Department of Energy
Rict ind Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352
FAY 4 " !
Ms. J. A. Hedges, Program Manager
Nuclear Waste Program
State of Washington MAY 20 2015
Department of Ecology L
3100 Port of Benton Blvd. _ EDMC

Richland, Washington 99354 °
Dear Ms. Hedges:

DANGEROUS WASTE COMPLIANCE INSPECTION ON AUGUST 19, 2014, AT THE
B PLANT COMPLEX, RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT SITE ID:
WA7890008967, NUCLEAR WASTE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE INDEX NO.: 14.502

This letter and the attached information are in response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology’s (Ecology) letter to S. Charboneau, RL, and J. A. Ciucci, CHPRC, 15-NWP-047, dated
March 12, 2015, which provided a Compliance Report of the August 19, 2014, inspection of the
B Plant Complex. The response to the observations and required actions identified in the report
must be considered within the context of the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order (Tri-Party Agreement, hereinafter referred to as the TPA) and associated documents as
further discussed in this letter.

Agreements regarding the approach and timing for addressing Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) compliance at B Plant were made by the Parties almost 20 years ago in
accordance with the TPA and are documented in the TPA and associated documents. Given this
history and context, the B Plant inspection report requests actions that are not consistent with the
TPA and documents approve under it.

In Section 8.0 of the TPA Action Plan, B Plant is identified as a key facility. B Plant was
deactivated in accordance with B] nt End Points Document (WHC-SD-TPP-054). Final
disposition is to be addressed through a Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) remedial action with completion schedules to be
established in Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and Remedial Design/Remedial
Action (RD/RA) Work Plans in accordance with TPA Action Plan Section 11.6. B Plant is in the
200-CB-1 Operable Unit (OU). The date for completion of the RI/FS Work Plan for that OU will
be established under TPA Milestone M-085-02. RCRA closure will be coordinated with the
CERCLA Remedial Action. Until initiation of the CERCLA Remedial Action, Surveillance and
Maintenance (S&M) is performed in accordance with the Surveillance and Maintenance Plan for
the 221-B Facility (DOE/RL-99-24).

At the time of B Plant deactivation, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Richland Operations
Office (RL), Ecology, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (hereinafter referred to as the
Parties) recognized that it was not feasible to bring the facility into compliance with all
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the environment. In fact, some of the actions required by the Ecology compliance report, such as
an immediate resumption of ta : inspections could put employees at significant new risk due to
exposure to physical hazards, asbestos, beryllium, and radiological conditions. These additional
costs in time, money, and sche 1le could also impact other activities associated with Hanford
cleanup.

The circumstances associated with complex legacy nuclear facilities such as B Plant were not
contemplated in the development of the regulations. Highly radioactive wastes in structures like
the canyon facilities that pre-date RCRA, or integrating RCRA with CERCLA, or management
of non-operating facilities that will not be dispositioned until Federal funding is available based
on site and national priorities and congressional budget allocations, are examples of
circumstances not addressed i the normal regulatory landscape for typical operating TSDs.
DOE remains committed to implement RCRA requirements in accordance with agreements
made by the Parties until the Parties reach new or revised agreements per the TPA process.

If you have any questions, :ase contact me, or your staff may contact Jeff Frey, Acting
Assistant Manager for Safety and Environment, on (509) 376-7727.

Sincerely,
oo o boniase
Stacy Charboneau
AMRP:WCW Manager
Attachment:
DOE/CHPRC Response
cc w/attach:
B. Bartus, EPA R. E. Piippo, MSA
. L. Boller, EPA J. B. Price, Ecology
. Borghese, CHPRC K. Schanilec, EPA
. Cammann, MSA E. R. Skinnarland, Ecology

. Ciucci, CHPRC R.. T. Swenson, CHPRC

. Dixon, CHPRC
. Faulk, EPA

Holbrook, Ecology
S. Hudson, HAB

K. Niles, ODOE

C. P. Noonan, MSA
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cc w/o attach:

G. Bohnee, NPT
S. Harris, CTUIR
R. Jim, YN
NWP Reader File

J. Temple, Ecology

M. J. Turner, MSA

J. F. Williams, CHPRC

Administrative Record: (B Plant)

Environmental Portal

HF Operating Record (J. K. Perry, MSA,
A3-01)












DOE/CHPRC RESPONSE TO
“DANGEROUS WASTE COMPLIANCE INSPECTION (

{INGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY LETTER 15-NWP-047 DATED MARCH 12, 2015,
(ST 19, 2014 AT THE B PLANT COMPLEX, RCRA SITE ID: WA7890008967, NWP COMPLIANCE INDEX NO.: 14.502”

ITEM ECOLOGY QUOTED ECOLOGY OBSERVATION ECOLOGY PROPOSED DOE/CHPRC RESPONSE
NO WAC 173-303 REFERENCE ACTION

(2) Above ground portions of the tank system, if any, to detect inspections at least once each operating day for CFR Part 265.195(a),

corrosion or releases of waste; and (3} The construction materials and | tanks BCP, BCS, 221-BF-A, 221-BF-B, and SO East. 265.195(b)(2), and

the area immediately surrounding the externally accessible portion of 265.195(b)(3) as incorporated

the tank system, including the secondary containment system (e.g., by reference in WAC 173-303

dikes) to detect erosion or signs of releases of dangerous waste (e.g., 400(3)(a).

wet spots, dead vegetation). ' :
Within 30 days of receipt of
this inspection report, the
start date and two weeks of
inspecfion logs documenting
the daily inspections must be
submitted to Ecology.

8 M-026-01, W, X And Intervening Years. Submit an annual Hanford The 2009 and 201 . Reports show the B Plant Upon receipt of this

Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) Summary Report in accordance with | Complex Containment Building inventory as storing | inspection report all future

the Agreement requirements to cover the period from 1/1 of the 294,000 kilogram ixed waste. The 2011, 2012, | annual LDR Reports must

previous year through 12/31 of the reporting year. The Hanford Land | and 2013 LDR Re| how the B Plant Complex correctly inventory and

Disposal Restrictions Summary report will contain the following Containment Buil iventory as storing O document the volume and/or

elements: kilograms of mixe te. weight of mixed waste stored

e Section 1.0 introduction

 Section 1.1 CY 20XX LDR Summary Report Overview {where XX wiil
be the reporting
year)

e Section 1.2: Summary Inventory Of Waste Treatment Groups and
Forecast Generation
Rates

¢ Section 1.3, Potential Mixed Waste

 Section 2.0: Assessments Of Mixed Waste Storage Areas And
Potential Mixed Waste

e Section 2.1: introduction

» Section 2.2: Assessment Schedules

e Section 3.0: Summary Of Characterization Information

= Section 4.0: Summary Of Treatment Information

e Section 5.0: Storage Volume And Container Numbers For Selected
Storage Locations

e Section 6.0: References

e Table 1-1: Stored Volumes Of Mixed Waste and Generation
Projections

* Table 1-2: Treatability Group Summary Of Storage, Characterization,
and Treatment
Activities .

e Table 1-3: Explanation Of Table 1-4, Potential Mixed Waste

e Table 1-4: Potential Mixed Waste

e Table 1-5: Historical List Of Materials Deleted From Potential Mixed
Waste Table, Table 2-1: Summary Of DOE-RL Assessment Results

in the B Plant Complex
DWMUs, in accordance with
the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent
Order milestone "M-026-01,
W, X And intervening Years."
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DOE/CHPRC RESPONSE TO WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY LETTER 15-NWP-047 DATED MARCH 12, 2015,

“DANGEROUS WASTE COMPLIANCE INSPECTION ON AUGUST 19, 2014 AT THE B PLANT COMPLEX, RCRA SITE ID: WA7890008967, NWP COMPLIANCE INDEX NO.: 14.502”

three years until no assessments are scheduled)

e Table 2-3: Summary Of DOE-RL Assessment Results

e Table 3-1: Summary Of Characterization Information For Each
Treatability Group

* Table 4-1: Summary Of Treatment Information For Each Treatability
Group :

* Table 5-1: Storage Volume And Number Of Containers For Sefected
Hanford Locations :

Table 5-1 will contain the storage volume and the number of
containers reported for the following Hanford Site locations: CWC,
LLBG, WRAP, PFP, T Plant Complex, WSCF, 325 HWTU, 324, 327, 200
ETF, and 222-S.

ITEM ECOLOGY QUOTED ECOLOGY OBSERVATION ECOLOGY PROPOSED DOE/CHPRC RESPO E
NO WAC 173-303 REFERENCE ACTION
* Table 2-2: DOE-RL Assessments For Calendar Years 2005 Through
2007 (updated for next

B PLANT COMPLEX COMPLIANCE INSPECTION AUGUST 19, 2014 CONCERNS/VIOLATIONS DATED MARCH 12, 2015 —- CONCERNS AND SUGGESTIONS

ITEM ECOLOGY CONCERNS AND SUGGESTIONS
NO _ _

1 HNF-3208, the S&M Plan, and the 2009 Land Disposal Restrictions Full Report (DOE/RL-2010-27), have different total container courits for Cell 4's inventory.
According to HNF-3208 and DOE/RL-2010-27 there is a total of 43 containers with 7 of the containers designated as MW. Appendix A of the S&M Plan identifies
a total of 33 containers and does not provide information regarding which containers are MW or LLW.

2 B Plant Complex DWMUs tank system waste is documented in the Potential Mixed Waste Table Appendix C of the 2009 LDR Report and Table 1-4 of the 2010
through 2013 LDR Reports. The possibility of MW generated after 1987 may not be accounted for in the annual LDR report. Some of the tank system waste
may not meet the criteria to remain in the Potential Mixed Waste Table, the waste associated with the tank systems should be reevaluated to possibly be
accounted for as a current inventory of mixed waste.

3 S&M personnel that conducted the 2013 annual surveillance inspection for the B Plant Complex did not complete or document (Datasheet 3) for the
surveillance of the DWMUs, which is dictated in the B Plant Annual Facility and Grounds Surveillance Technical Procedure. The Data Sheet 3-B Plant RCRA
Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility Surveillance should be used to inspect the DWMUs at the B Plant Complex and documented in accordance with Annual
Inspection Procedures. : ' !

4 According to the Pre-closure Work Plan and S&M Plan the B Plant Complex DWMU tank, TK-10-1 appears to be actively managing in-leakage liquid from the

221-B canyon building. RL and CHPRC have not provided documentation of secondary containment upgrades for Cell 10 to the meet requirements of §265.193;
have not provided documentation regarding a integrity assessment conducted on tank TK-10-1 or alternative measures to meet tank integrity assessments
under §265 .191.
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DOE/CHPRC RESPONSE TO WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY LETTER 15-NWP-047 DATEC 1ARCH 12, 2015,
“DANGEROUS WASTE COMPLIANCE INSPECTION ON AUGUST 19, 2014 AT THE B PLANT COMPLEX, RCRA SITE ID: WA7890008967, NWP COMPLIANCE {INDEX NO.: 14.502”

ITEM : ECOLOGY CONCERNS AND SUGGESTIONS

NO
5 I observed in Table 6-1 of the S&M Plan that RL and CHPRC did not identify WAC 173-303-360, Emergencies. This particular section of the DW regulations

establishes requirements for emergency coordinators and emergency procedures. Under the DW Regulations column, | have identified WAC 173-303-280,
Notice of Intent is incorrect; WAC 173-303-280 references General requirements for dangerous waste management facilities.

6 The S&M Plan Appendix A summarizes the inventories of vessels, containers and the containment building. As identified earlier in the report, the Appendix A
inventory in the S&M Plan is discrepant with other documents such as the 2013 LDR Report and the Pre-closure Work Plan. Not only are the total container
amounts discrepant, there appears to be vessel volumes and weight discrepancies between each document.
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