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Attachment #1 

Meeting Su11111ary and Sunvnary of Comitments and Agreements 
General Topics Unit Managers Meeting 

Federal Building, RoomG-59 
August 15, 1990 

Meeting Summary/Summary of Commitments and Agreements 

1. Bob Stewart (DOE-RL) opened the meeting. The next Unit Managers Meeting 
is scheduled for September 19 and 20, 1990. 

2. Doug Fassett (SWEC) circulated the General Topics minutes from the July 
17, 1990, meeting for approval and signature. There were no comments; 
the minutes were approved and signed. 

3. Brian Sprouse (WHC) presented the Administrative Record overview. A 
total of 14 additional documents were added to Administrative Records 
in August. Documents at the Spokane public library were moved to Gonzaga 
University. All documents are now in university libraries or federal 
reading rooms. There is a total of four repositories. The information 
at the repositories will be transferred to personal computer accessible 
software to the greatest extent possible in the near future. Larry 
Goldstein (Ecology) suggested the 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-3 files be 
included on the Administrative Record status list and Brian Sprouse 
agreed to this. 

4. Bob Stewart reviewed the transition of responsibilities assigned to EMO 
and USACE. DOE is considering an RFP for a contractor to oversee RI/FS 
activities. Until a contractor is selected, USACE and WHC will handle 
RI/FS activities. EMO will not take over this contract as originally 
expected. An agreement has been signed between DOE and USACE; the 
transition of responsibility for 1100-EM-1 has begun. 

5. Tom Wintczak (WHC) led a discussion on the impact of the funding levels 
established in the Bush budget. He gave a very brief description of 
the activities that would be funded at each of the operable units under 
the Bush budget. The Past Practices strategy cannot be achieved with 
current funding levels. Doug Sherwood {EPA) said a written notification 
of termination was required if a lack of funding prevented certain 
work, and consequently certain milestones, from being met. A 
notification that milestones for the BP-1 and FR-1 operable units will 
not be met is planned in the next few weeks. Planning future work is 
difficult when the future funding amounts are unknown. 

6. Ward Staubitz (USGS) presented a discussion on Work Plan Consistency. 
The presentation was precipitated by inconsistencies between the draft 
RI/FS workplans for 100-KR-1 and 100-KR-4 and the revised and final 
workplans for other operable units. It is felt, by Ward Staubitz as a 
representative of EPA , that the draft KR workplans should have included 
changes made in previous workplans. The three major areas where 
discrepancies occur are: 1) a lack of consistency among workplans; 2) 
inconsistency among work plans in execution of similar activities; 
and, 3) inconsistencies in the conceptual models used. Suggestions 
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for dealing with these problems included a Quality Control Group to 
provide consistent oversight and establishing a Conceptual Model Working 
Group which may include outside experts. Tom Wintczak (WHC) commented 
that these suggestions would increase costs and be difficult to implement 
in the time-frames available. He suggested that everyone should try to 
be more aware of avoiding inconsistencies. Mike Thompson (DOE) stated 
that DOE needs to look to WHC to enact more consistency checking. 
Larry Goldstein (Ecology) stated that this presentation reflects both 
EPA and Ecology concerns. Chuck Cline (Ecology) said that some slippage 
on the schedules for DR-1, HR-1 and HR-3 was acceptable if consistency 
was improved. In addition, he said it should save money if workplans 
were modeled after one well written workplan. Notes on this presentation 
are included in Attachment #5. 

ACTION ITEM #GT.61: Develop a response to the presentation on Consistency 
Problems. Action: B. Stewart/K.M.Thompson 

7. EPA has recently proposed drinking water standards for 24 more 
substances. A copy of this information is included as Attachment #6. 

8. Mike Thompson (DOE) presented the RI/FS Streamlining Strategy . The 
first draft has been reviewed and the second draft has been completed. 
Comments were included and the language has been made consistent with 
the NCP. The strategy calls for the initiation of "aggregate area 
management studies" (AAMS) and changing the TPA milestones from RI/FS 
work plans to AAMS reports . Existing data would be used to justify 
expedited removal actions and as a basis for faster progress in the RI/FS 
process. DOE plans to implement this strategy at the 200 area operable 
units. Larry Goldstein (Ecology) commented that perhaps an interim 
response concept, including detailed criteria for such a response, 
should be added. Mike Thompson explained how this concept is included 
in the strategy. EPA commented that it would be inefficient to address 
the N area with both RCRA and CERCLA since most of the operable units 
are RCRA regulated units. Ecology will provide comments on the revised 
strategy by the end of August . Notes on the presentation are presented 
as Attachment #7. 

Action Item #GT.62: Negotiate an agreement, with all parties concerned, on 
the Streamlining Strategy. Develop an implementation plan by September. 
Action: M. Thompson 

9. Wayne Johnson gave a brief presentation on the 200-UP-2/200-W Area 
proposed scoping activities. Uranium and carbon tetrachloride ground 
water contaminant plumes have been identified beneath the Area. The 
ground water operable unit has not yet been defined for the area and 
the RI/FS workplan will not be written this fiscal year. Scoping 
activities began in May 1990 and the activities consisted primarily of 
data review and compilation. It was proposed that scoping of the Area 
continue as an aggregate area management study (AAMS). Notes on the 
presentation are presented as Attachment #8. 

ACTION ITEM IGT.63: WHC to draft a letter for DOE to send to EPA and Ecology 
proposing to treat the 200-UP-2/200-W Area and the associated groundwater 
contamination as an AAMS. Action: W.L. Johnson 



10. Jeff Smyth (PNL) introduced a presentation on the Observational Approach 
to Environmental Restoration. Sam Gianti and David Lincoln of CH2M 
Hill explained this approach to managing uncertainty and gave an 
application example. The approach involves limiting the extensive 
investigations that sometimes accompany the conventional approach and 
contingency planning for possible variances from known conditions. The 
approach is reportedly endorsed by EPA. Mike Thompson (DOE) stated 
that DOE would like to incorporate this approach where possible. L. 
Goldstein (Ecology) said this approach would require close coordination 
between DOE and the regulators. DOE believes this is addressed in the 
streamlining document. Notes on the presentation are presented as 
Attachment #9. 

11. Terri Stewart (PNL) gave the RDDT&E update. She presented an example on 
bioremediation from the Savannah River Site. Subsurface remediation was 
accomplished using horizontal well technology. A handout was not 
provided on the presentation. Soil washing at the 300 Area was discussed 
as a possible future RDDT&E topic. 

12. Jim Hoover (WHC) presented the Soils and Groundwater Background Strategy 
Update. No groundwater sampling is planned; groundwater results from 
other operable units will be applied to the study. A new proposal 
paper will be developed for the soil sample collection effort; however, 
the existing drilling program is expected to be largely sufficient for 
sample collection efforts. D. Sherwood (EPA) pointed out that the 
purge water document indicates that a groundwater background data set 
is needed by October 1st. The response was that data would be available 
from other sources. L. Goldstein (Ecology) commented that there is a 
major difference of opinion on how the State standards are being 
understood. In particular, regarding groundwater background, to date 
all samples for background have been taken in the vicinity of TSO 
facilities. The only way Ecology will be comfortable with the numbers 
is if the data is representative of natural conditions, from sites 
clearly free from any facility impact. He further questioned whether 
the $40,000 in the proposed budget will be sufficient to identify where 
to locate wells to determine background and whether there is a commitment 
for funds for FY 92 for the wells which will be needed. The timeframe 
to complete the strategy is to have the strategy proposal ready for 
release by the end of the fiscal year, and have the first draft of the 
Cleanup Standards Strategy prepared by early FY 92. Notes on the 
presentation are included as Attachment #10. 

ACTION ITEM #GT.64: DOE will respond to Ecology's question on funding for FY 
92 for the installation of new groundwater monitoring wells to develop 
background information. Action: M. Thompson/J. Patterson 

ACTION ITEM #GT.65: Determine the appropriate timing for tasking USACE to 
proceed with the monitor well survey for the GIS. Action: K.M. 
Thompson/R. Hudson/USACE 

13. Doug Fassett (SWEC) presented the status of the outstanding Action 
Items. The items were updated as necessary. The current Action Items 
are included as Attachment #4. 



General Topics 

9:00 - 10:00 

Attachment #2 

General Topics Unit Managers Meeting Agenda 
August 15, 1990 

Federal Building, Room G-59 

Approval of July's Unit Managers Meeting Minutes - Doug Fassett 

Administrative Record Review - Brian Sprouse 

EMO RI/FS and ACE Transition - Bob Stewart 

Work Plan Consistency - Dave Einan 

10:00 - 11:00 

RI/FS Streamlining Strategy - Mike Thompson 

11 : 00 - 12 : 00 

Observation Approach to Environmental Restoration - Jeff Smyth 

12:00 - 1:00 

Lunch 

1:00 - 1:30 

RDDT&E Update - Terri Stewart 

1:30 - 2:00 

Soils/Groundwater Background Strategy Update - Jim Hoover 

2:00 - 2:30 

Action Item Status - Doug Fassett 
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Attachment #3 
Attendance List 

General Topics Unit Managers Meeting 
August 15, 1990 

Name Org. o.u. Phone 

Gianti, Sam CH2M Hi 11 (703) 471-1441 
Lincoln, David CH2M Hill (206) 453-5000 
Goodenough, James 0. OOE-RL 100-0R, HR, KR (509) 376-7087 
Hildebrand, R. Douglas OOE-RL (509) 376-7287 
Pak, Paul OOE-RL 100-NR (509) 376-4798 
Rasmussen, James E. OOE-RL (509) 376-2247 
Stewart, Robert K. OOE-RL 1100-EM-l (509) 376-6192 
Thompson, K. Michael OOE-RL Groundwater (509) 376-6421 
Werdel, Nancy A. OOE-RL (509) 376-5500 
Cline, Chuck Ecology CERCLA Unit (206) 438-7556 
Goldstein, Larry Ecology CERCLA Unit (206) 438-7018 
Oswerly, Mike Ecology CERCLA Unit (206) 438-2018 

"' Neely, Mike EMO (509) 376-5056 
Einan, Dave EPA 300-FF, 1100-EM, (509) 376-3883 n 100-KR 
Sherwood, Doug EPA (509) 376-9529 
Smith, Ronald M. PNL 300-FF-5 (509) 376-5831 

0 Smyth, Jeffrey 0. PNL (509) 376-0319 
Stewart, Terri L. PNL (509) 375-2298 ·r. Lacombe, Donna PRC EPA Cont. (206) 624-2692 
Roy, Mell SAIC (509) 943 -3133 
Davis, Kathy SWEC GSSC to OOE-RL (509) 376-0412 

~ Fassett, Doug SWEC GSSC to OOE-RL (509) 376-9969 
Armacost, Vic USACE 1100-EM-l (509) 522-6588 
Stewart, John USACE 1100-EM-l (509) 522-6531 
Drost, Brian USGS EPA Support (206) 593-6510 
Staubitz, Ward USGS EPA Support (206) 593-6870 
Hoover, James 0. WHC (509) 376-2668 
Johnson, Wayne L. WHC 200/300 areas (509) 376-1721 
Krug, Alan WHC 100-HR-l (509) 376-5634 
McCain, Richard G. WHC (509) 376-0777 
Patterson, Jim WHC (509) 376-0902 
Weiss, Steve WHC 100-0R-l, BC-1 , (509) 376-1683 

BC-5 
Wintczak, Tom WHC (509) 376-0902 
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Attachment #4 
Action Items Status List 
General Topics Meeting 

July 17, 1990 

Item No. Action/Source of Action Status 

STl.6 

GT.18 

EPA and Ecology requested that 
they be supplied with the report 
documenting the results of the 
Becker drilling and containment 
system test. W.H. Price (WHC) 
will supply a copy of the report 
for EPA and Ecology's on-site 
review. After clearance, copies 
of the report will be provided. 

WHC will develop a small team 
for the purpose of developing a 
Hanford-specific guidance 
document. The committee is to 
include members from EPA/Ecology, 
SWEC/IT, and PNL/EMO as well as 
WHC. Action: Tom Wintczak 
(1/24/90, GT-UMM) 

Open 
Test has started. The initial 
test borings were completed, 
and the method found appropriate 
for trial at the U-17 site. 
Problems with the deeper hole 
have resulted in timing delays 
for completion of the test. 
The final report will be provided 
to EPA/Ecology when the test is 
completed. (6/12/90) The report 
has been completed and internal 
review is ongoing. It will be 
available in about one month. 
(7/17/90) It is anticipated 
that the report will be cleared 
and issued by the end of September 
1990. Regulators will be provided 
a copy at that time. (8/15/90) 

Open 
Deferred pending closure of 
streamlining issue. (6/12/90) 
The Lessons Learned document 
will be integrated into this 
document. (7/17/90) Deferred 
pending closure of the 
streamlining issue. (8/15/90) 

GT.30 Within two weeks of delivery of Open 
the narrative (per GT.29) to EPA May 8, 1990 meeting, 9:00 AM at 
and Ecology, Ecology will provide 450 Hill St., Room 35 - this 
suggestions for the integration meeting helped but further 
of RCRA TSD activities into discussion on this issue is 
that strategy. Action: T. necessary. (6/12/90) Mike Thompson 
Michelena/ L. Goldstein, Ecology has revised the strategy to 
(3/20/90, GT-UMM) incorporate EPA-HQ and DOE-HQ 

input. Ecology and EPA will be 
asked to review the revised 
strategy and incorporate TSD 
considerations. (7/17/90) 
No change. (8/15/90) 

7 
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GT.31 DOE/WHC is to develop an Open 

GT.38 

GT.43 

GT.46 

implementation plan for the Completion of development of the 
strategy associated with the strategy is needed before an 
logic diagram on source/grou- implementation plan is developed. 
ndwater operable unit integration The implementation strategy 
and streamlining. This plan is should be developed incorporating 
to include schedule and budget appropriate NEPA planning. 
impacts associated with (6/12/90) Preparation of the 
implementation. Action: K.M. implementation plan has been 
Thompson, (3/20/90, GT-UMM) deferred pending completion and 

acceptance by Tri-Party Agreement 
participants. The revised 
strategy will not address NEPA 
issues in detail due to time 
constraints. (7/17/90) No change . 
(8/15/90) 

If possible, at the May Unit 
Managers Meeting a presentation 
on the approved, preferred 
alternative method for disposal 
of the reactors will be given. 
Action: Jim Goodenough (4/18/90, 
GT-UMM) 

A follow up meeting will be 
scheduled with EPA, Ecology, DOE 
and WHC to discuss the apparent 
conflicts between NEPA and 
RCRA/CERCLA activities. Action: 
Julie Erickson/Paul Dunigan 
(4/18/90, GT-UMM) 

RDDT&E activity updates will be 
presented to the Unit Managers 
on a quarterly basis. Where 
specific activities are being 
conducted within an Operable 
Unit those RDDT&E functions 
will be discussed at that Unit 
Managers Meeting. The ISV work 
at 116-B-6A will be discussed at 
the next 100-BC-l/-5 meeting. 
Action: Jim Patterson (5/16/90, 
GT-UMM) 

Open 
The final disposal decision 
(proposed action) has not yet 
been made. A presentation will 
be made to the Unit Managers at 
the earliest meeting rollowing 
formalization of the proposed 
action. (7/17/90) No change . 
(8/15/90) 

Open 

Closed 
Placed on Aug. UMM agenda and 
discussed at the meeting. Will 
be done quarterly. (8/15/90) 



GT.48 

GT.49 

GT.SO 
·~ 

0 

GT.SI 

WHC to ascertain if a report or 
an update on the Becker drilling 
program is appropriate for the 
July or August UMM. Action: 
Don Moak/Jim Patterson (5/16/90, 
GT-UMM) 

The plan for the Background 
Strategy is to be delivered to 
DOE for review by June 1990. 
This plan is to include a brief 
discussion of estimated costs 
and associated schedules for 
determining background in both 
media. Action: Jim Hoover, WHC 
(5/16/90, GT-UMM) 

WHC will develop a plan for 
determining background using 
both TSD and Past Practices 
Operable Units. Initial efforts 
will be focused on the near­
term (interim measure) while 
assuring consistency for longer 
term (site-wide) determination. 
Action: J . Hoover and RI 
Coordinators {TSD and PP units) 

Open 
A presentation will be given 
when the report is out. (7/17/90) 
An update will be provided to 
the Unit Managers after the 
report has been issued, possibly 
October 1990. (8/15/90) 

Open 
Report expected first of August. 
(7/17/90) The Strategy Planning 
Document will be issued by the 
end of the Fiscal Year. Cost 
and Schedules were discussed 
during the August Unit Manager's 
Meeting. (8/15/90) 

Closed 
The subject was discussed at the 
August Unit Manager Meeting. It 
was determined that it does 
contain the necessary near-term 
and long-term information 
required. The issue will be 
reviewed when the strategy 
proposal is submitted at the end 
of the Fiscal Year. (8/15/90) 

A committee will be formed over Open 
the next several weeks to develop Committee formed and draft 
and propose an alternative procedure in preparation. Bob 
procedure for RI/FS (RFI/CMS) Stewart will provide copies of 
characterization generated the draft for EPA/Ecology review. 
waste. Action: Bob Stewart It was agreed at the June 12 
(5/16/90, GT-UMM) meeting that draft procedures 

would be prepared considering 
RI/FS (RFI/CMS) characterization 
waste as non-RCRA generated 
waste, and the procedure would 
be written to handle waste in a 
manner to protect human health 
and the environment. (6/12/90) 
A draft procedure is almost 
complete. It will be presented 
to regulators in about two weeks . 
(7/17/90) Work on draft procedure 
has been delayed due to higher 
priority support contract work. 
The procedure is expected to be 
provided to EPA/Ecology by the 
September UMM. (9/19/90) 



GT.54 

GT.55 

GT.57 
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GT.58 

Provide the acceptance Criteria, 
Requirements Analysis and other 
HEIS criteria to EPA and Ecology. 
Action: Bob Henckel 

Provide information on the 
conversion of all Hanford data 
to the GIS coordinate system. 
Action: Larry Brown and Bob 
Henckel 

Determine what parts of ENCORE 
are funded and will be completed. 
Action: Jim Patterson 

DOE will expedite completion of 
the integration and Lessons 
Learned documents so that it 
will be available for all 
involved parties. Action: Bob 
Stewart. 

Closed 
The package has been compiled; 
it will be mailed by DOE-RL. 
Frank Calipristi is currently 
performing the final review. 
(7/17/90) Package was sent out 
on 7/26/90 to Tim Nord and Doug 
Sherwood. (8/15/90) 

Open 
The best method of presenting 
the data on the GIS system is 
being discussed. Ward Staubitz 
and Chuck Cline will followup 
with WHC. (7/17/90) No change 
(8/15/90) 

Open 
It has been put on the priority 
list for funding for next year 
but the amount is uncertain. 
(7/17/90) $ 900K has been 
allocated for the total ENCORE 
program. The scope of work is 
still being negotiated. This 
includes IRM, systems, plans and 
many other items. Ecology stated 
the funding appears excessive in 
view of projected short-fall in 
near-future. EPA and Ecology 
need to be involved in setting 
priorities. (8/15/90) 

Open. This Item was previously 
labeled HRl.18. (6/12/90) Comments 
have been received and they will 
be compiled. (7/17/90) Action 
has been delayed because of 
other required activities. 
{9/19/90) 



GT.60 

GT.61 

GT.62 

GT .63 

GT.64 

GT.65 

Plan a technical session with 
participation by WHC and PNL to 
address proper techniques of 
characterization of soil 
hydraulic properties and 
application of unsaturated flow 
and solute transport models for 
the RI/FS Workplans. Include 
Ward Staubitz and Chuck Cline 
and others as needed. Action: 
Jerry Cammann (7/17/90, GT.UMM) 

Develop a response to the 
presentation on Consistency 
Problems. Action: B. Stewart/ 
K. M. Thompson (8/15/90, GT.UMM) 

Negotiate an agreement, with 
all parties concerned, on the 
Streamlining Strategy. Develop 
an implementation plan by 
September. Action: M. Thompson 
(8/15/90, GT.UMM) 

WHC to draft a letter for DOE 
to send to EPA and Ecology 
proposing to treat the 
200-UP-2/200W Area and the 
Associated Groundwater 
contamination as an AAMS. 
Action W. L. Johnson 
(8/15/90, GT.UMM) 

DOE will respond to Ecology's 
question on funding for FY 92 
for the installation of new 
groundwater monitoring wells 
to develop background 
information. 
Action: M. Thompson/J. Patterson 
(8/15/90, GT.UMM) 

Determine the appropriate Timing 
for tasking USACE to proceed 
with the monitor well survey 
for the GIS. Action: K. M. 
Thompson/R. Hudson/USACE 
(8/15/90, GT.UMM) 

Open 
(8/15/90) 

Open 
A surveillance was conducted on 
8/29/90 to assess WHC responses 
to the workplan consistency 
issue. Copies will be provided 
at the 9/19/90 GT-UMM (9/19/90) 

Open 
(8/15/90) 

Open 
(8/15/90) 

Open 
(8/15/90) 

Open 
(8/15/90) 



Consistency Problems 

1) Between Work Plan 

2) Execution of the Work Plans 

3) Conceptual Model 

L0 



1) Work Plans 

a) River/Seep/Sediment Sampling 

b) Field/Laboratory Screening 

c) Drilling Through Waste Management Units 

d) Test Pit Sampling 

e) Collection of Aquifer Matrix Samples for Chemical Analysis 

f) Physical Analyses of Contaminated Samples 

t.: 

g) Flood-Wave and Water Level Measurements 

h) Flow and Solute Transport Models 



2) Execution 

a) Aquifer Tests - 200-BP - l 

b) Borehole Geophysics - 200-BP-l 

c) Soil Hydraulic Properties - 200-BP-l 

d) Involvement of Performance Assessment Group 

0 Flow Direction 1100-EM-l 

Soil Hydraulic Properties 200-BP-l 

. . 
• 



3) Conceptual Model 

a) Recharge - 100-BC-l 

- 100-KR-l 

b) Flow System - 1100-EM-l 

c) Future Updates 

( 

. .. 



4) Suggestions 

a) Quality Control Group 

i) Westinghouse Environmental Engineering 

Geosciences 

Performance Assessment 

ii) Battelle Geosciences 

iii) Contractors 

b) Conceptual Model Working Group 

i) Westinghouse 

ii) Battelle 

iii) Contractors 

iv) Regulatory Authorities 

v) Invited Experts 
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Environmental News 
/ 

EPA PROPOSES TO REGULATE 24 ADDITIONAL DRINKING WATER 

CONTAMINANTS 
Julys, 1990 

Sean McElheny (202) 382-4387 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency today announced 

that, to further protect public health, it has proposed regula­

tions for an additional 24 drinking water contaminants. 

11 This action will enhance the safety of the nation's drink­
ing water by reducing contamination levels. When the regulations 
are final, 80,000 public water systems nationwide must meet the 
new standards and monitor for these contaminants," said EPA 
Administrator William K. Reilly. 

EPA now enforces federal standards for 34 drinking water 
contaminants and expects that number to rise to 85 by 1992 as 
this proposed action and other proposed standards are completed. 

Although most of the 24 contaminants occur only rarely in 
drinking water, the publi~ will gain increased protection against 
diarrhea, cancer, and damage to the liver, kidney, heart and 
reproductive organs as a result of the new standards. 

The Agency believes the establishment of these national 
standards will provide an impetus to clean up contaminated 
groundwater and ultimately will result in prevention of further 
contamination. Furthermore, monitoring requirements included in 
the proposed regulations should uncover cases of as yet undetect­
ed contamination: 

The contaminants proposed for regulation include nine 
pesticides, six inorganic chemicals and nine synthetic organic 
chemicals. Six of the 24 contaminants are probable human car­
cinogens in drinking water and seven of the nine pesticides are 
in us~ today. Dioxin, beryllillln, cyanide and sulfate are a few of 
the affected contaminants. (See attached chart). , 

EPA estimates that when the proposed regulations become 
effective, 2,300 public drinking water systems serving .approxi­
mately two million people will have to treat their water for 
excess levels of the 24 contaminants. About 1,100 of those 

(more) 

. ..., ·.~..tc · • :: .. 
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systems will be affected because of unacceptably high levels of 
sulfate, a contaminant that can cause acute health effects. Most 
of the sulfate-affected systems will be in the West and Midwest. 

High levels of sulfate in drinking water may cause diarrhea 
in infants and in travelers not used to high sulfate levels. 
Infant diarrhea is of most concern because it can lead to dehy­
dration, which can leave infants weak and susceptible to disease, 
and can be fatal if left untreated. The Agency estimates that the 
proposed sulfate standard will prevent 105,000 cases of trav­
elers' diarrhea per year. 

When the proposal s are final, public water systems will have 
to monitor for these contaminants regularly to ensure that the 
standards are being met. EPA expects that initial monitoring will 
begin before final implementation of the regulations since the 
Agency will issue monitoring requirements for these and other as 
yet unregulated contaminants in December, 1990. 

EPA standards generally apply to any drinking water supply 
system that regularly serves at least 25 people. The proposed 
regulations announced today cover 60,000 residential community 
systems serving customers year round and an additional 20,000 
non-residential systems, such as those that supply schools and 
factories. 

The proposed regulations establish federally enforceable 
standards, or maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), for the 24 
pollutants. The proposals also set non-enforceable health goals, 
called maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs), set at a level at 
which no known or anticipated health effects occur and which 
allow an adequate margin of safety. The MCLs are set as close to 
the MCLGs as feasible to ensure adequate protection of public 
health. 

The proposals also: identify the best available treatment 
technology {BAT) which can achieve the MCLs; provide the man­
datory language that public water suppliers must use to notify 
customers of standards violations; and establish requirements for 
monitoring, reporting and state implementation of the federal 
requirements. 

Today's proposed regulations are mandated by the 1986 Amend­
ments to the Safe Drinking Water Act, which require EPA to 
publish MCL's for 83 specific contaminants. The original Safe 
Drinking Water Act was passed by Congress in 1974, and EPA began 
setting national standards in 1975. 

The Agency generally delegates the authority to enforce all 
federal drinking water standards to the states but can intercede 

(more) 
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when necessary. States may set standards more stringent than 
federal ones or establish standards for contaminants not regulat­
ed by EPA. However, states may not set standards less stringent 
than EPA's. 

EPA believes that the economic impact of this proposal on 
most water treatment systems and their customers will be small. 
The Agency estimates the total cost of the proposed regulations 
to be $87 million, with $67 million going to sulfate control. EPA 
estimates that less than three percent of the nation's drinking 
water treatment systems will have to install new treatment 
equipment to meet the requirements of this proposal. 

However, the impact of the regulations may be substantial 
for about 1,700 small systems (serving less than 500 persons) 
that may be out of compliance with specific contaminants. Seven­
ty-seven percent of the systems exceeding the sulfate MCL are 
expected to be small systems. Households served by sulfate-con-

. taminated systems could see their annual water bills increase by 
$60 to $1,750, depending on the size of their system and the ex­
tent of contamination. For households at systems affected by 
other contaminants, annual bills could increase by $10 to $950. 
EPA is pursuing several options to lessen the economic impact on 
such small systems and their customers such as phasing-in moni­
toring requirements, providing compliance deadline extensions and 
promoting the development of low-cost package treatment technolo­
gies. 

The proposed r egulat i on s announced today were signed last 
week and should be published in the Federal Register by July 16, 
1990. Written public comment on the proposal must be submitted 
within 90 days of the date of publication. The final rules should 
be published in the Federal Register by March, 1992. The monitor­
ing requirements will become effective 30 days after publication 
of the final rule and the MCLs, 18 months after publication. 

The Safe Drinking Water Hotline is available to the public 
to answer questions on these proposed rules or on other drinking 
water questions. The toll-free number i s 800-426-4791; in Wash­
ington D.c., call 382-5533. 
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS 

DRINKING WATER 
HEALTH EFFECTS 

PROPOSED 
MCLG* 

(mg/1) 

PROPOSED 
MCL** 

(mg/ 1) SOURCES NOTES 
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Antimony 1 Decreases growth -- 0.003 --- 0 . 01/ 0.005 --
and longevity 

Beryllium --- Probable cancer, - - Zero---- 0 . 001 ---- - --­
damage to bones 

Cyanide 

and lungs 

Spleen, brain----- 0.2 ----- 0.2 ---------­
and liver effects 

Nickel------ Heart and liver --- 0.1 ----- 0.1 ---------­
effects 

Geological, 
manufacture of 
flame retardants , 
ceramics, glass, 
pesticides and 
tin/antimony solder 

Geological, 
manufacture of 
high thermal 
conductivity 
materials 

Used in electro­
plating, steel 
processing, 
plastics, synthetic 
fibers, mining, 
fertilizer and 
farm products 

Geological, used 
in electroplating, 
battery production, 
ceramics and glass 
coloration 
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5 CONTAMINANTS 
DRINKING WATER 
HEALTH EFFECTS 

PROPOSED 
MCLG* 

(mg/1) 

PROPOSED 
MCL*1t 

(mg/1) SOURCES NOTES 
.... 
~----------------------------------------------------
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r 
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Sulfate----- Gastroenteritis -- 400/500 1 
- 400/5001 

------ Geological, steel-----­
and metal industries, 
fungicide manufacture 

Secondary 
standard of 
250 mg/1 in 
effect 

Thallium---- Kidney, liver and - 0.0005 -- o.002;0.001 1 

brain effects 
- Geological, elec­

tronics industry, 
alloys and glass 
manufacturing 

ORGANICS 

Dalapon Kidney and liver -- 0.2 ------ 0.2 ---------Herbicide------------­
effects 

Dichloro ---- Probable cancer --- Zero---- - o . 005 ------- Solvent 
methane 
(methylene 
chloride) 

( 2 ) 

Estimated produc­
tion in 1982 -
seven to nine 
million pounds ; 
reported level of 
0.001 mg/1 in 
water 
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

§CONTAMINANTS 

PROPOSED 
DRINKING WATER MCLG* 
HEALTH EFFECTS (mg/1) 

PROPOSED 
MCL** 

(mg/1) SOURCES NOTES 
..... 
:., 
'..iJ _____________________________________________________ _ 
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f 
f 
f 
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Dinoseb ----- Thyroid and repro - 0.007 ---- 0.007 -------Herbicide------------­
ductive organs 

Sale, distribution 
and shipment can­
celled under 
FIFRA; reported 
levels up to 

effects 

o. 1 rng/1 

Diquat ------ Liver, kidney, GI - 0.02 ----- 0.02 --------Herbicide------------- Estimated use in 
tract effects and 1980 - 0.2 million 

Di(ethylhexyl) 
adipate 

cataract formation pounds; no 
reported levels 
in water 

Possible carci -- 0.5 ------ 0.5 -------- Plastics 
nogen, liver 
and reproduc-
tive system 
effects 

N Di(ethylhexyl) - Probable cancer - Zero----- 0.004 ------ Plastics ::, E phthalate 

.. 
N ..... 

~ 
;() 

' :-) 
::, 

' ,_ 
::, _ 

Endothall ------ Liver, kidney, 
GI tract and 
reproductive 
system effects 

-- 0.1 ------ 0.1 --------Herbicide------------- Estimated usage in 
1982 - 1.5 million 
pounds; no 

'reported levels 
in water 

( 3 ) 
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

:§ CONTAMINANTS 
DRINKING WATER 
HEALTH EFFECTS 

PROPOSED 
MCLG* 

(mg/1) 

PROPO.SED 
MCL** 

(mg/1) SOURCES NOTES 
.... . __, .J.J------------------------------------------------------::,: 

"' -r .. 
·" .... 

J') 

-0 

' ,'? 
::, 

::, _ 

Endrin --------- Liver, kidney --- 0.002 ---- 0.002 ------Pesticide------------­
and heart 

current MCL is 
0.0002 mg/1; 
uses cancelled 
under FIFRA; 

effects 

Glyphoaate ----- Liver and------­
kidney effects 

no detectable 
levels reported 

0.7 ------ 0.7 --------Herbicide------------- Estimated pro­
duction in 1980 -
15 to 20 million 
pounds; no 
reported levels 
in water 

Hexachloro ----- Probable cancer - Zero----- 0.001 ------ Waste by-product 
benzene in manufacture 

of chlorinated 
pesticides 

Hexachloro ------ Kidney and------- 0.05 ----- 0.05 -------
cyclopenta stomach effects 
diene (HEX) 

( 4 ) 

Waste by-product 
in manufacture 
of chlorinated 
pesticides 

------ Proposed 
secondary MCL 
of o.ooa rag/1 
based on odor 
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS {Cont'd) 

DRINKING WATER 
HEALTH EFFECTS 

PROPOSED 
MCLG* 

(mg/1) 

PROPOSED 
MCL** 

(mg/1) SOURCES NOTES 

~----------------------------------------------------
0:: 

t 
t 
t 

z. 
0 ...... 
VJ 
...... 
> ...... 
0 

<.D 
co 
--< 
0 

N 
1/) 

N 

N 
0 
N 

~ 

.. 
N 

"" 

oxamyl ---------- Kidney effects --- 0.2 ------ 0.2 --------Pesticide------------­
(Vydate) 

PAHs2 
----------- Probable cancer -- Zero----- 0.0002 

[Benzo(a) 
pyrene] 

- ---- Fossil fuel 
burning, wood 
burning, coal 
tar, forest fires 

Piclorarn -------- Kidney and------- 0.5 ------ 0.5 --------Herbicide------------­
liver effects 

Sirnazine -------- Possible cancer, - 0.001 ---- 0 . 001 ------Herbicide------------­
circulatory 
system effects 

( 5 ) 

Estimated . pro­
duction in 
1982 - 0.4 
million pounds; 
reported levels 
up to 0.049 mg/1 

Estimated pro­
duction in 
1982 - O.J 
million pounds; 
reported levels 
up to 8 • J mg/ 1 

Estimated pro­
duction between 
1978 and 1980 -
8 to 11 millio•n 
pounds; reported 
levels up to 
0.002 mg/1 



• ,, . 
~ 
::, 

; 
~ 
::, 

~ 

PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

5 CONTAMINANTS 
DRINKING WATER 
HEALTH EFFECTS 

PROPOSED 
MCLG* 

(rng/1) 

PROPOSED 
MCL** 

(mg/1) SOURCES NOTES 
..... ~------------------------------------------------------
:,:: 

., 
:3 
..... 
I') 
..... 

.... 
::i 

I') 
I') 

!.J 
:i:: 
l.. 

::, 
0 .. 
::, 

" 

1,2,4-Trichloro - Kidney and liver - 0.009 ---- o.009 ------ Manufacture of 
benzene effects herbicides, dye 

carrier 

1,1,2-Trichloro - Possible carci --- o.003 ---- 0.005 ------ Solvent, manu-
ethane nogen, kidney facture of vinyl-

2,3,7,B-TCDD 
(Dioxin) 

and liver effects idene chloride 

Probable cancer, - Zero----- 5x10·8 
----­

reproductive and 
liver effects 

By-product of 
oil refineries 
and some 
chlorinated 
herbicides,bleach 
craft pulpand paper 
mill effluent 

~* Maximum Contaminant Level Goal, a non-enforceable health protection goal 

" 
~** Maximum Contaminant Level, a federally enforceable standard 
0 

,., 
-r 

.. 

" ,, 
,., 
::, 

EPA is considering alternative MCLGs and/or MCLs for these inorganics. After public comment, 
a single MCLG and MCL will be set. 

In addition to benzo(a)pyrene, EPA is considering the establishment of an MCLG and an MCL for 
six additional polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) classified as probable human carcinogens . 

( 6 ) 
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0 Proposed drinking water regulations for 24 contaminants: 

- 6 inorganics and 18 organics 
- 23 new and one revised (endrin) 

7/2/~ 
DRAFT 

- 9 are pesticides, 3 volatile organics and 6 other organics 

0 Increase the nurrber of regulated contaminants: 

- 34 standards in effect 
- increase to 57 
- nurrber of standards up to · as by 1992 when this action and other 

proposed standards are finalized ( 83 were required by 1986 SOWA) 

[May want to mention final 38 roes and IOCs, lead and copper, 
and radionuclides proposal] 

0 Adverse health effects: 
- chronic· and acute (for sulfate) 
- 6 trabable carcinogens 
- liver, kidney, heart and reproductive effects anong chronic effects 

0 Benefits of drinking water standards 

- uncover cases of yet un::ietected contamination 
- prevention of further contamination 
- provide targets . for cleanup of contaminated groundwaters 

0 Standards will apply to public water systems which regularly serve at 
least 25 people; 60 ,000 residential and 2J ,000 non-residential systems 

0 Most contaminants occur rarely 

- few systems ex~ed to be impacted 
- 2, 300 systems or less than 3l of the systems affected 
- approx. 2 million people may benefit 

~Costs 

National: 
- Up to $87 million per year (OSM and capital debt retirement) 

- $81 million to treat 
- $6 millioo to ax:nitor 

[IOOClitoring as part of Phase II] 
- $289 million one time capital cost 

Household: 
- 'large systems (over l million) - $10 to $280 per household per year 
- small systems (below 500) - $950 to $1750 per household per year 

0 Sulfate impacts 

[4) 01 1/015 

- llX)St costs due to sulfate ( $67 million of the $87 million annual costs) 
- over 1,000 systems affected 
- 77% are small systems serving less than 500 people 
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"Sulfate 

- problems: west and midwest 
- acute effect: diarrhea {which may lead to dehydration) 
- 10 5 ,00 0 cases avoided per year 
- susceptible population (infants and travelers) 
- short term effect, acclimatization occurs 
- secondary MCL in effect - 250 m;i/1 

0 Pesticides 

- 7 of the 9 pesticides used in the rr.s.; endrin and dinoseb uses 
have been cancelled under FIFRA 

- Some are widely used herbicides (crop and non-crop applications): 

- dalapon - com, cotton, peas 
- glyphosate - residential uses {weeds control) 
- simazine - control broadleaf weeds, and algacide 

- Some have been reported above levels of concern in drinking 
water or ground water 

- dinoseb (cancelled) 
- picloram 
- simazine 

- Others not reported at levels of concem ·have the potential for 
leaching 

0 Other contaminants: 

- 2,3,7,8-'ICID (dioxin) - not reported in finished 
drinking water; not likely to leach .to ground waters; 
reroved from surface waters by conventional treatments 
{such as filtration) 

- roes are rostly from industrial sources (exception -
PAHs may occur naturally) 

- Inorganics - occur naturally in the environment; except 
for sulfate, no major contamination anticipated 

~012/015 
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May 17, 1990 

Contaminants Require<i to be Regulated by the SDWA 
Amendments of 1986 

> The original group of contaminants required to be regulated by the SDW A Amendments 
appeared in Advanced Notices of Proposed Rulemakings published in the Federal 
Register on March 4, 1982 (47 FR 9352) and October 5, 1983 (48 FR 45502). 

> Final substitutes to the Drinking Water Priority List (DWPL) notice were signed by the 
Administrator on January 13, 1988, and published in the Federal Register on January 22, 
1988 (53 FR 1892). 

> Table 1 shows the List of 83 contaminants. Table 2 shows contaminants removed from 
the list of 83. Table 3 shows the substitutes added. 

Benzene - a. 1 

Carbon tetrachloride - 0, 1 

Otlorobenzene - 2 

Dichlorobenzene - o. 1.2 

1,2,-Dichloroethane- 0.1 

Giardia lamblia - 4 

Legionella-' 

Aluminum-x 
Antimony- 5 

Arsenic - 0
• • • • 

Asbestos- 2 

·. · ·.·:· · i Barium - a.2 

Beryllium - 5 

Cadmium - o.z 
Chromium - 0

•
2 

C,,~T I, p .. ..,. • ,._ ,... --

1,1-Dichloroethylene - o.t 

cis-1,2,-Dichloroethylene - 2 

trans-1,2,Dichloroethylene - 2 

Dichloromethane- 5 

Tetrachloroethylene - 2 

bf~ ~~i~Iogy ·and '.f urbidityl 

Standard plate count - 4 

Total coliforms-u 

Copper-• 
Cyanide- 5 

Fluoride- O.• • 
Lead _o.. 
Mercury - o.2 

Molybdenum - x 

Nickel- 5 

Nitrate - c. 2 

Cont'd an Nm Pag~ 

Trichlorobenzene - 5 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane - 0,1 

Trichloroethylene - 0, 1 

Vinyl chloride - 0
• 1 

Turbidity- 0
•4 

Viruses-' 

Nitrite -•·2 

Selenium:~ cu. 
Silver- 0,x •2 

Sodium-X 
Sulfate- 5 :, ,,, ,-" .. _,_ , • 

Thallium- 5 

Vanadium - x 
Zinc-x 
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Acrylamide - 2 

Adipates- 5 

Alachlor- 2 

Aldicarb- 2 

Aldicarb sulfone - +, 2 

Aldicarb sulfoxide - +,2 

Atrazine- 2 

Carbofuran - 2 

Otlordane- 2 

2,4,-D- 0. 2 

Dalapon- 5 -· 

DBCP- 2 

Dibromomethane-x 
1,2-Dichloropropane - 2 

T~ble 1 Cont'd 

· .• , .. ·, cs •s-,·• l ·prga.ru .. , 
·t':·~-.. . . . ,•::: 

Dinoseb- 5 

Diquat- 5 

EDB- 2 

Endothall - 5 

Endrin - 0.2 

Epichlorohydrin - 2 

Ethylbenzene - +,2 

Glyphosate - 5 

Heptachlor - +,2 

Heptachlor epoxide - +. 2 

Hexachlorocycfopentadiene - 5 

Lindane - a.2 

Methoxychlor - 0.2 

PAHs- 5 

Beta particle and photon radioactivity - o.3 

Gross alpha particle activity- 0.3 
Radium 226 - 0. 3 

Radium 228- 0. 3 

0 Contaminants currently regulated 

May 17, 1990 

PCBs-2 
Pentachlorophenol - 2 

Phthalates - 5 

Picloram- 5 

Simazine- 5 

StjTene-+,2 

2,3,7 ,8-TCDD (Dioxin) - 5 

Toluene- 1 

Toxaphene - 0
•2 

2,4,5-'IP-0.2 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane - 5 

Vydate- 5 

Xylene- 2 

Radon- 3 

Uranium- 3 

1 

2 

3 

' s 
X 

Contaminants with MCI.s and MO..Gs promulgated July 8, 1987 
Contaminants with NPDWRs proposed on May 22, 1989 · 
Contaminants with NPDWRs scheduled for proposal in February 1991 
Contaminants with NPDWRs promulgated on June 29, 1989 ' 
Contaminants with NPDWRs scheduled for proposal in June 1990 
Contaminants removed from the list of 83 

+ .. . .. 
,. . ,. 

Contaminants added to the list of 83 
Contaminants with NPDWRs proposed in August 18, 1988 
Fluoride final rule April 2, 1986 · 
Arsenic to be revised at a later date 

Aluminum 
Dibromomethane 

Molybdenum 
Silver 

Sodium 
Vanadium 

Zinc 

. ,1 •. , :,· • • (.1 ,. ·• 

SOW A FACT SHEET 
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Aldi~b sulfone 
Aldicarb sulfoxide 

SDWAFACTSHEET 

Ethylbenzene 
Heptachlor 

PKESS UlV l SlU~ ••• HEGlU~ 10 

Heptachlor epoxide 
Nitrite 

Styrene 

~015 1 015 
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HANFORD PAST PRACTICE WORK PLAN STRATEGY 

OBJECTIVES: 

0 INTEGRATE MOST EFFECTIVE CERCLA AND RCRA PAST PRACTICE REQUIREMENTS 
& GUIDANCE FROM EPA INTO A SINGULAR PROCESS APPLICABLE TO HANFORD. 

0 PROVIDE FOR EXPEDITED RESPONSE (REMOVAL) ACTIONS (ERAs) WHERE 
JUSTIFIED. 

0 

0 

0 

STATUS: 

- IMMINENT & SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT 
- NON-TIME CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTIONS 

REDEFINE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT MILESTONES TO ALLOW FOR MORE EFFECTIVE 
USE OF EXISTING DATA. 

- INITIATE "AGGREGATE AREA MANAGEMENT STUDIES" (AAMSs) SIMILAR 
TO SUPERFUND "SCOPING" STUDIES TO GATHER AND INTERPRET 
EXISTING DATA. EXISTING TPA MILESTONES ARE FOR DELIVERY 
OF RI/FS WORK PLANS; CHANGE TO AAMS REPORTS. 

- USE EXISTING DATA AS BASIS FOR ERAs. 

- USE AGGREGATE AREA MANAGEMENT STUDY REPORT (AAMSR) TO 
FOCUS RI/FS WORK PLAN TO "FILL IN THE DATA GAPS" AND VERIFY 
DATA WHERE DATA QUALITY IS DEFICIENT. 

- USE EXISTING DATA TO MAKE EXPEDITED REMEDIATED REMEDIAL 
DECISIONS IN RI/FS PROCESS (EX. START FEASIBILITY STUDY 
IN AAMS AND TREATABILITY STUDIES IN RI PHASE). 

IDENTIFY CRITICAL DECISIONS THAT AFFECT CLEANUP SUCH AS ULTIMATE 
LAND USE AND POINT OF COMPLIANCE. 

TIME AND COST EFFICIENCY. 

o FIRST DRAFT REVIEWED BY DOE-RL & CONTRACTORS, DOE-HQ (EH-232), 
EPA-REGION X, EPA-HQ, WASHINGTON DEPT. OF ECOLOGY 

0 SECOND DRAFT COMPLErED THAT INCORPORATES COMMENTS; STARTING SECOND 
ROUND OF REVIEW 

0 EPA & ECOLOGY ARE SUPPORTIVE OF STRATEGY OBJECTIVES & CONTENT 
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(A) Doclolon Criteria 
Is 

• Imminent & Substatlal Endangonnent may Exist 
Screen & Select Removal 

Alternotlves, Defino 
Removal Goal, and 

Design Removal Action 

1----~ Emorgoncy Tri-Party Perform 
Removal 
Actions 

Removal Yes 
Action Sufficient • Tho Moot Effoctlvo Mitigation Method Is Roadlly 

Apparent & .).Jotlfiod by lmpach ta Sito Cloan-up 
Prlorltlos 

• Removal Action Is Juotlflod as Definod In 
NCP Section 300.-415 

Concurrent 
Evaluation With 

Rl / fS Process from 
Initiation Through 

final ROD 

Do 
tho Data 

Indicate That 
on Expedited Response 

Response Action 
is Justified 

(A) 

No 

Re-evaluate as New 
Doto lo Collected or 

Now Analyses Porformod 

Yos 

Perform Aggregate Area Management Study 

Yos 

Do 
the Dato 

Indicate That 
an Imminent & 

Substantial Endangerment 
(ISE) Situation 

Moy Exist 
(Timo Critical) 

Engineering Evoluatlon/Cost Analysis 
(EE/CA) 

(Non- llmo Critical Romovol Action) 
• Screen & Select Removal 

Altemotlves 
• Define Removal Goal 
• Design Removal Action 
• Doolgn fS/Troatoblllty Study 

Ste 1 Ste 2 Ste 3 

• Identify Doto Gaps 

Public 
Meeting & 
Comment 

Agreement Action 
~emorandum 

Do 
Site 

Prlorties 
Justify Writing 

Work Pion 
? 

Yeo 

Prepare Rl/fS - Work Plon(s) 
for Key Source Operoblo Unit 

ond Groundwater /Aggregoto Areo 
Operable Unit 

to Prepare OU 
fS Report 

? 

Public 
Meeting 

No 

Temporarily Stop 
Work Pion 

Preparation & 
Adj.J st Milestone 

Compile Existing 
i Octa &: Analyses 

• Identify Dato 
Quality Deficiencies 

• Perform Preliminary 
lnvest1.9ot1ons 

• Write Aggregate 
Area Management 
Study Report" 
and/or Topical 
Study Reports 

Perform Remedial lnvestlgotlon/Feoslbillt y Study 

lnltlato tho Study 

Define & Prioritize 
Aggregate Areas & 

Separate Operable Units 

Programmatic Decisions 

•Environmental ~ 
• Process/Discharge 1 •History 
•Maps 

formulate Initial 
Conceptuol Model( s) 
Compile List of 
Potontlol ARARo 

Collect 
Pertinent 

Data 

(1) Imminent and Substontlol Endongonnent 
Crttorlo 

( 2) Interim Reoponso Criteria 
(3) General Decisions 

ol Point of Compliance 
b Land Uoe Declolons 
c Doto Quality Need• 
d Approval Mechanism for Short-Tonn 

Action• and Now Doto 
e) Clean-up Criteria 
f) Acceptability of Exlotlng Data 
g) Use of Analogouo Data From Slmllor 

Disposal Practices and Geology 

(4) Con TPA Priorities and Mllostones be 
Changed Because of Short-Tonn 
Actlono and Now Data 

(5) How ond When to Implement Chango 
~nestones 

(6) NEPA/CEPA 

• Assess Operable 
Unit Boundaries 

• AHess Need for 
Preliminary Investigations 

• Screen & Limits FS 
Remedial Technologies 

Refine Conceptual 
Model(,) 

Refine ARARs 

Aness Doto to Make 
ERA Decision• & to 
focus & Limit Rl/fS 

Define Conceptual 
Model 

ARARs 

Sito Descrl lion 
Dofinlllon of Oporoblo 
Unit Boundaries to 
Obtain llmely & 
Reasonable ROOs 
Priority Listing of 
RODs 

Double Box Denotes 
Regulator Review and 

Approval Required 

Aggrogoto Area 
Management Study 

Report (AAMSR) 

Con 
fS Remedial 

T echnologl•• Be 
Scroonod, Limited 

ond Initiated Based 
Based on 

AASMR 
? 

Yoo 

Start fS Bosod upon 
Screened and Limited 
Romodlol Tochnologloo 

No 

Public 

No 

Conduct Llmltod RI 
to FTII In Dato Gops 

and Support FS 

Meeting & 1----------------~ 
Comment 

• Validate Existing Key Doto as Necessary 
• Collect and Interpret Required New Dato 

- Define Groundwater Flow System 
- Define Nature and Extent of Known 

Contamination 
- Investigate Presence/Absence of Areas 

of Probable Contamination 
• Screen Remedial Action Alternatives 
• Coll ect Doto for Baseline Risk Assessment 
• Initiate Treotoblllty Studies If Possible 

Remedial Investigation Report 

feosibnlty Study Report 

Are 
Doto 

Sufficient to 
Support 

ROD 
? 

No 

Prepare Proposed Plan , Flnol 
Risk Assessment &. Flnal 

fooslbll l ty Study 

Record of Decision 

Prepare RI Work Pion Addendum 
for Phase II 

• Characterization •Treotabll ity 

Perform Remedial 
Investigation Phoso II 
• Collect Dato for Selection 

of Remedial Altemotlves 
• Risk Assessment 
• Treatoblllty 



(A) Decision Criteria 

• Imminent & Substotlal Endongonnent may Ulat 

• The ~ost Effective Mitigation Method ls Readily 
Apparent & ..kJstlfled by Impacts to Site Cleon-up 
Priorities 

• Removol Action Is .Alstlfled as Defined In 
NCP Section 300.~15 

Do 

Yea 

Do 
tho Doto 

Indicate That 

'J 

Screen & Select Removal 
Alternatives, Defino 
Removol Goal, and 

OeslCiJn Removal Action 

7 9 

t---- Emergency Tri-Porty 

Public 

Agreement Action 
Memorandum 

Meeting & >-----­
Comment 

Perform 
Removal 
Actions 

Is 
Removal Yes 

Action Sutncient >-----~ 
to Prepare OU 

FS Report 
1 

No 
Concurrent 

Evaluation 'With 
RI/FS Process From 

Initiation Through 
final ROD 

the Doto 
Indicate That 

on Expedited Response 
Response Action 

is Justified 

Yes on Imminent & 
Substantial Endangerment 

(ISE) Situollon 
Moy Exist 

(A) (Timo Crltlcol) 
Temporarlly Stop 

Won< Plan 
Preparation &: 

No 

Re-ovoluoto as Now 
Doto Is Collected or 

New Analyses Performed 

Perform Aggregate Area l.Aonogement Study 

Ste 1 Ste 2 Ste 3 

Initiate the Study 

Define & Prioritize 
Aggn,goto Areas &: 

Separate Operable Units 

Progrommotlc Decisions 

Compile Existing 
~ Data &: Analyses 
~ • Environmental 

• Procose/Dlschorgo 
• History 
• Mops 

Formulate lnltlol 
Concoptuol Modol(s) 
Compile List of 
Potentlol ARARs 

Collect 
Pertinent 

Doto 

(1) Imminent ond Substontlol Endangerment 
Criteria 

(2) Interim Response Criteria 
(3) Cenerol Decisions al Point of Compllonce 

b Lond Use Decisions 
c Dato Quollty Needs 
d Approval Mechanism for Short-Term 

Actions ond New Doto 
e) Cleon-up Criteria 
f) Acceptoblllty of Existing Data 
g) Uee of Analogous Doto from Similar 

Dlapoaol Proctlces and Geology 

(-4) Can TPA Priorities and lrdUestones be 
Changed Because of Short-Term 
Actions and Now Data 

(5) How and When to Implement Chango 
UDealones 

(6) NEPA/CEPA 

• Identify Doto Copa 

• Identify Doto 
Quality Doflclencles 

• Assen Operable 
Unit Boundorlee 

• Assess Need for 
Prellminory Investigations 

• Screen &: limits FS 
Remedlal Technologles 

Refine Concoptuol 
Model(s) 

Reflne ARARs 

Assess Doto to Mako 
ERA Decisions &: to 
Focus le Limit RI/FS 

• Perform Prellmlnory 
lnvestl~otlona 

• Write Aggregate 
Area Management 

:~~/o:io~~~:, 
Study Reports 

Define Conceptual 
Model 

ARARa 

Sito Deacrl tlon 
Definition of Operable 
Unit Boundaries to 
Obtain llm9'y & 
Reasonable ROOa 
Priority Uatlno of 
ROD, 

Double Box Denotes 
Regulator Review ond 

Approval Required 

Engineering Evoluotlon/Cost Anol~ls 
(EE/CA) 

(Non-Time Crltlcol Removal Action) 
• Screen & Select Removal 

Altornotlvoa 
• Define Removal Goal 
• Design Removal Action 
• Design FS/Treotoblllty Study Prepare Rl/tS - Work Plon(s) 

for Koy Source Operable Unit 
and Groundwater /Aggregate Area 

Operable Unit 

Public 
Meeting 

Adj.Jst Milestone 

Perform Remedial lnvostlgotlon/Feaslbillty Study 
Aggregate Area 

Management Study 
Report (AAMSR) 

Can 
FS Remodlal 

Tochno/09les Bo 
Screened. Limited 

and Initiated Based 
Based on 

AASMR 
T 

Yes 

Public 

No 

No Conduct Limited RI 
to fUI In Doto Cops 

and Support FS 

Meeting &c 1---------------------' 
Comment 

• Validate Existing Key Doto as Necessary 
• Collect and Interpret Required New Doto 

- Defino Groundwater Flow System 
- Defino Nature and Extent of Known 

Contomlno tlon 
- Investigate Presence/Absence of Areas 

of Probable Contamination 
• Screen Remedial Action Alternatives 
• Collect Doto for Baseline Risk Assessment 
• Initiate Treotoblllty Studies If Possible 

Remedial Investigation Report 

Feosibnlty Study Report 

Prepare Proposed Pion, final 
Risk Assessment & Fino! 

FeoslbUlly Study 

Record of Decision 

Prepare RI Work Plan Addendum 
for Phase II 

• Characterization •Treotablllty 

Perform Remedlal 
Investigation Phase II 
• Collect Doto for Selection 

of Remedial Alternatives 
• Risk Assessment 
• Treatablllty 
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200-UP-2/200-W AREA PROPOSED SCOPING ACTIVITIES 

W. L. JOHNSON 

AUGUST 15, 1990 
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2OO-UP-2/2OO-W PROPOSED ACTIVITIES 

o SCOPING ACTIVITIES WERE INITIATED IN MAY 1990 

- PREDOMINANTLY DATA REVIEW AND COMPILATION 

- FOCUS WAS ON 200-UP-2 SOURCES, BUT INCLUDED OTHER SOURCES 
CONTRIBUTING TO 200-W GROUND WATER PLUMES. 

- ORIGINAL IDEA WAS 200-UP-2 WOULD BECOME OR SPIN-OFF THE 11 200-W 
AREA GROUND WATER OPERABLE UNIT" 

o PROPOSE CONTINUING SCOPING OF THE 200-W AREA AS AN AGGREGATE AREA 
MANAGEMENT STUDY (AS FUNDING ALLOWS): 

- TREMENDOUS AMOUNTS OF DATA EXISTS (BOTH PROCESS AND ENVIRONMENTAL) 

- WORK PLAN(S) WOULD BE DEFERRED UNTIL COMPLETION OF THE AGGREGATE 
AREA MANAGEMENT STUDY 
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Summary 
• Focusing characterization needs through 

technology application 

• Recognizing uncertainty throughout site 
remediation process 

• Opportunity for 

)> < L Time and cost • 
· · ·. · .· · • . Better health 

liJ ; J~plementation .· 
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ISSUE 

Are Environmental and Waste Management practices at Hanford 
performed in a manner to ensure protection of human health and 
the environment ? 

Justification: A technically and legally defensible basis, 
i.e., Cleanup Standards Strategy 
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ACTION 
SELECTION 

• Facility Media Concentrations 

• Media Background Thresholds 

• Detection Limits 

9 

• Operations 
• Sampllng 
• Analysis 

• Just If IClllon 

0 

• Contamination 
Model 

'l 

• waste type, 
• amount 
• dlscharvn 

• Backv,-ound Modtl 
• Modtl Vtrlf lcatlon 

• Estimated Background Limits: 
Stall st lca l Methods 

• Sampling 
• Analysls 

• Test Muns 
• Test Individual 

Samples 

• gtologlc 
• geochemical 
• mlntr1loglc/ 

hydrologlc 

• data distribution 
modtl 

• conlldence levels 
• coverage 
• handling 

• et c 

• ,tc . 

• etc . 
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CLEANUP STANDARDS STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT & SITE-WIDE SOIL BACKGROUND SAMPLING/ANALYSIS 

DRAFT BUDGET ESTIMATE • FY'91 

Manpower 

WI-C 
PNL & Other 

Total Manhours 

Average Rate/Hr 
Total 
Average Labor OH 
Total 
AverageG&A 
Loaded Total 

Manpower 
Sampling/Analysis/Services 

Grand Total 

Manhours 

9360 
1155 

10515 

$33 
$346,995 

30% 
$451 ,094 

25 .50% 
$566,122 

$566,122 
$311,000 

$877,122 

Direct Materials 

Field Sampling 
O:M 
Env. Engr. 
Analytical 
(200 samples) 

Other 
Stores 
Equimpment 

Computer Services 
Consultants 
Photography 
Graphics 
Miscl. 

Total 

Estimated Cost 

$25,000 
$10,000 

$250,000 

$5 ,000 
$5,000 

$5 ,000 
$5,000 
$5,000 
$1,000 

$311 ,000 
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Proposed Budget For Cleanup Standards Strategy Devlopment & Site-Wide 
Soil Background Sampling/Analysis -FY '91 

I. Cleanup Standards/ER Criteria Strategy Development 
Preparation, reviews, revision (Approx. 4 man-years) 

II. Soil Background: 
Sampling/Analysis 
Documentation: 

Proposal 
Soil Background Position Paper 
S/A Results Evaluation & Report 

Ill. Groundwater Background: 
Data compilation/evaluation 
Model development 
Model corroboration planning (recommendations for current and future S/A) 
Position (Status) report 

IV. Task T earn Support 

V. Services, etc. 

Total 

$ 390 K 

$300 K 
$ 75 K 

$ 40 K 

$ 56 K 

$ 18 K 

$ 879 K 
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Draft 
Proposed Activities for Development of Cleanup Standards 

Strategy and Site Background Activities 

WHC PLANNED MILESTONES 

Strategy Proposal 

Development of Cleanup 
Standards Strategy <Pratt) 

Son Background 

Sampllng/Analysls 

Select Sites 

Sampling 
Analysis 

Verification 

Documentation 

Proposal 

Soil Background 
Position Paper 

FY 1990 

SI A Results Evaluation 
and Report 

Groundwater Background 

Data Compllatlon/ 
Evaluation 

Model Evaluation 

Model Corroboration 
Plannlng 

Status Report 

FY 1991 FY 1992 
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ANALYSIS 

Management Policies 
WHC-CM-1-1 REGULATORY 

ANALYSIS 
Ma-------1 MEMORANDUM 

Additional guidance and 
regulations, to be included 
in ECM when formally revised. 
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Issued 
10/01/88 

j. 
ENVIRONMENT AL 
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Enforcement of ECM 

Updated 
every 2 
years 

REGULATORY 
COMPLIANCE 

ENVIRONMENT AL 
COMPLIANCE 
VERIFICATION 
PROGRAM 

WHC-CM-7-6 

Environmental audits 
Environmental surveys 
site Remediation 

I 
OPERATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENT AL 
MONITORING 

PROGRAM 

WHC-CM-7-4 

Identify changes 
Identify who shall comply with ECM 
Communicate ch, nges 

ENVIRONMENT AL 
MONITORING 

PLAN 

BACKGROUND 
STRATEGY 
TEAM 

INTERIM 
MEASURES 

ENVIRONMENT AL 
INVESTIGATIONS 

AND SITE 
CHARACTERIZATION 
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Environmental 
Investigations 
Instructions 
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PLANS 
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