. 

Washington (Figure S-1). · The location of these sites is The 100-N Arca is located in the north-central part of the 
commonly known as the 100-N Arca. -IJbe Tri.;Parties~ Hanford Site ai'ong a section of the Columbia River 
encourage you to ·comment on the-cleaitup"iiltemativ& known as the "Hanford Reach." It encompasses four 
descn"bed in this ProposecJ'Plan "mid ti,"coiiiinmioii. iii distinct components that require cleanup: 
proposed TSO unit closure plans coriWliecf in .. ~ . · 
Corm:tive - . Measura ::- Sludy(CMS)/Clom".:. Plair- ff,, • Contaminated soils and underground pipelines. 
(published in DOE/RL-96-39~:!!te selection of thy~\ ~lr Land areas used for treatment, storage, and disposal 
cleanup alternative will be made taking public comment ,Jf:c.,'(S~fwastcs (called cribs and trenches) and associated 
into consideration. Your comments will be accepted on ~~ - pipelines. 
both the Proposed Plan and the CMS/Closure Plans from • Facilities (such as buildings, structures, and 
<date> until <date>. · You may also present your pipelines) to be decontaminated and/or taken out of 
comments at a public hearing that will be held on <date> service. 
at <place>. • Groundwater beneath the areas listed above. 

Some of the buildings and surrounding soils in the I 00 
Arca of the Hanford Site were contaminated during 
operation of the nuclear reactors. The contamination 
poses a potential threat to public health and/or the 
environment. The potential threat is exposure to people 
on or nearby the site to radiation and chemicals. The 
potential threat to the environment is contamination in the 
soil that has migrated to the groundwater and could 
eventually harm the Columbia River. Because of these 
potential threats, the Federal Government decided that the 
I 00 Area was a high priority for cleanup and placed it on 
the National Priorities List (NPL). Hanford NPL sites are 
being cleaned up under the Comprehens'ive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA), which is commonly called Supcmmd. A 
number of other agreements and state and Federal laws 

C::.i 

· Two separate Proposed Plans have been developed for 
cleanup of the contaminated soils, pipelines, and 
groundwater. One Proposed Plan deals with all additional 
contaminated soil sites in the I 00-N Arca and the 
groundwater beneath them. This Proposed Plan deals 
with the four TSD cribs and trenches and associated soil 
sites: the I 16-N-I Crib and Trench, 116-N-3 Crib and 
Trench, 120-N-l Percolation Pond, and 120-N-2 Surface 
lmpoundment, UPR-100-N-31 unplanned release spill 
site, and the 1 OO-N-58 South Settling Pond. Also, a study 
called an Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis has 
been conducted to determine what should be done with 
the I 00-N Arca buildings and structures and how much it 
would cost Comments from the public on that study have 
been requested separately. Finally, the 100-N Reactor 
Building is currently being addressed in a separate 

('r 

I 
I 
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program called Interim Safe Storage. Figure S-3 provides 
a general diagram of the environmental cleanup strategy 
that is being pursued in the I 00 Area as well as specific 
actions that are being proposed in the I 00-N Area. 

As summarized in the attached Proposed Plan, the Tri­
Parties plan to use one of several alternatives to protect 
human health and the environment from potential hazards 
posed by the contaminated soils of the TSO units and 
related sites. The alternatives have been discussed in 
detail in the CMS/Closure Plan (published · in the 
document DOE/RL-96-39). While the alternatives in this 
Proposed Plan are being evaluated, the Federal 
Government is talcing actions to minimize the threats 
posed by the TSO units and related sites, such as 
restricting access to use of the land and groundwater. 
However, these safeguards provide only temporary 
protection. The actions proposed in this Proposed Plan 
will provide a longer term remedy to the potential risks. 

The alternatives that were evaluated include: 

• No action, 
• Remove/dispose under a rural-residential exposure 

scenario, 
• Remove/dispose und~r the ranger/industrial 

scenario, 
• Remove/dispose/backfi!Vcap under the 

ranger/industrial scenario, · 
• Remove/dispose/vitrify/backfill under the 

ranger/industrial scenario. 

Two land-use scenarios were analyzed in order to 
compare alternatives that contain a food consumption 
pathway with those that do not. The food consumption 
pathway, as included in the rural-residential exposure 
scenario, assumes that people eat food (either plants or 
animals) that was grown or raised on the land. Residents 
would not use groundwater pumped from wells; rather 
they would need to be coMected to a public water supply 
system. On the other hand, the ranger/industrial scenario 
assumes that food would not be grown on the land. Also, 
there would be no houses and people would not live on 
the land. Rather, the property would be used only for 
recreation or for industrial purposes, such as office space 
or shopping centers. Again, the water would not be 
supplied from the groundwater. 

S-ii 

The primary purposes of this Proposed Plan are to: 

• Describe the. alternatives considered (which are 
presented in detail in DOE/RL-96-39); 

• Compare the alternatives to determine the preferred 
alternative; 

• Identify the preferred alternative for cleanup and 
explain the reasons for the preference; 

• Solicit public review of and comments on all the 
alternatives described; and 

• Provide information on how the public can be 
involved in the selection of the cleanup alternative 
for the I 00-N Arca TSO units and related sites. 

Once the Tri-Parties evaluate public comments regarding 
the proposed actions for the sites covered by this 
Proposed Plan, cleanup actions will be selected. Since 
this Proposed Plan involves sites that are also covered by 
the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit, the Permit will be 
modified by incorporation of the closure plans. The 
selected cleanup actions and other decisions will be 
documented in an Interim Action Record of Decision. 
Located at the end of this Proposed Plan is a list of related 
publications that the public is encouraged to review to 
gain a greater understanding of the cleanup plans for the 
100-N Arca TSO units and related sites. 



300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units ·Proposed Pl 
300 Area Process Trenches Modified Closure Plan -

.£=7 ....... 
Tri-Party Agreement 

The U.S. Ocpmment of Energy (USOOE). U.S. Environmental One cf the wasteWater sites, the 300 Area Process Trenc:n· 
Protection Agency (EPA), and the Washingten State Department lcated on the north end of the 300 Area about 1,000 feet 
of Ecology (Ecology) an: seeking ccmmcrus on a proposed plan the river. Built in 1975, the trenches consist of two par:dle 
for cleanup of the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units and a unlined ditches. The trenches received up to 2.9 million ~ 
plm for the modified Resource Ccnsen-ation and Recovery Aa a day cf conr:arninated WUteW2ter. In 1991, an expedited 
(RCRA) closure cf the 300 Area Prcc:ess Trenches: The proposed response aaicn removed conr:amin:lted soil.s from the tre: 

plan briefly desaibes cleanup alternatives consiclercd for to reduce further impaas to the groundwater. At the sam 
300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 and ------------------- lhe USDOE reduced the velum 
rec:ommends prcfened cleanup waste disdmges to the trenchc 
alternatives. After ccnsidering all All waste liquid disc:mrges to t 
public: commems, the seleaed trenches ended in Oc:c:ember l 
cleanup alternatives will be "-'hen the USDOE began ope: 
documented in a record of of the 300 Area Llquid Effiuen 
decision. -~, Tre:ument facility. 
plall.desciiba, die:demapnlt 
dalweof ~-- . 

' ogy 
has imde a Determinaticn of Non-
significz.nc:e under the Swe 
£nvironmenral Policy Aa (SEPA). 

BACKGROUND 
The Hanford Site's 300 Area, 
located immediately north of 
Richland, served as the fuels 
fabrication complex for the .site's 

1 
I --i 

. ·-p ..... -
~efense nuclear ,:nacerials produc-. . ./-.. 
uon reaaors, "\11,"htch began opc:rauon m 1944: In the Hanford Site ·f 

F'uw closure of the trenches i! 
be arried out Wlder RCRA ar. 
Wasbingum Swe Hazardous T 

Management Aa beau.se the 
trenches received dangerous · 
after 1980. 1he 300 Area Pree 
Trenches mcdif"sed closure is 
because: it is integrzted with t 
300-FF•l Supa{und cleanup t 

ensure the: 300 Area cleanup 
forms to the: Hanford Tri-Pm 

Agreement and is done in t 
ec:onomial and efficient 

possible. 

PROPOSE 
PLAN 

19;0s, the 300 Area also beam~ the cemc:r for nudear Boundary ~,,..-: ~-

research and development at Hanford. Although the last of ...: ;../ ! >-. . 
Hmf ord's plutonium production rcaacrs ceased opentions . · ~· ·· ;-.i.:i:.--. ..:_ · :.: . ~ I 

operz 

in 1988, the 300 Area has continued its research and ! ~L ·=, I ~---~ "i ~ L 
developmentrole. . a--.~

1
·,._- \ ~ 

I·-. -~.-. 
In 1969, the 300 Area wu listed on the EPA's Natioml Priorities _,._ ·1 \~... . ',, i · 

" -&... d cl --• ..___~ b tat; ', , List ,or Sup1::nun eanup. Environm1;uW£ concerns focused If j ~ - '•l . 
on the site's discharges to the ground of liquids containing ~ L. ,_, i'-
r:idioactive and hazardou.s waste and the seepage of conwni- °'•-,--- ·'\. ;--·, 
nated groundwater into the nearby Columbia River. Two of ·,."- \ J 
the 300 Area·s cleanup units are 300-FF-1, which indudes three ·~.r-"\o. 
W2Ste~v:ucr disposal siteS, solid waste burial grounds and misc:cl- 0 10 lllleffle..,. ...". 

lmeow soil contamination sites, and 3~FF-5, which addn::sses 
O 5

.... l 
the groundwarc:r under the 300 Area. 

ltll-.1 

30 
The 
ope: 
indL 
buri: 
and 

sites . 

Washington State Department of Ecology 4'. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ""- U.S. Department c 

recycled paper@ rec:ycte me •Qainl 

I\ 



-·-·--··· - -·- ···-··· --··-··--··· -· --............ -·-· ..... --·· -···-·· 
quantities of other naurcious and r:idioac:t1\"C ccnca~runu 
currently exceed the· proposed clc:inup swiciards. 

Cleanup is to be carried out under the Superiund law and 
will achieve demup standards and prevent future reiease of 
contaminants from the soil to the groundwater. Alternatives for 
cleanup include no action. leaving waste in place with a soil 
op, or excavation of pan or all of the waste sites. 

The preferred alternative for the wastewater disposal and 
miscellaneous soil conwnination siteS calls for excavation and 
disposal of contaminated soil in Hanford's Environmental 
Restoration Disposal Fadwy (ERDP). The disposal site cleanup 
in che preferred ahemative would take four to seven years to 
complete at an estimau:d cost of $24 millian. This c:cst includes 
the dosurc of che 300 An::a Prco:ss Trencbcs. The preiencd 
altemative also calls for excavation and remcv:a1 of ccnwninaled 
matc:riaJs from the 618-4 Burial Ground in the northwest c:cmer 
of 300-FF-1. Ccanup of the tbree-aac burial ground would ta.Jee 
rwo re three ye:us and cost $3.3 million. Comamimtcd rmteria1 
would be sent to EBI>F. 

300-FF-5 
The 300-FF-5 oper2ble unit investigation focused on groundwa­
ter under and river water near me 300 Azea. Uranium is the men 
widespread groundwzter cmuzminant ahbcugh trichlorothenc 
and dicblorothene are pr=:m m che groum:iW2ter in a localized 
area. The deanup goal is to ensure chat there is no unaccq::,table 
exposure to concamirnared groundwater md chat groundwater 
conDmioaor levels do not cause a release re the river that could 
pose an unacceptable risk 10 humans or tbe envinmment. 

Groundwater dc:anup altmmiVes indude allowing coruaminants 
to diminish mmrally over time. slurry wall ccntainmem com­
bmed with pumping and aating sn,undwarer. and sole reliance 
upon pumping and tte:ating groundwater. The preferred alterna­
tive is to allow groundwater c:cncarnimms ro rmwally diminish 
over time. Grcunchvater moni10ring will verify che reduaion of 
contamination, and institutional conrrois such as deed rest;ic­
tions on groundwater withdr2wals will ccntinue until cleanup 
standards are met. Under me preferred alternative, urmium 
contamination will drop ta groundwater dc:anup standards in 
3 to 10 ye:us, and ocher contaminants will not reach the river 
or surface water in conc:emrations exceeding deanup .standards. 

. . 

300 AR.EA PROCESS.TRENCHES MODIFIED 
CLOSURE.PIA~ . ·-· 

.. ---...... 
The: 300 Azea Process Ttmcbes Madifir.d Casun: Pim d~ 
the-doime of die-~ cnrmmtmred sail. • · suucmresr 
andiiebrii~deimip-~'d ~ -mrnpte!ed mpipm~ ·-wiift~ . 
the pwi'approved tof)Otl-H'L~ ~led ~u;~~ 
Area Psocess Trendies ~ alls far ~tion and cJl'ipcmt·:· 
ot·soil until indusumaeznµp SWKbrds are ~CQ. ., 

. ·· - - --. -....... .. :.. . . .. . . . ' 

HOW YOU CAN BE INVOLVED 
A 4S-day comment period will start December 4, 199S, ·md end 
January 17, 1996. Copies ci me. 300-FF-1 Opa:able Unit aiw-
30()..FF-S O~ Un!iS"Propmed P•·SEPA documems. ma 
the 300 ~ Pioc:i:ss Trc:ncbes Modifted·Ocsure Plan, and dmd 
permit ccndltions an:·available for rericW at the fellowing~ . · 
H:infcrd Public Wonmucn Repositories:·~ 1 

SEATTLE 
Univers1ry o{ \t'uhingi~"n 
Suz:ullo Ubrarv · 
Government Publiauons Room 
Se:ime.WA 
ATTN: Eleanor Ou.se 

!-POICANF 
Gonzaga Universiry 
Foley Center 
E. 502 Boone 
Spokane. WA. 
A.TIN: ,un fuhnmn 

PORTLAND 
D12niord Price Millar Ubr:uv 
Seienee 2nd Engineenng Libt':lr 
934 SW luni.san 
Poftbnd. OR 
ATTN: · Miehad Bov.-nun or 
Susan lbomu 

IU~IANO 
USOOE Public Re:aciing Room 
Washington State Universicy 
100 Sprout Rd. Room 130 Wes 
Richland, VIA 
ATIN: Terri Tnub 

All information in me repositories, plus the administr. 
rec:ctd. induding all data .submiaed by the applicants 
may be reviewed at che following administrative recc 
loauons: 

SEATTLE . 
U.S. Environ. lroteaion Agency 
1200 6ch Ave. 
Pane Place Building 
Hu. Waae Div. Records Center 
Salde,W.\98101 
ATTN: Dawn Mlllpavc 
(206) 55)-4494 . 
8:30 a.m. - .f:30 p.m. (M-1') 

RIOILAND 
Wemnghowe Hanford Co. 
En~ Daza Mamgemem Center 
l4't0 SCCftnS Ccmer Place 
111c:t,tand, WA 99352 
ATIN: Debbi Isam 
CS09> 376-2530 
9 a.m. • noan: 1-.S:30 p.m. (M.F) 

lACEY 
Wubinpon State Dept. o{ Ec:t 
300 Desmond Drive S.E. 

. UCll'f, WA 98503 
· ATIN: Tami Schwencier 

(360) 407-7125 
9 a.m. • noon: 1-4 p.m. (M-F) 

While no public meeting is currently planned, a met 
may be requested. To provide adequate notice for ai 
Hanford stakeholders, public meeting requests shou 
submitted by December 19, 199S, to either of the 
addresses or phone numbers listed below. 

300-ff.1/300-FF-5 
Operable Units Proposed Plan 
Dave £1nan 
U.S. Environ. Proceaion Agency 
712 Swill Blvd. 
Suire 5 
Rlc:hland. WA 99352 
(509) 376-3883 

30D Area Process Trenches 
Modified Oosure Plan 
Ted Wooley 
Washington Depc. of Ecology 
Nuclar Wue Program 
1315 W. •th Ave. 
Kenncwidc. WA 99336 
CS09> 736-3012 

Written comments may be submiaed during the corr. 
period to either Ec:ology or EPA at che addresses abc 
All who comment will receive responses ta their comr 
All public comments will be considered in making the: 
d~on on che p~ plans and modified closure 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, CALL HANFORD 
CLEANUP TOLL-FREE, 1·800·321-2008. 

If you have special -accommodation needs or would 
this material in an alternative format (large type, Bra 
c:as.secte tape, or on computer) please c:ontact: Mich 
Davis at (360) 407-7126 (Voice) or (360) 407-6206 (1 
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PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE 300-FF-1 AND 300-FF-5 OPERABLE UNITS 

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

DOE. EPA, AND ECOLOGY ARE SF:E:&iNG COMMENTS ON THIS PROPOSED PLAN 
(COMMENTS ARE BEING At.;CEPl:Fl> l'"ROM DECEMBER 4, 1995 TO JANUARY 17, 1996) 

IN'IRODUCllON 

This proposed plan dcscribcs the preferred altenwlves for 
the remediation of Hanford's 300-FF-l and 300-FF-S 
Operabie Units1 and summarizes the backgrmmd 
information and other ~ camidr:red for 300-FF-l 
and 300-FF-S Operable Units. The 300-FF-l Operable 
Unit (300-FF-1) addresses form.er process (liquid) wuie 

disposal sites, solid waste burial grounds, and other 
misceDanCCNS soil camarninatiou sites in Hanford's 
300 Area. The 300-FF-5 Operable Unil (300-FF-S) 
addresses the groundwater under the 300 Area. 

This plan is issued by the U.S. Enviromnema1 Protcctian 
Agency (EPA), the federal regular.ory agency governing 
sue activities; the U.S. Depanmem ofEnerzy (DOE), the 
site owner wbo is cm,dnaing UMStigaliYe and cleanup 
activities at the sue; and the W1Sbingmn State Dcpirtm=t 
of Ecology (Ecology), the sme regu1ar.ory agency for the 
site. The proposed plm bas been developed acamling to 
the Har,forrJ Faiaal Fadiily AgTfflllDII awJ Catumt Ordlr 
(Tri-Pany Agrerme:m) using iDformarion dmiJed in the 
Remedial hmistiption/Feasiblllty Study (RI/FS) 
repons. 1be EPA, DOE, and Ecology are issuing .mis 
proposed plan as pm of their public participatian 
responsibiliw::s under Sectian 117(a) of the ~e 
Environmmt.al Ruporue, Compaualion, IINI UllbilitJ 
Act (CERCLA), commonly known as ·the •supcrflmd 
Law.• NtltiDnal &mronmaual PoU.C, Act of 1969 
(NEPA) values have been incorpomed imo the RI/FS 
reports. 

This documcm is intended to be a fact sheet for public 
review that briefly descn'bcs the n:rnerlial altcmatiYes 
analyzed. irienti6r3 prefened alrrmatives, and smmmrizcs 
tbe information relied upon to recommend the prefeued 
alternatives. The RI/FS repons and Adminimative Rccard 

file comain more complete somces of information 
describing the remedial action altcmarives. A compleic 
listing of Adrninimative Record and public information 
reposilmy locaticms is provided an page 17. 

~ cmsiriercd for 300-FF,-l include leaving wasic 

in place with a soil cap or m:avatiDg pan or all of the 
waste sites. The prefeued ahemalive for 300-FF-1 
process waste sites and landfill areas is s=ctive excmlliml 
and dispow of Oii!IIOliDur:d soil. The preferred 
altemativc for the 618-4 Burial Ground locau:d in the 
300-FF-l is =caVation and re:rnaval. The .618-S Burial 
Groaad. origimlly pan of 300-FF-1, has been mmsfcrred 
to 300-FF-2. which iacludes the "MDaining 300 Area 
burial grounds. 

Alternatives amsiden:d for 300-FF-S include allowing 
mmra1 aneanation to raim= a@awioatiaa, rm-acting and 
treating the cmnarninaticm. ar mnflning and treating the 
amwnination The preferred ahmwive for 300-FF-S 
allows mmra1 mcnnatiaa to reduce ccmrarninaticm. 
Redncrian would be verified by groundwater monitoriq. 
Use of c:arnarninated groundwater for drinking purposes 
would be prevcm.ed by amrinning iustim1icmal comrols. 

1Tecbnical terms and other teXt in bold face are defined in the glossary 31 the end of the cioc:urncm. 

RL95-II . W6/J/Al 1 
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C ,fC u111a111111a111i1 u .............. l .anccm:rauons M. C tbe 300-FF-l Operab_le Unit Soil 

Contaminants or Concern 
Muimum ConcamalioJl• Cleuaap Source or Cleanup Level 

Detected in Soils Lnels 
Cobalt-60 81 pCi/g 

Uranium-234 9.700 pCi/g 
15 mmnJyr' 40 CFR 196c · 

Uranium-235 1.600 pCi/g 

Unmium-238 9.100 pCi/g 

~ 319mglkr 188 mg/kg MTCA' 

Bcmo(a~ 27 mglkr 18 mg/kg MTCA' 
·Chrysencd 43 mgiq& 18 mg/kg MTCA1 

Cadmiamd 222mglkr 2l.5 mg/kg MTCA' 
Polychlorinaled Biphenyls 42 mg.!q& 17 mg/kg MTCA' 

1ballium" 25.000mg!tgC . 245 mg/kg MTCA' 
1Data prcsemed arc matimum \evels. ~ amxarninarn levels arc lirnw:d to only a. few area· (see Figme 4) • 

.. 
• 

b An exposure auessrncm model is used to convert between soil ccmccmratians (pCi/g) IDd dose leYels (mrcm/yr). For 
example. in 300-FF-1, tbe 15 mrem/yr dose from total~ (uranium-234, -235, and-238) equaa:s to 350 pCi/g. 

'40 CFR 196 is a proposed rcgulatiml. 

dContaminartts found only in tbe 300 Area Process Trenches Spoils Pile. 

e-rhese comaminarn ccmcemralions were found in locatiom tlw also had high total uranium c:nn, euaariuas (above 
350 pCi/&). 

'swe ofWasbingrmi. Model Toxic Cornrol AI:t. Method C, IDdumial CJeamq, Values For .Soils (MTCA Ommp 
Levels and Risk Calculations. update August 31. 1994). 

scraped om periodically to increase iDfilttalion IDd 
tbe scraped ma=ial was placed along tbe sides of 
the ponds. Discbarginc of waste to tbe process 
ponds stopped in 1975. · . 

1bc Process Trenches were built in 1975 to replace 
tbe ponds. Like die Nonh IDd Somh Process 
Ponds, die Process Trcncbes received large 
volumes of process waste wilh peak discharges up 
to 2.000 gal/min. 1k Ali!liiliilAIIIS ->f amcem are 
uraninm, cobalt-60, menic, be:mo(a)pyrene, 
cbrysene, cadrniurn. polycblorimled bipb.enyl, and 
tbaJJimn ID 1991, amxarninued IOil:s from die 
south end of the Process Trc:nches were moved to 
the dry north end. c:reazing die Process Trm:i= 
Spoils Pile. This stopped process waste from 
passing through die OIIUatDiDated soil and driving 
c,,m,rninatirm to p-oundwater. Urmiurn 
ccmcemratiam in tbe UDderiyiq poundwmer 
decreased rapidly after soils were moved. 
Discharges to die Process Trenches ceased in 

RL95•11 . WtlJ/Al s 

Ash Pm received fly 11h &ams. 300 Area Power 
P1am. SUrface soil amples fram a. Alh Pils were 
ana1yml. IDd mml CQDctDbllbdDS below cleanup 
standards were «tarc11Cd Tbe Alh Pits were built 
OYC' put of die Samh Process Pand. and 
CODtltDiDl'ed sail mJ/ar dudp fram die pond 
opmriam may remain bc:neatb tbe fly uh. 

The Filler Backwash Pond and Rmred F"Jlter 
Backwuh Pond receiwd filter bactwuh from tbe 
. 300 Area W mer Filler P1am. Soi1 couauninatian 
levels beneath die Retired Filter Backwash Pond. 
which wu built over pan of die Somh Process 
Pond. arc cxpec:red to be tbe same as tbe Somh 

I 
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PROPOSED PLAN FOR ~ :FINAL INTE:RIM::REMEDIAL ACTION OF THE 
TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL UNITS AND ASSOCIATED SITES IN THE 

100-NR-l OPERABLE UNIT 

Hanford Site, Richland. Washington 

DOE, ECOLOGY, AND EPA ANNOUNCE PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Plan identifies the preferred alternatives for 
WL ~t~ remedial action of the treatment, 
storage, and disposal (TSD) units and their associated 
sites in the 100-NR-l Operable Unit. located at the 
Hanford Site (Figure SH ). The TSD units consist of 
contaminated soils. stru~tures. and pipelines. There are 
four Resource Conservation and Recoverv Act (RCRA) 
TSD units : the 116-N-l Crib and Trench: the 116-N-J 
Crib and Trench: the 120-N- l Percolation Pond: and the 
120-N-2 Surface £mpoundment. TI1ere are two associated 
sites: the UPR-100-N-31 unplanned release (UPR) spill · · •. · 
site; and the IO0-N-58 South Settlin!! Pond. lllis 

MARK YOUR CALENDAR 

faology . the EPA. and the DOE encourage you to 
comment during the public comment period on all of the 
remedial a lternatives described in this Proposed Plan. 
Public comment on the closure plans contained .1n 
Appendices .. A and·B ol1l:ie Corrective Meamres Study "is, 
also ~ Based on new information or public 
comments. Ecology, the EPA. and the DOE may modify 
the preferred alternatives or select other remedial 
alternatives presented in this Proposed Plan. 

Proposed Plan also summarizes the ~ther remedi~T.,.,.. .. ____ · - -. A 4?_-daY publi;.5~ent_i¢od forth!S_!~~-1 ~D 
Uruts~osed Plan and associated closure plans will~ 
from ~ell9l 7. 199il~~. to Septeffleer 22. 
+99+,~d,(itt?,. A public .balriiig\;n this Proposed Plan arid 
associated· ·closure plans is scheduled to be held oif 
Sc!"len,ee, : . 1997 ~'=!?:· 

alternatives analyzed for remedial action. TI1e intent of the 
remedial action is to address contaminated areas that pose 
potential threats to human health and the environment. 
Other waste sites are included in the I 00-NR- l Operable 
Unit and they are addressed in a separate Proposed Plan 
entitled Proposed Plan for Fitttzt liite1.·hn:Remedia/ Actiom 
at the /00-NR- l Source Sites Op; ;.~-fi/e C11itandlmfflm 
Rt:!me.11·a.' . letfrm ut the 100-NR-2 Groundwater Operable 
Unit (DOE/RL-96-102) . 

This Proposed Plan is being issued by the Washing ton 
State Department of Ecology (Ecology). the lead 
regulatory agency: the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), the support regulatory agency: and the 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). the responsible 
agency. Ecology, the EPA. and the DOE are issuing this 
Proposed Plan as part of their public participation 
responsibilities under Section l 17(a) of the 
Compreftensive £11viro11me11tal Response. Compe11satio11 
and Liability Act (CERCLA). conunonly known as the 
"Superfund Program." TI1e DOE is also issuing this 
Proposed Plan as a part of its responsibility under the 
National E11vironme11tal Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA 
values including impacts to natural. culntral. and historical 
resources: socioeconomic aspects: and irreversible anti 
irretrievable commitments of resourct!s. are addressed in 
the 100-.VR-J Treatment. Storage. and Disposal Unia 
Corrective :\.Jeasures SwdwC/v.tr1re Plan 

Ttchnin l larn11 and Olh tr In t m bti!ii :, rt c1 tfi nc,I in tht 1.:lt •~~:a~· al lh• end oC this 
docum•nr. 

Send ,nitten comments to: 

Phil Staats 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
I J 15 West Fourth Avenue 
Kennewick. Washington 99336-6018 

( CMS) (DOE/RL-96-39). ffi Titt:i Prepe:ied Pl11n tt!Je 
.. errre..1 ,o .1u1i..1~· 1hl ptthlie re•tier,,. reqtttl'emcnf::3 neefleti fer 
1l11,: .1ir.-: ,,·id!:! pennit medi:fieatien. 

~~~~~::;~::;~~i!~::;.~~~~~:.{t~:i~r.;.~w 
a1iif_?Ginse1ii:\ Qt41t'!:\ii~t:1w.~tmt ~tH~~J{ffu.f?~ 
Aiµ-ee1uent;:.t.l~<:.l:(1Qf!1.Rfl:=:@lt:JP!l:t~ ;~:9pMp~:Y.Jjjf.~ 
are~csignated~~~~:~~q~gsc,~~::~~~ 
underSection'3l~(Hf P.t -RP.~J~'®P~eilt~!m'.~~@. 
Wiisliington ··Ailiniiii:s.~!!~(€9:~!]Y.?::AC.lli~fJ9?:~:¥.:i); 
Iii add itiilr1" . the':~P:m_iµI!~j~tCJ:lliisJtt~P#.~\r.~il#. 
wi IL n:quire. .· closurc,':~!~t ~£Ilff ~~~•i~~}?9.RJJ!)H!~ 
implementedtliro~~W}¥~9:Ji§:t:J9?:~Q~r ::: 

D 
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Tli~if. po.;:;vR;; J;:'{[17.ef.0}111i'iif.:' ,Wo1iif.ge.( jj_t~~l:p[sp6.iiqp£Jiiitr 
Correc.livtlvleamr.e1St11dtvClosuntf!.lan@OE/RL~9G~ 3.9) 
1Wiiitii?boffi,, iiiiAic&fi.3;iruLci:iiciiA: ~fcifafoiilitio~ 
Pi~~4i~?(f~t :me;:9M§)s:@.~~ij9.~ir::~q~t?#!~t !l)·}1 

apPS@.iei~ditlhe:'£M~? . 

~WIY:Im~J~f.~:aj:i.4.J~:PQI;J#.~t@.¢~:@r~miµa.tjfi~ 

:::.i=~1:11~11r~=~~~:~~~: 
h~Ji~ltlp~~;'@@.f ~m'j@.~~vm:im1m,t:~tj_tj#.t!E.l~~'(~~ 

~=:=:=:t1i.!=::~::=~~Tu.;iii!i~!~: 
ai_t~/~PP~Ji.r~!~=S.!49!t~lri~!l:.!!:J~ PP-~~•rt1-~t#.~s. 

z:::tii@~1l\L~,~:::ili~!@.~i!i~6.1il: 
~ JtiP.:~~~P!t:&Wt !h!:::PIP.Y~!B~}~!:RR!!t §§.R.£!.;~ 
aM.:iJ!P~I 

•• 

-·· 

-
J.\H~~f.>,11:':~JA~Wd9~:iP.!~U!~W~J~!H@M§iw.# 
~ :~~311111e'tiirieffiu~JHhe~q:~i@.m.:¢ =:.~==i=~~=~~,== ~;ggHM~~'~ K~t91.:~M!:P.§~'.~m~ 
~ t~ l~ t~ f~ !~ese.f~~~~Pffi~:Pfil~ 
c~w.!ff.~~J9.\m!1~~:~o:w1~JRtffl$.@~mmn?.~ 

'/ 

e!iW~"~~Rd!~i=~ nwilt#J~iJ.Wt emWe:m~~ ·. 
~ '9:?:Rm'5~1l!!W:!J9.,~j. 

•• 
TI1is Proposc:d Plan hrietly describes the remedial 
altematin:s analyzed in the /00-VR-I Treatment. Storage. 
a11d Disposal l/nit.t Co1Tective .\feas11res Study/Closure 
l'la11 (DOE/RL-96-39) . It identifies the preferred 
alternative for the TSO units and summarizes the 
infomw1ion rc:lied upon to recommend the preferred 
altcmatiYe for puhic re\'iew. 

TI1e remedial alt,::rnati\'es analyzed in the eorreeti:..-e 
meu.1urc.1 .11ttt¼y (CMS for the 100-NR-l TSD units 
rc:qumng remedial action are No Action and 
Remo,•e/Dispose for the rural-residential exposure 
scenario. TI1e rural-residential scenario assumes 
unrestricted land tL--e to a depth of ~-6 m. {UJ;38}' For the 

Mt>~i~~d, , <l71m.~~!ii:\:S!~':et: £?.~f!~~~~fy!JJ~pnct 
Assessment{QRCL\ftang~r/iridu~,n~::sec!itlir.io. No 
Actian.·R~•nov~roisi,·cisi::·RemciveibisposeiBiicictfuicap. 
and Remove/DisposeNitrify/Backfill alternatives were 
analyzed. TI1c: modified CRCIA ranger/industrial scenario 

~ .Ji~tittcl\m~l=~~=!~~Jgg~~P?®:.Y~Y:{~~:'assumes 
occasional use of the ground surface with potential soil 
intrusion by humans. animals. and plants to a depth of 3 rn. 

(?\.~4~t~Otlap~~!9~~:~f:'m~:::~~!1Jaj/?}~ :::!4.J4~tJ99FNR~1 
l;§RJmig:~tw~~_i:~\f9 

ll1c: final land m,e for the I 00 Area of the Hanford Site has 
not heen dc:tennined. For the purpose of this Proposed 
Plan. the prc:fem:d remedial .iltemati\'e has been based on 
the rnral-n:sidcntial scenario so as to not preclude any 
ti.mire land use. Remedial action oh_jectives and cleanup 
goals will he ree,·aluated if ti.lrure land-use and 
groundwatt:r-itst: dc:tern1inations are inconsistent with the 
preferred n;:mc:dial alternati\·e presented in this plan. 

tl5}111e prc:ferrc:d remedial altematiYe for the TSD units 
and associatc:d sites in the 100-NR- I Operable Unit 
prc:sentc:d in this Proposed Plan is 11::.i folle ,'t!l: Remo\'al 
c?,'I)i.1pt1.1c? of the contaminated soil and associated 
structures from the 116-N- I and 116-N-3 Liquid Waste 
Disposal Facilities and the UPR-100-N-3 l spill site.; 

tn:atments_:' as\ ti~~S.~in!A~ := g_~i>o.ci#l.}'P.f':!.NfJ~~yi:d 
1riaforiiiEiikt~~', :Enti~~~~~~lf ll~s.t~~~fi.~\J.Jijjwsal 
Facility::·_(EJµ?.¥:)~:= ;prny~~t::m::: ~!J.11:::;RPl.')AY.iiste 
.~ptm1~ cri~C.00.· Ll:U:11!~§1¥>.f:is'•~ ~!fr~~!~=!tf.?.~qµA 
li_i_iuUill.Joca,e.~ ~~.= lh~=7-99;:~iP!~~~-1.~::i#.Jl.~i~P.!t.#.tP.art 
<lfHiiiifordi : J:he:=di.~P.~~\t~ft.:'~~t~, tri:@j:(i@!~J~:fIBA 
TSDs =" ·a<. =· detennined:=:::ttk -be=/Withiilt tbe:=:,deimition::. of 
[ faoforcl(Sit~{~1nedi;il~1'.i.::;~:~ i ::P~Yi4~i(i#.(@j/gf.¢F 
R(JD;=·• ·as=-_·cf~_~ii:df: ~tm.1ie::: #1P.!aiiat~~}'Pf?!i.@if"iciiat 
Jiflei:eilces (EP'Ne(iil(J ~?-~Y Tue pipelines associated 
•xi1h the TSD units will either be removed and disposed. or 
,amplcd 10 detem1ine whether the:,· meet ~ =:remedial 
actii•n ~oalil and 1.:an he ldt in .place. Treannerii of 
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excavated soils would be conducrc:d before disposal. as 
required. to meet land disposal restrictions and the 
En, ironmentul Re~torntion lforornl Fueility (ERDB 
waste acceptance criteria. 

H6)'i?\~':tµ~~~~4. :~ !:!!~~VW~Io\\·; 5oil ~~m~!~~µ~ted 
mmt ?P;QfN5Wi4 7Rtt.ii ~f @i~~t · ·loo~ N•§]bA?!}tajp~;:no 

11=;i~1~:=,:~t;::t~::;~~:tif~iif;~ 
9:#JPr:~f,?4 :c::n :::mru\Xi M~t!!?d B/) Because soil 
contammant concentrations at tbese:(si~ 129 H I. 
129 ~f 2. miti 199 H 58 11re less than i1{~\i;i;;~;!Jn~1e11 S1111~ 
AltJ'lkl TtJ.~ies CtJ11trt1lAct (MTC.-H Method 8 values. no 
remedial action of the soil column is required. However. 
due to the presence of a sulfate plume in the groundwater, 

~~tt¥~~~~i#.P.9:YS'iS.{9:}@h\'ater•i'1ii~~~l?.!t ~!?.@~~ 
(P#i4ij~i~M~t ~m11~urumt l¢Y~H;1f:!§ that was 
caused by past operation of these: units. the sites will be: 
closed under a modified clollure pursu:mt to the Resourc:e 
Conservation and Recoverl' ,-kt (RCRA) and the 
Washington State dangerous \~·as1c: n:gulations. The sites 
will be restored to their fonnc:r condition through 
backfilling. recontouring. and rc:,·egetation and the 
groundwater will continue to be monitored in accordance 
with the dangerous waste regulations. 1 

. Modified clo$Ul"C of the 120-N- I. 120-N-2. and 100-N-58 
Percolation Pond system will not require remediation 
excavation. but the Hypalonrn liner and leak detection 
systems in the 120-N-2 Surface Impoundment will be 
removed and disposed as non-contaminated waste. In 
addition. the sampling shed and perimeter fence will be: 
removed. Modified closure of the 120-N- l . 120-N-2. and 
100-N-58 Percolation Pond systc:m and associated piping 
is estimated to cost S410.000 (this does not .include costs 
for groundwater monitoring). 

The preferred remedial altemati,·c: of No Action for 
120-N-l. 120-N-2. and \O0-N-58 is applicable becau.,e 
these sites pose no potential threat to human health and the 
environment. TI1e preferred remedial alternative of 
Remove/Dispose for 116-N-1. 116-N-3. and 
UPR- IO0-N-31 will reduce risk,; 10 human health and the: 
c:nvironment. ensure that contaminants present at these: 
waste sites will not ad\·ersdy impact existing 
groundwater quality beneath the sitc:s or beneficial use of 
the Columbia River. and accommodate the t1oal of not 
precluding any fun1re land use. 

1 
Various lo":itions in this Propos~d Plan r: tcr to r~\'~g(t:tlion dforts . 

R(\'eget:iuon etforts will provid~ o\'erall ennronm(n!:il h(ndit to th( 
site :md will he done :is indic:ited. How~wr. the re\'cgctation :icti\'iti~s 
are not pan of nor ncccss:irv for the compktion llf th~ rcmcdi:il action. 
Eflons::wilt be- nii'.ldeto:.avoid or: ,itmimiu imp.1ctno natur:ili:esources 
diiring,,temedw 'activities; am.tthe nalllTll Re~ource: Tfusttts•:wilr be 
~onsu~ durins .. m itiga11un•::md res1ora11on :i.:ti\·ities/ :a&:12} . · 

The: prc:ferred remedial altemati\·es presented in this 
Proposed Plan are the initial recommendations of Ecology. 
the EPA. and the DOE. Remedial alternatives will be 
sc:lt:cted only after the public has had the opportunity to 
conunent on these recommendations and all comments 
ha,·e heen re,·iewed and considered. The agencies are 
seeking comments on each alternative that has been 
..:onsidered and on -all supporting documentation in the 
Administrath'e Record. not just on the preferred 
altemati,·e. Comments may be made in person at the 
public hearing or may be submitted in writing to the 
address in the box on the first page. Written comments 
nnL,;t be suhmined by <date>. Responses to comments 
will be presented in a re-i><>nsiveness summary that will be 
part of the Record of Decision (ROD), which is the legal 
decision document that presents the selected remedial 
actions. The-public is also encouraged to review amt. 
coment OD the closure plans contained in Appc:odiccs "" 
and B of 100-NR-J. Trea1ment. Storage, and Disposal 
Unia Cornctive A.feasures Study/Closun P/a,F(DOE/RL-
96-39). This md other IC.lated documents listed at the aid 
of.this Proposed P_lan providc•grcaJcr detail about th~ 
WIL'lfc.siae11u1od IIIC a part of~c Administrative Record. ,~ 
add.ition. . Ecology will modify the -Hanford Sitcwitic 
R.CRA permit to incorporate by tcrcicii(:C_the.-CER.CLA 
remedy scicdion in order to satisfy the RCRA closure aad· 
~tclosurc requirements for thcTSi>iia~ · 

HANFORD SITE msTORY 

TI1e Hanford Site is located in southeastern Washington 
(Figure S-1 ). II was established in 1943 lo produce 
plutonium for nuclear weapons using reactors and 
chemical processing plants. TI1e 100 Area of the Hanford 
Site is located along the Columbia River and includes nine 
inacti\·e nuclear reactors used for plutonium production 
hetween 1943 and 1987. Operations at the Hanford Site 
arc now focm,ed on environmental restoration and waste 
management. In November 1989. the EPA designated the 
IOO Area of the Hanford Site a Superfund site and placed 
it on the: National Priorities List (NPL) bec:iuse of soil 
and groundwater contamination that resulted from past 
operation of the nuclear facilities. To organize cleanup 
effort,; under Supt:rti.md. contaminated areas at the nine 
inactivc reactors were subdivided into geographic areas 
..:allt:d "opcrnble units." 

1011-N AREA BACKGROUND 

TI1c 1011-N Area is located in the north-central part of the 
l-l:u1ford Site along a section of the Columbia River known 
as the "Hanford Reach." It c:ncompasses three distinct 
components requiring remedial action: the I 00-NR-1 
Sourct: Sites Opcrnble Unit. the 100-NR-2 Groundwater 
Operahlt: ITnit. and the TSO units within the 100-NR-l 
Opt:rahlc I !nit. 
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land-use decision has nor bec:n uwde. two exposure 
scenarios (rural-residential and modified CRCIA 
ranger/industrial) were dc:tim:d. ll1csc: two exposure 
scenarios represent two gl!tlernl categoric:s of potential land 
use: unrestricted and restricted. Both scc:narios restrict the 
use of groundwater. 

The 100 Area Source Operable Unit Focused Feasibility 
St11dy (DOE/RL-94-61) idc:ntitied six general response 

. actions that could be applied to waste sites in the I 00 Area. 
Because contamirumt concentrations at 120-N-1. 120-N-2. 
and 100-N-58 are lc:ss than the Washington State MTCA 
Method B values, remedial alternatives ( except No Action) 
were not evaluated for thc:se sites. 

For 116-N-1. 116-N-3. and UPR-100-N-31. the general 
response actions from the I 00 Area Source Operable Unit 
Focused Feasibility S111dy Report (DOE/RL-94-6 l) were · 
used to identify remedial alternatives in the 100-:YR-l 
Treannent, Storage, and Disposal Units Co11"ective 
.\leasures Study/Closure Plan (DOE/RL-96-39). Tue: 
alternatives evaluated for remediation of 116-N-l . 116-N-
3. and UPR-1 00-N-31 are as follows: 

• No Action 
• Remove/Dispose 
• Remove/Dispose/Backfill/Cap (modified CRCIA 

Ranger/Industrial scenario only) 
• Remove/Dispose/Vitrify/Backfill (modifo.:d CRCIA 

Ranger/Industrial scc:nario only). 

Tue last two options (Rc:move/Disposc:/Backfill/Cap and 
Remove/Dispose!VitrifytBackfill) were c:valuated only 
under the modified CRCIA Rang1.:r/lndustrial scenario 
because they would not a1.:conu11odate the goal of not 
precluding any future land us..:. 

Summary of Action at the 1211-N-l. 1211-N-2. and 
100-N-58 Sites 

Soil contamination (nc!ithc:1 radioactive tt0r 

nonradioactive) wa.-. not found at thr.:se site.-.: llm .... no 
remedial alternatives were considcrc:d for the soil column. 
Tue sulfate plume in the: groundwatc:r under these units 
will be ,emeefosteti iwdres.<iciUn accordance with the ROD 
for the 100-NR-2 ··c5perahlc: Unit G:Ut ("¢.~~ed::to:, ~e. 

is~,!i:!~P~~! f~ty th~sa.~~:tW1~,~ :!h~i~:9I?:iiif:~ 
prop~ilipl~f and the Hanford Sitcwide RCRA pennit. 
Groundwater monitoring di1la continues lo show 
exceedances of sulfate concc:ntrations above the sc:condary 
drinking watc:r standard (250 mgtL). Bccau.~ of thii;. 
groW1dwatcr contaminarion... these sifcs will und~O 
modified clo~(rathc:r thm clean closure) pursuant to the'.; 
Washington State dmi[[erous wa.~e regulations • ~=::==~~::::::~;~-~-

14 

For rh~ moditic:d closure MTCA B cleanup levels will be 
altaine<l. Groundwater monitoring will continue under the 
RCRA program until remediation is complete in 
accordance: with the ROD and the units are clean closed 
through a moditication to the permit. Tue buildings and 
piping will he removed. and the basins will then be 
backfilled. regraded. and revegctated. Tue estimated cost 
to implement closure at the 120-N-l/120-N-2/100-N-58 
Percolation Pond complex is S410.000 (this does not 
include the 1.."ost for groundwater monitoring). 

Summa~· of Alternatives at the 116-N-l, 116-N-3, 
and UPR-100-N-31 Sites 

Each of the alternatives (except No Action) under both 
land-tL~ SCt:narios have a Remove/Dispose element. Tab le 
;.....i: ,;ummarizes the volumes of contaminated waste. 
piping. and demolition debris that would be removed and 
disposed. 

No Action Alternative.. Tue No Action Alternative was 
l!\'aluated to provide a ba.c;eline for comparison to the other 
alternatives. It repn:.-.ents a situation where no additional 
restrictions. controls. or remedial actions are applied to a 
site. ll1c: No Action Alternative would not suppon an 
objecti\·e of not precluding any future land use in the 100 
Area. TI1ere would be no l.!OSt to implement this 
altemath·e at 116-N-1. I 16-N-3. and UPR-100-N-3 l. 

Remo,·c/Dispo~e Alternatin. This alternative inrnlves 
the following dements: 

• Remove: pipelines and aboveground structures 
• Exca\"ate clean overburden material 
• Ex1.:a,·atc: contaminated soils 
• T rc:at contaminated soils if required 
• Dispose: of contaminated material at ERDF 
• Ba1.:kfill. contour. and re,·egetate the sites. 

Under this alternative contaminated media (soil. piping, 
and dc:molition waste) would be excavated. transponcd. 
and disposed at ERDF. in accordance with established 
waste acceptance: criteria. Contaminated surface soils 
would be excavated to a depth of 3 m (modified CRCIA 
rangeriindustrial) or 4.6 m (rural-residenrial) below 
surrounding grade or bottom of the engineered structure. 
whichc:,·c:r is dec:per. at the 116-N-l Cribp!J:§t~ ~~:f:9:!~ 
and:Tic:ncli and UPR- IO0-N-31. C41Fllte belfeffl!I ef tlte 
11 fl N I T1c:11c:h. I Hi N J Crib. 1111.ti I 16 'H 3 Treneb ore 
un IH dc!I thuu I.~ Ill hclor,t; the Jt11Teuntlin,; JttPfeee 
c:lc:•cntinn .to I c:11tn\"11I of tht.1t! .,nib iJ net ..1trief1~1 requirect 
I In .. c:.-e1. n '° A 1.5-m-thick layer below the bottom of the 
116-N-1 Trr.:nch. 116-N-3 Crib. and I 16-N-3 Trench is 
belilived·,01«t he contaminated with plutonium-239/240 at 
..:oncc:ntrations ahove trace leYels}::Il@iE!?.~I~:l:fed: 



RCRA/CERCLA INTEGRATION ISSUES FOR 

100-N AREA PROPOSED PLANS 

Issue: Deferral of Certain Closure Plan Details to CERCLA RD/RA Phase 

• EPA comment, Enclosure 1, Page 2, 2nd paragraph, 5th - 7th sentences : "This 
RCRAICERCLA integration issue arises because RCRA closures require detailed plans 
the public comments on now versus the CERCLA process wherein the details are left to 
work out in the RD and RA work plans issues after the ROD is finalized Remember -
through the TP A, we have specifically said that RCRA requirements are fully applicable 
to both corrective action and closurelpostclosure - we 're implementing both programs 
concu"ently, not defe"ing RCRA to CER.CLA. Thus, it is essential to explicitly state 
required RCRA elements and how the documents (even if integrated) clearly reflect 
compliance." 

• RL position: The approach in the draft Proposed Plans is consistent with that taken in 
other Hanford efforts, as well as with EPA guidance. 

300 Area Process Trenches Modified Closure/Postclosure Plan 

Draft 1301-N and 1325-N Liquid Waste Disposal Facilities Closure Plan 

Coordination between RCRA Co"ective Action and Closure and CERCLA Site 
Activities 



@ 

' ' . 

~ -

j ·. 

- 1 ; 

,,. . , . . .. 
\ ' 

'- (··· : 
., •·. . ,· r ·. 

' ·::-,1 
_; j _. . 

!o ~ 

' . ( .. ~ . . .:. . 

. !. 

I · 

I 

·. , ::;•:.\~--~ 
-· ;, . ....... ·;.. •. 

.. .•.. ' ... ---- :-... .. ~ - .,. 
. -~ 

..:. . " .. , , .. _, 
. ,.. . · .... ,, 

\' . . - ... ' · ; _ /. 
. . ... . ,_: · - • '•l · 

. . ,.:' · . : .. --: ··. 
. '.,:•.•. \ 

··-....· . ' . ,.: 
·~ 

• .. •.. 

:. r-

·-
. - .. . ' .. _.\ . . .... 

--~, 

-. ":. . • 
··._,, 

i : ,' ·, { · .: 

., . , .. , ' . ~: :r ',,. ' I • 

' 
- -✓- .4\ ,-~ .. \ ~ _ ... :~-; 

• I 

' : . 
. , 

. .. :- '-

- . :· ' .. .. - -· 

.I : . 

United States __ ... .-; .: .·, .. . . 

Department of Energy : 
Richland. Washington· .- .,., 

• r ~--

- '· 

,, 
I 

-... "\,. - . 

" 

- - ' ..,~ • -r . ';~ 
.. , .. · 

. ,. --
.I 

· ' 

, ·. 

~- ;...: : 

· I 

For External · Review 

/ . 

DOE/RL-93-73 
Rev. 2 Draft A 

,. 

... -., . 

,, . .. -

-~ 

,_ -

A 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 

970805 . 1518 

DOE/RL-93-73 , Rev. 2 
Draft A 8/97 

• Phase I and II Feasibiliry Study for the 300-FF-l Operable Unit (DOE-RL 1993c) 

• Phase II Remedial Investigation Report for the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit: Physical Separation 
of Soils Treatabiliry Study (DOE-RL 1994c) 

• Phase I Remedial Investigation Reporrfor the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit (DOE-RL 1993e) 

• Expedited Response Action Assessment for the 316-5 Process Trenches (DOE-RL .l 992a) 

• Phase III Feasibility Study Report for the 300-FF-J Operable Unit (DOE-RL 1995b) 

• Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-l and 300-FF-5 Operable Units (DOE-RL 1995c). 

Implementation of the ROD is divided into three phases. These phases and their primary documents are 
described in Sections 7.3.9 through 7.3.11 of the Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan (Ecology et al. 1994). 
The phases are the remedial design phase, remedial action phase. and operation and maintenance (O&M) 
phase. The primary documents required for these phases are the remedial design report, remedial action 
work plan, and the O&M work plan. All of these documents require regulator approval. A more detailed 
list ofCERCLA remedial action documents is presented in Table 9-3 of the Tri-Pany Agreement Action 
Plan (Ecology et al. 1994). The schedule for each phase will be included in its primary document and 
reflected in the operable unit work schedule located in Appendix D of the Tri-Pany Agreement Action 
Plan (Ecology et al. 1994 ). 

1Jmemeciial~qp~ -~ •~~p]!!t_willpiovia~fthe ~ . 
~ ;C~ proc:esS to iinplement1e1ums ~lopedrmileiilii mnediaJ.-~p,tar, · 

'.auhe10_lL~- -- Thiiinfonnitio1MPnttmclude n:med~~ J_?emodology._ clcinupJ~~ _ 
wur.e.m~e~·anddisposal methods;-~ .:~lin1-and·anaiysir:.l)i~O&M"phlse am1·the O&.M · 
~~iU.-P!O!J~-informarion regarding-site'.imj,eciions;monitomig; iiiamailiieriance n:qil~d\. 
~iarion activities.., · ' 

1.2.2 Closure Plan Format 

The Phase III FS repon (DOE-RL 1995b) was provided to CERCLA regulators August 15, 1994, in 
accordance with Tri-Pany Agreement Milestone M-15-03C. This closure plan was provided to Ecology 
on August 15, 1994, in accordance with Tri-Pany Agreement Milestone M-20-32 (Ecology et al. 1994). 

The RCRA closure plan is separate. but coordinated with CERCLA documents. 1l1e closure plan 
discusses how CERCLA operable unit remedial options integrate with TSD unit closure options 
presented in regulations governing RCRA closures while meeting the requirements of 
WAC 173-303-610. Much of the TSO unit information required to satisfy WAC 173-303-610 closure 
plan content requirements (e.g., background information. TSD unit description. waste inventory) is taken 
from CERCLA documents for the 300-FF-l Operable Unit RI/FS process. 

Infonnation required for Chapters 6;0 ~Closure Strategy and Performance Standards) arid 7.p (Closure 
Activities) of the closure plan that is not available from published CERCLA predecessor documents ~ 
obtained throiigh-·coordiiwion with the co~currently developed CERCLA Phase m ·Fs Rcport'(DOE-RL 
1995b). The CERCLA 300-FF-1 remedial action activities in support ofTSD·unit closure will be~ 
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incorporated into the closure ·plan during revision interVais coorciuwed with the CERCLA revidt/ 
1 

2 process p~~~ ~ Figure 9-r of the Tri-Parry Agreement Action Pl~Ecology et al. 1994 ). 
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1.2.3 Basis for RCRA/CERCLA Integration 

The RCRA/CERCLA integration for closure of the 300 APT is being pursued as a Tri-Party 
Agreement-driven activity that is physically appropriate and programmatically feasible. 

1.2.3.1 Physical Appropriateness. The integration ofRCRA/CERCLA activities ensures physical 
consistency of these activities by protecting human health and the environment. Integration capitalizes 
on CERCLA's prior history of 300 APT remediation. It also allows the 300 APT cleanup to use the same 
cleanup levels, remediation technology, and waste handling methods as the operable unit to capitalize on 
the economies of a one-time, larger scale CERCLA operable unit operation. 

The Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan requires that the closure ofTSD uni!5 must consider all hazardous 
substances. including radionuclides. The Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan allows that radionuclides not 
addressed under TSD unit closure be addressed under CERCLA authority. The operable unit will 
address pervasive radionuclides at the TSD unit (Section 4.3.3) in a manner that will effectively mitigate 
risk from dangerous waste constituents (DOE-RL 1995b). Integration of the two units' activities will 
ensure adherence to Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan requirements regarding cleanup of all hazardous 
substances. , 

The CERCLA group and CERCLA regulations have a history of involvement with 300 APT remediation 
dating from the 316-5 Process Trenches Expedited Response Action (ERA) in 1991. The ERA was 
performed under CERCLA authority with regulator approval to mitigate environmental hazards and to 
facilitate the RI/FS process for the 300-FF-l Operable Unit CERCLA remedial action. The ERA is 
discussed in detail in Section 2.4. The CERCLA operable unit involvement in 300 APT remediation will 
continue after the TSD unit has ceased operations as a logical extension of prior remedial activities at the 
300 APT. 

If treatment by soil washing is the selected remedial alternative. this activity will require both units to 
use the same cleanup levels and waste disposal methods. The soil washing unit will be remediating both 
RCRA and CERCLA unit soils simultaneously, and the remediated soils will be used interchangeably as 
backfill for both units. Separation of the treatment waste or product according to unit will not be 
practical. 

Activity integration is enhanced by coinciding submittal dates for the RCRA closure plan and the Phase 
m FS repon (DOE-RL 1995b) presented in the Tri-Party Agreement. Appendix D (Ecology et al. 1994 ). 
The closure plan approval schedule presented in Figure 9-2 of the Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan 
coordinates closely with the scheduled arrival date of the ROD of August 1995. This is also the 
approximate due date to regulators of Revision I of the closure plan. 

1.2.3.2 RCRA and CERCLA Program Equivalency. The WAC 173-303-610 closure process and 
the CERCLA remedial action process arc functionally equivalent for TSO unit closure purposes. 
Functional equivalency ensures equal protection of human health and the environment, although unit 
processes may be different. 

1-4 



l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
4 1 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

Q7080S IS 4Z 

• 

DOE/RL-93-73. Rev. 2 
Draft A 8/97 

A groundwater monitoring network has been established around the facility (Schalla et 
al. I 988b ). 

• In the summer of 1991. an ERA was conducted at the site to reduce the future impacts of the 
contamination to groundwater. Contaminated sediments located at the bottom and sides of the 
trenches were excavated and relocated to impoundment areas within the TSD unit. 
Characterization and post-ERA soil sampling of both trenches were performed 
(DOE-RL 1992a). 

• In January 1992. the flow rate to the process trenches was reduced to 1.137 Umin 
(300 gal/min). This was done to reduce potential impacts to groundwater and the Columbia 
River. 

• In January 1995, the 300 APT was physically isolated from receiving any funher discharges. 

• The 300-FF-l Operable Unit RI/FS has been conducted to determine the nature and extent of 
contamination within the TSD, and has provided alternatives for remediation. 

The entire 300 Area. including the 300-FF-l Operable Unit and the 300 APT TSD unit location. is 
expected to remain an industrial area for the foreseeable future (Drummond 1992). Administrative 
controls will restrict public access. thereby eliminating risk to the general public. The RI has identified 
the only substantive risk as being to onsite industrial workers; their exposures will be administratively 
controlled. 

6.2.3 Return Land to Appearance and Use of Surrounding Area 

The appearance and use of the 300 APT unit site after closure will be consistent with the future use of the 
property as an industrial site. If an immediate use of the propeny requiring the constrUction of 
impervious surfaces is not indicated. the area will likely be contoured to control drainage and 
revegetated. 

6.3 CLOSURE ACTIVITIES 

The following steps to closure consider only the remedial attematives that are applicable to the J'SD ~i 
and are currently ~~ consideration by the CER.CLA remedy selection process'(these alternatives are · 
discussed in Chapter 7.0 of this document). These activities-will be impl~!ll~ during the remedi1' 
~on phase based on the descriptions in the remedial action work plan and its support documents:, . 

- ~ - .. ..,_. - • - • .• • · "l ___ .. ......_ • ._ , _., _ - • . 

• 

• 

IfTSD unit soil contamination is remediated. it will be accomplished under CERCLA 
authority. The remedy and cleanup levels selected by the CERCLA ROD will protect human 
health and the environment. TSO unit piping and structures may be demolished and removed 
as needed to gain access to underlying unit soils for remediation. 

Final status groundwater monitoring under WAC 173-303-645 will be initiated. 
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TSD unit waste will be managed under CERCLA authority and stored and disposed of as 
agreed to with RCRA regulators. 

If RCRA closure verification sampling and analysis are required. such activities will be 
performed by CERCLA according to the approved 300-FF-l Operable Unit SAP. 

The analytical results ofTSD unit sampling will be evaluated by the CERCLA unit for 
achievement of remedial action objectives and by the RCRA unit to determine the appropriate 
TSO unit closure option (i.e., clean or modified). 

Upon completion of the remedial action, the site will be restored [e.g., excavation(s) backfilled. 
recontoured. revegetated] as appropriate for future land use. 

• Unit closure certification will be performed. 

• Postremediation care for modified closure will be performed if necessary. Certification of final 
closure will be performed on completion of postremediation care. 

Closure activities will be monitored by an indepeni:ient registered professional engineer who will certify 
that closure activities were accomplished in accordance with the specifications of the approved closure 
plan. The certification will be sent by registered mail or an equivalent delivery service to Ecology and 
the EPA, Region 10. The closure activities will be completed in accordance with the schedule contained 
in this plan (Figure 7-2) after approval of this plan by the EPA and Ecology. 
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Figure 6-1. Closure Strategy. . 

Remedial Actlona u 
Dlractea by the 
CERClAROD 

Venflcatlon 
Sampling and Analyala 

(Not Required for sou Cover 
Altamatlve> 

Data Evaluation 

Note: • TSO unit la the sole aource of dangerous wute. 

b OW concentraUon already ahown to be below MTCA-C lnduatrfal StandardL 

No 

Background = Hanford Sit.wide background threshold (upper llmlt range of concentrations) for aoll (OOE•RL 1992b). 

CERCLA = Compnhenain Environmental R .. pon ... eom,,.nutJon. •nd Uablllty Act ot 1980. 

Clean Closure • Closure baud on the crfterton that dangeraua waate la not preNnt In concentrations above the 
greater value ot background. LOO. or realdentlal; no further remedial action to be taken. 

OW• Dangerous wa•te a• defined In WAC 173-303. 

LOO = Umlt of quantltatlon: the level above which quantitative analyala can be obtained with a specified 
degrN ot conttdanca; generally 10 a ;1: 3a. 

Modilled Closure = Cloaure baud on the criterion that dangeroua waate concentration• are grHter than reaidentlal, but 
leu than or equal to lnduatrfaJ; compliance monitoring la required. 

MTCA : Model To11ica Control Act (WAC 173-304) rHidentlal and lnduatrlal fonnutu. 

RCRA = R .. aurce Consarvation and Recovery Act ot 19n. 
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The physical activities required to close the 3 00 APT TSD unit wiff.be_i.uregmed wtth the CERC~ 
remedial action·~ for.tbe-300-rF-l:Operable Unit.--=thesea:tmtieswdl reflect the cfotilre.' · · 
specifications stipuwed ~ the ROD.for.ttie'.)~~ff ·}Opetable tinii ·Roi5it~ciie·~.£!?P.I?·~ ·~~. 
yer-avaiiable but;t1n:,iiiitic:,ipaltd ta"be,con:sistent widrone:of1be:~ inlbe Pliiise1Ili1S1 
~The closure plan presents the physical remedial activities and sampling and analysis required 
for each alternative presented in the Phase III FS applicable to TSD unit closure. Groundwater 
remediation will be addressed by 300-FF-5 Operable Unit CERCLA documentation. 

7.1 STORED WASTE REMOVAL 

111e 300 APT unit consists of two unlined infiltration trenches that no longer ~ive effluent from the 
300 Area process sewer. There is currently no containerized waste requiripg removal from the 300 APT 
TSO unit because none was ever stored there. No record exists of direct dumping of any other waste 
form (e.g., buried drums. contaminated equipment) at the trenches. 

Contaminated unit soils. and sediments were relocated within the TSD unit as a regulator-approved 
activity of the ERA (Section 2.4). These remain at the unit in direct contact with the ground and are 
covered. These sediments are contaminated unit media, not stored wast~ and will be remediatcd in a 
manner consistent with other unit soils. 

Liquid waste is no longer discharged to the trenches. The trenches have been allowed to dewater through 
percolation and evaporation. This leaves only residual soil and strucrure contamination for physical 
closure activities. 

7.2 REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

The remedies being considered by the Phase III FS for process waste units including the 300 APT are 
soil cover; consolidation and soil cover; selective excavation and disposal; or excavation. soil washing, 
and fines disposal. All of these methods arc described in detail in the Phase III Feasibility Study Report 
for the 300-FF-l Operable Unit (DOE-RL 1995b). The remedy selection criteria used in preparing the 
list of alternatives included protection of human health and the environment; compliance with ARARs; 
long-term effectiveness; short-term effectiveness; reduction in mobility, toxicity, and volume; cost; state 
acceptance; and community acceptance (DOE-RL 1993d). 

All TSD unit alternatives will require shon-term (during remedial action) and long-term (after remedial 
action) monitoring and institutional controls. Shon-term monitoring is discussed in Section 7.4.1. and 
long-term monitoring is discussed in Chapter 8.0. E."tccpt for the soil cover alternative. all remedial 
alternatives applicable to the TSD unit will also share the common clements of excavation. transportation 
of contaminated soils, waste fixation. and waste disposal. as discussed in Section 7.4.1. Field screening 
will be performed on excavated materials to determine the presence or absence of dangerous waste prior 
to disposal or consolidation. 
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A3.4.2 Inspection, Maintenance, and Replacement of Wells 

Ea&:Ji. time a well is sampled, the well head and associated structurc:s arc inspected. Problems 
with_the pump or with thi: sample (e.g., excessive turbidity) are also noted. Repairs are made 
according to approved contractor procedures. Subsumce inspectio~ ami rnainxenan~e is 
performed on a 3- to 5-year schedul~7 or as needed to repair problems identified during sampling. 

If a monitoring well becomes unsuitable for use, the monitoring program will be reevaluated to 
detemrine if a new or existing well should be substituted. 

A4.0 CLOSURE ACTIVITIES 

. . . . 
~the physical activities required to close 1301 ~ and 1325-N in aci:ontance witlr 

WAC 173-303-6.10 and the Permitwiµ ~ integmted wjdlibe_ROD fofll:iis 'ISD ~ --~'Pfe 
R.OD·md the mriemaI design 'mr the selected altrmative will specify finther the c1o 

. · • ·- · .. . . . . , . . ~ 
activities that will be required for CER.CLA 17D?eriiaI ldicm.!Closure activities necessary to 
comply with dangerous waste regulations and the Permit will need to be consistent with 
CERCLA activities. CER.CLA activities will be rcqujred to include elements necessary for 
closure of a dangerous waste unit. The Closure Plan presents the physical rrmecjiaJ activities and 
the sampling and analysis required to comply with WAC 173-303-610 and the Pcmiit for each of 
the remedial altrmarlves presented in this TSD CMS and as defined in Section Al.2. 

The closure activities are discussed in this section to highlight the site-specific elements of 
removal or characterization as clean of sauaures and piping for the 1301-N and 1325-N units. 
The other closure activities are not well defined for these sites at present but will be developed 
during the remedial design phase. Additional details about the altematives can be found in 
Section 5.2 of the TSD CMS. 

A4.1 REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES 

The structures in 1301-N and 1325-N include concrete strUCtUrCS and earthen basins and 
trenches. The 1301-N structures are discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the TSD CMS. Figure 2-5 
shows the earthen aib ~ and Figure 2-6 shows the concrete weir box.· Figmcs 2-8 and 
2-9 illustrate the trench. Figures 2-10 through 2-13 show the trench cover support beams and 
cover panel configuration. 

Structures in .1325-N are discussed in Section 2.4.3 of the TSD CMS Report. Figures 2-17 and 
2-18 show.the crib, concrete cover, and effluent distribution system. Figures 2-19 and 2-20 show 
the trench and tie-in structure. 
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MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Coordination between RCRA Corrective Action and Closure and CERCLA Site 
Activities 

FROM: Steven A. Herman 
Assistant Administrator 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

, Elliott P. Laws 
Assistant Administrator 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 

TO: RCRA/CERCLA National Policy Managers 
Regions I-X 

Good RCRA/CERCLA coordination has become increasingly important as our offices 
have reorganized and programs have assumed new organizational relationships. We believe 
that, in general, coordination of site cleanup activities among EPA RCRA, EPA CERCLA and 
state/tribal cleanup programs has improved greatly; however, we are aware of examples of 
some r~roaioiog coordination difficulties. In this memo, we discuss three areas: acceptance of 
decisions made by other remedial programs; deferral of activities and coordination among EPA 
RCRA, EPA CERCLA and state/tribal cleanup programs; and coordination of the specific 
standards and admioisrrative requirements for closure of RCRA regulated units with other 
cleanup activities. We also announce a revision to the Agency's policy on the use of fate and 
transpon calculations to meet the "clean closure" performance standard under RCRA. We 
hope the guidance offered here will assist in your continuing effons to eliminate duplication of 
effon, streamline cleanup processes, and build effective relationships with the states and tribes. 

This memorandum focuses on coordination between CERCLA and RCRA cleanup 
programs; however, we believe the approaches outlined here are also applicable to 
coordination between either of these programs and cenain state or tribal cleanup programs that 
meet appropriate criteria. For example, over half of the states have "Superfund-like" 
authorities. In some cases, these state authorities are substantially equivalent in scope and 
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effect to the federal CERCLA program and to the state or federal RCRA corrective action 
program. In accordance with the 1984 Indian Policy, EPA recognizes tribes as sovereign · 
nations , and will work with them on a government-to-government basis when coordinating 
cleanup efforts on lands under tribal jurisdiction. 

In addition to the guidance provided in this memorandum, two other on-going 
initiatives address coordination of RCRA and CERCLA. First, EPA is currently coordinating 
an inter-agency and state "Lead Regulator Workgroup." This workgroup intends to provide 
guidance where overlapping cleanup authorities apply at federal facilities that identifies options 
for coordinating oversight and deferring cleanup from one program to another. We intend for 
today's memorandum and the pending guidance from the Lead Regulator Workgroup to work 
in concert to improve RCRA/CERCLA integration and coordination. Second, EPA has also 
requested comment on RCRA/CERCLA integration issues in the May 1, 1996 Advanced 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking-Corrcctive Action for Releases From Solid Waste 
Management Units at Hazardous Waste Management Facilities (61 FR 19432; commonly 
referred to as the RCRA "Subpart S" ANPR). We intend to coordinate all of these efforts as 
we develop funher policy on integration issues. 

Acceptance of Decisions Made by Other Remedial Prnwms 

Generally, cleanups under RCRA corrective action or CERCLA will substantively 
satisfy the requirements of both programs. 1 We believe that, in most situations, EPA RCRA 
and CERCLA site manag,.rs can defer cleanup activities for all or part of a site from one 
program to another with the expectation that no further cleanup will be required under the 
deferring program. For example, when investigations or studies have been completed under 
one program, there should be no need to review or repeat those investigations or studies under 
another program. Similarly, a remedy that is acceptable under one program should be 
presumed to meet the standards of the other. 

It has been our experience that, given the level of site-specific decision-making 
required for cleaning up sites, differences among the implementation approaches of the various 
remedial programs primarily reflect differences in professional judgement rather than structural 
inconsistencies in the programs themselves. Where there are differences in approaches among 
remedial programs, but not in their fundamental purposes or objectives (e.g., differences in 
analytical QA/QC procedures), these differences should not necessarily prevent deferral. We 
encourage program implementors to focus on whether the end results of the remedial activities 

In a few. limited cases, program differences may be sufficiently great to prevent deferral to the other 
program (e.g., the inability of CERCLA to address petroleum releases or RCRA to address certain radioactive 
materials). In these instances we encourage remedial programs to coordinate closely with each other to mjnjmjz~ 
duplication of effort, including oversight 
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program or a state/tribal "Superfund-like" cleanup program to take the lead. In these cases, 
the RCRA permit/order should defer corrective action at all of the facility to CERCLA or a 
state/tribal cleanup program. For example, where program priorities differ, and a cleanup 
under CERCLA has already been completed or is underway at a RCRA facility, corrective 
action conditions in the RCRA permit/order could state that the existence of a CERCLA action 
makes separate RCRA action unnecessary. In this case, there would be no need for the RCRA 
program to revisit the remedy at some later point in time. Where the CERCLA program has 
already selected a remedy, the RCRA permit could cite the CERCLA decision document (e.g., 
ROD}, but would not necessarily have to incorporate that document by reference. RCRA 
permits/orders can also defer corrective action in a similar way for cleanups undertaken under 
state/tribal programs provided the state/tribal action protects human health and the 
environment to a degree at least equivalent to that required under the RCRA program. 

Superfund policy on deferral of CERCLA sites for listing on the NPL while states and 
tribes oversee response actions is detailed in the May 3, 1995 OSWER Directive 9375.6-11 
("Guidance on Deferral of NPL Listing Determinations While States Oversee Response 
Actions"). The intent of this policy is to accelerate the rate of response actions by 
encouraging a greater state or tribal role, while maintaining protective cleanups and ensuring 
full public participation in the decision-making process. Once a deferral response is complete, 
EPA will remove the site from CERCLIS and will not consider the site for the NPL unless the 
Agency receives new information of a release or potential release that poses a significant threat 
to human health or the environment. The state and tribal deferral policy is available for sites 
not listed on the NPL; deferral of final NPL sites must be addressed under the Agency's 
deletion policy, as described above. 

Coordination Between Prowros 

While deferral from one program to another is typically the most efficient and desirable 
way to address overlapping cleanup requirements, in some cases, full deferral will not be 
appropriate and coordination between programs will be required. The goal of any approach to 
coordination of remedial requirements should be to avoid duplication of effon (including 
oversight) and second-guessing of remedial decisions. We encourage you to be creative and 
focus on the most efficient path to the desired environmental result as you craft strategies for 
coordination of cleanup requirements under RCRA and CERCLA and between federal and 
state/tribal cleanup programs. 

Several approaches for coordination between programs at facilities subject to both 
RCRA and CERCLA are currently in use. It is imponant to note that options for coordination 
at federal facilities subject to CERCLA § 120 may differ from those at non-federal facilities 
because of certain prescriptive requirements under § 120. EPA anticipates issuing funher 
guidance on coordination options specific to federal facilities through the interagency Lead 
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are substantively similar when making deferral decisions and to make every effort to resolve 
differences in professional judgement to avoid imposing two regulatory programs. 

We are com.mined to the principle of parity between the RCRA corrective action and 
CERCLA programs and to the idea that the programs should yield similar remedies in similar 
circumstances. To further this goal, we have developed and continue to develop a number of 
joint (RCRA/CERCLA) guidance documents. For example, the several •Presumptive 
Remedies," which are preferred technologies for common categories of sites, and the Guidance 
for Evaluating the Technical Impracticability of Ground-Water Restoration (OSWER Directive 
9234.2-25, September 1993), which recognizes the impracticability of achieving groundwater 
restoration at certain sites, are applicable to both RCRA and CERCLA cleanups. For more 
information on the concept of parity between the RCRA and CERCLA programs see: 54 FR 
41000, esp. 41006-41009 (October 4, 1989), RCRA deferral policy; 54 FR 10520 (March 13, 
1989), National Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites Listing Policy for 
Federal Facilities; 55 FR, 30798, esp. 30852-30853 (July 27, 1990), Proposed Rule for 
Corrective Action for Solid Waste Management Units at Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities; 60 FR 14641 (March 20, 1995), Deletion Policy for RCRA Facilities; and, 61 FR 
19432 (May 1, 1996), Corrective Action for Releases From Solid Waste Management Units at 
Hazardous Waste Management Facilities, Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemak.ing. 

Prow.ro Deferral 

The concept of deferral from one program to another is already in general use at EPA. 
For example, it has long been EPA's policy to defer facilities that may be eligible for inclusion 
on the National Priorities List (NPL) to the RCRA program if they arc subject to RCRA 
corrective action (unless they fall within certain exceptions, such as federal facilities). 
Recently, EPA expanded on this policy by issuing criteria for deleting sites that are on the 
NPL and deferring their cleanup to RCRA corrective action (attached). 2 When a site is 
deleted from the NPL and deferred to RCRA, problems of jurisdictional overlap and 
duplication of effort are eJiminated, because the site will be handled solely under RCRA 
authority. Corrective action permits or orders should address all releases at a CERCLA site 
being deferred to RCRA; some RCRA permits or orders may need to be modified to address 
all releases before a site is deleted from the NPL. 

While EPA' s general policy is for facilities subject to both CERCLA and RCRA to be 
cleaned up under RCRA, in some cases, it may be more appropriate for the federal CERCLA 

Currently. the RCRA deletion policy docs not pertain to federal facilities. even if such facilities arc also 
subject to Subtitle C of RCRA. Site Managers arc encouraged to use intcragency agreements to eliminate duplication 
of effort at federal facilities: the Lead Regulator Workgroup intends to provide additional guidance on coordinating 
oversight and deferring cleanup from one program to another at federal facilities. 
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Regulator Workgroup. Current approaches that are in use include: 

Craft CERCLA. or RCR.A decision documents so that cleanup responsibilities are 
divided. CERCLA and RCRA decision documents do not have to require that the 
entire facility be cleaned up under one or the other program. For example, at some 
facilities being cleaned up under CERCLA, the RCRA units (regulated or solid waste) 
are physically distinct and could be addressed under RCRA. In these cases, the 
CERCLA decision documents can focus CERCLA activities on certain units or areas, 
and designate others for action under RCRA. When units or areas are deferred from 
CERCLA to RCRA, the CERCLA program should include a statement (e.g., in a ROD 
or memorandum submitted to the administrative record) that successful completion of 
these activities would eliminate the need for further cleanup under CERCLA at those 
units and rniaimaJ review would be necessary to delete the site from the NPL. 
Similarly, when units or areas are deferred from RCRA to CERCLA, RCRA permits 
or orders can reference the CERCLA cleanup process and state that complying with the 
terms of the CERCLA requirements would satisfy the requirements of RCRA. 

Establish timing sequences in RCRA and CERCLA decision documents. RCRA and 
CERCLA decision documents can establish schedules according to which the 
requirements for cleanup at all or part of a facility under one authority would be 
determined only after completion of an action under the other authority. For example, 
RCRA permits/orders can establish schedules of compliance which allow decisions as 
to whether corrective action is required to be made after completion of a CERCLA 
cleanup or a cleanup under a state/tribal authority. After the state or CERCLA 
response is carried out, there should be no need for' further cleanup under RCRA and 
the RCRA permit/order could simply make that fmding. Similarly, CERCLA or 
state/tribal cleanup program decision documents could delay review of units or areas 
that are being addressed under RCRA, with the expectation that no additional cleanup 
will need to be undertaken pending successful completion of the RCRA activities, 
although CERCLA would have to go through the administrative step of deleting the site 
from the NPL. . 

A disadvantage of this approach is that it contemplates subsequent review of cleanup by 
the deferring program and creates uncertainty by raising the possibility that a second 
round of cleanup may be necessary. Therefore, we recommend that program 
implementers look first to approaches that divide responsibilities, as described above. 
A timing approach, however, may be most appropriate in certain circumstances, for 
example, where two different regulatory agencies are involved. Whenever a timing 
approach is used, the final review by the deferring program will generally be very 
streamlined. In conducting this review, there should be a strong presumption that the 
cleanup under the other program is adequate and that reconsidering the remedy should 
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rarely be necessary. 

The examples included in this memo demonstrate several possible approaches to 
deferring action from one cleanup program to another. For example, under RCRA, situations 
are described where the RCRA corrective action program would make a fmding that no action 
. is required under RCRA because the hazard is already being addressed under the CERCLA 
program, which EPA believes affords equivalent protection. In other examples, the RCRA 
program defers not to the CERCLA program p,ct ~. but either defers to a particular CERCLA 
ROD or actually incorporates such ROD by reference into a RCRA permit or order. In 
addition, there arc examples where the Agency commits to revisit a deferral decision once the 
activity to which RCRA action is being deferred is completed; in other situations, reevaluation 
is not contemplated. As discussed in this memorandum. no single approach is recommended, 
because the decision of whether to defer action under one program to another and how to 
structure such a deferral is highly dependant on site-specific and community circumstances. In 
addition, the type of deferral chosen may raise issues concerning, for example, the type of 
supporting documentation that should be included in the administrative record for the decision, 
as well as issues concerning availability and scope of administrative and judicial review. 

Agreements on coordination of cleanup programs should be fashioned to prevent 
revisiting of decisions and should be clearly incorporated and cross-referenced into existing or 
new agreements, permits or orders. We recognize that this up-front coordination requires 
significant resources. Our expectation is that. over the long-term, duplicative Agency oversight 
will be reduced and cleanup efficiency will be enhanced~ 

RCRA Closure and Post-Closure 

Some of the most significant RCRA/CERCLA integration issues are associated with 
coordination of requirements for closure of RCRA regulated units3 with other cleanup 
activities. Currently, there are regulatory distinctions between requirements for closure of 
RCRA regulated units and other cleanup requirements (e.g., RCRA corrective action 
requirements). RCRA regulated units are subject to specific standards for operation, 
characterization of releases, ground water corrective action and closure. Coordination of these 
standards with other remedial activities can be challenging. In the November 8, 1994 
proposed Post-Closure Rule (59 FR 55778), EPA requested comment on an approach that 
would reduce or eliminate the regulatory distinction between cleanup of releases from closed 
or closing regulated units and cleanup of non-regulated unit releases under RCRA corrective 
action. The Office of Solid Waste will address this issue further in the fmal Post-Closure and 

In this document, the term "rcgula1cd unit" refers to any surface impoundmcnt, waste pile, land trcalmcnt 
unit or landfill that receives ( or has received) hazardous waste after July 26, 1982 or that certified closure after 
January 26, 1983. 
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Subpan S rules. 

At the present time, however, the dual regulatory structure for RCRA closure and other 
cleanup activities remains in place. There are several approaches program implementors can 
use to reduce inconsistency and duplication of effon when implementing RCRA closure 
requirements during CERCLA cleanups or RCRA corrective actions. These approaches are 
analogous to the options discussed above for coordination between cleanup programs. For 
example, a clean:up-plan fora CERe-LA-q,enble·unit1hat physically encompasses a"RCIUr ·· 
rcgulatcd.unit.-muld.be·su actmed. to, provide:for:amcum:nt campliance.·with.cEllCI :\?'trrdlb! 
~ -~c..and:post~~lii~-;:~Tii:nple,.~~ordcl~al· ' 
~.:..th.e:i>Dg0mr:£ERGLA 'Cb:IDDp~1tM·:tncmparaie. tbe.cERCLAld4aiit:w¢riiJ:9.j_!cffi:iCDCC.~ ~ 
~i,ublic .. pautcipatiu~-- --· · ____ .. _ __ . ·--~~:~ -~~~to'.lJe\ 
i~·howcvet?MDaoy sitcs.it-ftl-:~;i..re:uime··a singl~ .proc:css:'to·~ - · . . . • ··· -~ -~J..Y~-.,_ . .. . . .. - . . 

If'!!!_! ~~· \. 

At some sites, inconsistent cleanup levels have been applied for removal and 
decontamination ("clean closure") of regulated units and for site-wide remediation under 
CERCLA or RCRA corrective action. Where this has happened, clean closure levels have 
been generally. set at background levels while, at the same site, cleanup levels have been at 
higher, risk-based concentrations. To avoid this inconsistency and to better coordinate 
between different regulatory programs, we encourage you to use risk-based levels when 
developing clean-closure standards. The Agency has previously presented its position on the 
use of background and risk-based levels as clean closure standards (52 FR 8704-8709, March 
19, 1987; attached). This notice states that clean closure levels are to be based on health-based 
levels approved by the Agency. If no Agency-approved level exists, then background 
concentrations may be used or a site owner may submit sufficient dat.a on toxicity to allow 
EPA to determine what the health-based level should be. 

EPA continues to believe, as stated in the March 19,1987 notice, that risk-based 
approaches are protective and appropriate for clean-closure determinations. In EPA' s view, a 
regulatory agency could reasonably conclude that a regulated unit was clean-closed under 
RCRA if it was cleaned up under Superfund, RCRA corrective action, or certain state/tribal 
cleanup programs to the performance standard for clean closure. This performance standard 
can be met with the use of risk-based levels. RCRA units that did not achieve the closure 
performance standard under a cleanup would remain subject to RCRA capping and post­
closure care requirements. 

The 1987 federal register notice described EPA' s policy that the use of fate and 
transpon models to establish risk levels would be inappropriate for clean closure 
determinations. This discussion, however, also included the statement that, after additional 
experience with clean closures, "the Agency may decide that a less stringent approach is 
sufficiently reliable to assure that closures based on such analyses are fully protective of human 
health and the environment. " After nine years of further experience. EPA believes that, 
consistent with the use of risk-based standards in its remedial programs, use of fate and 
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transport models to establish risk levels can be appropriate to establish clean closure 
determinations. EPA today announces that it is changing its 1987 policy on evaluating clean 
closure under RCRA to allow use of fate and transpon models to suppon clean closure 
demonstrations. EPA intends to publish this change in the Federal Register in the near future. 

We encourage you to consider risk-based approaches when developing cleanup levels 
for RCRA regulated units and to give consideration to levels set by state/tribal programs which 
use risk-based approaches. EPA is developing guidance on risk-based clean closure and on the 
use of models to meet the clean closure performance standard. 

Since almost all states oversee the closure/post-closure process and more than half 
implement RCRA corrective action, coordination of RCRA corrective action and closure will 
often be solely a state issue. However, if a state is not authorized for corrective action, or if a 
facility is subject to CERCLA as well as RCRA corrective action, close coordination between 
federal and state agencies will be necessary. As discussed above, actual approaches to 
coordination or deferral at any site should be developed in consideration of site-specific and 
comm.unity concerns. 

Summary 

We encourage you to continue your efforts to coordinate activities between the RCRA 
and CERCLA programs and between state, tribal and federal cleanup programs. We arc aware 
that several of the EPA Regions are considering developing formal mecbaoisros to ensure that 
coordination will occur among these programs. We endorse these efforts and encourage all 
Regions, states and tribes to consider the adoption of mecbaoisTD.S or policies to ensure 
coordination. If you have any questions on the issues discussed in this memorandum, or on 
other RCRA/CERCLA issues, please call Hugh Davis at (703) 308-8633. 

attachments 

cc: Craig Hooks, FFEO 
Barry Breen, OSRE 
Robert Van Heuvelen, ORE 
Steve Luftig, OERR 
Michael Shapiro, OSW 
Jim Woolford, FFRRO 
Regional RCRA Branch Chiefs 
Regional CERCLA Branch Chiefs 
Federal Facilities Leadership Council 
Tom Kennedy, Association of States and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials 
Robert Roberts, Environmental Council of States 
John Thomasian. National Governors Association 
Brian Zwit, National Association of Anorneys General 
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RCRA/CERCLA INTEGRATION ISSUES FOR 

100-N AREA PROPOSED PLANS 

Issue: Class 3 Versus Class 1 Permit Modification for Incorporation of RCRA Corrective 

Actions into the Hanford Facility-Wide RCRA Permit 

• EPA comment, Enclosure 1, Page 3, 1st paragraph, 4th sentence: "This differs.from what 
Ecology wants to do, which is to use Class 1 permit mods to add either closure or 
corrective action requirements into the s(te-wide permit. " 

• RL position: Following completion of a CERCLA review process designed to comply 
with the Class 3 public participation requirements, a Class l modification could be used 
to administratively incorporate RCRA corrective actions into the permit. 

Use of a Class l modification for incorporation of RCRA corrective action 
following completion of the CERCLA process is consistent with the approach 
used in the 100 Area Amended Record of Decision 

100 Area Amended Record f?f Decision 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency 
RegionX 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Hanford Site - 100 Area 

Benton County, Washington 

Amended Record of Decision 

U4606 7 

Decis'ion Summary and Responsiveness Summary 

March 1997 
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6. Implementability 

Toe existing Interim Remedial Action ROD and this amendment have the same approach to 
remediation of the waste sites. Therefore, both are essentially the same with respect to meeting 
this criterion. The addition of 34 more sites will allow for better long-term planning of remedial 
action construction, transponation, and disposal activities. 

7. Cost 

The Interim Remedial Action ROD estimated cost of remediation of the original 37 sites was 
$49lmillion. The updated estimate for those 37 sites is $82 million. This amendment would 
also add 34 more sites at an estimated cost of $112 million. This amendment represents an 83% 
reduction in the estimated cost for the original 37 sites, and a 60% total reduction from the 
September 1995 ROD. The Tri-Parties will continue to work towards further streamlining 
activities in omer to focus resources on cleanup. 

Modifying Criteria 

8. State Acceptance 

The State of Washington has concurred with this proposed amendment. 

9. Community Acceptance 

Newspaper notices, a fact sheet, and a proposed plan were issued on December 15, 1996. One 
comment was received during the 30-day public comment period. That comment was in suppon 
of the proposed amendment and is included in the Responsiveness Summary that is included as 
Appendix B of this amendment. 

RCRAPAS'r-PRACIICE 0PERABIZ.ONO' REQ~-,i 

Waste sites in the I 00-DR-2 Operable Unit are included in this action. Wastes from remediation 
of this RCRA past-practice unit can be disposed of at the ERDF according to the provisions 
made in the August 1, 1996, Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) for the January 20, 
1995, ERDF ROD. No redesignation of regulatory pathway from RCRA Past Practice (RPP) to 
CER.CLA Past Practice (CPP) is required prior-to disposal of wastes from this operable unit at 
ERDF. However, the ERDF ESD does require that all Waste be the subject of a CERCLA 
decision document prior to disposal at the ERDF. 

To meet applicable requirements of both CER.CLA and RCRA while avoiding unnecessary 
duplication, the regulatory agencies will take the following steps for RPP waste that is to be 
disposed at the ERDF. The lead regulatory agency will prepare a CER.CLA decision document 
following the CER.CLA public involvement process that will authorize the selected response 
action. This ~OD amendment meets this requirement for the RPP sites addressed herein. 
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The Tri-Pany Agreement recognizes the similarity of the RPP and CPP process~ and their 
common objective of protecting human health and the environment from potential releases of 
h.82.ardous substances, ~ or constituents. The regulatory conditions, such as ARARS, 
controlling remediation should remain similar and consistent in implementation whether a waste 
site is des,gnared as RPP or CPP. 

STATIJTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Considering the new information that has been developed and the broadening of the scope of 
cleanup activities, the EPA and Ecology believe that the amended interim remedy (remove, treat 
as require~ and dispose) remains protective of human health and the environment, complies with 
Federal and state requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to this remedial 
action, and is cost-effective. The addition of34 analogous sites to the original 37 high-priority 
radioactive liquid waste sites selected for remediation in the September 1995 Interim Remedial 
Action ROD does not change the applicability of.statutory requirements. The remediation 
project will continue to utilize pennanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable for 
100 Arca source waste sites. However, because treatment of the principal threats of the sites was 
not found to be practicable, this amended interim remedy does not satisfy the statutory 
preference for treatment of a principal element. 
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RCRA/CERCLA INTEGRATION ISSUES FOR 

100-N AREA PROPOSED PLANS 

Issue: Use of "Open-Ended" Closure Schedule 

• EPA comment, Enclosure I, Page 3, last paragraph: "The expectation/or RCRA closures 
is that they will proceed in a timely manner based on a negotiated schedule. If the Tri­
Parties anticipate an implementation schedule different than the norm (which appears to 
be the case based on the latest budget discussions), this should he illustrated to the public 
for their comment. A working concept of that schedule, and where it is embodied (the 
TPA) should be provided in the Proposed Plans. RCRA does not allow open-ended 
closure schedules. " 

• RL position: The Closure Plans would provide a time line and a year of start for 
closure/remediation activities, and is therefore not "open-ended" as the EPA comment 
implies. The time lines are similar to the schedule presented in the 300 Area Process 
Trenches Modified Closure/Postclosure Plan but, unlike the 300 APT Closure Plan, the 
I 00-N Closure Plans identify the specific year that remediation activities will begin. 
(Also note that EPA and Ecology regulations only require identification of the expected 
year of closure in cases where trust funds are used to establish financial assurance - a 
situation which is not relevant to RCRA closures at federal facilities .) 

300 Area Process Trenches Modified Closure/Postclosure Plan 

Draft 1301-N and 1325-N Liquid Waste Disposal Facilities Closure Plans 

Draft 1324-N Surface Impoundment and 132-1-NA Percolation Pond Closure 
Plan 
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7.5 OTHERCLOSUREACTMTIES 

DOE/RL-93-i3. Rev. 2 
Draft A 8/97 

Other TSO unit closure activities may be identified in future 300-FF- t Operable Unit remedial action 
documents in suppon of TSD unit closure. · As infonnation ~~~~g ~~-~!_!g? ~~liJ closure activities .. 
becomes available from the CERCLA document governing the activity, Ecology will be notified. · 

.. - · ·-- .. - ··- . .-~~-~-·• ·-• . .... ,. ~ .. . -- '·--•···-·--"·- . 
Equipment used during the remediation of the process trenches will be decontaminated in accordance 
with the appropriate CERCLA operable unit working documents. 

7.6 CONTINGENCY CLOSURE PLAN 

WAC 173-303-610(3) requires that closure plans for surface impoundments. such as the 300 APT TSD 
unit. contain a contingency plan in case the unit must close with dangerous waste remaining above action 
levels. This contingency is normally identified as landfill closure. However •. characterization sampiing 
has indicated that RCRA soil contamination is below MTCA Method C industrial levels that qualify the 
site for modified closure. Consequently, a contingency plan for clos~of this unit as a landfill is not 
necessary. Postclosurc care of this unit under the conditions of modified closure :is the stated closure 
strategy (Chapter 6.0) will be addressed in Chapter 8.0. 

7.7 PERSONNEL TRAINING 

Appendix 7C contains a brief description of training courses. This training fulfills WAC 173-303-330 
requirements for safety and site access training for work at a hazardous waste site containing both 
radioactive and dangerous waste hazards. All persoMel entering the TSD unit during closure must have 
OSHA 40-hour hazardous waste training, as required by 29 CFR 1910.120. 

·7JJ ~:-·Scm:DULE OF CLOSURE · 
. ' ' .. ,, ' • 

· Fr~-7.:.~flects the overall schedule for activities within the 300-FF- l Operable Unit. which includes 
the closure of the 300 APT. As an integrated activity, and in accordance with submirw schedules 
presented in Appendix D of the Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan. RCRA closure plan preparation has 
been coordinated with preparation of the CERCLA Phase III Feasibility Study Report for the 300-FF-l 
Operable Unit (DOE-RL 1995b). These documents will remain on the same schedule for review, public 
comment. and finalization. 

C::I~ oftlie 300 APT will begin. subsequent to the approval of the ROD and concurrent with remedial ·, 
-~~ for*uie1o0:~- LQperable Urirt:'-';flowever," remediation activities in suppon of closure 'can begin 
before closure plan approval with prior notification to Ecology. 
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A4.8 CLOSURE CONT ACT 

DOEIRL-96-39 
Rev. 0 

The DOE-RL will be the official contact for 1301-N and 1325-N during the postclosure period at 
the following address: 

Director, Environmental Assurance, Permits, and Policy Division* 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

*or its equivalent should there be a future reorganization at DOE-RL 

A4.9 CLOSURE SCHEDULE 

The closure schedule for 1301-N and 1325-N i~ presented in Figure A-4. The remediation of 
1325-N will begin in 1999, 15 months after the date of issuance of the ROD. Following 
completion of 1325-N remediation, 1301-N remediation will begin. The durations have been 
taken from the long-range plan for remediation of the 100-N Area. 

A4.10 AMENDMENT OF CLOSURE PLAN 

The 1301-N and 1325-N closure plan will be amended whenever changes in closure activities or 
postclosure requirements occur and prior to certification of closure and postclosure, respectively, 
that would constitute a Class 1, 2, or 3 modification to the Permit (WAC 173-303-830). 

A4.11 CERTIFICATION OF CLOSURE 

In accordance with WAC 173-303-610(6), within 60 days of closure of 1301-N and 1325-N. RL 
will submit to Ecology a certification of closure signed by both RL and an independent registered 
professional engineer. The certification will specify that the units have been closed in 
accordance with specifications· contained within the approved closure plan. as amended. and as 
contained in the Permit. 
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Figure A-4. Closure Schedule for 1301-N and 1325-N. 
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After the system structures and piping have been removed or they have been characterized as 
clean. the earthen basins will be backfilled, regraded, and revegetated in a manner consistent with 
the prior site condition. 

84.6 PERSONNEL TRAINING 

No radioactive or dangerous waste constituent hazards are expected to be encountered during 
closure activities at 1324-N and 1324-NA, nor are dangerous wastes expected to be generated. 
However. should hazards be encountered or dangerous was_te be generated that were not 
anticipated, training will be provided to site personnel in accordance with the site-specific 
training plan contained in Attachment B-4. 

Training required during closure activities for personnel involved in the groundwater monitoring 
program are the same as those identified in Section 5 .5 the Postclosure Plan. 

84. 7 CLOSURE CONTACT 

The DOE-RL will be the official contact during the postclosure period at the following address: 

Director, Environmental Assurance, Permits, and Policy Division* 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland. Washington 99352 

*or its equivalent should there be a future reorganization at DOE-RL 

'.84.8 CLOSURE SCHEDULE 

The closure schedule for 1324-N and 1324-NA is presented in Figure B-4. The durations have 
been taken from the long-range plan for remediation of the 100-N Area. ·'Remediation of these 
units will begin within 15 months after signing of the ROD. 

84.9 AMENDMENT OF CLOSURE PLAN 

The 1324-N and 1324-NA closure plan will be amended whenever changes in closure activities 
or postclosure requirements occur and prior to certification of closure and postclosure. 
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Figure B-4. Closure Schedule for 1324-N and 1324-NA. 

-------------------1 

.. .. N 
0 ID 0 N .., ,._ 

' z 
I ~., _, ~ <!i w 

ii ia 
u.., ci: ii:0 ::, -_, ... .., li:u cno ! . WIii WU ~~ 0-' ci:c ci:< a.u 

I 
a ... a a .. .. .. ... 

B-29 

051579 

J 

t .... .. 
~ .,,. 
N .., ... 




