














) DEPARTMENT OF ZCOLCGY

[R 9 NP,

CTICZI OF DEFICIZINCY FOR
THEZ 304 CONCRETICN FaciliTY

NOD RESPCNSE TA3RLZ .OF GCTOBZR 1590
November 5, 1990

mzents corTesgond $9 the nuxbers Irom the 204

The following 2o
Closure Plan NCOD Restonse Tablsz da:ed Cczober 5, 1660, P:cposals
following comments are acceptad dbv Zcology:
2 3 7 8 S 10 12 15 19 22
25 29 33 34 38 39 &1 43 &b &3 L8
&7 48 49 51 52 53 55 56 59 61 63
84

Proposals made in the following commencs are acceptad by Ecology jpending
submission of furcher information as proposed in the USDOZ-RL/WHC ra2spcnses:
24 25 30

6 11 13 i4 15 18
87

1
3l 37 &Q . 42 54 58 62

s
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Proposals made in the Zollewing comments are not acceptad by Zcoloezy:

7 20 21 27 23 32 35 38 S0 57
=

Iz numerous Instances changes T the closure plan ara proposed, ves
1

o
P N ST

lang: zage is not provided. Following this course will wesulct in
pro LC ing & document without specific guidance Izom Ecology. In eréar
ainimize <the nuxber oI corractions that will be necessary in she nex:t r2vision
o: the closuze plam, The proposad changes will be addressad within cthe scege of
T Zor the Zollowing

Unic Managers Mescings. Zrovide draft text revision

the Unic

comment nuzbers ©d Ecology for discussion purposes:

27 32
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w
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4 11 14 17 18 23 2
54 57 58 60 65 :

It is anticipataed that che above issues will be the most dif ';culc o achie
consensus between the parties. Ocher issues may also cause confusion; zaxc

revisions for these may be provided to Ecology for comment as well.

USDOE-RL/WHC rapeacedly proposes cevelopment of clean closure

Generz]l Commenc:
with those stigulated

periorzance sctandards that are not in accordance
under WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). This is unacceptable; the only ciosure
periormance standards allowable under the Dangerous Wasce Regulations for

clean closure are those stipulacted in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). However,
in some instances it
e

while clean closure is a desiradble zoal in all cases,
may not be feasible. If clean closure is not attainable, then cezplianc
with the requirements of WAC 173-303-610(7) chrough -610(11l) is necessary.

4, Commenc

: This NOD comment addrasses a number of issues, <
follows:

e
a. DOE-RL/WHC proposes, "If dangerous consctituents are deca'm-“ed to exiss
in concencracions above aczion levels and reevaluacion of acction levels
is not warranced, remediaction of the soil will be evaluaced under che
CZRCLA RI/FS process for che 300-r7-3 Operadle Unic." 7This is not
acceptable. See comment numbers 17 and 60.


















- DEPARTMENT OF ZCOLOGY
NOTICZ OF DEFICIINCY TOR
THE 303-X STORAGE FACILITY NOD
- . © RISPONSZ TA3LZ OF OCTGO3:22 1690
' Novemzer &, 1990

Tne Zolloving comments coTrespyond o the nuzbers S-em the 303-X Radizactive
Mixed.Wasce Storage Facilicy Closure Plan NCD Respenmse Tazdla dated Cczober 3,
1860, ?Proposals made in the following commencs aze accepzaed dy Zcclcgy

i 2 5 § 9 10 il 13 15 i8 _¢
20 22 29 30 31 35 39 40 42 (3 a3
48 47 L3 52 35 57 60 61

Proposals =ade in the Zollowing comments are accepted by Zecology pending
submission of further information as proposed in che USDOZ-RL/WAC -asponsas:

32 33 34 26 38 - &1

In a number of instances changes ©o che .closure plan ars proposad, va: the axac:
languzze is not provided. FTollowing chis course will resulc in USDCE/2NL
procucing a docuzment without specific g;idance on tlese topics frca Zcology. In
order to miniamize e 'unbe* of corrections that will be necessary In the naxz
Tevision cf the cleosure pl the preoposed changes will be addressaed wichin cha
scope oI the Uni: Manzge 's Meetings., Provide drafz taext ravisions Zor che
Zsilowing comment numbers to Zcology for discussion purposas:

5 25 3 &9 50 53 56 52

‘.\

12

that the above issues will be the mosc difficuls to achiave
QOther issues may also cause confusion; ctexc
Zcology for comment as well.

Iz is ancicipated
consansus peCween the parties.
sevisions Ior these may be provided to

Gereral Comment: USDOEZ-RL/WHC repeacadly proposes development of clean closure
perZormance scandards that are not in accordance with those stipulated
under WwWaC 173-303-810(2)(b). This is unaccepcable; the oniy closure
‘periormance standards allowable under the Dangerous Waste Regulations for

clean closure are those stipulaczed in WaC 173-303-810(2)(d). However

while clean ciosure is a desirable goal in all cases, in soze instacn ~ces i

ianc

a
zay not be fesasidle. IZ clean closure is not attainable, then compl
wicth the requiremencs of WAC 173-303-610(7) shrough -810(ll) is necassary.

-

3. Comment: USDOE-RL/WHC scates cthat adéitional maps
specific request is made.

will be provided if a

Reguiremens: Maps which delineace cthe waste wmanagezment areas, and
deseribe and illuscrate the land uses in hne_xzmedzace arza (i.e., wnac
are the nearby buildings, ecc.) zusc be included in the next ravisiocn oI

the closure plan.
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CJ Response Table Comzents

£ manz: USCOZ-RL,/WEC croposes o revisa the =z2x2 =0,

rasediation of soil {(clean zo baselize or dafar zo CIRILA

Zaguivamens: The soils zZusc be remediated To at lezst araz Sackzreund

contazinacion levels. See cemmens number 12,

Commenz:  USDOE-2L/WHC proposes a ‘text revision 5 szaca, ° was:ca

stored zore than 90 cays will be tranmsZferzed ...." This does not zgive all

the inforzation raquestad in the original commenz. It Is unaccapiabla oo

have dangerous wasta stored in cthe same locaticn in which closur

acziwvicies are taking place.

Recuizemens: Specify the locztions where wasce will be zTamsfarrad znd

he tizing of the tramsier for all waste stored at the uniz, Inzluding

waste storsd less than .nety davs.

Ceommens: USDOE-RL/WHC will describe any deviations Zrom reguizad casc

Jethocs

e ui:emant: Proceduras fcr any test method which devigcaes Irex reguired
L oof

Jods musc be submitted to Zcology wich a saquest Zor approvea

T =
the subs:-;-.e mechod.

an Sased on tha 3C0 iraa

Commenz: Developoent of a soil sampling plaz
“'a: che 200 ASZ is loczzz2i on

Soivent Zwvaporator (3C0 ASZ) is inapprooriac
=cp of a burial ground.

Reguizemens: The soil sampling plan =zust address ~vadosea czone
i to the 210l-M Zond Closurz Zlan in

contaninacion at this unic. Refer
developzment for guidance.

Commens: USDOE-RL/WHC states that all of the danve*ous «waste comnscictuencs

stored at the 303-K Facility are listed on Tsole 7-

Reguirameng: This ctable =mus:c be revised to lisc all comscicuents of
Refer tTo Seccion

This includes any radioac:zive constizuents.

concern.
Agreement and Consanc Orcer. This

3 of the Hanford Federal Facilicy :

requirement also applies to cocment numbers 25 and 27.

Commenz: USDOE-RL/WAC scates that the favirormmencal Invescigacticzs anc
Site Characcerization Manual (ZII Manual, WHC-CHM-7-7) has been sutmitzed

as par: of the Hanford Site-Wide permic and cthac no changes :o the zext

are required.

Racuirsmenc: Reference to the entire EZII manual is

specific section musT be referenced. - Nocte chat accap: nce cf any EIX
procecure is dependent on Ecology review and approval. Zcology

anticipates that these will be reviewed as part of cthe develicpment of the

Hanford Sice-wide Permic:.
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g & sec o crizezia for basaline values

Commenc: USPOEZ-RL/WHEC is cevelopin
3

+

Reguiremens: The appropriate criteria Is a-za background (see ccmments
numper 12). A plan for determining these values zust be suzmizzad 2o
Zcology:; it should inciucde at least the sampling »lanm, a qualizv
ol ; - —
£ i nis

assurance/qualicy concrol plan, and a tize
plan =may Dbe submitted under separate cov
throughout the 300-FF-3 Cperadle Unic

poe

Cot ~1 Councreta and aspnal:c samples obrtained within

be acceptad Ior determination of background contaminaticn values.

Refar To commen: nuxber 14,

Commeng: USDOE-RL/WHC proposes revising the text o scacte, "The 90-cay

period will begin when the macarial is desigratad." As pravicusly stztad,

che 90-czy clock begins at the time of generation; counting cthe $0-cay

period Irom tne time of designacion is likely to resuls in non-compliznce.

2eguizemenc: Revise the tex: ti state, "The 90-day period will begin when

the macerial is generacad.”

: rial is genar arzad.

Commens: Although Ecology resquested infcrmation regzriing ctraining,
chat che .informacion provided is, "acdeguats ZIZcr cthis

USCOE/wAC statas chat ¢
closure plan.” The inforzation presentad is not adequacz.

Recuirament Describe the course contents and 1

required for individual job classifications.

Comment: USDOE-RL/WiC states that in no case will a cover design De
necessary. I it is determined after the sampling and analysis that ic
will be necessary £for contaminactad soils co be left in place uncil che
CZRCLA <cleanup then a cover may be required; no ocher concarinacacd
macterials will be allowed to be left in place. This cover mus:z be
approved prior o closure as pars of che postclosure plam.

designed and

Reguiramens: Subzit specificacions for cover materials and design within
1

the required postciosure plan. See comment number 62.

Commenz: USDOE-RL/WHC scazes that they 'will not submic 3 postclosure
plan. A postclosure plan is required, it should be presentad in cthe Zorm
of an addiziomal chaprer o5 the clesure plan with appendices as

appropriate.

P
A poscclosure plan that provides for managezenc of the unit

Jequirsmens:
-



STAIL OF WASIINCTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOCY

Muai Stop PYV-11 e Olympa, Washingion 9850:1-8711 e (206) 4596000

April 3, 1991

Mr. Steven H. Wisness
Hanford Project Manager
U.S. Department of knergy
P.0O. Box 550

Richland, Washington 69352

Re: Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concrecivn Facility Notica of
Deficiency Response Table

Dear Mr. Wisness:

This letcer transmits Ecolegy'’'s comments on the 304 Concretion Facility Closure
Plan Notice of Deficlency Response Table dated January 30, 1991. The information
presented was reviewed for compliance with final factlity stacus standards in the
state Dangerous Waste Rugulations (Chapcrer 173-303 WAC).

The areas of conceru for this closure plan are as follows:

1. The level of detail is inadequate.

2. Proposals relating to closure standards will be impacted by a closure
pelicy that is currently being developed by the Nuclear and Mixed Waste
Management Program (N&MWMP),

3. The quality assurance and qualicy conctrol provisions remain inadequacts.

4, Controls for cthe healch and sa[ec} hazards asswvciated with radicactive
contaminancs are still not adequately addrussed. Furthermore, it is
unacceptable to omit cleanup of the rudivactive constituents fzow these

closure activicies.

RECEIVED
APR 0 8 1991

DOE-RIVAMKH
191-€4B- 105






- - L

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
NOTICE OF DEFICTENCY FOR
THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY
NOD RESPONSE TABLE OF JANUARY 1990
April 3, 1991

Tha following comments correspond te the nuwbers from the 304 Concrecion Facllicy
Closure Plan NOD Respaonse Table dated January, 1990. Underlined numbers signify
changes made since the previous NOD. Pruposals made in che following comments

are accepted by Ecology:

2 3 5 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 15
19 22 26 28 29 31 33 3 36 39 4l
42 43 4y &5 L6 47 48 L9 51 352 .53
ss S S8 50 61 63 64 65

Proposals made in the following commeuts are accepced by Ecology pending our
review of furcher i{nformaclion as pcoposed in the USDOE-RL/WHC responses:

1 6 13 16 18 23 24 25 30 35 37
40 S4 62 &5 67

Proposals made in the following commencs ars not accepted by Ecology:

4 17 20 21 27 32 38 50 57 60 66

4. .USDOE/VHC Proposal: A number of proposals relating to closure standards
are made,.
Ecology Response: Ecology 1is developing a policy for soil closura

standards. It is anticipated that this pelicy wi{ll impact the proposals
made by USDOE/WHC. In keeping with che Tri-Party Agresment, an incegral
part of chis policy will ba the goal of uuly one remediation at smy unic;
1.e., it will noc be accupctable to postpune any part of che cloaure
acciviries co the 300-FF-3 Qparable Unit response. This closure policy
will be made avatlable to USDOE/WHC as scon as possibla.

17. USDOE/WHC Proposal: USDOE-RL/WHC discusses a closure strategy.
Ecology Response: The accepctabilicy of this prouposal will be dependent on
conformance with che Ecology closure pollcy which is in davelopment. Seae
nupber 4. for decails.

18. USDOE/WHC Proposal: 3Secting healch-bascd standards for closura.

Ecology Response: The Ecology pollcy for closure will cover haalcth-based
standards. Sae numbar 4.



304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
Second NQD Response Table Comments
April 3, 1991

20,

21.

23.

23.

USDOE/WHC Proposal. Using TCLP to dewuuscrate that potencially
contaminated concrete samples do not designats as dangerous wasce.

Ecology Response: This approach seems ruasonable but too narraw in scope;
following the designarion procedure delineated under WAC 173.303-070 will
be acceptable. This may noC be sufficient for clean closure, however, and
ic will be necessary co close in accordance with the NGMWMP closure policy
undur development. Sce number 4.

USDOE, . . Proposal: §_ .lar cestit for aaphalt as for concrete to
demonstrale that it {3 not dangerous wascae.

Ecology Response: This approach will be acceptLable under the same caveats
as for concrete. Scec numbaxr 20,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Determination of area background is proposed at the
surface, one foot, and two feat depths, It iz staxted thac, “If general or
source contaminacrion exists, 1t would be from the past practice operatic.s
and not from operations conducted in cthe 304 Facility. The Tri-Parcy
Agreement scates source contaminaclion will be evaluated and remediaced

under the CERCLA RI/TS process,"

Ecology Response: lt is mnot clear Lf <this proposed backgreund
determinacion {s to be usad as part of the Hanford S{te-Wide background
study. If it is not, this should be ulearly scacted. If it 1ix, this
evaluation of the vadese zone background cuntaminant levels is too limiced
in scope. Because comparisons of contamlnuted vadose zone daca to the 300
Ares background data must be between the sume soll horxrizons for chis unic
and octhers, the plan must be expanded ta ilaclude deeper soil horizons.
Refer to the Hanford Site-Wide soil backgruund scudy for reference.

In the quoced statement, the first sentence 13 unsubstanciatad and the
second sentance is noC in agreement with the general tanor of the Tri-
Party AgreemenCc and will not be in accurdance with the closure policy
under developmenc by the N&MWMP. The quoced statement should be deleted.

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Inclusion of the proposed flowchart (Figure 6-1) and
text (Section 6.2). There is no flowchart labelled Figure 6-1, however,
the chart labelled GEN\122890-A appears to fulfill the same function and

was assumed to be Figura 6-1.
Ecology Response: The flowchart is acceptable but will probably recquira

some ravision to sccommodate <the closura policy currenctly under
developmant. Tha proposad text seems a little skescchy; further decails

. 2 -



J04 Conc tlon Facility Closure Plan
Second N Response Table Comments

April 3, 991

27.

32.

3s.

38.

m  be provided in later text, It will alse uced to be revised rto
ac mmodate the closure policy under development. Sea number 4.

Us IE/WHC Proposal: USDOE/WHC states, "Wich thie exception of Ilmminent
d: er, all soil remediation will be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS

p: ‘ess.”

Ec..ogYy Response: This is unacceptable, sse previous Ecology NOD‘s for
th "5 unit. Addicionally, it will be Iin conflict with the Ecology closure
Pt .y in development. See number & for additional details. .

L~JE/WHC Proposal: Sampling of soilas tu & maximum depth of two feet
because it ls pradieted chat contaminancs will remain in the uppermoat
pc¢tion of the vaduse zone due to soil sorption.

Ec.logy Response: While it is correct that sorbed contaminants would be
expected Co be in the uppermost layws, assuming chat all contaminancs will
sorb 1s noc correct. See, for example, Prewze and “Noxry 1979 or W.B.

M 1ls ec al., Journal of Associatiop of Ground Uater ~ lenstists and

E {ineers, March-april 1991.

S. ples musC be taken at the soil-concrece and soil-asphalt interfacas,
o foot, two feet, and thrae feet depchs. The closure plan must describe
t sampling methods, sample sizes, and analyctical methods co be employed.
T closure plan must also have decailed provislous for the case whera
¢ rtamination is detectred &t three feet (the lowest horizoen). This
¢ itingency must be provided for in the scheduling of the closura
a ivicies. More specifically, cthe closure plan musc have plans for
r ‘ampling to greater depths and removal/remediation of contaminacion at
d 'ths greacer than the {nitlial soil sampling. 1In addition, all phasas
o the closure activicties must occur in a cimely fashion (including any
r tampling and removal/remsdiatlun natessary). Seoe number 23.

ULJO0E/WHC Proposal: Heevsluation of the chemicals known to have baaen
s »red and used in the 304 Facility.

E_slogy Respanse: The reevaluation is acceptable but implementation may
t  impacred by the closure policy under davelopment (as discussed at the
P oruary 12, 1991, Unit Manager’s Meeting). See number &4,

L.J0E/WHC Proposal: The compounds listed in Table 7-1 are cthe only
¢ panic compounds associaced with the 304 Facility and the only organic
¢ mpounds which will be evaluated for closure.

-3 -
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304 Cancretion Facility Closure Plan
Second NOD Response Tabla Comments

April 3, 1991

50.

54 .

37.

60.

66.

Ecology Response: This is unacceptable. See number 35,

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Postpone addition of the unit-specific health and
safecy plan to the closuce plan uncil sampling occurs.

Ecology Response: This is not acceptable. This plan mustc be submitted

prior to approval of the closure plan; sufficisnt time for Eculogy review
is required. The health and safecy plan must be included with the next

submiccal.

See —umber 50.

USDOE/WHC Proposal: Inclusion of proposed text, table, and appendix,
Ecology Response: This Ls not adequute because iL ls too narrow in scope.
For example, the 304 Concretion Facilicy has radiation zones, buc RPT's

are not covered. Expand the tra. iing sectiun to cover all of tha -
personnel which are tequired to be present during tha closure accivicles,

See number &.

See number 4.

- & -






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 8 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 19 22 26 "28 29 30 31 33 34 36 39
40 41 42 43 L4 45 46 47 48 49 51 52
53 55 56 537 58 59 61 63 64 67

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

16.

17.

18.

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

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).

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.

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.

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

20,

21.

23,

24,

25.

27.

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 conct . that may be fc¢ 1 in

co e iou’  only be inorganic elements. If “ie variation bet: n
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. '

A process similar to the concrete background plan outlined in imment
number 20 will be used for asphalt. See comment number 20.

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 Soi~ 1*' ”17 "ndwater Background for the

7 " 3ite (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.

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.

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.

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

Page 2




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

28.

32.

35.

37.

38.
44,

50.

54.

60.

The language in this section regarding soil remediation must be changed.
Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be

- le. 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.

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 Concdretion unit and to compare the values for the
soil with the SCP. Once tl soil has been characterized it can be
determined what closure option is most appropriate.

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. 1In
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.

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 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.

See comment number 35.
See comment numbers 20 and 21.

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.

See response number 50.

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.

Page 3



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

62.

65.

66.

68.

A
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, 1In
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.

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

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 follo g 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).

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
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General Comment. In genera , the lack of detail in this closure plan led to a large number UMM of
of deficiencies. November 17, 1993

Ecology equirement: Revise this plan so that it is in compliance with the requirements of
WAC 173-303-610. For example, ler WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)(iv), the closure plan must
include, "a detailed descriptic f 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 de 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: A :.ional detail will be provided where needed. The responses -
to the suggestions in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, are as follows.

1. Line numbering was used in this Revision 0 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 ea: apter and appendix will be included in the introduction,
similar to Part B permit cations.

4. A bar graph was included in Revision 0 and will continue to be used in the closure
plan. g

5. This information will be 1cluded in a postclosure plan if one is required for this
facility; owever, this inf mation is not required for a closure plan.

6. Official notifications a vided in separate sections in Revisi 0. Certification
of ( osure is a closure ty (Chapter ') and is in Section 7.9. The Notice In
Deea is part of the Post e (Chapter 8 d is in Section 8.1.
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Comment /Response Concurrence

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

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

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

2. General Comment. The closure Tan could be followed more easily if sections requiring Ecology letter of
detail (such as the quality assurance and quality control sections) were presented in November 6, 1990
appendices. Refer to the 616 Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Storage Facility Permit

pplication 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.

3. Page 1-1, line 21. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) is referenced Ecology letter of
for a definition of clo -e. November 6, .1990

cology 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
)re appropriate reference.

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

4. Page 1-1, line 29. The in states that because the 304 Concretion Facility (304 Faci ity) MM of
is located in the 300-Fr-s (source) and 300-FF-5 (groundwater) Operable Units, "... any November 17, 1993
remedial action with re ect to ¢ aminants not associated with the facility will be
deferred to the CERCLA process." is approach does seem reasonable for the soils

underlying the 304 Facility struc: es, however, it is not sufficiently developed here or
elsewhere in the closure plan for evaluation.
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THE 304 CONCRETI | FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994

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
compli. ce constituents listed in the table located in Section 7.3.2.2. ' 1is 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 additional evaluation would be based on the
following:

e Type and extent that action levels are exceeded ' -

e Further assessment of health-based risk using toxicity criteria guidance such as the
U.S. Environmental Protecti 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 ot warranted, remediation of the soil will be evaluated
under e CERCLA remedial invest ation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process for the

300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Initial action levels for the constituents in the soil sa )les will
be the basel ne threshold values. Baseline samples will be obtained within the

300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

The proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion Facility 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 r the
300- F-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 oncretion
1it is clean closure, "... a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility
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cannot e clean closed." A stclosure plan is required; this must be included in the
next revision of the closure plan.

c) DOE-RL/WHC proposes to inclu ' a number of paragraphs within the text in order to
clarifv the definitions of "baseline," "baseline threshold," and "action level." These
terms @ ould 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 clea 1p 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 t : 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 i 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 1lace after the remediation of the 300-FF-3 Oper: le
Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the exception of imminent hazard, all soil
remediation will take place der the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable
Unit." See comment responses No. 17 and 18.

b) General information will be provided on the actions to @ taken if dangerous
constituents are left in the soil for the CERCLA RI/FS rocess remediation.
Section 8.2, Postclosure Care, will contain the following text: "Postclosure care is
generally required v 2n a waste management facility cannot attain clean closure. At
the 4 Facility, underlying soils and groundwater may have been contaminated by waste
generated during operations in the 300 Area. Under the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreeme; and Consent. Order (Tri-Party Agreement), source contamination and groundwater
will e investigated and remediated through the operable units under the CERCLA RI/FS
process.

December 1, 1994
Page 5 of 58
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c)

With the exception of an imn 1ent 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 w |1 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 samnl ig and analyses during RCRA closure activities will be
part of the record and inc | :d 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 specifica |y > the CERCLA evaluation.

Temporary covers will be installed, if necessary, to prevent migration of any ,
contamination. The temporarv covers would be less permeable than the surrounding soil
and may be composed of consi .uents such as asphalt, clay, or a fixative spray. The
existing facility floor and ds may be used as covers if they were f d to be
uncontaminated or were decontaminated. The exact nature of any covers would be
determined at the time the r 'd was identified and this information would be added to
the closure plan. In additi i, access to the areas of contamination w 1d be
controlled if necessary to protect personnel or prevent the migration of contamination.

During the period between ¢l ure and soil remediation under CERCLA, the facility area
would be inspected at a mini m of once a week. This inspection would e combined with
facility inspections present ' 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."

The terms 'baseline' and 'ba :line 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 fol ows:
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' ocal 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 resence 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.

Loc: _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 determined 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 commonly be local background threshold concentrations and
health- and environmental-based concentrations."

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

cology Response No. 2: Ecology is developing a policy for soil closure standards. It is
anticipated that this policy wil 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.

~RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil
sure standards being developed by Ecology, our position on these comments remains the
e. ,

With - e exception of an immin¢ t health threat, it is still the position of the DOE-RL and
Westinghouse Hanford Company kH( to defer all soil remediation (if needed) to the CERCLA
RI/FS remediatit rocess. veferring soil remediation to the CERCLA process would make any
r« ediation more erficient and v 1d avoid the possibility of cleaning a small area twice.

December 1, 1994
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thereby economically and efficiently addressing the contamination." It is the position of

e DOE-RL and WHC that the most »gical, cost effective, efficient integration of RCRA and
CERCLA in the 300 Area is to conduct all soil remediation, R A and CERCLA, at the same time
and to the same cleanup standards.

e position of the DOE-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 wi 1d 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

requir ents 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. An unsigned copy of revision 4 of the Part A Permit Application
is included in this plan. The version on file With Ecology is revision 3.

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

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A signed copy of the Part A permit application will be provided.
Also, as requested, the Part A pi nit application will be moved from Chapter 1.0
(Introduction) to a separate section. ) .

Page 2-1, line 29. The plan does not adequate¢ y describe the potential sources of

envirc 1iental contamination frc 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 Requiremert: Include a discussion of potential routes for environmental
contamination of = e 304 Facility site from the 304 Building in the description.

December 1, 1994
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DOE-RL/! Response: The urai :ontamination outside the 304 Building has been attributed
to the method of cleaning the ling. When the building floors were washed down with
hoses, splashing against the walls carried uranium fines out of the building. During
the concretion operation, the * 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 'nced pad does not have a berm to contain spills or
precipitation. Damp uranium saw nes 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 samp]e‘for this otential
contamination will also be included.

7. Page 2-1, line 36. The location ' the exhaust system and its vent(s) is not given. No Ecology letter of
description of facility plumbing is given. November 6, 1990
Ecology Requirement: The builc 1 ventilation and plumbing systems must be descr ed and
illustrated.

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

The 304 Building has - ree roof its (Figure 2-3). They were owered with 2,050-cubic feet
per minute electric fans during : pilot plant operations. The electricity was
disconnected about 1971.

A 10,000-cubic feet per minute evaporative (swamp) cooler was .ed in hot weather for the
building. The swamp oler is lacated on the concrete pad outside the southeast corner of
the building (Figures 2-3 and 2-
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10.

No radiation detectors or routine sampling were in the process sewer from the 304 Building.
This was done at the outflow fr | the combined 300 Area process sewer system.

Once a year during the recyclahle uranium concretion operation (1971 to 1982), a 3-day
sample in the overflow pipe in e sump was taken to calculate a loss factor to the sewer
for uranium chips and fines. 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 dischar d from the sump.

Page 2-1, line 38. - The plan 2ntions a cyclone precipitator which was used to control Ecology letter of
uranium particulate emissions during operations. It is also stated that the discharge was November 6, 1990
continuously sampled when the pr ipitator was in service.

Ecology Requirement: Descr e w effective the precipitator was in removing particulates,
i.e., state the efficiency ot - precipitator and the estimated amounts of particulates
that were released to the atmo: ere. Also clarify if the precipitator was running at all
times the concretion unit was « rating. '

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

Page 2-3. Figure 2-2 is not an adequate m . Ecology Tetter of o
November 6, 1990

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 for an
example.

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

Page 2-4. Figure 2-3 does not icate the ground cover of the area surrounding the Ecology letter of
building nor is it discussed in e text. , November 6, 1990
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11.

.0logy Requirement: This area is part of the facility and must be described in the closure
an. Revise this and all other applicable sections accordingly. At a minimum, the
following information must be provided.

1e Tegal boundary of the 30 Facility.
Ihe outside ground cover.
The date(s) the ground cover was applied.
A discussion of the potentia contaminants of the ground cover and its underlying
soils. :

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The follow g information will be included in the revised closure
p an.

) ‘legal’ 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 nor side the boundary wi | 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

:en placed over old asphalt ¢ | 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 . d 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 following (MSDSs to be
included in an appendix):

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

Page 2-4 Figure 2-3 indicates that there are additional structures associated with the
1ilding ut external to the u ding walls, they are as follows:

December 1, 1994
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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 - e text.

E~RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be revised acéording]y and the structures will be
identified on drawings. '

OE-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 letter of
November 6, 1990

cology Requirement: State this material's chemical composition and include potential
contaminants it may have ac lired during use.

I0E-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
3 loy, Zircaloy-2 alloy and grapt :.e particulates, the only other potential contaminant was
the Chevron, AW Hydraulic 0il1 32, used in the counterbore lathe (the MSDS will be included
in an aj endix). 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 Ernlogy letter of
the facility." It does not seem plausible that in over three decades of operations there Fi ruary 27, 1992

were no leaks or spills; this statement implies that - ere were not.
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No.
e information in Section 4.2, 3rd paragraph, will be moved to Chapter 3.0. Additionally,

a photograph of the burned billets and the wusual 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 « erations over the life of the facility. This table will
be added to Chapter 4.0 of the ciosure plan.

15. Page 5-1, line 4. The groundwater contamination at this site will 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 in 1989. No further information is given. While Ecology
accepts that groundwater contamination for this facility is appropriately addressed as part
of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit, the information presented is not adequate.

Ecology Requirement: A brief description of the 300-FF75 Operable Unit is required. ‘This
description must describe and/or illustrate the following:

* 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.

"The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit consists of the aquifer beneath the 300-FF-1, 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 in
groundwater and sediments below the water tab 2. The Columbia River forms the eastern
boundary of the unit (figures v |1 be included).

The current schedule for the letion of * e remedial investisation/feasibility study
process is October of 1996. owing thic rocess, a ROD on - e remediation of t aquifer
will be han d down, and reme ion will egin.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Response No. 1: For clean closure, the building and concrete and asphalt pads must
be decontaminated to the contam tion levels stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) or removed
from the unit boundaries. The = roach proposed for the soil cleanup is unacceptable. The
soil must be cleaned to at :2ast area background levels (area background is defined in

WAC 173-340-200). If contamination remains in the soil that exceeds the performance
standards stipulated in WAC 173-. 3-610(2)(b), then the unit can not be clean closed. A
postclosure plan that provides fi 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 * ree ca onents; the building, the floors and pads (concrete and
asphalt), and the soil. These t 2e components will be evaluated separately for closure of
the facility. The building, con ete floor, and the concrete and asphalt pads will be
decontaminated to Toxicity C iracteristic Leaching Procedure levels, or removed.

With the exception of an imminent azard, all necessary soil remediation will be
accomplished under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil wi* in 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 t 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 Facility will be considered

¢ )sed. 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

r« ediated under the CERI A RI/FS process. Methods used to determine chemical
concentrations for health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensil e
(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 in response No. 4b.
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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 criter 1 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 co 1lete 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."

See comment responses No. 4 and 17.

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

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

Ecology esponse No. 3 fRev. 1): This section must be revised to reference the SCP
regarding closure stan iwrds for s 1s. Also, it will not be possible to leave soil
contaminants for later remediatic under the operable unit. See comment number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See D -RL/WHC resporse No. 4 for comment No. 4.

Pagqe 6-1, line 43. Closure of the facility in conjunction with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit Ecolnay letter of .
F 'FS is roposed in the case that the clean closure -objectives cannot be met. Novel er 6, 1990

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

20. Page 6-2, 1ine 4. Sole use of ci crete 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:

e This facility may have sui ad facility-wide c tamination during the life of its
operations in which case, baseline values would be established using contaminated
samples

e 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, there dre, unsuitable for ‘baseline' samples

e Coring concrete is not a 2chnologically sound method for detecting volatile organics.

Ecology Requirement: Baseline concrete contamination levels established from cores taken at
tt 5 facility must be compared to concrete contamination levels from sites not impacted by
past practices. Cleanup levels * clean closure should be established subject to the
results of this comparison. Vo le organic contamination levels must be determined using
thermal desorption mass spectror 'y or an equivalent me: od. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan for guic :e in sampling and analyzing concrete and associated
subsoils.

DOE-| /WHC Response No. 1: 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 bar ground sample wi | 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 approx ately 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 scenarin outlined. The scenario would be worse than a worse-case
scenario in the 304 Facility. ' is 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 concrete contamination levels. This is not
acceptable.

Ecology Requirement: Concrete si 3les from areas not subject to contamination must be used
for establishing a background concrete contamination 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 - e aggregate

in * e 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 develop :mt. See number 4.

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

Ecology Responsé 0. 3 (Rev. 1): It continues to be the osition of Ecology that concrete
background must be deter ned frc samples taken at units not impacted by past practices.
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55.

56.

57.

- Page 7-33, line 12. Standard :stinghouse Hanford radiation wcrk procedures are mentioned

but not discussed.

Ecology Requirement: Describe - 2 standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation work procedures.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Standard W radiation work procedures will not be discussed further
in the text. Personnel safety wiil be fully described in the Site-wide Health and Safety
Plan and in the Site Specific th 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.

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

Ecology Reqguirement: Reference the section where this is described.

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

Page 7-33, line 37. The training courses and activities are listed by title, but the course
contents are not described.

Ecology Requirement: Describe the course contents and 1list 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 ©= s closure plan.

Ecology esponse No. 1: Although Ecology requested information regarding training, the
DOE-RL/WHC states that the infor tion provided is, "sufficient for the purposes of this
closure 1lan." The information pres ted is not adequate.
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Page 7-35, line 24. Low-level radioactive mixed waste (LLRMW), will be kept onsite until a Ecology letter of
treatment, storage, and/or sposal facility is available, April 3, 1991

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
limit.

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

DOE-| /WHC Response No. 2: Page 7-24, bullet on line 24 will be dified 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. inford 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,
I IC-EP-0063~2, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington.

Page 7-35, line 31. Disposal of materials that are not dangerous or radioactive mixed waste Ecology letter of -
will e disposed of in an onsite rubt 2 pit or - e central landfill. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement: Although building materials are not subject to the Dangerous Waste
Regulations, they must be disposed of at a soli waste landfill 1 ich 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 to read as follows, "If the material is
not dangerous and is not LLRMW, the mol ion rubble will be di: osed of at a solid waste
landfill, which meets the standards in WAC 173-304 and applicable local standards."
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63.

64.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): There are portions-of'these documents

E.I.I. 4.2, that are not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this

, particu]ér]y

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 cor 1y with WAC 173-303. It may be more efficient to write specific
requirements for decontaminatic and interim storage of suspected dangerous waste than to

try to change - e E.I.I.'s.
OE-RL/WHC Res )nse No. 2: The II 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 s e 1Ile accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No. 50, 53, and 55. Preparation of health and safety

plans and decommissioning 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 Tocation of

areas to be
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The resolution to this comment was accepted y Ecology (see
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2). The figure referred to in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2 for this
comment, along wi- « 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 - e CERCLA closure effort.

" Ecology Requirement: A postclosi 2 plan with provisions for management under the CERCLA

cleanup effort must be provided.

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

Ecc ogy Response No. 1: The DOE /WHC proposes to provide a postclosure plan if the soil
can not be clean closed ich wi describe, "... the interim stabilization and care prior
to remediation under the CERCLA RI/FS process.” This is not adequate for the purposes of a
postclosure plan. The postclosure plan must be provided with the closure plan. It must
provide for management of the ur : 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 C 173-303-610(2)(b) for clean closure are met.

Ecology Requirement: Coi liance with the above is required.

E-RL/' IC Response No. 2: text shown in response No. 17 will be added to the closure
plan. ‘this text indicates tne 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.

ology Respi e No. 2: See er 4.
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67.

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

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): A1l 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 ur ; is to leave dangerous waste and/or constituents in
place. In the past DOE-RL/W '@ 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 o er 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 W 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 30 FF-3 Operable it. 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 re se No. 4 for comment No. 4 : |t » first paragraph of
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for ¢ nt No. 24.

Section 9.0, References. Some of the documents referenced are outdated and have been
superseded by more recent infor tion. For example, the document by T.L. Jones, 1978,
Sediment Moisture Relations: Lysimeter Project 1976-1977 Water Year, could be replaced by
PNL 6400 or a more recent doci ent.

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 Re: onse: The docum . referenced in the closure plan will be reviewed to
ensure that the most appropriat -to-date references are used.
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68. Page B- , line 2. The table title indiéates a 5 percent frequency. UMM of
) November 17, 1993

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 sample

Because this information is not relevant to random number tables, it will be deleted.

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

frequency.

Ecology Requirement: This type of information should be provided in the qué ity assurance/

quality control section of the closure plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan in

develo ent for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A random 5-percent sampling of the l-meter-square gridded area

is stated in Section 7.3.2.5, Sampling Locations.

Ecologv Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): The wording fo]lowihg the dash in the Table B-1 title

should e deleted. The new title will read: "The 304 all Sampling Locations.n Please note

that Table B-1 on page B-2 also needs to be corrected. Correct the other tal : titles in B-2

as necessary.

DOE-RL 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. UMM of -

October 13, 1994
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. -






