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Department of Energy 
Rich land Operat ions Off ice 

P.O. Box 550 
Richl and, Wash ington 99352 

r;;: 2 o 3 :9S5 

Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood 
Hanford Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Agency 

Mr. Joseph J. Witczak 
Unit Supervisor 
Regulatory and Technical Support Unit 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

Dear Messrs. Sherwood and Witczak: 

CLOSE-OUT OF THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY 
COMMENTS (TS-3-2, M-20-15) 

References: 1. 

2. 

3. 

Letter, T. L. Nord, Ecology, to S. H. Wisness, RL, "Notice of 
Deficiency for the 303-K Radioactive Mixed-Waste Storage 
Facility Closure Plan and the 304 Concretion Facility Notice 
of Deficiency Response Tables," dated November 6, 1990. 

Letter, T. L. Nord, Ecology, to S. H. Wisness, RL, "Notice of 
Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of 0~ 
Deficiency Response Tables," dated April 3, 1991. tr 
Letter, S. E. McKinney, Ecology, to A. L. Rodriguez, RL, 
"Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice ,\~\A.t 
of Deficiency Response Table Dated October 17th, 1991," dated "' 
February 27, 1992. 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) and the 
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) are submitting the completed 304 Concretion 
Facility Notice of Deficiency (NOD) response table to the U.S. Environmental u'3 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Washington Department of Ecology ,1 lt?) 
(Ecology). This NOD response table includes the 68 written comments on ' q\\\ 
Revisions O and 1 of DOE/RL-90-03, "304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan," and 
the one verbal comment from Revision 2 of the Closure Plan. The basis of 
determining completion of the NOD response table is discussed below. Also , RL 
and WHC recommend that work on the final page changes to Revision 2 of the W 
Closure Plan begin immed i ately. '361 ..... ' ___,_~ ...... 
At t he November 17, 1993 , Un i t Managers ' Meet i ng (UMM) , the status of the ~• 
68 NOD comments from Revisions O and 1 of the Closure Plan was discus sed ~ 
The 68 NOD comments were determined either to have been closed by 1a 
References 1, 2, and 3 or provisionally closed as of this UMM pending A 
Ecology's review of Revision 2 of the Closure Plan. V 
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Revision 2 of the Closure Plan was issued on November 30, 1993, for Ecology•s 3ZZ~'l.
review. At the September 23, 1994, UMM, the Ecology Unit Manager verbally ,~ 
indicated that the NOD comments (Number 1 through Number 68) from Revisions O 39~~~ 
and 1 of the Closure Plan had been adequately addressed in Revision 2 or in 
the Hanford Facility Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Permit (Hanford 
Facility RCRA Permit). On this basis, all of the NOD comments (Number 1 
through Number 68) from Ecology's review of Revisions O and 1 of the Closure 
Plan, are considered to be resolved and closed as of September 23, 1994. 

One verbal NOD comment on Revision 2 of the Closure Plan was provided by 
Ecology at the September 23, 1994, UMM. This comment noted that the Closure 
Plan Chapter 8, "Postclosure," did not include the notice to the local 
l and-use authority. At the October 13, 1994 UMM, RL and WHC verbally accepted 
Ecology's comment. This single Ecology comment and the RL and WHC response 
have been added to the NOD response table as Comment Number 69. 

With RL and WHC acceptance of Ecology's last verbal NOD comment (Number 69), 
RL and WHC consider the Closure Plan workshops and NOD response table to be 
complete. To prepare the Closure Plan for future public review and ultimate 
inclusion in the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit, work will begin immediately on 
the page changes required to incorporate NOD comment Number 69 into the 
Closure Plan. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Ms. E. M. Mattlin, RL, on 
(509) 376-2385 or Mr. F. A. Ruck Ill, WHC, on (509) 376-9876. 

EAP: EMM 

Enclosure: 
304 Concretion Facility Notice of 

Deficiency Response Table 

cc w/encl: 
Admin. Record 
EDMC, H6-08 
D. Duncan, EPA 
M. Jaraysi, Ecology 
S. McKinney, Ecology 
F. Ruck III, WHC 
J. Bartz, GSSC 

Sincerely, 

h~us~ram 
Office of Environmental Assurance, 

Permits, and Policy 
DOE Richland Operations Office 

w~ 
William T. Dixon, Director 
Environmental Services 
Westinghouse Hanford Company 

cc w/o encl: 
W. Dixon, WHC 
R. Jim, YIN 
D. Powaukee, NPT 
S. Price , WHC 
R. Wilkinson, CTUIR 

Manager 
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v- S::even H. ~Lsness 
Ha~forC ?=ojec: ~ar.age= 
~ . S. De?a==:er.:: o: Ece=g-; 
? . O. 3ox. 550 

• 

~ovecbe= 6, 1990 

00/1 'i? I~ 
Sl005024 

?..e: No:::.ces c: De::i:!.enc:r :or ::::.e 303-~ i.tad!.oac::::.·,-e ;!!..~ed-•"as::a 
S::orage :'a.cil:.:.:y Closu=e ?!.ari and the 304 Conc=e::.on :'a.c:.li::·, 
No::i:e o: Deficiency Res?onse Tables 

~ea=~=- ~isr.ess : 

:his le:::e= ::=ans::i:s E:ology' s co=en:::s on :::ie 303-K :t.acioac:::.·.·e !'!i.xec• 
~as::e S:::orage :acili::;:r and ::he 304 Conc=e::ion :ac:.li.:-; Closure ?la.~ 
No:ice of De.f:.cie~c:: ?.es?onse !a.oles of Cc::ober 1990. · ::~e !i.es-por.sa 
: ... ;:,lu -:.;ere i~ci:.:::..C::.!all7 reviewed for compEa.nce ·..-i::.:,, :::.:-:.a.l ::a.cil:.=:r 
s::a::"..!s s::.i.nca:~s i:,. :.~e s::a:::e Dange:'ous 1:as:::e :tegula::::.or.s (C~ap:::e: li::-
303 ';AC). 

Al::houg:i :::1es9 :ables ·.rere reviewed separa::ely, t...1.ey ·.1e=e ::ound :::o ha·re 
::.~e s...:ie ?ri:ar-; areas of ccncer:1. These are as fellows: 

1. The c~anges ?roposed ::o address ::he lack of de:ail in :hese 
?la.~ -ill no:: a.dequa.::ely cor=ec:: ::hei= deficiencies. 

2. Al:hough ::~e s::aced goal for these sices is clean closu=e. :::~e 
clcs"..!ra s::=a.::egy cu::lined -ill no:: fulfill c.~e ?er:or::ance 
s::ar.~=~ of ::he Da.nge:'CUS ~as::e i.tegulacio~s :er clean c:os~=e. 

4. The RC?w\/C~C!.A integ=a::icn s::=acegy proposed for ::.~ese si::es 
reQai:u i~a.ppropria.::e a.r.d ~us:: be reeval1.1.a::ed. 

5. Con::rols :or :::1e hea.l:."l and sa:e:7 ha:a=:is a.ssoc::.a:eci ....... 
=a.ci:.cac:::.ve conc.:i::ii~ancs a.=e s::ill noc a.deqU.1.:::el.y addressee.. 
The clean~? of t~e ra.dioac:i?e cons::i::~encs re::a:.~ 
inappropriacely def err ad !=om t:le closure ac::i·ri ::.es. 

-.... ..._ .. l 

NOV O 8 iSSO 

uCE · RL / C::8 
I90-?P5-32S 
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: a::i =e~ues::::g ::::a:: tJSDOE/' .. '"HC ::-es?o~d :o ::::ese co:::.-:e::::s ·..-i::::. :-a•::sec 
c:osure ?la.r:.s . These ?lans should be subci:::ed -:io la:e:- ::.a:: .: ... ::~ ... =i· 3 , 
1991. Should you have ques:ions or conce::::s :-egarcing : hese ::o:::ces, 
?lease con:ac: ~egan Lerchen of ~y s::af: a:: (206) 438-3089. 

Sincerely , 

~l-4 

c~· ?. Day· E?A, Ric~land 
~- Duncan .. ~?A, Sea::::le 
• . ~ichele~a - Ecology , · 01:r.::?ia 
• • Veneziano (r-~) - ~nC 

✓ 

Ti::noc:hy L. Nord 
Hanfprd Projec:: ~anager 
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DE?f-,T~E~7 OF ECOLCGY 

KC!ICE OF DE?IC:E~:cy ?<'.JR 
T~E 304 CONCRETICN :AC:~!7"! 

~;oo ?.ES?m:s:: T.!.3LE OF OC70.oE3. 1590 
~ovember 6, 1990 

:~e fol:o~i=g =o:::.~er.:s cor:-es?or.c :o :::.e ~-=-=be=s :::o~ :::.e 
Closa=e ?:an ~CD ~es?onse Table ca:ed Cc:obe: 5, 1990. 
:oi:o .... i:g cor..-::er.:s a:-e acce?:ed by Ecology: 

2 
25 
47 
64 

3 
29 
43 

5 
33 
49 

7 
34 
51 

8. 
36 C:, ... 

9 
39 
53 

10 
41 
55 

12 
43 
56 

15 
44 

59 

19 
l. 5 
61 

. . . 
=a.ca :~ :::a 

63 

?:-oposals made in c:ie fol101oing cot:1.Cencs are accepced by Ecobg:: ?e:-.di~g 
sabmission of fur:::.er infor.:ia:ion as proposed in che USDOE·R~;~ii~ ::es?o~ses: 

l 
Jl 

4 

6 
37 

17 
60 66 

11 
40 

20 

13 
42 

21 

14 
54 

27 

16 
5a 

23 

18 
62 

32 

23 
65 

35 

24 
67 

38 

25 

so 

30 

57 

•- nt.:.:ierous i=scances changes :o the closu:e ?lan are ?reposed, ye: =~e exac: 
lc.n~age is noc provided. . Fol101;ing this course -.;ill ::esul: in t:S:'.:OE/:?!;:. 
proC.uc:..ng a. doct.:.:1ent: ·.ri:hou~ S?ec!..:'ic g1.!idance :'=oci Ecology. !:t o:-Ca= ::, 
::ii:1:i::ii=e ::ie nu::ber o: cor:-ec:::ions c:1ac ·.1i!.l "oe necessary in :::.e nex: ::e•:isior. 
of ::::ie close.re plan, ::he pro?osed c::anges ·,.ill be add::esseci ..,i:::.in :::e ·sco?e o: 
:he U:ic Ma~agers Mee:ings . ?rovicie draf: texc revisions :or :he :ol:o~i=; 
coi:::=:e~: nu.:bers to Ecolog-J for ci scussion ~urposes : 

4 
54 

11 
57 

14 
SB 

17 
60 

18 
65 

23 25 27 32 

It is anticipa:ed thac che above issues vill be :he mosc dif:icult :o ac~ieve 
consensus beOJeen the parcies. Other issues may also ca.use · confusion; tex::: 
revisions for these ~ay be provided to Ecology for commenc as ~ell. 

G~~eral Co~.rnen:: USDOE-Rl.f',.iiC repea.:edly proposes development of clean closu::e 
per:or.::a.nce s:anda.rds :ha: are noc in accordance -ith :hose s:i?ula:ec: 
under ~AC 173-303-610(2) (b). This is unaccepcable; :he onl)" c:osu::e 
perfor::iance s:anda.rds allo1oable under the Dangerous ~as:e Regulacio~s for 
clean closure are those stipulated in ~AC 173-30J-610(2)(b). :fo-·ever, 
-hile clean closure is a desirible goal in all cases, in some ins:a.nces i: 
may noc be feasible . If clean closure is noc at:ainable, chen ccc?liance 
wi:h :he require~ents of ~AC 173-303-610(7) through -610(11) is necessary. 

4. Cor.:.'Tle~;: 
follows: 

This NOD coc:menc adc:resses a. nu:nber of issues, :hese are as 

✓ 

a. DOE-iU.;wnC proposes, "If dangerous cons:ituencs are dete:::-:nineci to e:ds: 
in concen:::ra:ions above ac:ion levels and reevalua:ion of ac:ion levels 
is noc varranced, reQedia:ion of che soil will be evaluaced under :he 
GER.CL-\ RI/FS process for :he 300-FF-J Operable Uni:." This is noc 
accep:able. See coc:ment nl.U:2bers 17 and 6,0. 
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30~ Ccnc:-ecicn :acili:y C!.osu:-e ?lan 
~;co ~eS?Onse 7able Comn:en:s 
~ove~be:- 5, 1990 

b . DCE-R~; ... -:~-: s:a:es :~a: because ::ie ~ro?csed .::iec~oci cf clos-.;:-e :::- :::e 
30~ Concretion ~ni: is clean closu:-e, • ... a ?Os:clcsu:-e plan is ~c: 
::equired unless :he facili:y cannot be clean :lcseci . " A ?Os::lcs~:-e 
?lan is ::equired; :::is cus: be incl~ded in che nex: revision o: :::e 
closur-e plan. 

c . DOE·RL/",t:iC p::oposes :o include a nu:::ber of pa::ag:-aphs ·.-i :~in :~e :e:c 
in order :o clarify the deflni:ions of "baseline,• "baseline 
threshold,• ar.d "ac:ion level." These ter:s should be defined in a 
sec:ion for ac::ony-cs, abbrevia:ions, and definitions si=ila:- to :::a: 
?rovicied in Pal;'-: B permi: a??lica:ions. Ho\.7 ::1ese ccnce;::s •-·ill oe 
used in developing :he cleanup · s::-ategy to be i:?le=en:ed a::e:
ob:aining the results of the smpling and analysis at .:::e ~ni: s~:ul~ 
be provided in both :he fo::-::i of a narrative and :lo•J•c::a:-:: in :::e 
appropria:a sec:ions of the closure plan . 

Rec•.;~;err.e:-:t: Co::pliance ·.-i:h the aoove i.s :-ec'..!i:-ec. 
lang~age to Ecology for in:eri~ 3uidance. 

"""'- .::._ -

15. T;a:-:sc:-i:,tion :'.:-;or: The t-:-ansc:-iption of Eco log:,•' s ~;co ,.ec··;- .. - ..... -
incorrectly cites ~AC 173-303 for t::e ~odel Toxics Control Ac: (~:CA ) . 
The citation as originally provided (~AC li3-340) is co::rec:. Refer als~ 
:o NOD coc.c:ent nu:.,.ber 18. 

:i . Co::-~e~:: For clean closu=e, :he building and cor.c:-e:a and as?hsl: ?aci 
:us~ be Ceccnca.cii~acad :o :he concaminacion levels s::p~la~ed i~ ~AC :i~-
303 - oi..0(2)(b) or re:::o,.·ed from :::.e unit boundaries. ~:ie appr::ac:1 proposaci 
for the soil clear.u? is unacceptable. The soil ~us: be clear.ed :o a: 
leas: area. background levels (area. background is defined in ~AC 173-3~0-
200) . If con:a::iination =em.tins in the soil that exceeds the perfor=:a~ca 
standards stipulated in wAC 173-303-610(2)(b), then :he uni: can not be 
clean closed . A pos:closure plan that provides for :anagement of :he uni: 
~ichin the CERCL\ cleanup mus: be prepa=ed. 

18 . 

20. 

Recuiremen:: 
n...:=1ber 60 . 

Compliance Yith the above is required. See also com:::ie:.: 

Co::-.nenc; : U'SDOE·RL/" .. nC proposes . to establish criteria. for co:1:amina:icn 
levels chat "pose a. subscancial chrea: to hu::an heal :h or t::.e enviror..:::en:" 
for certifying clean closure. 

Reoui;emenc;: Any c=iceria developed f~r ~~reacs to hi=an heal:h or :::e 
environment IIIUSC be based on the cleanup standards of MTCA (~AC 173-340). 
Any criteria. for closure muse have E:cology concur:ence. :or clean 
closure, the cleanup standards a.re s:aced in ~AC li3-303-ol0(2)(b). 

Co~.mene: USDOE-RL/"wttC proposes sole use of samples obtained Yithin the 
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background concrete con:ai::ina:ion 
levels. This is not acceptable. 

- 2 -
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304 Conc::ecion :acili:y Clos~re ?lan 
~OD ~esponse :able Co::::ien::s 
N.:,ve!!lbe:- 6, 1990 

Re-,•.;i:-~!:!e~t: Conc:-e:e sacples :re:: areas :-:o: s~::ijec: :o cor:::a::i:-:a:ic:i. 
~use be used !o= es~sbl~shi~g a backgrou~d conc=ece c:n:a:1inat:o~ ~a:~e . 

:?!.. C.:,!!'_-:ier.:: USDOE·iU./' .. "HC proposes sole l.!Se of sa::;::ies ob:a.i::eci ·-·i:::.:'..:: :::-.: 

.. . ~· 

304 Cor:c=etion Unit: for escablishing backg=o1;::ci a.sp.:-.a. ... :: ... c •• _.., ____ ,.. __ on 
levels. This is not: acceptable. 

Reoui:-e~enc: Asphalt: sai:iples f::om areas no:: subjec: :o con:a.::l::a::lcn =~s= 
be used for es:ablisning a. background asphalt: con::a::ina:ion value. 

General Coll'..':len:: Ecology accepcs DOE-RL1:nC's asse:::ion t::la:: ::~e p::ocess 
seve:- begi:ls io.media.::ely benea.::h ::i.e building f!.oor·. 

?,e~ui:-ement:: Ecology ·.rill require .:ha:: :he per:.ii:::ing process for ::::e 300 
Area ?=ocess Se~ers inconora:e all se~e= lines ::o ::::.e poln:: ~he=e :::.ey 
en:e:- a building floor. 

Cor..-:enc : 
required 
describe 

The proposed language is a.ccep::ao~e, bu: =~==~er infor=a:ion is 
on this topic in the sa:::plir:g a.nci analysis plan ::o acieq~a::ely 1 

:he verifica::ion sa..::pling . 

?.eoui:-e?::eni:: Describe :l'le sa:pling and analycical para.mei:e::s for :~e 
·..rer::.nca:ion sacpling . This r::ust: include the sa.:::ple size, :a::ge: 
analy:es, and quali:y ass~::ance/q~li:y cont=ol plan . Refa:- :o ::~a 2:01-~ 
?end Closure ?lan fo= guiciance . 

27 . Co~~en: : DOE-ll/i-nC ?=oposes e:,c-;:,anding ::he cext •:o inciica.::e ::~e O?t~on 
~f cleaning t:o baseline if feasible . " 

Requirement:: Cleaning the unit's soi!.s to at leas: a:-ea backgrounci 
contamination levels is not opt:ional. Revise the closure scrategy as 
necessar-J to reflect t:his. See comment: nu.mbe=s 17 and 60. 

28 . Co~ment: In order to clean close :he 304 Concretion Uni:, the 
con:~ination levels of dangerous ~astes and dangerous ~as:e residues :us: 
be decont:aQinated or removed ::o meet the pe:-:or::ia.nce s:andarcs s:ipulat:ec 
in ~AC 173-303-610(2)(b) . 

Re;".Jiremenc: This requirement: must: be integrated '-'ithin the closure plan. 
See comment numbers 17 and 60. 

32 . Coll'J?1enc: Development of a soil sampling plan based on :he 300 Area 
Solvent Evaporator (300 ASE) is i::.appropriace; the 300 AS~ is located on 
top of a burial ~round. 

✓ 

Regui:emenc : The soil sampling plan must address vadose =or.e 
contamination at c.~is uni:. 

- 3 • 
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304 Conc=ecion Fac:.li:y c:osu=e ?lan 
NOD Kesponse !able Co=en:s 
Novei::,er 6, . 1990 

35. C~rr-"!'le~:: .5ecsuse o: ::ie ?asc uses of :his building,;- is nee poss:.::il.e ::::i 
decer::ine c::ir:clusively ..-ha: l:)'?e of con:acinancs ·.-::1 :,e ex::ec:ed ::-..:e :::o 
;=.is: ;,=.ac:::.ces. For clean closure ic is requi::-ec. :::.a.c: all da-:-:ge=o ·..:s 
~as:es o: ~as:e resi~-..:es (including soil) be cleaned a: :ei:oved :o :::.e 
?erfo:.:ance s:..a.ndarcis s::::.;,ulaced in '::AC liJ-303--:i:C(2) (':::). Levels c: 
conca:ina:io~ :~ t~e soils above these per:o=:a~c~ s~anCa=~s :~: ~= l e• 
a=ea ':::ackgrour:d values cay be oanaged under :he C~~c:..~ clean-u? if :his is 
provided for ...-ic::.in :he ;,os:closure ;,lan . 

38. 

Reouire~en:: Revise :he closure ;,lan t:o cor.:ply 1,d:h c:ie above. See 
co::imenc:s 17 and 60. 

Corr_,:,en:::: 
proposed, 

Ar:al:,sis :or only a limiced 
see coi::::enc ni.:=.ber 35. 

nu.-:be::- is 

~Dn•,i;~-A1""1- • A :::ore cocprehensive list of organic a.na.lyces ;!!USC be 
evalua.cec! . 

4!.. Cor._T.enc: C,n:crece and asphalc oa.ckgrou:1d sa..-:ples oa:; noc be ob:ai::ed 
within a 7SD uni: . 

?,eouire!!!en: : ?..e:er co coc:cea.c: nu.:noers 20 and 21. 
' 

50 . Cor._-eenc: 1:SDCE: - ?.Lj" .. riC proposes :ha: the =equi=e!:le::l: for :he u~i::-spec:.:::.~ 
personnel Cecon:~i~ac:cn proceciu:es be proviCeC i~ c~e Hanfo=d Si~e-~iCe 
healch anci safe:y pla::l. 

52 . 

57. 

?.eou;rernen;: The uni::-spec1:1c plan muse be preser.t:ed ._i::h:.n the uni:'s 
closure plar.. !: is ancicipacad that: the heal:h and safe'="/ plan for che 
304 Concrecion uni: will be more dec:ailed chan thac for the Si:e-~ide. 
Rafe= to coi:=enc: nu.:iber 54. 

Com.~enc: This is a.ccepcable if uranium~t:esting is :he only variance fro~ 
:he ana.lycical Il!et:hods st:i?ula.ced i:l IJAC 173-303-110. 

Reau;remen::: ~-~Y analy:ical methods ~hich deviate significan:~y froc :he 
:nethocis s:ipulaced i:i ~AC 173-303-110 mus: be su::i::i::ed co :'.cology :o 
dec:er:nina accep:ar.ce ;,rior co cheir use. 

Commenc: .: .. l:hough Ecology requesce~ infor::at:ion regarti:16 :rai::1i'ng, 
USDOE,"JHC st.ices chat: the infor:nacion provided is, "suf.ficienc for c::e 
pu=?oses of t::iis closure plan.• ·!he infor:acion presented is noc 
adequate . 

Reguirernen;: Desc=ibe the course concenc:s and list ._hic:1 trai:1ing is 
required for individ-u.!l job classifications. 

- 4 • 
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JC4 ~oncre:ion ?acili~y Closu:e Plan 
,;CD ~es?or-.se 7able Coir.r::en:.; 
~ovember 6, 1990 

60 . Co::-.~e~-:: There .. ;,?ea:-s ::o be some conf·.ision abo1,;: ::::e clos1,;:-.a s:::-.. :;?;y 
accepc .. ole to Ecology. This uni: is being per:i::ed ::o close uncer ~AC 
173-303, ::::erefore, :::e ;,er:or=ance s:an::!a::.s of ·,;,:..c 173-303-ol•J ::.:s: oe 
~et. Ecology has ce:e::ined ::~at if clean clos~:e of :je soils ::o :::ese 
s::andards is noc ap?ro?:-iate ciue :o ~ice S?read con::~ination :::::ou~~ou:: 
che 300-F:-3 Ope:-.. ble Uni:: then :::e soils cust be cleaned co a local a:ea 
Oackground con:a.mina.:ion levels a.nd c:le RCM pos:clos-:.;re :us: ;:)e :c=.~ageC 
~i::hin che requi=ecencs of the CE.?.CL~ closure. 

oz . 

~eoui;e!:lenc: Ecology 1.ill ac:epc a closure plan in 1.hic:i soils ·-·i:h 
con:aJ:1in .. ::ion levels exceeding :::e ;,erfo=n:ance s:ancards sci?ula::ec t.!nde: 
l.'AC li3-303-6l0(2)(b) :ay be lef: in place under the :::ollo~·i::g ::-.·o 
condicions: 

• The contaminacion levels c:io noc exceed :::ie area bac'.,g:-ounc 
conca.:iinacion levels present throughout che 300-??-3 Cpe:-able Uni: and 

• ':he RCRA postclosu:-e plan provides for manage::en: of the 304 Conc:e :ion 
Unit 1.ithin che CERCL~ cleanu?. 

Revise :he closu:-e plan accordingly. 

Corr.'lle~c: 
•.;ill be 
5 . 5 . " 

DOE-lliwnC s:aces, " ... equipcenc used ciur:.:,.g closure ac::.·.·:. :::.es 
decont..minaced or dis?osed of according co EIIs 4.2, 5.4, and 

Recui:-e!?le!'lc: acceptable ?ending Ecology's =evie...- of t::.e c:.::e::i 
:..:..:.s. Ecology ancicipates thac :.'.ese 1,;ill be :-evie•.;ed as ?a::: o= c::.e 
developcenc of che Har.ford Sice-~icie ?eniic. 

65 . Co!Tl.'l:en:: DOE-R!./VriC argues :hac a legal desc:-iption of the u~i: is no: 
requited at this Ci.me because a) ic is not required uncer ~AC 173-303 i: 
t:he unit is clean closed orb) if ic is not clean closed, che inior.::acion 
would not be provided uncil after remediation because :he size of che area 
co be remediated would not be k:low-n. 

Reoui;emenc: In orcer :o plan a cleanup of cnis U."liC, ic is necessa=-:r to 
bow che boundaries. Ecology realizes :hac Chere is some di::icul:y in 
obcaining c.~e precise legal boundaries at chis poinc in :ioe, ho~ever, 1.e 
also recognize chac boundaries ~use be decer:nined in order ::o cece:::ine 
che scope of che cleanup for chis unic. Provide the legal desc:-iption of 
:his unit when the i:ifor::ation is available. In the interi=, provide a 
description and illusc=acion of t:he boundaries of chis uni: for use in ::he 
closure of the unic. Note chac che asphalted area surrou."lding :he 
building will be consider,d pare of chis uni:. The saJ:ipling plan =us: be 
revised co incorporate :his area. 

66. Com.~enc: DOE-RL/T,-"HC proposes co provide a poscclosure plan if :he soil 
cannoc be clean closed which will desc=ibe, " ... che inceric s:aoilizacion 
and care prior co remediation under t:he CERCU RI/FS process.• This is 
not adequa:e for the pu::-poses of a poscclosure plan. The poscclosure plan 

- 5 -
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304 Conc=ecion Facilicy Closu=e Plan 
~:oo Response Table C:rnu:e:1::s 
Novecbe:- 6, 1990 

68. 

:nus: be p:-o·.•iced ·..-i::i. che closu:-e plar:.. !: =-.:.s: ?:-ovicie :o:- =a:1age:::e:1:: ;;:: 
:he uni: :h:-ough :he crRc:.~ closure process . ~e:e= :o ~AG 17:-303-6:J ,~i 
:or guicance. Ic ~ill ~oc be r:ecessa=:r :o i==le=er:: :he ?Os:=l=s~:-e ?l~~ 
i: :he per:o:-::ar:.ce s:ar:.ca=cis of '.,·.;c li3-JOJ-ol'.J(2) (b) :or c::~:-. clos-..;=e 
a=e ce c:. 

Reoui:-emer.:: Coc?liance vich ::he above is :-eoui=ed. 

Cor..:ner.c: USDOE·itL/'.,-dC ex?lains :he :able :i:le indica::ion o: a 5 ?e:-=er:: 
f=equency. 

~egui ;e!!le:ic: This ::,-pe of infocacion should be ?rov::.ce in :::e q1.:.,li. ::: 
assuranceiqualicy conc:rol sec:ion of :he closu=e ;,lar:.. Refe.:- co ·:::e 22.01-
~ ~ond Closu=e ?lan in de~elopmenc for guidance. 

✓ 

- 6 -



9Ei I 3l35 ~ OIJ6B 
D£?A .. ~T~£N7 OF ECOLOGY 

NOTIC:: OF uE?iC:ENC"'! FOR 
7~E 303--K S70R.;CE FACILITY NOD 
?..ES?ONSE: T . .;..3L:: OF OC703£.~. 1990 

~ove=ber 5, 1990 

T:-:e :::ol:!.o\.;i:-:; c'J.:-_-:e:-:.cs co:-:-es?o:-:.d co C:le nt.:.::bers :::=o:::i :::e 303-K l~c:.::::ac:::.·.·e 
~:.xeci-~asce Scorage ?acil::.:y Closure ?lan NOD ~es?c:-:.se 7a~le ciaceci O:::ober J, 

!.990. ?roposals cade in c:i,e :::ollo...-ing coc:r.:e:1cs are accep:ec:. ·:iy :.::::::.c;:,· : 

l 
20 
46 

2 
22 
47 

5 
29 
£.S 

s 
JO 
52 

9 
31 
55 

10 , .. ... :, 
57 

ll 
39 
60 

13 
40 
61 

, -_::, 

42 
• C 

'-5 

?=oposals :ade i:'l ::ie :::ollowing co:::znencs are 
in:o:1:1acion as proposed in 

accepced by Ecology ?e:-:.d.:.:-:g 
~~e ~SDOE-RL/r,:nc =espo~ses: submission of =~=:::er 

43 

?::-o?osals 

7 
3i 

4 

49 

::iacie 

12 
51 

in 

6 
50 

::ie 

14 
::.) 

, -... o 28 
53 

fc l !.o·..-i:-:g 

17 21 
56 62 

32 
59 

co=-=iencs 

23 

33 

a-.. 

24 

noc 

34 , -... o 

acce~:::ed 

25 26 

38 
, . 

.. ~ J. 

:Jy E::olog)·: 

27 23 

In a n1.:.=:oer of inscances changes co the .closure plan are proposed, ye: :::e exac: 
lang.;age is noc provided. ?01101,;i:-:,g chis cou::se -..-i7"l ::-esulc i:: 1,JSi}CE/ ?~IL 
procucing a doc1.:.::ienc -ithout specific guidance on chese topics f:-c::i ::::ology. ~ 

orcer co ::iini~ize :he n...:.=icer of cor::-ec:ions chac ~ill be necessa::--; .:.:: :he nex~ 
=a":is:on cf ~:le clos'l!=e plan, the proposed cha:1ges ·-·ill be adC::esseC. ·.ri::'1::..~ c::: 
sco?e of ::he U-ni: !'!anagia=s ?1eecings. ?-:-ovicie ci=af: ca:c: rav:..s·:ons :er :::-.a 
=~llo-..-i~g co::i::enc =u:::~ers co E:ology for ciisc~ssion purposes: 

12 lo ., -_::, ., -... o 49 50 53 56 62 

Z: is an:icipaced cha: che above issues will be c:ie ::os: diffic~l: to ac~1eve 
consens~s cei::-.;een che par-::ies. Ocher issues may also ca'L!se conf·.!sion; cex:: 
=evisions for . these may be provided to Ecology for commenc as -ell. 

Ger.eral Co~..'?!enc: USDOE--~L/1..iHC repeacadly proposes development of clean closure 
per=or:nance scancards chat are not in accordance with those stipulated 
'L!r.der ';;AC 173--303-610(2) (b). This is ur.accepcable; :he only closu=e 

·per=or::iance stancards allo-able under che Dangerous i;;aste Reg~lacio~..s for 
clean clos.;re a.re chose st:i?ulaced in ;;;..c 1.73--303-610(2)(b). lfo-..-ever , 
-hile clean closure is a ciesirable goal in all cases, in so=e i=s::a=ces i: 
may noc be feasible. I: clean closure is noc attainable, than compliance 
-i::h ::he req~iremen::s of ~AC 173-303-610(7) :hrough -610(11) is necessa::--j. 

3. Com.~enc: USDOE-il/~"HC s::aces chat acdi::ional maps will be provided if a 
specific requesc is made. 

Reguiremen: : Maps -..-hich delineace c::e 1-as ce manage::enc araas, anc 
describe and illuscrace the land uses in the ii::mediace area (i.e., -ha:: 
are the near~y b'L!ildings, ecc.) cusc be included in ::he nexc revision cf 
::he closure plan. 
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303-K Sco=age ?acili:y·c1osu=e ?la:1 
r:~c ?..es?onse 7a0le Cor:.-:en:s 
Nove~be: 6, 1990 

i. 

• ? 
J.- . 

Cc~~e~:: ~~e US~OE-~L/T~~C disc~ssion along -i:~ :~e ?ro?osec ~e~ :~oles 
a.::d d=a·~i~~s ·--:.~1 ?=o·.·i:ie ::he i:1£0~~::.on ==~'..!es~=~ C:t ::colog:; . 

Co~~er.t: 7"~e inio:-=ia:ion presen:ed is no: ace~ua:e for coc~~en:ing 
Table 4-l cove:s all -as:es sen: co :~e uni=. 

-.... --•.. ~ \,,,, 

~e~uire~en:: Edie :he :ex= and legend =ega:cing :~is :able co ir.dica:e i: 
is no: coc?rehensive. In adcicion, incor?ora=e :~e :ex: ?=esenced ~~ =~e 
closu=e plan. 

Co!!t!!!en:: DOE-~L/T~nc proposes :o include a n1..:.::be= of ?aragrapns wi::l~n =~e 
:ex: in order :o cla=ify :he ae~~ni:ions of "~aseline," "baseline 
~~re~hold," a~d "ac:ion level." Any cems ~o~ def~ned sho~ld be Cefi~ed 
in a sec:ion for ac=onyus, abbrevia:ions, ar.d defi:1i:ions si~ilar :o c~a: 
provided in ?ar: 3 ?e=~i: applicacior.s. How :hese concep:s -ill ~e ~se d 
in cievelopi~g :he cleanup -s:=a:egy co be i~pleme~=ed af:er ob:aini~g =~= 
resul:s of :~e sampling and analysis a: :he uni: s~ould be ?rovicec in 
bot~ the fo:-::i of a na==a:ive and flo~ -c~ar: in :~e appropria:e sec:ions of 
:he closure plan. Ascer:ain whether or no: :~ese :e=:::s are a?propr• ~:e 
·,;i:hi:i. :!'le :-ect.:.i=e:e:1t:s of C:lap:e·r li3-303 ~AC, see c·:ie next ?a.ragraph fc:
guiciance . 

!:le ?reposed :e:<i:: ar.ci clean closure ooJec:i·.-es are not: accapcao!.e. :::e 
· original =equire=enc in Ecology's NOD s:a:ed =~at :he closure s:anci..s.=d fo= 
:his facili:7 -ill be background . ?roc -USDOE-~L/"wr.C's =esponse i: appears 
~:lac clari!ic:ac!.on -Of :~is coa::nenc is necessar; . Under t:AC li3-J0.3-
6l0(2) (b), closure perfor.:iance s:andard, :he levels of cangerous -as:e or 
dangerous ~a.see cons:i:uents or residues =e=a.ining af:e= closure of a uni: 
Qa.y not exceed background environmental levels or designa:ion li:i=s for 
clean closure. If these perfoca.nce s:anc.arcs ca.nno: be Qet :hen :.~e uni: 
is subject to subseccions (7) :h=ough (ll) of ~AC 173-303-610. Refer co 
WAC 173-303-610 for guidance . 

The approach proposed for :he soil cleanup is unacceptable. 1ce soil :us: 
be cleaned to at leas: area. background levels (area background is defined 
in t;AC 173-340-200), not bas.eline. A pos::closu=e ?lan ::ia: provides for 
Qana.ge~en= of the unit -i:hin :he CE.~CL; cleanup Qus: be prepared. 

:leg•.!;re~e-r.:: Compliance ·.rith the above is :-equireci. 

14. Commenc: USDOE•:i.!.~r.C proposes sole use of samples obtained ~i:hin :~e 
304 Concrecion Unit for establishing background concrete con:a.~ina:ion 
levels. This is not accepca.ble. 

Reguire~en:: Concre~ samples from areas not subjec: co con:ar.ination 
must be used for establishing background concrete conta.::ina.tion values. 

- 2 . 



-:OJ-~ S::orage ~aci:i:y Closure Plan 
SCJ ?..es?onse 7aola Coc-.::.en::s 
Jove=be= 6, 1990 

., , 

r::::~_-::e!"'.:: r:s.:o::-;.:.1-... -~c ;:::-oposes ::o :-evise :::.e =~x: :o, "::,e cec:..~:..c~ c
=e:ecia:ion of soil (clean :o ~aseli:-:.e or ciefe:- ::J c:::~c:_~) 

T~e soils ~us: ~e :-e?:?ediaced. co 
conc~:..:-:.a::..on levels . See cc~.::en: :-:...:=.oer 12. 

Cor..-::e!"'.: : 1:S;)OE-?..!.r .. iiC ?:"O?OSes a ·::ex: revision :o s::ace. ·.;as:e 
scored =ore c:1an 90 cays -:.ill be ::=ansfer=ed .. .. ~ 7:,is does :-:.o: gi·.·e all 
1:he i.nfo::acion. reques::ed i:1 ~~e original coc:ie!'l=. ! :: 
have dangerous ~asce s:ored in ::he same locac:.cn 
ac:ivi:ies are caki:-:.g ?lace . 

Specify 
~~e ~::ing of ~~e ~=ar.sfe~ for all vas:e s~ored a~ ~~e ~~~:, 

-...asce scored less chan ninecy cays . 

Go~.:ne~:: 
;:;ie :::.od.s. 

. . . . ·-· · ··c· ..,g 

~ecui:-e~e!"'.c: ==ocecures for any cesc mechod -n:..c~ cevia:es f=c= :-ecui:-ed 
::es-; ::e::iocis mus: oe suomic:ec co Ecology -...ich a =equesc for .i??=o·:ai of 
:~e suOs~i:~:e ~ec~od . 

.;.-- . Co::1:::e~:: Developce::: of a s::iil sa.::plir.g ?lan oaseci on :::.e 3CO A=ea 
Solve::.: E•;.._?oracor (300 ASE) is ir.a?propria:e; :::.e 300 ASE is :o.::a:ec. en 
:op of a bur:a: · grcu.,d . 

25 . 

Sc!.I:lpling plan 
concaoinacion a:: c~is unic . Refer :o ::he 
developoenc for guidance . 

Recui~e~e-:,:: The soil ::t:s: address ....... a.dose =o~e 
2101-M ?ond Clos~=e ?lan in 

Co~~en:: USDOE-RL;r.,7.C states chat all of the dangerous ~aste consc:C"'.!encs 
scored at che 303-K Facilicy are listed on Table 7-1. 

This cable mus:: be revised co lis-: all co::s::.c".!e~cs of 
concen. This includes any =acioac:ive cons:::icuen:::s. Refer ::o Sec::on 
6 . 3 of the Hanford Federal Facili:y Agreecen::: and Consanc Orce=. :1-.is 
requirecenc also a?plies co cocmenc nu.::ibers 25 and 27. 

30. Cor:,.rnen:::: USDOE-RLj" .. i-iC s:::aces c:iac the- £:2vi:or.I:Jen=al Z::ves::iga.=~c::s .i..-:C: 
Sice Characce:izacion Manual (E!I ~anual, wnC-C~-7-7) has been suocic:::ed 
as par: of ::he Hanford Sice-wicie per:nic and :hac no changes :o the ::ex: 
are required. 

Re~uire~ent: Reference to ::he enc:re EI! manual is noc accep::able. :he 
specific seccion mus:' be referenced. · ?foce chac acceptance cf any E:II 
procedu=e is dependenc on Ecology review and approval. Ecology 
ancicipates chac chese ~ill be revie~ed as par: of the develc?cenc of ::he 
Hanford Sice-~ide ?er::i:. 
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303-K Sc:orage :acili:y Clos1,;.:-! ?lan 
~1CD ?.es?onse i:'abl! Co;::.-::enc:s 
~ove:::be:- 6, 1990 

J6. C.:,:::::ie!":::: :JSDO::-il:./',.r.C is cevelop:.ng a sec: o: c:-i::e:-:.a :o:- baseline ·.a:1,;.es 
in :::e JOO .l..:-ea. 

nu:::iber 12) . A ?lan for ce:e:-:i.i:::.i:-:.g 6ese ·.ra.lues =:.!s: be su:n::ii::::ec ::::, 
Ecology; ic: should inch:ce ac: leas:: ::he sam?ling plan, a cuali::·.r 
assurance/qua.li::, con:::-ol plan, and a ::i::iec:able fo:- c::-.is effor::. :"his 
plan may be Sl.!bt::i::::ed unde:- sepa:-ace cove:- and :.:sec! fo:- TSD uni:s 
~~roughou~ ~~e 300-FF-3 Operable U~i= . 

.- , . Comme::::: Conc:-e ce and asphal: sa;.i? les ob :ained ...-i :hi:1 a :sD u:.i : · ·..-i 11 no:: 
be accepced fo= dec:e::=iina:::.on of background conca.!lli:.a:ion .;alues. 

~eo~i;e~e~::: Refer ::o cocimen: nu=iber 14. 

5l. Co:::me~::: USi)OE-R!./i•nC ?roposes revising :::-ie ::ex:: :o s::ace, "The 90-cay 
period •,will begin •·he:1 :~e ::ia:e=ial is ciesigna::ci." As ?=a"'ric'..!.Sly s=a.::C, 
::~e 90-cay clock begins a:: ::he ::ime of gene:-ac:ion; cou:-:.ci:-:.g ::-ie 90-cay 
pe=iod from ::ne ::i::ie of designac:ion is likely ::o resul: in no:.-coopliance. 

;3 _ 

~eoui;ernenc:; ?.evise ::he ::ex: t~ s::a::e , "7.:le 90-day perioc ~ill begin ~nen 
~~e ~a:e:~al ;s ;•~~~,~~~." 

Co~er:::: ,U-:::.ough :'.co logy =eques::ed iniooa::ion :-eg~:-::.:.::g 
USDOEf"-..'":-iC s::a:es :hac c::e . infor::a::ion ;,roviced is, "ace~-..:a:e 
closure plar. . " ':::e i::fori::a:ion presen::ed is noc aciequa:e. 

Recui ;emenc : Describe the cou:-se contencs and lis: ·..-hich ::rainir:g is 
required for inciiviciual joo classifica::ions. 

56. ColT'.rnen::: USOOE-ll/i,,nC s::ates tha:: in no case 'Jill a cove::- design be 
necessary. If it is deter:iined -af::er ::he sAmpling and analysis ::ha:: ic 
"Jill be necessary for conca.minaced soils to be lef: in place until che 
CE..~c:::.A cleanup ::hen a cover may be required; no othe::- conca.i:inatec. 
cacerials "Jill be allo'Jed ::o be lef: in place. 7his cover t:11.:.s: be 
designed and approved prior c:o closure as par: of ::he pos:closure plan. 

.. , 
0-. 

Reoui;eme!":::: Sub=i:: specificacions for cover cacerials and design ..,i:hin 
::he required pos:closure plan. See commen:: nl.!:lber 62. 

Commen::: USDOE-RL/T,,;nC s::a::es cha:: they ';;ill noc 
plan. A pos::closure plan is required, i:: should be 
of an addi:ional chapce::- =~ ::he clcs1.:.:-e plan 
appropriace. ,, 

subcic a pos::closu=e 
presenced in :~e for~ 
;;i::h appenc!ices as 

Regui::-e~en:: A poscclosure plan c.,a:: provides for canage:en:: of the uni:: 
"Ji:hin che C~.C:.A cleanup t:11.:.sc be prepared and suoci:::ed co :'.cology. 
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ST,'\ I ( Of WJ\$1 ltt-,;CTON 

O[P1'\RT,V1ENT OF ECOLOGY 
,\·I.JiJ !iCOp p,,. ·1 I • (){ymp1.J, ',\'Jsllm,:wn 985()-l ·Hl I I • (Jnt',) • S9-c,{X°X) 

Mr. Steven H. Wisnes~ 
Ha.nforcl Project K.anagttr 
U. S. D~p~rtment of ~n~rey 
P.O. Box 550 
RLd1l.1nd, \Ja:shingt.on 99352 

April 3, 1991 

Re : Notice o( Deficiency for the 304 Concretlvn Facility Notice of 
De!1ciency Rc=ponse Table 

De~r Mr . Wisness : 

This letter transmits Ecology's comments on the 304 Concr~tivn Facility Closure 
Pbn Notice of Deficiency RespoMe Table daced January 30, 1991 . The information 
prescnced w.is reviewed tor compliance vith fin.al t·act.lit.y :!,;tacu.s stan<lMrd!: in tlu, 
scace Oangerou.s ~ast~ R~~ul~:ions (Ch~ptP-r 173-303 YAr.). 

Toe areas of conceru for this clo:.1ure pl.l.n are as follows : 

l . The level of u~ta.il is inadcq~t•. 

2. Proposals relating to closure :sta,\d.lrds w-111 bee imp"cted by a closura 
policy thac is currently being developed by che Nuclear and Mixed Y~~ce 
Management Program (N&M\.lMP) . 

3. The qualicy assurance and quality control provi¥lons ram•in in&deqU."1.te. 

4. Concrols for the health and suety hazarcls assuciaced wich radio~ccive 
contaminants are still nae adequately addrussed. r~rchermor•, ie i~ 
unacceptable to omit: cleanup of che r•<llua.ccive coti»tituenca £::u111 th-.-A11 
closure activities. 

Ht:GtlVf.D 

APR O 8 1991 
DOE-~l./AM~ 
I91-£AB-lo'i 



Hr. Sceven H. Yisness 
April 3, 1991 

9513335 .. 0073 

USDOE,IYHC muse respond co these commencs wieh • revised closure pl~n. However, 
because the revision will be affecced by ch• N&MWMP Cloi.uro Policy uml.er 
developmcnc, the date for sub1111 ct.J.l will be cransmicc•·u. t.u USDOEj'JIIC with the 
fin.J.11:ed policy. ~hould you hava quest.lu1\.s or ~oncerna r•garding chi~ nocicQ, 
ple.J.se contact Ms . Hitgo&n Lerchen uf my sc;iff ac (206) t.JS-3089. 

Enclosure 

cc: P. Day· EPA, RichlAnrl 
D. Duncan - EPA, Seat~le 

~:/# 
Timothy L. Nord 
H~nford rroj~ct Man.igcr 

D. Nyl;snder - Ecology, Kcnncvick 
T. Michelena - Ecolo~y, Ol)'T11p i a . 
r . Venc:i~no (AR) • tJHC 
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D~PAR!~ENT Or ECOLOGY 
NOTIC~ Of DEFTCTENCY FOR 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY 
NOO RESPONSE TA5LE OF JANlJAAY 1990 

April 3, 1991 

Tha following commencs correspond co the m,.uab.;i:.s from c:he 304 Concrec:ion Fac1.lit:y 
Clo:'.:ure Plan NOD Response Table d.:u:ed January, 1990 . Underlined numbers ~.i.gnl.fy 
changes made since the pre•1iou:s NOD . r'ruposals made in the: following comment:: 
arc accepted by Ecol~gy : 

2 3 s 7 a 9 10 ll 12 l!i 15 
19 ., ,, _ ... 2G ll 29 ll 33 34 36 39 41 

~ 43 41, .:.5 46 47 48 l..9 51 52 .53 
5S 56 58 5') 61 63 64 il 

Proposals made in t:he following comments are .ccepced by Ecology pending OUT" 

review of furChf!r infonn.iclon .as proposed in the US0OE-Rf./\;HC re:spon!le:s: 

l 6 lJ 16 18 23 24 25 30 .ll 17 
40 54 62 65 67 

Proposals made in t:hc following commencs ~~.,, not: accepted by Ecology : 

4 17 20 21 27 JS 50 5.7 60 66 

4 . USDOE(iHC Proposal : A number of propos4ls rela~ln~ ·co ~losure :scand~rd.s 
are made . 

Ecology Response; EcoJ.ogy i~ developing & policy for :soil clQ~ure 
St4ndard.s . It is anticipated that chi:s policy vill impacc th• proposal~ 
~ade by USD0E/\JliC. In k•e~ing wich cha Tri-Party Agreamenc, an incegral 
p.irt: of this policy will ba the goal or uuly one remediac:ion o1.c .sny u.ni t:: 
i.e., it: Will noc be acc11pcable to posc:puncs c1ny pare of ::he cloaure 
.act1Vitie~ to the 300-FF-3 Oparabl~ Unic roMponse. This c:lo•~• policy 
will be mauo •vailabla co US00E/\THC A& soon as po~~ible . 

17 . USDOEfVHC Proposal: U~OOE•R.L;WC discus~dS ci closure strategy. 

Ecology R.uponse: The .1.ccepcabilicy of thi:s pruposal will be depandcnc on 
conformance with t:he ~cology closure pollcy which is in developmanc. See 
nWDber 4 . fnr d~tails . · 

18 . USDOEfVHC Proposal: S•tcing healch-ba~~d scand•rds for closure . 

Ecology Response : The Ecology policy for c:loMure will cover haalch-ba£ed 
3C4ndarda . S•• numb~r 4. 
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304 Concretion Fucilicy Closu-re Pl.:i.n 
Second NOD Re:;ponse Table Commcncs 
April 3. 1991 

20. OSDOEfVHC Proposal: Using TCLP to d~~uL~Crat• chAC potentiAlly 
contaminated concrete _s,mple:s do noc de:sl~nAt• &5 d,ngerou5 wa::cc . 

Ecology Reiponse: This .ippro3ch seems r•~~ondbl• b~t too narrow in ~cope; 
following the designation procedure delineated under ~AC 173-303-070 ~ill 
be o1ccept.ible. This may not be sufficient: for clc:~n. closure, however, .and 
it will ba necessary to close in ~ccordance vich l.h~ N&M\JMP closure policy 
\.tnc.lHr dev•lopmflnt:.. Sec nwnber 4. 

21. USDOE/VHC Proposal: ~imi.l.ir test:1ng for u1:1phblt a.s for c:oncrctc t:o 
de:non.!.t:al.~ c.h.at: it: i.:s not dan!crou:: vaate. 

Ecology Response: 
tt.~ for concrete. 

This approach will be 3ccepl.aule und~~ the s3m~ c.vc~c~ 
Sec nwnht1r 20. 

23 . OSDOEfw'HC Proposal: DeL~rmin.ltion of area b~~kground is proposod .:i.t the 
surface, one foot, and cvo !&Rt: dept.h:.. Ic ia sLated th&c, •If g•n•ra.l or 
source contaminacion exists, it would be from L:hc pas.: practice op•racic .,:; 
and noc: from oper.acions conducted in the 304 Facility. The Tri-Parcy 
Agreement stat:es source contamination vill bd evaluat:ed ~nd remcdi~ted 
under the CERCLA RI/FS proce3s,• 

Ecology ~esponse: lt is not clear lf chis propo••d b~ckground 
determination is co be used as part o! the Hanford Sito-Wide b&ckground 
study. I! it: is not, thh should be t:learly stated. If it h, this 
eva.luacion o! Che vadose zone background i.:untaminAnt level• ia coo l i.mitad 
in scope . Because comp.arisons o! contam.L~cod vadoso ::one d&ca to the 300 
Area background data mu.st be between th• »4&JJ&o soil hori::o'IU for chi• unit 
and others, the plan muse be expanded co include deeper soil hori~ons. 
Refer to t:he Hantord Site•Wide soil backgruu.nd scudy for reference. 

In the quoted st.cement, the first sentene• 1~ un~uhscantiated .and the 
second sentence is not in agreement with the general tenor of th• Tri
Party Agreement and. will not ba in ac:c:uc'1.i&nc:e vit:h the clo:nuo policy 
under developmenc by the N&Kw"MP. The quoted sea.cement shoul~ be deleted . 

2~. USOOE/VHC Propos&l: 1nclwiion of th• proposed !lowch~rt (Figure 6,1) and 
text (Section 6.2). There is no flovcharc la.belled Figure 6-1, however, 
tile chart labelled CEN\122890-A appears ta fulfill the s&me f~nction and 
va• asaWD•d to be Figura 6-1. 

Ecology R•spons~: The flowchart 1s accep~~ul~ but will prob•bly require 
some revision to acco111111odate the closure policy currently under 
development. The proposed text: seems a little sketchy: further details 

• 2 -
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must be provided in lacer t.~.x.t.. It will al:su 
acco~odate the closure policy und¥~ development . 

uccd to be revised co 
Sea nwnber 4. 

'J7. USOOEfVHC Proposal : USDOE/WHC st:at.e:s, "Yich tho axcapt:ion of imminent 
danger, .ill soil remcdiac1on will be conc.lucte<i under that CE.RCU RI/FS 
process . " 

Ecology Response : This is unacceptable , sea previous Ecology NOD•:; for 
this unit. Adr.licionally, it '-'i.ll bt: in conflicL wich che Ecology clo~ure 
policy in davelopment. Seo numucr 4 for •d<iieion~l details. 

J2. USDOEfWHC Proposal: Sampling of soib ca a. m.:lXimWII dcipch of tuo feet: 
bec3use it 1s predicted thaL contaminants will remain in ch• upporTnoAt: 
portion of the vauu~c zone due to aoil sorption. 

Ecology Response: tJltile it is correct that sorb•d conc.min•nta would be 
expected co be in the upper~ost lay•~. aasuzaing chac all conc&minancs will 
sorb 1s not correct . See, !or example, Fr••Zc and ~~crry 1979 or ~.B. 
Mills ec al. , J9urna.l of Associacion of Ground Ut1te~ !:ciepdst!; .,nd. 
Engjneer5, March-April 1991. 

Samples mu.sc b• taken a.t the soil-concrete ar1d soil•&sphalt interface=, 
one foot, two feet:, and three !eet depchs. Th• closure plan mu.c dcccrib• 
the s.uupl1ng methods, samp1• si~es, and &n~lycic•l method• co bo employ•d. 
The closure plan must also have detailed provisl..ous f-:,r the c~• where 
cont:llffliruition is detecced at t:hree teet ( the lowesc horizon). This 
contingency must be provided !or in Lh• ac:heduling of the closure 
activities. Kore spec1!1ca.lly, the closur• plan mu.st have pl .. ~ for 
resampling co greater depths and removal/r•m• diation of cont&D1inAtion at 
depths greater tha.n the initial soil sampling. In a.ddieion, all ph~s•s 
o! t:he closure acc1vit1es ~ust occur in a timely !-£hion (ln.eludlng any 
res&l:lpling and removal/ramedi•~lun n&~••aary). So• number 23. 

3.5 . USDOEfVHC Proposal: lleevalu.ation of th.s chc:micAls known to h.ive baen 
st:ored. and used in the 304 F•cilicy . 

Ecology Response: the reevaluation is accepc.able buc impl•m•ncaclon m~y 
be impacced by th• closure policy under development (as discussed ae the 
Febru.a.ry 12, 1991, Unit Manager's Meeting), See number 4. 

38 . USDO!/VHC l'raposa.L :· The compound.s 11.s ced in Tab le 7 -1 are the only 
organic compounds as.ociated with the 304 Facility and the only organic 
compound~ whtch will b~ evaluated for closure. 

. ) -
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Ecology Response ; TI1is is unacceptable. See number 35 . 

SO. USDOE/YHC Proposal: Postpone addition of Lha unit-specific he.11th and 
safety plan t:o t.he closu,·c pl~n uncil .sampling occur$ . 

Ecology Response : This is noL acceptable . This plan ~uac be .submitted 
pr1or to approval o! th• closure plan; sufficidnC t:ime for £eulogy revi•w 
is required. The health and ~afacy plan musL be included with che next 
submictal. 

54 . See number 50. 

57 . USD0E/YHC Proposal: lnclusion of proposeu cext, t:£ble, and appendix. 

Ecology Response : This ls not adequMt:e because iL i~ coo n,rrow in scope. 
For example, the 304 Concretion Fac1licy lu,• radiation zone., but ltPT' ~ 
are not c:overed. Expand t:he t:ra ._ 1ing sec~iun to cover all of the 
per!onnal ~hich are requirid ~o be vr~aenc during ChG clo•ur• activit:ies. 

60 . See number 4 . 

66 . See nw,ber 4 . 
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Mlil Stop PV-11 • Olympia. Washington 985~-8i 11 • 

February 27 , 1992 

(2C6) 459~ c-Gc" 

REC ·~ j?~_:_-:.'·, 
F.A. RUCK I!! 

Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez 
304 Concretion Unit Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, YA 99352 

[.1AR O 9 i992 

ACrlON -_:::::::::::::: 
COP1E::i 
-~~~T_E_-_:_:_:-_-_-_ -_ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-

Re: Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of 
Deficiency Response Table Dated October 17th, 1991 . 

..I 

Dear Ms. Rodriguez: 

This letter transmits Ecology's Notice of Deficiency (NOD) for the 304 
Concretion Facility Closur~ Plan Revision 1 and accompanying NOD Response 
Table dated October 17, 1991. The majority of the outstanding issues for the 
304 Concretion unit concern the closure performance standards . These 
standards were recently issued in the Nuclear and Mixed ~aste Management 
Program Soil Clean-up Remediation Policy (SCP). 

The Notice of Deficiency comments are intended to be a guide to the major 
outstanding sections of the closure plan which are currently unresolved, and 
which will be impacted by the SCP .· In addition, ·there are some interpretive 
comments regarding application of the SCP to the 304 Concretion unit. It is 
anticipated that upcoming Unit Manager meetings will be concerned with the 
specifics on how Ecology and Westinghouse Hanford Company foresee applying the 
SCP to this unit. These specifics will then be incorporated into the closure 
plan: The Soil Clean-up Remediation Policy is included with this transmittal. 

i.- If you . have any questions, please contact me at (206) 493-9425. 

SM:jw 
Enclosure 

cc : Dan Duncan, EPA 
Fred Ruck, WHC 
T.B. Veneziano, WHC/AR 
Dave Jansen, Ecology 
Dave Nylander, Ecology 

Sincerely, 

~ C. Oh,~;__ 
Scott E. McKi~ne;, ...... r 
304 Concretion Unit Manager 
Nuclear and Mixed Waste Management Program 

~-. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY FOR 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 

DATED OCTOBER 17, 1991 
February 28, 1992 

The numbers used below reflect the numbers used in the Notice of Deficiency 
(NOD) Response Table dated October 17th, 1991. 

Proposals made in the following comments are accepted by Ecology (underlined 
numbers indicate new items since the last NOD cycle) : 

2 3 5 i 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 19 22 26 · 28 29 30 31 33 34 36 39 
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 51 52 
53 55 56 57 58 59 61 63 64 67 

Proposals made in the following comments are not accepted by Ecology: 

1 . This requirement will be satisfied if all the other elements of the 
closure plan have been approved . 

4 . See the N&M\JMP Soil Cleanup Policy (SCP), attached to this NOD . In 
particular, options 2 and 3 are the only options under which any 
contaminants may remain in the soil above natural background levels. 
This closure plan will need to state which option this unit is intended 
to be closed under, and the- levels to which the soil will be remediated. 
Please note that taking no action to remediate the soil, unless current 
soil contaminant levels . are below the option 1 or 2 levels, will require 
full post-closure activities , including but not limited to ground water 
monitoring, capping, access restrictions, etc . This closure plan may 
contain the option of sampling the soil to determine contaminant levels 
prior to choosing the course of action, but the plan must include the 
full details of all possible options (i.e., post-closure requirements). 

16 . The language in this section will need to be modified to reflect the 
closure option selected from the SCP . In particular the actions to be 
taken in the event clean closure is not achievable must be included with 
this section, including the postclosure plan. 

17 . Again, the language in this section will need to be modified to reflect 
the closure options available for the 304 Concretion unit. In 
particular the postclosure elements of option 2 and/or 3 must be 
included in the plan. 

18 . This section must be revised to reference the SCP regarding closure 
standards for soils. Also, it will not be possible to leave soil 
contaminants for later remediation under the operable unit. See comment 
number 4. 

Page 1 



304 Concretion Facility Closure 
October 17th; 1991 NOD Response 
February 28, 1992 

9513335~0080 

Plan 
Table Comments 

20. It continues to be the position of Ecology that concrete background must 
be determined from samples taken at units not impacted by past 
practices. Ecology is requiring that four samples be taken at different 
concrete "pours" around the Hanford Facility. These samples will be 
fully characterized and compared in order to determine what the 
potential range of constituent concentrations may be found in concrete 
pours. This approach will determine what constituents are commonly 
contained in concrete, and the range of variation in different pours. In 
addition, it will clarify what , if any, dangerous waste constituents are 
commonly or potentially contained in the concrete at dangerous waste 
designation levels. The constituents of concern that may be found in 
concrete should only be inorganic elements. If the variation between 
samples is not significant statistically, a median value for each 
element could be determined, and this median value could possibly be 
applied to other units undergoing closure at the Hanford Facility (e.g. 
303-K, and 105-DR). Even if there are wide variations between the 
samples for certain elements, the information obtained through the 
sampling and analyses ~ill help determine whether there is a potential 
designation problem with uncontaminated concrete. DOE-RLj\JHC/PNL must 
submit a proposal for this background sampling to Ecology for approval 
prior to sampling . 

21 . A process similar to the concrete background plan outline~ in comment 
number 20 will be used for asphal~ . See comment number 20 . 

23 . The use of 300 area local background levels for comparison to the 304 
Concretion unit soil background levels is no longer the appropriate 
method . In order to qualify for a •clean closure" under WAC 173 - 303 it 
will be necessary to show that no contaminants remain in the soil that 
exceed the Hanford Facility-wide background levels, as determined by the 
Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Background for the 
Hanford Site (Hoover and LeGore, 1991). Following approval by Ecology 
of this study and the findings, they will become the standards used for 
background closures at the Hanford Facility. 

24 . With the issuance of the SCP, it is not appropriate for soil remediation 
to be deferred to the CERCLA process . Text addressing the verification 
sampling of excavated sites must be discussed in the appropriate section 
of this closure plan. This verification sampling should reflect the 
closure standards of the SCP. 

. 
25 . Figure 6-1 will need to be revised to reflect the SCP standards. In 

particular, the flow path for soils will need to be changed, since 
deferral to the CERCLA process is not appropriate. 

27. This section of the plan must be revised to follow the SCP. See comment 
number 4. 

Page 2 
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan 
October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments 
February 28, 1992 

28. The language in this section regarding soil remediation must be changed . 
Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be 
left for remediation under CERCI.A. Also, interim stabilization 
referenced here must be explained in greater detail in Chapter 8 . 0, in 
order for option 2 of the SCP to be utilized. 

32. This section must be re-evaluated in light of the SCP. Sampling plans 
for the various scenarios possible at the 304 Concretion unit must be 
explained fully. For example, it will be necessary to characterize the 
soil beneath the 304 Concretion unit and to compare the values for the 
soil with the SCP . Once the soil has been characterized it can be 
determined what closure option is most appropriate. 

35. The primary impact to this section by the SCP will be the expansion of 
the soil analyte parameters to include full characterization of the 
soils underlying the 304 Concretion unit. See comment number 4. In 
regard to the constituents to be analyzed, all of the analytes included 
in the SW-846 test methods selected for use in this sampling plan should 
be included in the data report. In other words, for SW-846 method 6010, 
all of the elements listed in Table 1 of that section should be included 
in the analyses . These expanded analyte parameters will add to the 
information available for evaluating the potential contamination at the 
304 Concretion unit due to unknown chemicals stored here in the past. 

37 . The information contained in DOE -RL/WHC response number 1 concerning the 
EPA wipe sampling procedure ·"A compendium of Super fund Field Methods, 
EPA P-87 -001", has not been added to this section. If it has been added 
to this section, or another section of this plan, it can be pointed out 
at the next Unit Managers meeting, and this issue will be closed . 
However, if it has not been added, it must be included before this issue 
can be closed . 

38. See comment number 35 . 

44. See comment numbers 20 and 21 . 

so. As discussed at the December 19th, 1991 Unit Managers meeting, · it may be 
acceptable to defer submittal of the Health and Safety Plan until just 
prior to sampling at the site. This is contingent upon the submittal of 
an example Hazardous Waste Operation Permit to Ecology. The exact 
details of the timing of HASP submittal and the sampling plan/closure 
plan approval will be discussed at future Unit Managers meetings . . 

54. See response number SO . 

60. The SCP will impact this section. Namely, it is not acceptable to leave 
contaminated· soils that exceed the SCP performance standards in place 
for remediation under the CERCI.A .process. 

Page 3 
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan 
October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments 
February 28, 1992 

62. There are portions of these documents, particularly E.I . I. 4.2, that are 
not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this 
facility to delay the marking of the accumulation date for suspected 
hazardous waste until after the waste has been verified as dangerous 
waste or it meets the requirements of section 6.4 of E. I.I. 4.2. In 
general, these documents are open-ended and vague, _and do not 
consistently comply with WAC 173-303 . It may be more efficient to write 
specific requirements for decontamination and interim storage of 
suspected dangerous waste than to try to change the E. I.I.'s . 

65. The legal description of the facility has not been added to the post
closure section. Page 8-1, line 25. 

66. All the possible options for closure of the 304 Concretion unit must be 
explained in detail within the closure plan. This includes the 
postclosure plan if one of the options for this unit is to leave 
dangerous waste and/or constituents in place. In the past DOE-RL/"1HC 
have stated that their intention is to leave dangerous waste in place in 
the soil . If this is the closure approach for this facility, then it is 
necessary to submit a postclosure plan along with a permit application. 
WAC 173-303-610 calls for the postclosure plan to be submitted with the 
permit application within 90 days following the decision by the owner or 
operator or the department that the. unit must be -closed as a landfill 
(i . e., dangerous waste will be left in place upon closure). 

68 . The wording following the dash in the Table B- 1 title should be deleted. 
The new title will read: "The 304 Wall Sampling Locations." Please note 
that Table B-1 on page B-2 also needs to be corrected . Correct the 
other table · titles in B-2 as necessary . 

Page 4 



1. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

General Comment. In general, the lack of detail in this closure plan led to a large number 
of deficiencies . 

Ecology Requirement: Revise this plan so that it is in compliance with the requirements of 
WAC 173-303-610. For example, under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)(iv), the closure plan must 
include, "a detailed description of the methods to be used during partial closures and final 
closure .... " This information is not presented in the closure plan. 

In addition, in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, to R. D. Izatt and R. E. Lerch from 
T. L. Nord, some comments were made on the DOE' s . proposed standardized outline for 
closure/postclosure plans . The suggestions made ,in these comments should be followed in 
order to improve this closure plan. Refer to the enclosed copy of this letter for guidance . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Additional detail will be provided where needed. The responses · 
to the suggestions in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, are as follows. 

l~ Line numbering was used in this Revision O and will continue to be used. 
• 

2. The Part A permit application will be moved from the introduction to a separate 
section. 

3. A brief description of each chapter and appendix will be included in the introduction, 
similar to Part B permit applications. 

4. A bar graph was included in Revision O and will continue to be used in the closure 
plan. 

5. This information will be included in a postclosure plan if one is required for this 
facility; however, this information is not required for a closure plan. 

6. Official notifications are provided in separate sections in Revision 0. Certification 
of Closure is a closure activity (Chapter 7.0) and is in Section 7. 9. The Notice In 
Deed is part of the Postclosure (Chapter 8.0) and is in Section 8.1. 

December 1, 1994 
Page 1 of 58 

Ecology 
Concurrence 

UMM of 
November 17, 1993 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

The schedule for closure is provided in Section 7.7 ~nd in Figure 7-15. 

Ecology Response No. 1 (Rev. 1): This requirement will be satisfied if all the other 
elements of the closure plan have been approved. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: This NOD comment will be considered accepted when the other 
NOD comments are resolved. 

General Comment. The closure plan could be followed more easily if sections requ1r1ng 
detail (such as the quality assurance and quality control sections) were presented in 
appendices. Refer to the 616 Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Storage Facility Permit 
Application for guidance. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Detailed sections will be included in appendices where appropriate. 
In addition, a quality assurance project plan will be included as an appendix. 

Page 1-1. line 21. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) is referenced 
for a definition of closure. 

Ecology Recommendation: This facility will be closed under the State Dangerous Waste 
Regulations, WAC 173-303. Closure is defined und . r WAC 173-303-040(12); this would be a 
more appropriate reference. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The reference to Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303-040 will 
be included in the closure plan. 

Page 1-1, line 29. The plan states that because the 304 Concretion Facility (304 Facility) 
is located in the 300-FF-3 (source) and 300-FF-5 (groundwater) Operable Units, " ... any 
remedial action with respect to contaminants not associated with the facility will be 
deferred to the CERCLA process." This approach does seem reasonable for the soils 
underlying the 304 Facility structures, however, it is not sufficiently developed here or 
elsewhere in the closure plan for evaluation. 

December 1, 1994 
Page 2 of 58 

Ecology 
Concurrence 

Ecology letter of 
November 6, 1990 

Ecology letter of 
November 6, .1990 

UMM of 
November 17, 1993 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Requirement : The following must be presented in the closure plan so that the 
acceptability of the above approach may be evaluated : 

• Criteria to determine whether contamination should be addressed under the RCRA or 
CERCLA process . 

• A postclosure plan which provides for administration of the site until closure of the 
applicable operable unit . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Clarification and additional information will be provided, where 
appropriate, to evaluate the 304 Concretion Facility closure approach regarding the RCRA and 
CERCLA interface. In addition, a clearer definition of baseline and action levels will be 
provided with relationship to clean closure. The following paragraphs will be included in 
Chapter 6.0 of the closure plan. 

"Three important terms in the following information on the 304 Facility closure 
strategy are 'baseline', · 'baseline threshold', and 'action levels'. Baseline is 
the set of analytical results of the local background samples. Baseline, 
therefore, refers to the population of constituent concentrations in the soil or 
building materials in the vicinity of the 304 Facility that are not attributable 
to the 304 Facility operations. Baseline threshold refers to concentrati~ns that 
define an upper limit of the baseline population and is not to be confused with 
the average baseline concentration. Baseline threshold concentrations will be 
determined by statistical methods such as those described in Statistical Analysis 
of Ground-Water Monitoring Data at RCRA Facilities, Interim Final Guidance 
(EPA 1989) (e.g., the tolerance interval approach to the analysis of variance). 
Action levels are the constituent concentration levels that will prompt an action 
of some type. These actions would include additional evaluation, cleanup, or 
deferral to the CERCLA process. Action level values include concentrations based 
on risk to human health and the environment ! baseline threshold concentrations, or 
other appropriate cleanup criteria." 

Clean closure will be accomplished by demonstrating that the constituents used in the 

December 1, 1994 
Page 3 of 58 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

304 Facility operations are not present above action levels. Reevaluation of the action 
levels will be considered if one or more of the action levels are exceeded by any of the 
compliance constituents listed in the table located in Section 7.3.2.2. This measure is 
proposed because contaminant concentrations for soil and concrete may exceed an action · 
level; however, the concentrations may be significantly below any health or 
environmentally-based risk level. Any additi6nal evaluation would be based on the 
following: 

• Type and extent that action levels are exceeded · . 

• Further assessment of health-based risk using _ toxicity criteria guidance such as the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) 
database (EPA 1989b), the Technical Information Memorandum (TIM) No. 86-1 
(Ecology 1986), and other appropriate information . 

If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in concentrations above action levels and 
reevaluation of action levels is not warranted, remediation of the soil will be evaluated 
under the CERCLA remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process for the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Initial action levels for the constituents in the soil samples will 
be the baseline threshold values. Baseline samples will be obtained within the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. 

The proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion Facil1ty is clean closure. Therefore, 
a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility cannot be clean closed . 

Ecology Response No. 1: 

a) DOE-RL/WHC proposes, "If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in 
concentrations above action levels and reevaluation of action levels is not warranted , 
remediation of the soil will be evaluated under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit." This is not acceptable . See comment numbers 17 and 60. 

b) DOE-RL/WHC states that because the proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion 
Unit is clean closure, " . . . a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility 

December 1, 1994 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

cannot be clean closed : " A postclosure plan is required; this must be included in the 
next revision of the closure plan. 

c) D0E-RL/WHC proposes to include a number of paragraphs within the text in order to 
clarify the definitions of "baseline," "baseline threshold," and "action level." These 
terms should be defined in a section for acronyms, abbreviations, and definitions 
similar to that provided in Part B permit applications. How these concepts will be 
used in developing the cleanup strategy to be implemented after obtaining the results 
of the sampling and analysis at the unit should be provided in both the form of a 
narrative and flowchart in the appropriate sections of the closure plan. 

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with the above is required . Provide draft language to 
Ecology for interim guidance . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: 

a) The portion of Chapter 6.0 in question will now read as follows: "If dangerous 
constituents are determined to exist in the· soil in concentrations above action levels, 
closure for the soil will take place after the remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable 
Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the exception of imminent hazard, all soil 
remediation will take place under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable 
Unit. 11 See comment re·sponses No. 17 and 18. 

b) General information will be provided on the actions to be taken if dangerous 
constituents are left in the soil for the CERCLA RI/FS process remediation. 
Section 8.2, Postclosure Care, will contain the following text: "Postclosure care is 
generally required when a waste management facility cannot attain clean closure. At 
the 304 Facility, underlying soils and groundwater may have · been contaminated by waste 
generated during operations in the 300 Area. Under the Hanford Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent . Order (Tri-Party Agreement), source contamination and groundwater 
will be investigated and remediated through the operable units under the CERCLA RI/FS 
process. 
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Comment/Response 

With the exception of an illll'linent health threat, all soil remediation will take place 
under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil , within the 304 Facility boundary is found 
to be contaminated (chemical concentrations above local background threshold and health 
based standards) from operations conducted (chemicals used or waste stored) in the 
304 Facility, the facility will not be considered closed until the remediation under 
CERCLA is complete. During the time between closure of the building, floor, and pads 
and any soil remediation under CERCLA, steps will be taken to isolate any 
contamination. 

Any data obtained from sampling and analyses during RCRA closure activities will be 
part of the record and included in the closure plan. This data will be taken into 
account and used during the CERCLA evaluation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit, as well as 
data collected specifically for the CERCLA evaluation . 

Temporary covers will be . installed, if necessary, to prevent migration of any . 
contamination. The temporary covers would be le.ss permeable than the surrounding soil 
and may be composed of constituents such as asphalt, clay, or a fixative spray. The 
existing facility floor and pads may be used as covers if they were found to be 
uncontaminated or were decontaminated. The exact nature of any covers would be 
determined at the time the need was identified and this information would be added to 
the closure plan. In addition, access to the areas of contamination would be 
controlled if necessary to protect personnel or prevent the migration of contamination. 

During the period between closure and soil remediation under CERCLA, the facility area 
would be inspected at a minimum of once a week. This inspection would be combined with 
facility inspections presently conducted. The inspections would determine the need for 
maintenance of any temporary covers or other physical barriers. Any required 
maintenance would be performed by trained personnel from the Hanford Site." 

c) The terms 'baseline• and 'baseline threshold' will be replaced by the terms 'local 
background' and 'local background threshold'. These terms and the term 'action levels' 
will be added to the List of Terms section of the closure plan and defined as follows: 
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11 Local background--The data set of chemical concentrations from analyses of 
samples obtained in the local vicinity of a facility. Samples within the facility 
will be compared to the local background data set to determine the presence or 
absence of contamination from the facility. For the 304 Facility, the samples to 
determine the local background concentrations would be obtained within the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. 

Local background threshold--Refers to the chemical concentrations that define an 
upper limit of the local background population. It is not an average local 
background concentration. It is deterrn~red statistically (e.g., the tolerance 
interval approach to the analysis of variance). 

Action levels--Chemical concentration levels that will prompt an action. Action 
level values will connnonly be local background threshold concentrations and 
health- and environmental-based concentrations. 11 

The flowchart indicates the closure strategy. This flowchart will be located in 
Chapter 6.0. 

Ecology Response No. 2: Ecology is developing a policy for soil closure standards. It is 
anticipated that this policy will impact the proposals made by USDOE/WHC. In keeping with 
the Tri-Party Agreement, an integral part of this policy will be the goal of only one 
remediation at any unit; i.e., it will not be acceptable to postpone any part of the closure 
activities to the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit response. This closure policy will be made 
available to USDOE/WHC as soon as possible. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil 
closure standards being developed by Ecology, our position on these co11111ents remains the 
same. 

With the exception of an i11111inent health threat, it is still the position of the DOE-RL and 
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) to defer all soil remediation (if needed) to the CERCLA 
RI/FS remediation process. Deferring soil remediation to the CERCLA process would make any 
remediation more efficient and would avoid the possibility of cleaning a small area twice. 
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Comment/Response 

If a larger area was being remediated, which extended around a smaller area that was 
previously remediated, the remediation could be very inefficient. One of the main purposes 
of the Tri-Party Agreement was to integrate RCRA and CERCLA activities. According to the 
Tri-Party Agreement, 11 

•••• a procedure to coordinate the TSO unit closure or permitting 
activity is necessary to prevent overlap and duplication of work, thereby economically and 
efficiently addressing the contamination. 11 

Ecology Response No. 3 {Rev. 1): See the N&MWMP Soil Cleanup Policy (SCP), attached to this 
NOD. In particular, options 2 and 3 are the only options under which any contaminants may 
remain in the soil above natural background levels. This closure plan will need to state 
which option this unit is intended to be closed under, and the levels to which the soil will 
be remediated. Please note that taking no action to remediate the soil, unless current soil 
contaminant levels are below the option 1 or 2 levels, will require full post-closure 
activities, including but not limited to ground water monitoring, capping, access 
restrictions, etc. This closure plan may contain the option of sampling the soil to 
determine contaminant levels prior to choosing the course of action, but the plan must 
include the full details of all possible options (i.e., post-closure requirements). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC remains the same on this 
comment. Applying an option from the Soil Cleanu;, Policy issued by Ecology to the closure 
plan would not be appropriate because it is the opinion of the DOE-RL and WHC that the Soil 
Cleanup Policy issued by Ecology is flawed. The approach or methods used to develop 
numerical cleanup standards were not based on well-founded scientific principles or 
evidence. The numerical standards chosen in the policy are below the Model Toxics Control 
Act (MTCA) soil cleanup standards, which are conservative and were adopted after a 
comprehensive rule adoption process. Ecology provides no consistent or technically 
defensible basis for defining the concentration levels in the policy. 

Before any cleanup option could be chosen, integration with the Record of Decision (ROD) for 
the cleanup of the Operable Unit (300-FF-3) would have to be accomplished. One of the main 
purposes of the Tri-Party Agreement was to integrate RCRA and CERCLA activities. These 
activities include cleanup standards as well as the physical remediation of the site (if 
necessary). According to the Tri-Party Agreement, 11 

•••• a procedure to coordinate the TSO 
unit closure or permitting activity is necessary to prevent overlap and duplication of work, 
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NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

thereby economically and efficiently addressing the contamination." It is the position of 
the OOE-RL and WHC that the most logical, cost effective, efficient integration of RCRA and 
CERCLA in the 300 Area is to conduct all soil remediation, RCRA and CERCLA, at the same time 
and to the same cleanup standards. 

The position of the OOE-RL and WHC remains the same in providing a postclosure plan in the 
closure plan of a treatment or storage facility . No requirements exist for , providing a 
postclosure plan with the closure plan for a treatment or storage facility unless a decision 
is made to leave waste in place. If a decision is made to leave waste in place and close as 
a landfill, a postclosure plan would be required within 90 days [WAC 173-303-610(8)]. 
At this time, no decision has been made to leave waste in place. The only other 
requirements for a postclosure plan are for waste disposal units, certain surface 
impoundments, and certain waste piles [WAC-173-303-610(8)]. The 304 Concretion Facility 
does not fall into these categories. 

Part A. page 1-1, line 49. 
is included in this plan. 

An unsigned copy of revision 4 of the Part A Permit Application 
The version on file With Ecology is revision 3. 

Ecology Requirement: Include a copy of a signed Part A Permit Application for this facility 
which is on file with Ecology. 

OOE-RL/WHC Response: A signed copy of the Part A permit application will be provided. 
Also, as requested, the Part A permit application will be moved from Chapter 1.0 
(Introduction) to a separate s~ction. · 

Page 2-1, line 29. The plan does not adequately describe the potential sources of 
environmental contamination from past operations within the building. For example, the 
building walls have numerous holes which may have allowed airborne contaminants to leave the 
facility without treatment. 

Ecology Requirement: Include a discussion of potential routes for environmental 
contamination of the 304 Facility site from the 304 Building in the description . 
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Comment/Response . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The uranium contamination outside the 304 Building has been attributed 
to the method of cleaning the building. When the building floors were washed down with 
hoses, splashing against the steel walls carried uranium fines out of the building. During 
the concretion operation, the floor was hosed down at least daily. The steel walls were not 
sealed to the concrete wall base and there were numerous small holes in the walls. 
In addition, there were no berms at the north and south doors to stop wash down water from 
leaving the building. The north fenced pad does not have a berm to contain spills or 
precipitation. Damp uranium saw fines and chips are too large and dense for easy air 
suspension. Uranium has a specific gravity of 18.9 and uranium oxides 7.3 to 10.9; this 
compares to lead with 11.3 and lead oxides from 8.0 to 9.5. The damp saw fines have a 
tendency to stick together and about 73 percent of the new saw fines are greater than 
100 mesh (150 microns). · · 

This information will be included in the closure plan . A plan to sample for this potential 
contamination will also be included. 

Page 2-1. line 36. The location of the exhaust ·system and its vent(s) is not given. No 
description of facility plumbing is given. 

Ecology Requirement: The building ventilation and plumbing systems must be described and 
i 11 ustrated. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in the revised closure 
plan. 

The 304 Building has three roof vents (Figure 2-3). They we're powered with 2,050-cubic feet 
per minute electric fans during the pilot plant operations. The electricity was 
disconnected about 1971. 

A 10,000-cubic feet per minute evaporative (swamp) cooler was used in hot weather for the 
building. The swamp cooler is located on the concrete pad outside the southeast corner of 
th~ building (Figures 2-3 and 2-4). 
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Comment/Response 

When the building had molten metal furnaces (from 1952 to late 1950 1 s) the furnace cooling 
air was exhausted out a 6-inch-diameter exhaust on the west side of the building . The 
exhaust pipe is still there, but is sealed off in the sump (formerly a furnace pit). 

The first fume exhaust system was a 1,900-cubic feet per minute American Air Filter 
(Rotoclone Exhauster) and was used for acid and nitrous oxide fumes from the nickel plating 
line (late 1950 1 s to mid-1960 1 s). There was no monitoring capability on the exhaust system. 

The present cyclone exhaust system replaced the plating line exhaust system in 1971. Both 
exhausters were located on the concrete pad outside the east side of the building 
(Figures 2-3 and 2-4) . The flow rate, manufacturer, and efficiency of the present cyclone 

. exhauster is unknown. The exhaust system was used to remove irritating cement dust from the 
operator's work area when bags of cement were being emptied and the concrete mixer was in 
operation. 

During concretion operations, the north sliding door was generally left open· to allow 
fork-lift traffic for barrel transport. 

(A drawing of the present exhaust system and drain system will be included in the closure 
plan . ) A floor drain near the cement mixer discharges to the sump where fines settle out. 
The sump has a removable screened standpipe about 16 inches high that overflows into an 
underground drain line to the process sewer on the east side ~f the building. A water line 
discharges directly into the overflow pipe below the screen and is used when the. concrete 
process is in operation. This flowing water (flow rate unknown) helps prevent plugging of 
the P-trap with concrete, which has happened at least twice during the operation of the 
facility. Three other drains enter the main underground drain as follows: 

• A drain from the east side floor trench· 

• A drain from the sink in the southwest corner of the building 

• An overflow drain from the outside steam condensate quench sump on the east side of the 
building (Figures 2-3 and 2-4). 
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No radiation detectors or routine sampling were in the process sewer from the 304 Building. 
This wa·s done at the out fl ow from the combined 300 Area process sewer system. 

Once a year during the recyclable uranium concretion operation (1971 to 1982), a 3-day 
sample in the overflow pipe in the sump was taken to calculate a loss factor to the sewer 
for urani-um chips and fines. The highly variable flow rate was calculated by adding a known 
dilute concentration of lithium nitrate (0.2 pound per gallon) at a known flow rate to the 
sump for a known sampling time. The change in lithium concentration and time would give the 
total volume of solution discharged from the sump. 

Page 2-1, line 38. · The plan mentions a cyclone precipitator which was used to control 
uranium particulate emissions during operations. It is also stated that the discharge was 
continuously sampled when the precipitator was in service. 

Ecology Requirement : Describe how effective the precipitator was i n removing particulates , 
i.e., state the efficiency of the precipitator and the estimated amounts of particulates 
that were released to the atmosphere. Also clarify if the precipitator was running at all 
times the concretion unit was operating. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response : See response No . 7. 

Page 2-3. Figure 2-2 is not an adequate map. 

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with WAC 173-303 is required ; a checklist of map 
requirements is enclosed . Refer to the 305-B Storage Facility Permit Application fo r an 
example. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The extensive maps required in Part B permit applications 
[WAC 173-303-806{4){a)] are not necessary in closure plans. If Figure 2-2 is not adequate 
for a specific reason, additional information will be added to the figure . 

10. Page 2-4. Figure 2-3 does not indicate the ground cover of the area surrounding the 
building nor is it discussed in the text. 
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Ecology Requirement : This area is part of the facility and must be described in the closure 
plan. Revise this and all other applicable sections acco rdingly . At a minimum , the 
following informati on must be provided. 

• The legal boundary of the 304 Facility . 
• The outside ground cover . 
• The date(s) the ground cover was applied . 
• A discussion of the potential contaminants of the ground cover and its underlying 

soils . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in the revised closure 
plan. 

No 'legal I boundary exists for just the 304 Facility . However, the stated boundary on the 
west, south, and east sides will be the median point between the adjoining buildings. 
On the north side the boundary will be the edge of Gingko Street. A drawing will be 
included to show the ground cover around the 304 Building. Several layers of asphalt have 
been placed over old asphalt and gravel areas in past years to prevent the spread of uranium 
contamination. The latest asphalt was added in 1988 on all four sides . In early 1989, 
uranium contaminated areas on the asphalt were covered with two layers of PPG Industries 
enamel paint; Safety Yellow and Dixie Gray [the material safety data sheets (MSDS) will be 
included in an appendix] . 

To prevent future uranium contamination outside the building , the holes and joints in the 
building walls were sealed in late 1989 and early 1990 with the fo ll owing tMSDSs to be 
included in an appendix). 

• Monsanto, Butvar Aqueous Dispersion BR 
• Dow Corning, 3-6548 Silicone RTV Foam, Part A and B 
• Beecham Home Improvement Products, OAP Acrylic Latex Caulk with Silicone. 

11. Page 2-4. Figure 2-3 indicates that there are additional structures associated wi th the 
building but external to the building walls, they are as follows : 
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• One structure located on the east wall south of the change room 
• One structure on the southeast corner of the building 
• One structure attached to the center of the south wall . 

These are not described in the text nor are they identified in the drawings . 

Ecology Requirement: These structures must be described in the text. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be revised accordingly and the structures will be 
identified on drawings. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 2: The drawing will be included in the closure plan indicating the 
features in question. 

12. Page 3-1. line 44. "Lathe coolant" is mentioned . 

Ecology Requirement: State this material's chemical composition and include potent i al 
contaminants it may have acquired during use. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The spent counterbore lathe coolant used for makeup water for 
concretion in the 304 Building was Tabco Products, Polar Chip 350L, which was diluted with 
water 20:1 (the MSDS will be included in an appendix). Besides uranium, copper-silicon 
alloy, Zircaloy-2 alloy and graphite particulates, the only other potential contaminant was 
the Chevron, AW Hydraulic Oil 32, used in the counterbore . lathe (the MSOS will be included 
in an appendix). These lathe coolants will be evaluated for RCRA regulated chemicals and, 
if present, will be included in the compliance list . This information will be included in 
the text. 

13. Page 3-2. line 15. The plan states, "there are no records of spills or leaks occurring at 
the facility." It does not seem plausible that i n over three decades of operations there 
were no leaks or spills; this statement implies that there were not . 
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Comment/Response 

Ecology Requirement: State whether records of spills or leaks were kept; if the records 
were not kept, delete this sentence as it is misleading. Refer also to the first paragraph 
of page 2-8 of this closure plan . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The sentence referred to in the comment will be deleted. No records 
were kept of spills or leaks that may have occurred. Routine discharges of chemicals to the 
process sewer were terminated after March 1975. Until March 1975, all waste liquid 
chemicals in the fuels operation were discharged to the process sewer, which discharged into 
the North or South Ponds. Therefore, during the nickel plating pilot plant operation in 
late 1950's to mid 1960 1 s, the chemicals would have entered the process sewer. The 
chemicals used during this period will be included in a table in the revised 304 Concretion 
Facility Closure Plan . 

The water covering uranium chips and fines and 5 percent Beryllium/Zircaloy-2 chips in the 
incoming drums were drained into the process sewer after passing through the sump to settle 
out entrained solids. The water covering the chips · and fines would have contained an 
unknown amount of cutting fluid from the lathe operations. Four different types of cutting 
fluids have been used. This information will be included in a table and the MSDS will be 
added to an appendix. 

Page 4-1. line 48 . Contamination from past operations is nrit discussed . 

Ecology Requirement: All potential dangerous waste contaminants must be considered; for 
example, chemical contamination resulting from the materials described in Chapter 3.0 of 
this plan must also be targeted for analysis (see comment number 33) . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Information on chemicals used in past operations will be 
included in Chapter 4.0 and uranium will be addec to Table 4-1. However, potential 
contamination from past operations was considered in determining the chemical constituents 
for the compliance list (Table 7-1). For example, lead was added to the compliance list 
because of operations conducted in the 1950 1 s, a lead-dip canning process. 
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The information in Section 4.2, 3rd paragraph, will be moved to Chapter 3.0. Additionally, 
a photograph_ of the burned billets and the Unusual Events Report will be included as an 
appendix. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A table will show the chemicals used or stored in the 
304 Facility during the various operations over the life of the facility. This table will 
be added to Chapter 4.0 of the closure plan. 

15. Page 5-1, line 4. The groundwater contamination at this site wi l l be addressed as part of 
the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit for which a draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS) work plan was prepared i n 1989. No further i nformation i s given . While Ecology 
accepts that groundwater contamination for this fac i lity i s appropriately addressed as part 
of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit , the information presented i s not adequate. 

Ecology Requirement: A brief description of the 300-FF~5 Operable Un i t is required . 
description must describe and/or illustrate the follow i ng : 

• Schedule for groundwater cleanup 
• Groundwater cleanup objectives 
• The 300- FF- 5 Operable Unit ' s boundary . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in Chapter 5.0 . 

This 

"The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit consists of the aquifer beneath the 300-FF-l, 300-FF-2, and 
300-FF-3 Operable Units. The operable unit is defined by "the observed and assumed extent 
of uranium contamination in the groundwater" (300-FF-5 Operable Unit Work Plan). 
Ultimately, the operable unit will include all contamination exceeding applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements emanating from the three operable units detected i n 
groundwater and sediments below the water table. The Columbia River forms the eastern 
boundary of the unit (figures will be included). 

The current schedule for the completion of the remedial investigation/feasibility study 
process is October of 1996. Following this process , a ROD on the remediation of the aquifer 
will be handed down, and remediation will begin . 
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The remedial action objectives for this operable unit will be based on the following general 
objectives: 

• Protecting human health by ensuring that applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements will not be exceeded and health risks, as determined through analysis of 
all exposure pathways, will be kept at or below acceptable limits. 

• Ensuring acceptably low risks to the environment, such as Columbia River Biota." 

16. Page 6-1. line 6. The plan states that the clean closure strategy for the facility is, " 
contingent upon verifying that constituents originating from the 304 Facility are not 
present in concentrations that represent a threat to human health or the environment." 

Ecology Requirement: Consider costs in terms of time, money, and resources in evaluating 
the clean closure strategy pursued at this facility. Compare with the costs for closure 
based on the clean closure criteria delineated in WAC 173-303-610(2). Refer to the 2101-M 
Pond Closure Plan and the Model Toxics Control Act--Cleanup (WAC 173-303) in development for 
guidance. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: An exposure scenario method like the one provided for the 
2101-M Pond Closure Plan will be used for the 304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan. The 
analysis for the exposure scenario will be conducted when sample analyses are obtained. 
The scenario will provide the criteria for comparing element concentrations to the risk to 
human health and the environment. These factors will then be .evaluated for clean closure . 

Ecology Response No. 1: The transcription of Ecology's NOD requirement incorrectly cites 
WAC 173-303 for the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). The citation as originally provided 
(WAC 173-340) is correct . Refer also to NOD comment number 18. 

DOE-RL/WHC Respo·nse No. 2: This was noted. 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The language in this section will need to be modified to 
reflect the closure option selected from the SCP . In particular the actions to be taken in 
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the event clean closure is not achievable must be included with this section, including the 
postclosur~ plan. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for conwnent No. 4; 

17. Page 6-1, line 13. In the event that clean closure is not achievable, it is proposed that 
the 304 Facility be 'interim stabilized' and that closure and postclosure, "be performed in 
conjunction with the activities for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit." 

Ecology Requirement: More information is required to evaluate the acceptability of this 
approach. In order to facilitate this approach, the facility may be viewed as consisting of 
the three components (the building, the concrete and asphalt, and the underlying soil) . 
Each of these parts may be separately evaluated for closure. Ecology will accept an 
approach that utiltzes the following: 

• The building must be removed 

• The concrete pad and asphalt layer must be removed or cleaned to background 
contamination levels 

• The soils should be cleaned and/or removed unti1 only background contamination remains 
or if they can only be cleaned to baseline concentration levels (as defined in the 300 
Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan) a postclosure plan with provisions for management 
under the CERCLA cleanup must be provided. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The approach of separately evaluating the building and concrete 
pad or floor from the soil for clean closure will be adopted. An explanation of this 
approach will be included in the closure plan. A clearer definition of action levels and 
baseline will be provided (see response No. 4). If the chemical concentrations in the soil 
in an area that could have been potentially affected by the 304 Concretion Facility are 
below baseline (local background), the soil will be considered 'clean• and the facility will 
be clean closed. General contamination in the soil of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit or 
contamin~tion from nearby facilities will be evaluated under the CERCLA RI/FS process. 
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Comment/Response 

Ecology Response No. 1: For clean closure , the building and concrete and asphalt pads must 
be decontaminated to the contamination levels stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) or removed 
from the unit boundaries. The approach proposed for the soil cleanup is unacceptable . The 
soil must be cleaned to at least area background levels (area background is defined in 
WAC 173-340-200) . If contamination remains in the so i l that exceeds the performance 
standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) , then the unit can not be clean closed. A 
postclosure pl an that prov ides for management of the unit within the CERCLA cleanup must be 
prepared . 

Ecology Requirement : Compliance with the above is required . See also comment number 60. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 2: To facilitate closure, the 304 Concretion Facility will be 
viewed as consisting of three components; the building, the floors and pads (concrete and 
asphalt), and the soil . These three components will be evaluated separately for closure of 
the facility. The building, concrete floor, and the concrete and asphalt pads will be 
decontaminated to Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure levels, or removed. 

With the exception of an imminent hazard, all necessary soil remediation will be 
accomplished under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil within the 304 F•cility boundary 
is found to be contaminated (chemical concentrations above local background threshold and 
health-based standards) from operations conducted (chemicals used or waste stored) in the 
304 Facility, the facility will not be considered closed until the remediation under CERCLA 
is complete. However, if chemical concentrations are below local background (within the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit) and health-based standards, the 304 Faci lity will be considered 
closed. As described in the Tri-Party Agreement, any source contamination in the soil from 
past operations (such as manufacturing fuel rods) in the 300 Area , will be evaluated and 
remediated under the CERCLA RI/FS process. Methods used to determine chemical 
concentrations for health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensible 
(e.g., the MTCA, WAC 173-340). 

The flowchart (Figure 6-1) shows the closure strategy for the 304 Facility. Section 8.2 , 
Postclosure Care, will contain the text shown i n response No . 4b . 
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Ecology Response No : 2: The acceptability of this proposal will be dependent on ~onformance 
with the Ecology closure policy which is in development . See number 4 for details. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil 
closure standards being developed by Ecology, DOE-RL/WHC position on these conments remains 
essentially the same. · 

Ecology Response No. 3 {Rev. 1): Again, the language in this section will need to be 
modified to reflect the closure options available for the 304 Concretion unit . In particular 
the postclosure elements of option 2 and/or 3 must be included in the plan. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No._ 4. 

18. Page 6-1, line 38. Criteria will be established for contamination levels that pose a 
substantial threat to human health or the environment in order to certify clean closure . 

Ecology Requirement: This approach must be eval4 ted in comparison with the criteria 
delineated in WAC 173-303-610(2) (see comment number 16). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 1: Additional information will be provided for evaluation. 
See responses No. 4, 16, and 17. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes to establish criteria for contamination 
levels that "post a substantial threat to human health or the environment" for certifying 
clean closure. 

Ecology Requirement: Any criteria developed for threats to human health or the environment 
must be based on the cleanup standards of MTCA (WAC 173-340) . Any criteria for closure must 
have Ecology concurrence. For clean closure, the cleanup standards are stated in 
WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Methods used to determine chemical concentrations for 
health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensible . The paragraph 
starting with line 30 on page 6-1, will be changed as follows: 
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"If the concentration of any constituent identified in Chapter 7.0, Table 7-1, is above the 
initial action level (local background), the action level will be reevaluated. This measure 
is proposed because contaminate concentrations for soil that may exceed an action level may 
also be below any health or environmental-based risk level. Any additional evaluation would 
be based on: 1) the type and extent to which the action levels are exceeded, and 2) 
assessment of health-based risk. Health-based risk standards will be scientifically and 
technically defensible and criteria guidance will be used such as the MTCA, WAC 173-340, the 
EPA IRIS database (EPA 1989b), the Human Health Evaluation Manual (EPA 1989a), and other 
appropriate information. If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in the soil in 
concentrations above action levels, closure for the soil will be complete after the 
remedi-ation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the 
exception of imminent hazard, all soil remediation \'!ill take place under th_e CERCLA RI/FS 
process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. 11 

See comment responses No. 4 and 17. 

Ecology Response No. 2: The Ecology policy for closure will cover health-based standards. 
See number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3). 

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section must be revised to reference the SCP 
regarding closure standards for soils. Also, it will not be possible to leave soil 
contaminants for later remediation under the operable unit. See comment number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC respor~e No . 4 for comment No. 4. 

19. Page 6-1. line 43. Closure of the facility in conjunction with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit 
RI/FS is proposed in the case that the clean closure -objectives cannot be met . 

Ecology Requirement: This approach will be evaluated upon receipt of further information 
(see comment number 17). 
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DOE-RL/WHC Response: The information provided will be revised. See responses No. 4, 16, 
and 17. 

20. Page 6-2, line 4 . Sole use of concrete cores from this facility to establish baseline 
values for inorganic and organic contamination is proposed . This is objectionable for a 
number of reasons, chief among these are the following : 

• This facility may have suffered facility-wide contamination during the life of its 
operations in which case, the baseline values would be established using contaminated 
samples 

• This facility has had a number of building additions; more than just one concrete pour 
was used to construct this facility. Some of these are in areas with certain 
contamination and are, therefore, unsuitable for 'baseline' samples 

• Coring concrete is not a technologically sound method for detecting volatile organics. 

Ecology Requirement: Baseline concrete contamination levels established from cores taken at 
this facility must be compared to concrete contamination levels from sites not impacted by 
past practices. Cleanup levels for clean closure ~hould be established subject to the 
results of this comparison. Volatile organic contamination levels must be determined using 
thermal desorption mass spectrometry or an equivalent method. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent 
Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance in sampling and analyzing concrete and associated 
subsoils. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. I: Concrete slabs could have wide variations in concentrations of 
inorganic elements, depending where the cement and aggregate were obtained. Because of the · 
potential for wide variations, a concrete background sample must be taken from the same 
pour. 

A concrete background sample will be obtained' by taking a core of the concrete slab in an 
area where contamination is least likely and away from cracks or other potential pathways . 
The concrete slabs are approximately 6 inches thick. The core will be cut into four equal 
sections perpendicular to the core and each section analyzed. The analytical results from 
each section will be compared to determine the baseline for the concrete slab. 
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The center and lower portion of a 6-inch concrete slab would not be contaminated from the 
operations conducted in the 304 Facility, even if the surface was contaminated by some 
method (i.e., spill), unless a pathway or crack existed. The contamination assessment 
conducted for the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan indicated that water with 
solvents would not penetrate the concrete more than 3/8 inch, and TCE and PCE no more than 
2 millimeters under the scenario outlined. The scenario would be worse than a worse-case 
scenario in the 304 Facility. This information will be included in the text. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the 
304 Concretion Unit for establ i shing background concrete contamination levels . This is not 
acceptable . 

Ecology Requirement: Concrete samples from areas not subject to contamination must be used 
for establishing a background concrete contaminat i on value . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Although the original proposal for obtaining background samples 
is valid, there may be problems in ensuring representative samples because of the aggregate 
·in the concrete and in the number of samples necessary for statistical validity. 
An appropriate alternative method may be the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP) to demonstrate the concentrations of constituents in the concrete are below 
regulatory concern (i.e., if they are below the TCLP limits). They are not deleterious to 
the environment or human health. The advantages to this approach would be the use of 
established procedures, fewer samples, less impact on the facility, and less uncertainty in 
the results. 

Ecology Response No. 2: This approach seems reasonable but too narrow in scope; following 
the designation procedure delineated under WAC 173-303-070 will be acceptable . This may not 
be sufficient for clean closure, however, and it will be necessary to closure in accordance 
with the N&MWMP closure policy under development . See number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 3). 

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): It continues to be the position of Ecology that concrete 
background must be determined from samples taken at units not impacted by past practices . 
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Ecology is requ1r1ng that four samples be taken at different concrete "pours" around the 
Hanford Facility. These samples will be fully characterized and compared in order to 
determine what the potential range of constituent concentrations may be found in concrete 
pours. This approach will determine what constituents are commonly contained in concrete, 
and the range of variation in different pours. In addition, it will clarify what, if any, 
dangerous waste constituents are commonly or potentially contained in the concrete at 
dangerous waste designation levels. The constituents of concern that may be found in 
concrete should only be inorganic elements. If the variation between samples is not 
significant statistically, a median value for each element could be determined, and this 
median value could possibly be applied to other units undergoing closure at the Hanford 
Facility (e.g. 303-K, and 105-DR). Even if there are wide variations between the samples for 
certain elements, the information obtained through the sampling and analyses will help 
determine whether there is a potential designation problem with uncontaminated concrete . 
DOE-RL/WHC/PNL must submit a proposal for this background sampling to Ecology for approval 
prior to sampling. 

OOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: This comment is a step backward from Ecology's previous position 
on obtaining background for concrete samples (see Ecology Response No. 2 for co11111ent 20) and 
is not acceptable. The latest proposal from Ecology for obtaining concrete background 
samples is not statistically or scientifically defensible. 

Concrete at the Hanford Site can have wide variations in concentrations of inorganic 
elements, depending where the cement, sand, and aggregate were obtained and the amount of 
each used. The concentrations of the inorganic elements could vary as much or more 
(depending on the source of the cement, sand, and aggregate) as the concentrations found in 
sitewide background study for soil . · Because of the potential for these wide variations, any 
concrete background samples must be obtained from the same pour as the concrete to be 
sampled for contamination. If background samples cannot be obtained from the same pour, an 
analytical method must be used that will reduce the possibility of extracting constituents 
from the aggregate and sand (i.e., dissolving part of the aggregate and sand). In addition, 
there can be •problems in ensuring representative concrete background samples because of the 
size and amount of the aggregate present and obtaining enough samples necessary for 
statistical validity. 
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The closure plan will be revised to use the methodology recommended by Ecology at the 
December 8, 1992 and February 10, 1993 -UMMs. A portion of concrete and asphalt inorganic 
analysis samples will first be subject to hot-acid digestion (SW-846 Method 3050) followed 
by the appropriate metals analysis. This step determines if there are any metals present 
that could posse a potential threat to human health and the environment. The second step is 
to subject remaining portion of the concrete and asphalt inorganic analysis samples to the 
Toxic Characteristics Leachate Procedure (40 CFR l61 Appendix II). This part determines if 
any of the metallic constituents of concern could leach out of the concrete matrix and pose 
a threat to human health and the environment. 

21. Page 6-2. line 12. Baseline contamination levels for asphalt will be established similarly 
to concrete. The same objections apply in this case as in establishing concrete baseline 
contamination levels. 

Ecology Requirement: Asphalt contamination levels must also be compared with contamination 
levels for samples taken at a site not affected by past practices (see response number 20). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: As with the concrete, the concentration of various elements in 
asphalt could vary greatly. Contamination would only penetrate a relatively small amount 
into an asphalt pad from a spill or other potential contamination . unless a pathway existed. 
The center and lower portions of an asphalt pad would not be contaminated unless a pathway 
such as a crack existed. Therefore, a core of an asphalt pad divided into several sections 
could be used for baseline samples (see response No. 20). This information will be included 
in the text. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the 
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background asphalt contamination levels. This is not 
acceptable. 

Ecology Requirement: Asphalt samples from areas not subject to contamination must be used 
for establishing a background asphalt contamination value. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Asphalt sampling would be accomplished in the same manner as 
concrete; taking chip samples and using TCLP methods for analysis . See response No. 20. 
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Ecoloqy Response No 2: This approach will be acceptable under the same caveats as for 
concerts. See number 20 . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3). 

Ecoloqy Response No 3 (Rev . 1): A process similar to the concrete background plan outlined 
in comment number 20 will be used for asphalt. See comment number 20 . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment 20 . 

22. Page 6-2. line 15 . The process sewer system is scheduled to be addressed under the 300-FF-3 
Operable Unit RI/FS process , therefore , it will not be addressed in this closure plan. 

Ecology Requirement: At a minimum , the closure plan for the 304 Facility must incorporate 
closure of the plumbing system to the point that it meets the process sewer system. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 1: The process sewer is considered to begin immediately beneath the 
building floor (concrete slab). It would be impractical to close any drain or plumbing in 
the soil (beneath a concrete slab) separately from the rest of the sewer system. 

Ecology Response No. 1: Ecology accepts DOE-RL/WHC ' s assertion that the process sewer 
begins immediately beneath the building floor . 

Ecology Requirement : Ecology will require that the permitt i ng process for the 300 Area 
Process Sewers incorporate all sewer lines to t he point where they enter a bu i lding floor . 

23. Page 6-2. line 19. The plan states, "initial action levels for the inorganic constituents 
in the soil samples will be the baseline threshold values obtained from the compositions of 
the baseline samples." It is not clear what this statement means . 

Ecology Requirement : Define clearly what is meant by "initial action levels . " State 
clearly which 'baseline ' samples the soil cleanup levels will be based on . These must be 
samples obtained from similar soil types that are not impacted by past practices; 
demonstrate that this criterion has been met. Refer to WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) for dangerous 
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waste cleanup levels. Refer also to the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan for 
guidance. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. J: This statement will be redefined using the information shown in 
response No. 4. Additional information on the baseline samples will be provided. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Action levels are defined as chemical concentration levels that 
will prompt an action. The initial or first action level the sample analysis data would be 
compared to is the local background (within the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit) threshold value 
(defined in response No . 4c). The second action level the sample analysis data would be 
compared to is health- and environmental-based risk values. 

Local background threshold values will be based on soil samples obtained within the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. When the location of these samples has been determined, they will 
be included in the closure plan. Local background samples will not be taken in places of 
obvious contamination from past operations conducted in the 300 Area; however, any general 
contamination (if present) from past operations would be included. If general or source 
contamination exists, it would be from past practice operations and not from operations 
conducted in the 304 Facility. 

The local background sample analyses results will he analyzed statistically, using the 
tolerance interval test, to determine if the chemical concentrations from each sample are 
from a 'hot spot'. The purpose of the tolerance interval approach is to define a 
concentration range from local background data within which a large proportion of the 
monitoring observations should fall with high probability. Any 'hot spots' would fall 
outside of this range and not be included in the Jetermination of the local background 
threshold (the initial action level). 

Ecology Response No. 1: It is not clear if this proposed background determination is to be 
used as part of the Hanford Site-Wide background study . If it is not, this should be 
clearly stated. If it is, this evaluation of the vadose zone background contaminated vadose 
zone data to the 300 Area background data must be between the same soil horizons for this 
unit and others, the plan must · be expanded to include deeper so·il horizons. Refer to the 
Hanford Site-Wide soil background study for reference . 
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In the quoted statement, the first sentence is unsubstantiated and the second sentence is 
not in agreement with the general tenor of the Tri-Part Agreement and will not be in 
accordance with the closure policy under development by the N&MWMP . The quoted statement . 
should be deleted. · 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Soil samples from the 304 Concretion Facility will be compared 
to local background determined from samples obtained within the 300 Area and are not part of 
the Hanford Site-wide background study. Because of the potential for general contamination 
throughout the 300 Area from past practice operations, it would be inappropriate to use 
Site-wide background for comparison to the 304 Concretion Facility samples. The locations 
for the 300 Area local background determinations have not been determined. When these 
locations are determined, the information will be added to the closure plan. Information on 
the 300 Area local background sampling can be found in Section 7.3.2.5.1 of the closure 
plan. 

While it may not be substantiated, it is logical to assume any general contamination in the 
300 Area would not be the result of the minor activities associated with the 304 Concretion 
Facility. Any general contamination would likely be from past practice operations such as 
fuel fabrication activities. 

The second sentence is not in the closure plan. 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The use of 300 area local background levels for comparison 
to the 304 Concretion unit soil background levels _ is no longer the appropriate method. In 
order to qualify for a "clean closure" under WAC 173-303 it will be necessary to show that 
no contaminants remain in the soil that exceed the Hanford Facility-wide background levels, 
as determined by the Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Background for the 
Hanford Site (Hoover and LeGore. 1991). Following approval by Ecology of this study and the 
findings, they will become the standards used for background closures at the Hanford 
Facility. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the pqsition of DOE-RL and WHC that a TSO unit is 
only responsible for the constituents managed ·at that particular unit . This is 
substantiated by WAC 173-303-610(2)(b)(i) and (ii'. Because of the potential for wide 
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spread contamination in the 300 Area from past practice operations, such as fuel 
fabrication, it would be inappropriate to use Site-wide Background (which excluded the 
300 Area) for comparison to samples from the 300 Area. Any general contamination would be 
from past practice operations and remediated with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. 

24. Page 6-2. line 29. Verification sampling of soils will be conducted if any soil is removed 
as part of the closure strategy. It is not clear what the procedure for verification 
sampling is. 

Ecoloav Requirement: Describe the verification sampling procedure in the appropriate 
section. Refer to the description here. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be modified to read, "If soil is removed, 
verification samples will be collected from the excavation site to determine the 
effectiveness of any soil removal. The number of samples collected will be dependant on the 
areal extent of contamination encountered, but will be no less than one sample from the area 
previously determined to be contaminated." 

Ecology Response No. 1: The proposed language is acceptable, but further information is 
-required on this topic in the sampling and analysis plan to adequately describe the 
verification sampling . 

Ecoloav Requirement: Describe the sampling and analytical parameters for the verification 
sampling . This must include the sample size, target analytes, and quality assurance/quality 
control plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan for guidance. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Because of the position of all soil remediation being conducted 
under the CERCLA RI/FS process, the text shown i~ DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1 has been 
deleted. 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): With the issuance of the SCP, it is not appropriate for 
soil remediation to be deferred to the CERCLA process. Text addressing the verification 
sampling of excavated sites must be discussed in the appropriate section of this closure 
plan. This verification sampling should reflect the closure standards of the SCP. 
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The Soil Cleanup Policy issued by Ecology and the integration of 
RCRA and CERCLA remediation are two different issues. The Soil Cleanup Policy as presently 
written does nothing to integrate RCRA and CERCLA remediation activities. It is still the 
position of the DOE-RL and WHC to integrate these activities according to the Tri-Party 
Agreement. See DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4 for comment No. 4. 

Because soil remediation will be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS process, a discussion of 
verification sampling is not necessary in this plan. 

25. Page 6~2. line 37 . The general closure procedures listed in this section are not consistent 
with the clQsure flowchart in Figure 6-1. 

Ecology Requirement: Resolve discrepancies and clarify the closure procedures list and 
flowchart as necessary. Revise the plan accordingly. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The general closure procedures will be made consistent with the 
flowchart shown in Figure 6-1. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The flowchart (Figure 6-1) and Section 6.2, General Closure 
Procedures, have been revised for consistency. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The flowchart is acceptable but will probably require some revision 
to accommodate the closure policy currently under development. The proposed text seems a 
little sketchy; further details must be provided in later text. It will also need to be 
revised to accommodate the closure policy under development. See number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3). 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): Figure 6-1 will need to be revised to reflect the SCP 
standards. In particular, the flow path for soils will need to be changed, since deferral to . 
the CERCLA process is not appropriate. 
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to integrate RCRA 
and CERCLA activities for soil remediation. See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 
and the first paragraph in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for co11111ent No. 24. 

26. Page 6-2, line 46. "Baseline" samples"are mentir~ed here and elsewhere, this term is not 
defined. 

Ecology Requirement: Describe what a "baseline" sample is. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent 
Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A specific definition for ·baseline will be provided. See response No. 
4. 

27. Page 6-5. line 15. The plan states that required soil remediation will be performed under 
the CERCLA RI/FS process. 

Ecology Requirement: Soil remediation must clean to baseline contamination levels as 
defined in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan. State or reference the criteria 
for soil remediation to be performed under the CERCLA RI/FS process. This would be 
appropriately addressed in the postclosure plan. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be expanded to indicate the option of cleaning to 
baseline, if feasible. A flowchart will be included in the closure plan. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes expanding the text "to indicate the option 
of cleaning to baseline if feasible." 

Ecology Requirement: Cleaning the unit's soils to at least area background contamination 
levels is not optional. Revise the closure strategy as necessary to reflect this. See · 
comment numbers 17 and 60. · 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: With the exception of imminent danger, all so\l remediation will 
be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS process. See response No. 17 and the flowchart. 
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Ecology Response No . 2: This is unacceptable, see previous Ecology NOD's for this unit . 
Additionally, it will be in conflict with the Ecology closure policy in development. See 
number 4 for additional details . 

OOE-RL/WHC Response No . 3: See response No. 4 (OOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3). 

Ecology Response No . 3 (Rev . 1) : This section of the plan must be revised to follow the 
SCP. See comment number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for conwnent No. 4. 

28. Page 6-5. line 41. Interim stabilization of contaminants due to sources other than this 
facility is discussed in this section. It is not clear how it will be determined that 
contamination is due to operations at this facility -rather than another. 

Ecology Requirement: State clearly the criteria for- determining if a contaminant is due to 
widespread contamination in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Also state what the policy for 
widespread contamination originating from the 304 Facility will be (see comment number 27). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: If soil sample analyses taken at the 304 Facility are above the 
established baseline (local background) concentration for a particular element shown in 
Table 7-1, the amount of contamination above baseline was probably from the 304 Facility 
(see responses No. 4 and 17). Constituents not listed in Table 7-1 (not used in the 
facility) will be considered to have been from other facilities . 

A postclosure plan is not required if the facility is clean closed . 

Ecology Response No. 1: In order to clean close the 304 Concretion Unit, the contamination 
levels of dangerous wastes and dangerous waste residues must be decontaminated or removed to. 
meet the performance standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). 

Ecology Requirement: This requirement must be integrated within the closure plan . See 
numbers 17 and 60. 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No; 2: The closure strategy and the criteria to obtain closure are 
explained in responses No. 4, 17, and 18, and in the flowchart (Figure 6-1). 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The language in this section regarding soil remediation 
must be changed. Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be 
left for remediation under CERCLA. Also, interim stabilization referenced here must be 
explained in greater detail in Chapter 8 . 0, in order for option 2 of the SCP to be 
utilized. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first 
paragraph of DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24. 

29. Page 7-1, line 43. One of the objectives of the sampling plan 1s to establish 'baseline' 
concentrations of contaminants. The applicable standard under WAC 173-303-806(4)(b) is 
background or designation levels depending on the contaminant. 

Ecology Requirement. Clearly define what is meant by 'baseline' concentrations . Describe 
this in terms of background contamination levels if necessary. Revise the 'plan so that 
compliance with the requirements of WAC 173-303-806(4)(b) is achievable (see comment numbers 
18 and 26). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A clear definition of baseline will be provided (see responses No. 4 
and 17). 

30 . Page 7-1, line 49. A brief reference to sampling methods in SW-846 is made. 

Ecoloqy Requirement: The sampling and analysis methods acceptable are stipulated in 
WAC 173-303-110. The methods to be used should be presented in a table for clarity . Refer 
to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan for guidance. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: All analysis methods will be summarized in tabular form. Deviation 
from the standard analytical methods of SW-846 will be described in the text or appendices. 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

31 . Page 7-2. Some items are duplicated in the flowchart depicted in Figure 7-1. It also has 
tw~ legends. 

Ecology Requirement : Revise Figure 7-1 to eliminate duplication . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Figure 7-1 will be revised to remove the duplication and the · 
extraneous caption. 

OOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The flowchart in Figure 7~1 has been clarified and the 
duplication removed . 

32. Page 7-3. line 1. Sampling of only the top 1 foot of soil is proposed . This is deficient; 
sampling of only the top 1 foot of soil will not adequately descr i be the contamination at 
this site. 

Ecology Requirement: Develop a sampling and analysis plan that will determine the 
contamination at this site as required under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a). Refer to comment 
number 32 of the 303-K Storage Facility Closure Plan NOD . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Information to date suggests any potential organic or inorganic 
contamination from the 304 Facility would be located in the upper most part of the soil 
column. However, the soil sampling depth will be reevaluated using contamination scenarios 
and assessments similar to those presented in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan. 
The objective of these assessments will be to determine the most likely location in the soil 
column of any potential contamination from this facility. The information will be presented 
and discussed with Ecology in a future unit managers meeting. 

Ecology Response No . 1: Development of a soil sampling plan based on the 300 Area Solvent 
Evaporator (300 ASE) is inappropriate; the 300 ASE is located on top of a burial ground. 

Ecology Requirement : The soil sampling plan must address vadose zone contamination at this . 
unit. 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLA~ 
NO~ RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

OOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The previous response referencing the 300 Area Solvent 
Evaporator Closure Plan was in error. The reference should have been to the 2101-M Closure 
Plan. 

It can be shown that concentrations of inorganic constituents added to the soil by sorption 
from an effluent containing even drinking water levels of these constituents are greatest in 
the upper few mil]imeters, and decrease with increased thickness of the soil column. 
Because of the well-known process of sorption (Conway 1982, Freeze and Cherry 1979, 
CRC 1984), any contamination remaining in the soil would be the result of equilibrium 
reactions and/or irreversible sorption. In either case, residual contamination would be 
most concentrated in the uppermost part of the soil column, with rapidly decreasing 
concentrations downward. Therefore, the uppermost part of the soil column is most likely to 
contain contamination, if it is present. · 

It is also indicated that any contamination of the soil by organic solvents associated with 
the facility is likely to be small and, if present, dominate in the uppermost part of the 
soil column. The only possibility for contamination of the soil is the one-time wash down 
of the inside of the building following the repackaging of the degreaser solvents (no spills 
were reported). The wash down was the last activity to occur in the building and was 
performed with a garden hose. Most of the water was flushed to the building sumps and thus 
the process sewer. 

·The only pathway for the organic contaminates to the soil would have involved the transport 
of a very small fraction of this water to the soil through cracks in the concrete floor. 
Because of the relatively small amount of potentially contaminated water, the general lack 
of evaporation under the concrete floor, and the tendency for such water to be retained in 
the soil, any potential organic contamination from this source is most likely to be present 
in the upper part of the soil column. 

Because the potential contamination from the 304 Facility would remain in the upper part of 
the soil column, a maximum sampling depth of 2 feet would be adequate . During soil 
sampling, a sample will be obtained at the surfa·ce, at 1 foot , and at 2 feet . 
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THE 304 CONCRLfION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Response No. 2: While it is correct that sorbed contaminants would be expected to 
be in the uppermost layer, assuming that all contaminants will sorb is not correct. See, 
for example, Freeze and Charry 1979 or W. B. Mills et al., Journal of Association of Ground 
Water Scientists and Engineers. March-April 1991. 

Samples must be taken at the soil-concrete and soil-asphalt interfaces, one foot, two feet, 
and three feet depths. The closure plan must describe the sampling methods, sample size, 
and analytical methods to be employed. The closure plan must also have detailed provisions 
for the case where contamination is detected at three feet (the lowest horizon). This 
contingency. must be provided for in the scheduling of the closure activities. More 
specifically, the closure plan must have plans for resampling to greater depths and 
removal/remediation of contamination at depths greater the initial soil sampling. In 
addition, all phases if the closure activities must occur in a timely fashion (including any 
resampling and removal/remediation necessary) . See number 23. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The soil sampling for the 304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan 
now states that samples will be taken at the surface, 1 foot, 2 feet, and 3 feet. However, 
it is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to only sample to a maximum of three feet. 
Any deeper sampling and analyses will be conducted during the CERCLA RI\FS process. 
See response No. 4 DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3. 

Ecology Response No ·. 3 (Rev. 1): This section must be re-evaluated i n light of the SCP. 
Sampling plans for the various scenarios possible at ·the 304 Concretion unit must be 
explained fully . For example, it will be necessary to characterize the soil beneath the 
304 Concretion unit and to compare the values for the soil with the SCP. Once the soil has 
been characterized it can be determined what closure option is most appropriate. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to only sample to 
a maximum of 3 feet. Any deeper sampling and analys~s will be conducted during the · 
investigation and remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Soil will be sampled under the 
floor and pads where potential pathways (e.g., cracks and joints) to the soil exist . 
See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for conment No. 4. 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

No. Comment/Response 

33. Page 7-3. line 10. The plan states it was, "developed to determine the presence of 

34. 

304 Facility derived contaminants that are regulated by Ecology." It is not clear how this 
plan will determine which contaminants are "304 Facility derived . " Nor is it clear what 
criteria were used to restrict the analyses tot~~ elements and/or compounds listed in 
Table 7-1. 

Ecology Requirement: The sampling and analyses must be designed to detect the regulated 
contamination at the site regardless of the source of the contaminants . Describe also how 
this phase of the cleanup will be integrated with the CERCLA remediation. See the 300 Area 
Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance (see comment number 14). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No. 4, 14, 17, 27, 28, and 35. 

The elements and compounds listed in Table 7-1 are the RCRA-regulated substances from the 
material treated or used in past operations in the 304 Facility. 

Page 7-3. line 25. Sampling activities are desc~ibed in very general terms. The sampling 
activities will not be adequate to accomplish the objectives for closure . 

Ecology Requirement: Under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)(v), the closure plan must include a 
detailed description of the sampling and analysis methods to be employed . Revise the plan 
to comply with this requirement (see comment number 30) . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Further detail on the sampling activities and procedures can be found 
later in the text. Section 7.3 is dedicated to the description of sampling procedures, 
location selection, and quality assurance and quality control . A quality assurance project 
plan will be included as an appendix. 

35. Page 7-4. Table 7-1 lists a limited number of the potential compliance constituents at the 
304 Facility. 

Ecoloqy Requirement: The analysis to be performed must cover a more comprehensive range of 
chemicals; the analyses should not be limited to detect only the contaminants resulting from 
concretion operations (see comment numbers 33 and 34) . 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The compliance constituents for the 304 Facility are listed in 
Table 7-1. These constituents are the hazardous substance used in the building and would be 
the only potential contaminants in the building. These are the substances to be evaluated 
for closure. Any contamination in the soil by other substances will be evaluated under the 
CERCLA RI/FS process. 

Ecology Response No. 1: Because of the past uses of this building, it is not possible to 
determine conclusively what type of contaminants will be expected due to past practices. 
For clean closure, it is required that all dangerous wastes or waste residues (in~luding 
soil) be cleaned or removed to the performance standards stipul ated in 
WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). Levels of contamination in the soils above these performance 
standards but below area background values may be managed under the CERCLA cleanup if this 
is provided for within the postclosure plan. · 

Ecology Requirement: Revise the closure plan to comply with the above . See comments 17 and 
60 . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The chemicals stored and used in the past operations and the 
waste treated and stored over the life of the 304 Facility are known. The newly added table 
(see response No. 14) will be reevaluated to determine if any potentially hazardous 
substance was omitted from the compliance list (Table 7-1) of the closure plan. According 
to WAC 173-303-610, the 304 Facility is only responsible for hazardous substances managed at 
the 304 Facility. Any contamination in the soil from operations in the 300 Area will be 
evaluated and remediated under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. 
See responses No. 4, 17, and 18. 

Ecology Response No. 2: The reevaluation is acceptable but implementation may be impacted 
by the closure policy under development (as discussed at the February 12, 1991, UMM) . See 
number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3). 

Ecology Response No . 3 (Rev. 1): The primary impact to this section by the SCP will be the 
expansion of the soil analyte parameters to include full character i zation of the soils 
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36. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

underlying the 304 Concretion unit. See comment number 4. In regard to the constituents to 
be analyzed, all of the analytes included in the SW-846 test methods selected for use in 
this sampling plan should be included in the data report . In other words, for SW- 846 
method 6010, all of the elements listed in Table 1 of that section should be included in the 
analyses. These expanded analyte parameters will add to the information available for 
evaluating the potential contamination at the 304 Concretion unit due to unknown chemicals 
stored here in the past. 

OOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The chemicals stored and used in the past operations and the 
waste treated and stored over the life of the 304 Facility are known. According to 
WAC 173-303-610(2)(b)(i) and (ii), the 304 Facility is only responsible for hazardous 
substances managed at the 304 Facility. Any contamination in the soil from past practice 
operations or other TSO units in the 300 Area will be evaluated and remediated 
appropriately . 

Page 7-3. line 44. The Environmental Investigations and Site Characterization Manual (Ell , 
WHC-CM-7-7) is referenced. This document has not yet been reviewed in full by Ecology . 

Ecology Requirement: Acceptance of referenced procedures in the El l i s pending , subject to 
approval by Ecology. 

OOE-RL/WHC Response : The Environmental Investigations and Site Characterization Manual 
(WHC-CM-7-7) has been submitted to Ecology and wt,l be included in the Site-wide Part B 
permit application . The procedures will be implemented at the 304 Concretion Facility 
pending approval from Ecology. No changes to the text are necessary. 

37. Page 7-5. line 3. The plan states, "wipe samples w~ll be collected according to standard 
sampling techniques . .. . " No reference to the source of these standard techniques is given . 

Ecology Requirement: The specific source(s) for these standard sampling techniques must be 
referenced. Accepted sampling and testing methods are given in WAC 173-303-110 . Deviations 
from these methods must be described within the closure plan and approved by Ecology pr i or 
to implementation . 

December 1, 1994 
Page 39 of 58 

Ecology 
Concurrence 

Ecology letter of 
November 6, 1990 

UMM of 
November 17, 1993 

'° ,;::..-'!-, -?J,.'j 
(..N 
L~ 
t.n 
* 
t.:=) 



38. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The wipe sampling procedure was based on the procedure in A 
Compendium of Superfund Field Methods, EPA P-87-001 (OSWER Directive 9335.0-14). 
The specific procedure is found in Section 13.1 of the referenced document. This 
information will be provided in the closure plan . Enhancements to the proc.edure will be 
fully described in the closure plan. 

Ecology Response No. 1 (Rev. 1): The information contained in DOE-RL/WHC response number 1 
concerning the EPA wipe sampling procedure "A compendium of Superfund Field Methods, EPA 
P-87-001", has not been added to this sectio~. If it has been added to this section, or 
another section of this plan, it can be pointed out at the next Unit Managers meeting, and 
this issue will be closed. However, if i t has not been added, it must be included before 
this issue can be closed . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 2: The procedure in A Compendium of Superfund Field Methods, 
EPA P-87-001 (OSWER Directive 9335.0-14) is referenced in the 304 Concretion Facility 
Closure Plan, Revision 1 on Page 7-6 in Section 7.3.2.4.1.3, Surface Sampling Methodology . 

Page 7-5, line 4. The plan states that wipe samples will be analyzed for the organic 
compounds listed in Table 7-1. 

Ecology Requirement: Table 7-1 is too limited in scope for the potential organic 
contaminants in the 304 Facility (see comment number 35). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The organic compounds and their degradation compounds listed in 
Table 7-1 are the organic chemicals that were repackaged in the facility. These substances 
are the only regulated organic compounds associated with the facility and will be evaluated 
for closure (see response No . 35). 

Ecology Response No. 1: Analysis for only a limited number of organic . compounds is 
proposed, see comment number 35. 

Ecology Requirement: A more comprehensive list r~ organic analytes must be evaluated. 
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39. 

40. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The organic compounds listed in the closure plan and on the 
compliance list (Table 7-1), along with their degradation products, are the only organic 
chemicals associated with the 304 Facility. According to WAC 173-303-610, the facility is 
responsible for the chemicals used in the facility. Therefore, analysis and evaluation of 
other organic chemicals are not required. 

Ecology Response No. 2: This is unacceptable. See number 35. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC is that stated in DOE-RL/WHC 
Response No. 2, comment 38 . 

Ecology Response No. 3: See comment number 35 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No . 4 for cornnent No . 35. 

Page 7-5, line 6. The plan states that wipe samples will be analyzed for the inorganic 
contaminants listed in Table 7-1. 

Ecology Requirement: Table 7-1 is too limited in scope for the potential inorganic 
contaminants in the 304 Facility. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 35. 

Page 7-5. This section describes the sampling and analysis method . For waste designation, 
.the procedures required are stipulated under WAC 173-303-110 (see comment number 35). 

Ecology Requirement: The descriptions provided should have deviations from the methods 
stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 clearly delineated. These must be approved by Ecology prior 
to implementation . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: No standard procedure exists to sample metal walls and girders. This 
procedure was derived from the standard EPA wipe sampling procedure (see response to cornnent 
No. 37). 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

No. Comment/Response 

41. Page 7-17. line 1. Replace the method for obtaining concrete chip samples with a method 
similar or equivalent to that described in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan . 

42. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The procedure will be revised as follows. 

"Removal of the concrete samples will be performed 1 dry 1 to eliminate any contamination 
effects by coring or cutting lubricants. Chip samples will be collected by cutting a 
set of grooves, 1.63 to 2 inches apart, approximately 10.5 inches long, in the surface 
of the concrete. The grooves will be cut at least 2 inches deep and one groove will be 
angled about 30 degrees toward the other to yield a narrow triangular sample segment 
between the bottoms of the grooves. Cross grooves, perpendicular to the ends of the 
sample grooves will permit the sample to be broken by prying out from the surface to 
yield .a prism-shaped sample piece with an intact surface layer. 

C~mmercial equipment for cutting grooves is available. The equipment operates dry by 
pneumatically driven impact bits. The bits are readily cleaned to eliminate 
cross-contamination between samples." 

Page 7-18. line 50. Background sampling will be performed throughout the 300-FF-3 
Unit. This operable unit has not been examined for patterns of contamination yet. 
not clear how it will be determined that the sampling sites chosen are not subject 
'hotspot' contamination from past practices. 

Operable 
It is 

to 

Ecology Requirement: Describe how it will be documented that the background sampling sites 
in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit are not contaminated from past .practices. Also clarify if the 
intent of this phase of the sampling plan is to determine 'baseline' contamination rather 
than background. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Samples collected from various locations in the 
300-FF-3 Operable Unit will be used to determine baseline {local background) concentrations. 
These ana 1 yses wi 11 be used t.o eva 1 uate c 1 ean c 1 osure for the 304 Faci 1 i ty. 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Hot spots will be determined using statistical analysis. The concentrations will be 
evaluated to determine if there is more than one population . The following information will 
be included in the text. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The tolerance interval test will be used to determine the 
statistical evidence for 'hot spots' in the local background data. The purpose of the 
tolerance interval approach is to define a concentration range (local background threshold) 
from local background data, within which a large proportion of the monitoring observations 
should fall with high probability. Any 'hot spots' would fall outside of this range and not 
be included in the action level determination. 

43. Page 7-19, line. Background soil samples will be taken to a depth of 1 foot. 

44. 

Ecology Requirement: The background sampling must be done at depths appropriate for 
comparison with the soil samples taken under the 304 Facility (i .e., samples from the same 
soil horizons may be compared). These background samples should also be taken in a manner 
that they will be adequate for use in the future for examining the pattern of contamination 
in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The baseline soil sampling program will match the soil sampling 
program (depth) determined to be necessary for the facility (see response No. 32). 

Page 7-19, line 9. Concrete and asphalt 'baseline' samples will be taken from the outside 
storage pad and floor of the building. This area is subject to contamination from past 
operations. 

Ecology Requirement: Background samples for the concrete and asphalt must be taken in an 
area that has not been exposed to contamination. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Concrete and asphalt baseline samples will be located, as much 
as possible, away from activities and potential pathways in the facility (see responses 
No. 20 and 21). 
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46. 

47. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Response No. 1: Concrete and asphalt background samples may not be obtained within 
a TSO unit. 

Ecology Requirement : Refer to comment numbers 20 and 21 . 

OOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: See responses No. 20 and 21. 

Ecology Response No . 2 (Rev . 1) : See comment numbers 20 and 21 . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for co11111ents No. 20 and 21. 

Page 7-19, line 47. Typographical error. The pf · iod is missing at the end of this line. 

OOE-RL/WHC Response: The typographical error will be corrected. 

Page 7-21. line 2. Soil samples will be taken to a depth of 1 foot through the core holes 
left from sampling cracks . 

Ecology Requirement: Soil sampling must be done to .a depth adequate for determining the 
extent of soil contamination . 

OOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 32. 

Page 7-26, line 51. Typographical Error. There is a page break after "manner." 

OOE~RL/WHC Response: The typographical error will be corrected. 

48. Page 7-27, line 21. Equipment blanks will be used to determine if equipment decontamination 
procedures are adequate. These samples are collected at the final distilled water rinse in 
the decontamination procedure . Distilled water will not necessarily dissolve all types of 
contamination. In other words, contamination may still be present, but not dissolved by the 
water and will, therefore, not be detected. 
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50. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Requirement : Utilize a method that will detect a wider range contamination on the 
equipment in order to assess the decontamination procedures. Refer to Ell 5.5, Rev . 1, 
Section 6.4, Quality Control . 

D0E-RL/WHC Response: As written, the section on equipment blanks is misleading. This blank 
is a field quality control method. It is not intended to be used .as the method to verify 
decontamination of equipment. Decontamination of equipment is performed according to 
Ell 5.5. The field equipment blank method is used as a quality check on the equipment. 
This method has been taken from SW-846. The equipment blank paragraph will be replaced by 
the following. 

"Equipment blanks serve as a check on sampling device cleanliness. An equipment blank 
is comprised of distilled water, which is transported to the site, opened in the field, 
and poured over or through the sample collection device, collected in a sample 
container, and returned to the laboratory for analysis . These samples will be 
collected daily." 

Page 7-30, line 2. The plan states, " .. . seals should be attached so that the seal must be 
broken to open the container ." 

Ecology Requirement: Replace the word "should" with "must" in the above statement. 

D0E-RL/WHC Response: The sentence will be revised to read : "seals must be. attached so that 
the seal must be broken to open the container." 

Page 7-31, line 45. Procedures for personnel decontamination will be provided in a sitewide 
health and safety plan. 

Ecology Requirement: These procedures must be discussed within the closure plan. 

D0E-RL/WHC Response No. 1: A Hanford Site-wide Health and Safety Plan is being prepared to 
describe health and safety activities for sampling activities. The plan is currently 
undergoing final convnent incorporation and is expected to be completed by the end of the 
calendar year. 
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THE ·304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE ' , .. 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes that the requirement for the unit-specific 
personnel decontamination procedures be provided in the ~anford Site-Wide Health and Safety 
Pl an . 

Ecoloqy Requirement : The unit-specific plan must be presented within the unit's closure 
plan. It is anticipated that the health and safety plan for the 304 Concretion unit will be 
more detailed than that for the site-wide. Refer to comment number 54. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A Site-Wide Health and Safety Plan is being prepared and will be 
referenced in the closure plan. In addition, the 304 Facility-specific health and safety 
plan will be prepared before sampling and added to the closure plan at that time. This plan 
is titled Hazardous Waste Operation Permit and will be prepared in accordance with Ell 2.2, 
Preparation of Hazardous Waste Operation Permit. 

Ecology Response No. 2: This is not acceptable. This plan must be submitted prior to 
approval of ·the closure plan; sufficient time for Ecology review is required. The health 
and safety plan must be included with the next submittal. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC is that stated in DOE-RL/WHC 
Response No. 2, comment 50. 

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev . 1): As discussed at the December 19th, 1991 Unit Managers 
meeting, it may be acceptable to defer submittal of the Health and Safety Plan until just 
prior to sampling at the site. This is contingent upon the submittal of an example Hazardous 
Waste Operation Permit to Ecology . The exact details of the timing of HASP submittal and the 
sampling plan/closure plan approval will be discussed at future Unit Managers meetings . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: An example of a Hazardous Waste Operations Permit will be sent 
to Ecology. · 

51. Page 7-32, line 17. The plan states that analyst~ will be performed according to SW-846 
requirements except for uranium which will be determined by the *SCINTREX UA-3 method. No 
discussion of the specific SW-846 methods is made, nor are the specific analytes ment ioned. 
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Comment/Response . 

Ecology Requirement: All analysis .plann~d should be presented in a table which gives the 
following information: 

• Sampling method 
• Analytical method 
• Analyte(s) 
• Contract detection ltmit(s) . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The procedure for using the SCINTREX UA-3 Method will be referenced in 
the closure plan and a copy provided to Ecology. The analytical method for each analyte 
will be included in a table . 

. 52. Page 7-32. line 34 . Non-standard analytical methods will be approved by a Westinghouse 
Hanford contracts representative . No criteria are discussed. 

Ecology Requirement: Any substantial changes to standard analytical methods must be 
presented within the closure plan for approval . Criteria for determining what constitutes a 
substantial change to a method must be included in the closure plan for approval by Ecology . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The analysis method in SW-846 is limited to the detection of 
gross alpha and beta only. The SCINTREX UA-3 laser method is better suited to detect 
uranium. Lines 34 and 35 will be deleted and the procedure will be referenced. A copy of 
the procedure will be provided to Ecology. 

Ecology Response No. 1: This is acceptable if uranium testing is the only variance from the 
analytical methods stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 . 

. Ecology Requirement: Any analytical methods which deviate significantly from the methods 
stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 must be submitted to Ecology to determine acceptance prior to 
their use. 
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Comment/Response 

53. Page 7-33. line 4. A decommissioning work plan is mentioned but not described i n any 
detail . 

Ecology Requirement : The information covered in the decommissioning work pl an must be 
approved by Ecology pr ior t o implementation. Th i s i nformat i on must be presented within the 
closure plan. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A 1 deco11111issioning work plan' is a generic term for the implementation 
procedure used to provide specific field direction to workers performing the decontamination 
and demolition. The general decontamination information is included in 
Sections 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 of the closure plan . The deco11111issioning work plan will specify 
sufficient detail for field implementation of the items addressed in these sections. 
The deco11111issioning work plan will be included as an appendix in the closure plan. 
This will take place just before the work begins. 

54 . Page 7-33, ·1ine 8 . The health and safety plan specific to the 304 Facility is not yet 
prepared and , therefore, not presented in the closure plan . 

Ecology Requirement : The 304 Facility health and safety plan must be presented within the 
closure plan. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The 304 Facility Health and Safety Pl an will be prepared and 
included in the closure plan . This plan is titled Hazardous Waste Operation Permit and will 
be prepared in accordance with Ell 2.2, Preparat i on of Hazardous Waste Operat i ons Permit. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: See response No . 50. 

Ecology Response No. 1: See number 50 . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 3: See response No. 50 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 3) . 

Ecology Response No . 2 (Rev . 1): See response number 50. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No . 4 for co11111ent 50 . 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

55 . . Page 7-33, line 12. Standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation wcrk procedures are mentioned 
but not discussed . 

Ecology Requirement: Describe the standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation work procedures . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response : Standard WHC radiation work procedures will not be discussed further 
in the text . Personnel safety will be fully described in the Site-wide Health and Safety 
Plan and in the Site Specific Health and Safety Plan (also known as the Hazardous Waste 
Operations Permit). The site-specific health and safety plan will be included in an 
appendix in the closure plan . 

56. Page 7-33, line 23. The plan states that, "excess sample material wi ll be containerized as 
described previously . " 

57. 

Ecology Requirement: Reference the section where this i s descr i bed . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Disposal procedures of unknown or suspect waste materials are 
controlled by Ell 4.2 Interim Control of Unknown , Suspected Hazardous and Mixed Waste . 
The reference will be provided in the text in addition to the summary already provided. 

Page 7-33, line 37 . The train ing courses and activ i t i es are listed by title, but the course 
contents are not described . 

Ecology Requirement : Describe the course contents and list which training is required for 
individual job classifications . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The information provided in the text on training requirements is 
sufficient for the purposes of this closure plan. 

Ecology Response No. 1: Although Ecology requested i nformation regarding t raining , the 
DOE-RL/WHC states that the information provided is, "suffic i ent for t he purposes of th i s 
closure plan." The information presented is not adequate . 

December 1, 1994 
Page 49 of 58 

Ecology 
Concurrence 

Ecology letter of 
November 6, 1990 

Ecology letter of 
November 6, 1990 

Ecology letter of 
February 27 , 1992 -



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Requirement: Describe the course contents and list which training is required for 
individual job classifications . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The following text, table, and appendix will be added to the 
closure plan in the appropriate place. 

"All personnel involved with the closure procedure of the 304 Facility, will receive a 
level of dangerous waste training commensurate with their position. Personnel are 
generally placed into two job categories, Operations Manager and Supervisors, and 
Nuclear Operators. 

• Operations Manager and Supervisors are responsible for supervising, coordinating, 
and directing the activities of nuclear operators . 

• Nuclear Operators are responsible for sampling, packaging, and handling ·of 
dangerous waste, nonradioactive as well a~ radioactive material. 

Table 7-4 contains a matrix that relates job categories to the individual training 
course. Appendix E contains brief descriptions of selected training courses, including 
descriptions of the target audience, instructional technique, evaluation method, length 
of course, and frequency of retraining." 

Ecology Response No. 2: This is not adequate because it is too narrow in scope. For 
example, the 304 Concretion Facility has radiation zones, but RPT's are not covered. Expand 
the training section to cover all of the personnel which are required to be present during 

· the closure activities . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The training plan has been expanded to cover all the personnel 
that-may be required to be present during closure activities. This information is included 
in Section 7.3.12.3 and Appendix E of the closure plan. 
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
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No . Comment/Response 

58. Page 7-35, line 24. Low-level radioactive mixed waste (LLRMW), will be kept onsite until a 
treatment, storage, and/or disposal facility is available. 

59. 

Ecology Requirement: State where and how this material will be stored. In no case will 
storage of LLRMW at a nonpermitted facility be allowed that exceeds the 90-day storage 
1 imit. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be modified to indicate -that low-level radioactive 
mixed waste will not be stored at a nonpermitted facility for period in excess of 90 days. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Page 7-24, bullet on line 24. will be modified to read as 
follows . 

"If the building demolition material is dangerous, low-level radioactive mixed waste 
(LLRMW), it will be transferred to the Central Waste Complex for interim storage and 
future treatment or disposal. Hanford Site requirements for radioactive solid waste 
packaging, storage, and disposal (WHC 1990) will be followed when preparing waste for 
storage and/or disposal." 

Willis, N. P., 1990, Hanford Site Radioactive Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria, 
WHC-EP-0063-2, Westinghouse Hanford Company; Richland, Washington. 

Page 7-35, line 31. Disposal of materials that are not dangerous or radioactive mixed waste 
will be disposed of in an onsite rubble pit or the central landfill. 

Ecology Requirement: Although building materials are not subject to the Dangerous Waste 
Regulations, they must be disposed of at a solid waste landfill which meets the minimal 
functional standards in WAC 173-304 or other more stringent local standards. Document that 
wastes are disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and modify the 
text accordingly. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The section will be changed t6 read as follows, "If the material is 
not dangerous and is not LLRMW, the demolition rubble will be disposed of at a solid waste 
landfill, which meets the standards in WAC 173-304 and applicable local standards." 
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60. Page 7-35, line 39. The plan states, "soils affected by other operations will be left in 
place and managed under CERCLA . " This criterion is not appropriate; soils impacted in a 
larger portion of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit will be appropriately addressed under the 
CERCLA cleanup, but only if the 304 treatment, storage, and/or disposal unit is affected, it 
should be cleaned under the RCRA closure. 

Ecology Requirement: Restate this criterion to reflect the above. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The sentence will be changed to read as follows, "Soils affected 
by other facilities in the 300 Area will be left in place and managed under· CERCLA. 11 

Ecology Response No. 1: There appears to be some confusion about the strategy acceptable to 
Ecology. This unit is being permitted to close under WAC 173-303, therefore, the 
performance standards of WAC 173-303-610 must- be met. Ecology has determined that if clean 
closure of the soils to these standards is not appro?riate due to wide-spread contamination 
throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit, then the soils must be cleaned to a local area 
background contamination levels and the RCRA postclosure must be managed within the 
requirements . of the CERCLA closure. 

Ecology Requirement: Ecology will accept a closure plan in which soils with contamination 
levels exceeding the performance standards stipulated under WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) may be 
left in place under the following two conditions : 

• The contamination levels do not exceed the area background contamination levels present 
throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit 

• The RCRA postclosure plan provides for management of the 304 Concretion Unit within the 
CERCLA cleanup. 

Revise the closure plan accordingly . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The closure strategy for the 304 Facility is presented in 
responses No. 4, 17, 18, and the flowchart (Figure ·6-l). 
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Comment/Response 

Ecology Response No . 2: See number 4. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 4 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3) . . 

Ecology Response No . 3 (Rev. 1): The SCP will impact this section. Namely, it is not 
acceptable to leave contaminated soils that exceed the SCP performance standards in place 
for remediation under the CERCLA.process. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for conment No. 4 and the first 
paragraph in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for conment No. 24. 

61. Page 7-35, line 46. The plan mentions RCRA-listed contaminants. The applicable regulatory 
listing is the Washington State Dangerous Waste Regulations, WAC 173-303. 

62. 

Ecology Requirement: Revise the text accordingly . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The text will be revised. "RCRA-listed contaminates," will be deleted 
and 'WAC 173-303 ' will be referenced. 

Page 7-36, line 5. All equipment will be decontaminated or disposed of, "according to 
regulatory requirements . " · 

Ecology Requirement: State clearly what is meant by the above statement. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No . 1: The sentence will be revised to read: "In addition, all 
equipment used during closure activities will be decontaminated or disposed of according to 
Ells 4.2, 5.4, and 5.5. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC states, " ... equipment used during closure 
activities will be decontaminated or disposed of according to Ells 4. 2, 5.4, and 5.5 . " 

Ecology Requirement: This is acceptable pending Ecology's review of the cited Ells. 
Ecology anticipates that these will be reviewed as part of the development of the Hanford 
Site-Wide Permit . 
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64. 

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN 
-NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : There are portions of these documents, particularly 
E.I.I . 4.2, that are not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this 
facility to delay the marking of the accumulation date for suspected hazardous waste until 
after the waste has been verified as dangerous waste or it meets the requirements of section 
6.4 of E. I.I. 4.2. In general, these documents are open-ended and vague, and do not 
consistently comply with WAC 173-303. It may be more efficient to write specific 
requirements for decontamination and interim storage of suspected dangerous waste than to 
try to change the E.I. I. 's. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The Ell 4.2 is being revised. 

Page 7-36. line 11. Closure of the 304 Facility will begin after approval by Ecology 
according to the schedule presented in Figure 7-15 . 

Ecology Requirement : Some of the items on the closure schedule must be reviewed by Ecology 
prior to approval of the closure plan and are, therefore , required to be presented within · 
the plan. For example, the health and safety plan and the work plan must be reviewed . 
Revise the _closure plan and schedule accordingly. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No . 50, 53, and 55. Preparation of health and safety 
plans a·nd deco11111issioning work plans will be removed from the schedule. These are 
lower-tier documents for a job-specific site and do not require Ecology approval. 

Page 7-37. A greenhouse is referenced in the closure schedule . 

Ecology Requirement: Design drawings and performance specifications must be included within 
the work plan for this structure. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following will be included in the closure plan. 

"Depending on the surface area, method, material, and l~cation of areas to be 
decontaminated, a wood frame greenhouse may be necessary to control the spread of 
low-level radiological and hazardous contaminants. This greenhouse will provide a 
negative air pressure [via high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter equipped 
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NOD RESPONSE TABLE 

Comment/Response 

exhauster], airlock entry and exits, and oth~r attributes similar to an asbestos work 
enclosure described by EPA in Asbestos Waste Management Guidance [Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA) Regulations, 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
1926.58 Appendix F]." 

65 . Page 8-1, line 25. Replace , "(legal description of 304 Concretion Facility Site)," with the 
legal description . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The WAC 173-303-610(10) does not require this information if the 
facility is clean closed. In addition, the information would not be provided until after 
remediation because the size of the area remediated would not be known. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC argues that a legal description of the unit is not 
required at this time because: a) it is not required under WAC 173- 303 if the unit is clean 
closed, orb) if it is not clean closed, the information would not be provided until after 
remediation because the size of the area to be remediated would not be known. 

Ecology Requirement : In order to plan a cleanup of this unit, it is necessary to know the 
boundaries. Ecology realizes that there is some difficulty in obtaining the precise · legal 
boundaries at this point in time, however, we also recognize that boundaries must be 
determined in order to determine the scope of the cleanup for this unit. Provide the legal 
description of this unit when the information is · available . In the i nterim, provide a 
description and illustration of the boundaries of this unit for use in the closure of the 
unit. Note that the asphalted area surrounding the building will be considered part of this 
unit. The sampling plan must be revised to i ncorporate this area. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: For the purpose of closing the 304 Facility, the boundaries of 
the facility have been determined to be halfway to the neighboring facility on the east, 
west, and south and to the street on the north. The boundary is illustrated in Figure 2-3. 
This figure will be added to the closure plan . The asphalt' on the sides of the building 
will be included in the sampling plan. 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev . 1) : The legal description of the facility has not been added 
to the postclosure section . Page 8-1, line 25. 
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The resolution to this co11111ent was accepted by Ecology (see 
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2). The figure referred to in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2 for this 
comment, along with the boundary discussion, is located in the 304 Concretion Facility 
Closure Plan, Revision 1. The discussion is located in the first . paragraph of Section 2.2 
on Page 2-1 of the closure plan. The figure is located on Page 2-4. 

66. Page 8-2, line 10 . No postclosure plan is provided and none will be until it is shown that 
the site . is not remediable under the CERCLA closure effort . 

Ecology Requirement : A postclosure plan with pro"isions for management under the CERCLA 
cleanup effort must be prov ided . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: A postclosure plan is not required unless the facility is not · 
clean closed . If the soil cannot be clean closed, a section will be added to the closure 
plan describing the interim stabilization and care before remediation under the CERCLA RI/FS 
process. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC proposes to provide a postclosure plan if the soil 
can not be clean closed which will describe, " . . . the interim stabilization and care prior 
to remediation under the CERCLA RI/FS process . " Thi~ is not adequate for the purposes of a 
postclosure plan. The postclosure plan must be provid~d with the closure plan. It must 
provide for management of the unit through the CERCLA closure process. Refer to 
WAC 173-303-610(7) for guidance. It will not be necessary to implement the postclosure plan 
if the performance standards of WAC 173-303-610(2)(~) for clean closure are met . 

Ecology Requirement: Compliance with the above is required. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The text shown in response No. 17 will be added to the closure 
plan. This text indicates the steps that will be taken between closure of the building and 
remediation of the soil by the CERCLA RI/FS process if the soil requires remediation from 
contamination caused by operations conducted in the 304 Facility. 

Ecology Response No. 2: See number 4. 
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Comment/Response 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 50 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3). 

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): All the possible options for closure of the 304 Concretion 
unit must be explained in detail within the closure plan. This includes the postclosure plan 
if one of the options for this unit is to leave dangerous waste and/or constituents in 
place. In the past DOE-RL/WHC have stated that their intention is to leave dangerous waste 
in place in the soil. If this is the closure approach for this facility, then it is 
necessary to submit a postclosure plan along with a permit application. WAC 173-303-610 
calls for -the postclosure plan to be submitted with the permit application within 90 days 
following the decision by the owner or operator or the department that the unit must be 
closed as a landfill (i.e., dangerous waste will be left in place ·upon closure). 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The DOE-RL and WHC have not stated that the intention is to 
leave waste in place in the soil at this unit. The DOE-RL and WHC have stated that, with 
the exception of an imminent health threat, all soil remediation will take place under the 
CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. A final decision on the remediation of 
the soil will not be made until after sampling is complete and the ROD for the operable unit 
is prepared. See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first paragraph of 
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24. 

Section 9.0, References. Some of the documents referenced are outdated and have been 
superseded by more recent information. For example, the document by T.L. Jones, 1978, 
Sed;ment Mo;sture Relat;ons: Lysjmeter Project 1976-1977 Water rear, could be replaced by 
PNL 6400 or a more recent document. 

Ecology Requirement: Review the documents referenced and use the most recent accurate 
information available. Decade old reports are not acceptable if more recent information is 
available. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The documents referenced in the closure plan will be reviewed to 
ensure that the most appropriate up-to-date references are used . 
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68. Page B-1, line 2. The table title indicates a 5 percent frequency . 

Ecology Requirement: Describe what this 5 percent frequency refers to. 

', 
,·, 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The 5-percent frequency refers to a random sampling of 5 percent 
of the gridded sections that are shown on the sampling diagrams. Each area to be sampled 
has been broken down into 1 meter grids, 5 percent of which will be randomly sampled. 
BecJuse this information is not relevant to random numbe~ tables; it will be deleted. 

Ecology Response No. 1: The DOE-RL/WHC explains the table title indication of a 5 percent 
frequency. 

Ecology Requirement: This type of information ~hould be provided in the quality assurance/ 
quality control section of the closure plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan in 
development for guidance . 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A random 5-percent sampling of the I-meter-square gridded area 
is stated in Section 7.3.2.5, Sampling Locations . 

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The wording following the dash in the Table B-1 title 
should be deleted. The new title will read: "The 304 all Sampling Locations .n Please note 
that Table B-1 on page 8-2 also needs to be corrected. Correct the other table titles in B-2 
as necessary. 

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The changes will be made as suggested by Ecology . 

69. Section 8: There is no discussion of the notice to the local land use authority. 

Ecology Requirement: Add wording that includes the notice to the local land-use authority 
per the requirements of WAC 173-303-610(9). · 

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A sub-section will be added to Chapter 8.0, 'Postclosure', that 
includes the notice to the local land-use authority. · 
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