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o The purpose of this meeting was to discuss general topics which are common
. to all operable units.
. Meeting Minutes are attached. Minutes are comprised of the following:
” Attachment #1 - Meeting Summary/Summary of Commitments and Agreements
% Attachment #2 - Agenda for the meeting
| Attachment #3 - Attendance List
- Attachment #4 - Action Items Status List
Attachment #5 - Notes on the Work Plan Consistency Issues Presentation
- Attachment #6 - EPA Proposed Drinking Water Standards for 24 Additional
_ Compounds
Attachment #7 - Notes of the Hanford Past Practice Work Plan Strategy
o Attachment #8 - Notes on the 200-UP-2/200-W Area Proposed Scoping
Activities Presentation
A_ _ichment #9 - | on the 0l atic 11 Ap :h (LI
Attacl..2nt #10 - | on the Soils/( jundwater Background Strategy
Presentation
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2)

3)

Consistency Problems

Between Work Plan

Execution of the Work Plans

Conceptual Model
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Work Plans

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

)

g)

h)

River/Seep/Sediment Sampling

Field/Laboratory Screening

Drilling Through Waste Management Units

Test Pit Sampling

Collection of Aquifer Matrix Samples for Chemical Analysis

Physical Analyses of Contaminated Samples

Flood-Wave and Water Level Measurements

Flow and Solute Transport Models
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Execution

a)

b)

c)

d)

Aquifer Tests - 200-BP-1

Borehole Geophysics - 200-BP-1

Soil Hydraulic Properties - 200-BP-1

Involvement of Performance Assessment Group

Flow Direction 1100-EM-1

Soil Hydraulic Properties 200-BP-1
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3)

a)

b)

c)

Recharge - 100-BC-1

- 100-KR-1

Flow System - 1100-EM-1

Future Updates
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4) “ggestions
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) rited Experts
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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 1d in travelers not used 1 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 proposals 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
yvet 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
pol :ants. The proposals also set non-enforceable health goals,
cal 1 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.

1@ propc i. 3: identify tt st av "lable t1 1itment
technology (BAT) which can achieve t ZLs; provide the man-
dat :y lar_ a¢ that public water suppliers must use > notify
customers of standards violations; and ¢ :ablish requirements for
monitoring, re > rting 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 o 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 s 1l11.
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 requii pents of this proposal.

However, the impact of the requlations 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 si: 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 . ssen 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 prop¢ :d regqulations announced today were signed last
week and 10uld be published in the Federal Register by July 16,
1990. Written public comment on the proposal must 2 submitted
within 90 days of the date of publication. The final rules should
be published in the Federal Reg: :er by March, 1992. The monitor-
inea reomq ' jents will become af! ’ i " ition

i

The ¢ Drinking Wat : Hotline is availab. to the public
to answer questions on these proposed rules or on other drinking
water questions. The toll-free number is 800-426~4791; in Wash-
ington D.C., call 382-5533.
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS
PROPOSED PROPOSED
DRINKING WATER MCLG* MCL**
CONTA [NANTS HEALTH EFFECTS (mg/1) (ng/1) SOURCES NOTES
INORG? ICS
Antimony ---- Decreases growth =-- 0,003 =--~ 0.01/0.0051 -~ Geological,
and longevity manufacture of
flame retardants,
ceramics, glass,
pesticides and
tin/antimony solder
Beryllium --- Probable cancer, -- Zero --~-- 0.001 ---=-—=-- Geological,
damaage to bones manufacture of
and ungs high thermal
conductivity
materials
Cyanide ----- Spleen, brain =---- 0.2 =~===- 0.2 —eeomemwea Used in electro-
and liver effects plating, steel
processing,
plastics, synthetic
fibers, mining,
fertilizer and
farm products
Nickel =----=- Heart and liver --- 0.1 ===-- 0.1 ——=mwm———— Geological, used

effects

in electroplating,
battery production, ‘
ceramics and glass
coloration
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd)

PROPOSED PROPOSED

= DRINKING WATER MCLG* MCL#**
% CON AMINANTS HEALTH EFFECTS (mg/1) (mg/1) SOURCES NOTES
b4
? Su fate ----- Gastroenteritis - 400/500' - 400/500' —=——=- Geological, steel ----=- Secondary
' and metal industries, standard of
fungicide manufacture 250 m ‘'l in
- effect
2 \
? Thallium ---- Kidney, liver and - 0.0005 -- 0.002/0.0011 - Geological, elec-
3 brain effects tronics industry,
n alloys and glass
g anufacturing
ORGANICS
Dalapon =-=--- Kidney and 1 ver -- 0.2 =-—----- 0.2 ——~=——-—m= Herbicide ---w-=v=-e-w-- Estimated produc-
effects tion in 1982 -~
5 seven to nine
> million pounds;
5 reported level of
3 0.001 mg/1 in
¥ water
3 Dichloro ---- Probable cancer --- Zero =----- 0.005 —-==—-—-- Solvent
methane
- ({methylene
i chloride)
N

(2)
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd)

PROPOSED PROPOSED
DRINF NG WATER MCLG* MCL#**
C( TAMINANTS HEALTH EFFECTS  (mg/l) (mg/1) SOURCES NOTES
Dinc :b =-==w- Thyroid and repro - 0.007 ----= 0.007 ===—=e—- Herbicide -—--c-vececu-- Sale, distribution
ductive organs and shipment can-
effects ce¢ led under
FIFRA; reported
levels up to
0.1 mg/1
Diquat —==--- Liver, kidney, GI - 0.02 ====- 0.02 ==e-mew= Herbicide -==--==c—ee——- Estimated use in
tract effects and 198 - 0.2 million
cataract formation pounds; no
reported levels
in water
Di(ethylhexyl) - Possible carci -- 0.5 =~---- 0.5 =======- Plastics
adipate nogen, 1liv -
and reproduc-
tive system
effects
[ (ethylhexyl) - Probable cance - Zero =~---- 0.004 —===—- Plastics
phthalate
Endothall -----~ Liver, kidney, -- 0.1 -~—-—-- L Herbicide -==-=--v—cv-—-- Estimated usage in
GI tract and 1982 - 1.5 million
reproductive poun ;; no
system effects 'reported leve s
in water

(3)
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PROPOSED ‘ONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd)
PROPOSED PROPOSED
DRINKING WATI MCLG* MCL* %
CONTAMINANTS HEALTH EFl CTS (mg/1) (mg/1l) SOURCES NOTES
ndrin -~—--==~-- Liver, ki ey --- 0.002 ---- 0.002 ~-===-- Pesticide ---=—---ce-w- Current MCL is
and heart 0.0002 mg/l;
effects uses cancelled
under FIFRA;
no detectable
levels reported
Glyphosate ----~ Liver and ~—~=---~ 0.7 ——~——- 0.7 ~~=w—we- Herbicide «=v-ecew—ee—-—-- Estimated pro-
kidney effects duction in 1980 -
15 to 20 million
pounds; no
reported levels
in water
Hexacl 2ro ~---- Probable ca :er - 2Zero ----- 0.001 --——=-- Waste by-product
benzene in manufacture
of chlorinated
pesticides
Hexach o2ro ------ Kidney and =------- 0.05 -=---- 0.05 ——=———- Waste by-product ------ Proposed
cyclopenta stomach et ects in manufacture secondary MCL
diene (HEX) of chlorinated of 0.008 mg/1

‘Ur/s/Ud/0Y

pesticides

(4)

based on odor
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd)

PROPOSED PROPOSED
DRINKING WATER MCLG* MCL**
CONTi INANTS HEALTH EFFECTS (mg/1) (mg/1) SOURCES NOTES
Oxamyl —---—-—=-—-—- idney effects --- 0.2 --—---- 0.2 =—==—=e=—- Pesticide ~-=~-=ve——- Estimated . pro-
(Vydate) duction in
1982 ~- 0.4
million pounds;
reported levels
up to 0.049 mg/l
PAHE? —w—momee o Probable cancer -- Zero =----- 0.0002 -—=-= Fossil fuel
[Benzo(a) burning, wood
pyrene] burning, coal
tar, forest fires
Pic oram -=—-=-=-- Kidney and ---=--- 0.5 —=—ww=- 0.5 —=—=e-——n Herbicide ----==-—---- Estimated pro-
liver effect duction in
1982 - 0.3
mi lion poun 7
reported lev s
up to 8.3 mg/1l
Simazine =-----~- Possible cancer, - 0.001 ---- 0.001 -~-~--- Herbicide -===--v~=-- Estimated pro-
circulatory duction between
system effects 1978 and 1980 -
8 to 11 million
pounds; reported
levels up to
0.002 mg/1

(5)
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PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS (Cont'd)

PROPOSED PROPOSED
DRINKING WATI MCLG* MCL**
CONTAMINANTS HEALTH EFFECTS (mg/1) (mg/1) SOURCES NOTES
1,2,4~Trichloro - Kidney and liver - 0.009 -=-- 0.009 --—==-== Manufacture of
benzene effects herbicides, dye
carrier
1, ,2~Trichloro - Possible carc -~- 0.003 ---- 0.005 -—=~== Solvent, manu-

ethane

2,3,7,8~TCDD ----
dJio» n)

EPA is considering alternative MCLGs and/or M(

nogen, kidney
and liver effects

Probable cancer, - Zero
reproductive and

liver effects

s for

* Maximum Contaminant Level Goa
* % Maximum Contaminant Level,
1
a lngle MCLG and MCL will be set.
2

facture of vinyl-
idene chloride
----- By-product of
oil refineries
and sone
chlorinated
herbicides,bleach
craft pulpand paper
mill effluent

, a non-enforceable health protection goal

a federally enforceable standard

these inorganics. After public comment,

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.

N VIV VIS N I )

(6)
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TALKING POINTS
9 proposed drinking water regulations for 24 contaminants:
- 6 inorganics and 18 organics
= 23 new and one revised (endrin)
- 9 are pesticides, 3 wolatile organics and 6 other organics
% Increase the number of regulated contaminants:

- 34 standards in effect
-~ increase to 57

- number of standards up to 85 by 1992 when this action and other
proposed standards are finalized (83 were required by 1986 SDWA)

[May want to mention final 38 S0Cs and IOCs, lead and copper,
and radionuclides proposal]

) ° Adverse health effects:
— - chronic and acute (for sulfate)
~ 6 probable carcinogens
L - liver, kidney, heart and reproductive effects among chronic effects

° Benefits of drinking water s dards
- uncover cases of yet undetected contamination
™ - prevention of further contamination
~ provide tar ts for cleanup of contaminated groundwaters

° Standards will apply to public water systems which reqularly serve at
least 25 people; 60,000 residential and 20,000 non-residential systems

° Most contaminants occur rarely

- ' ted to he immacted

less Tt
ST } efit
° Costs
National:

- Up to $87 million per year (O&M and capital debt retirer it)
- $81 million to treat
-~ $6 million to monitor
- [monitoring as part of Phase II]
- $289 million one time capital cost

Household:
-Targe sy :ms (over 1 millir ) - $10 to $280 p household p year
- small systems (below 500) - $950 to $1750 per household pr year

° ¢ "“fate impacts
- most costs & to sulfate ($67 million of the $87 million annual costs)
- over 1,000 s .ems 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)
105,000 cases avoided per year

susceptible population (infants and travelers)

short term effect, acclimatization occurs

secondary MCL in effect - 250 mg/1

° Pesticides

(]

7 of the 9 pesticides used in the U.S.; endrin and dinoseb uses
have been cancelled under FIFRA

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

~ dalapon - corn, 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 : -

Cthers not reported at levels of concern ‘have the potential for
leaching ;

Other contaminants:

- 2,3,7,8-TCD (dioxin) - not reported in finished
drinking water; not likely to lei 'to ground waters;
removed from surface waters by conventional treatments
(such as filtration)

- Cs are mostly from indust 2l sources (exception -
PAHs may occur naturally)

- Inorganics - occur naturally in the environment; except
for «+ "“Eate, no major contamination anticipated

o12/7015
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Aldicarb sulfone
Aldicarb sulfoxide

" Ethylbenzene

Heptachlor

‘TNAFACTSHEET

e

Heptachlor epoxide  Styrene
Nitrite
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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.
- IMMINENT & SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT
- NON-TIME CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTIONS
0 REDEFINE TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT MILESTONES TO ALLOW Ft 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 RT/FS WORK PLAN TO "FILL IN THE DATA GAPS" AND VERIFY
DATA | RE DATA QUALITY IS DEFICIENT.
- USE EXI¢ ING DATA TO MAKE EXPEDITED REMEDIATED REMEDIAL
DECISIONS IN RI/FS PROCESS (EX. START FEASIBILITY STUDY
IN AAMS AND TREATABILITY STUDIES IN RI PHASE).
0 IDENTIFY CRITICAL DECISIONS THAT AFFECT CLEANUP SUCH AS ULTIMATE
LAND USE AND POINT OF COMPLIANCE.
0 TIME AND COST EFFICIENCY.
STATUS:
0 FIRST NRAFT REVIEWED BY DOE-RL & CONTRACTORS, DOE-HQ (EH-232),
EPA-I iION X, EPA-HQ, WASHINGTON DEPT. OF ECOLOGY
0 SECOND DRAFT COMPLETED THAT INCORPORATES COMMENTS; STARTING SECOND
ROUND OF REVIEW
0 EPA & ECOLOGY ARE SUPPORTIVE OF STRATEGY OBJECTIVES & CONTENT



(A) Declsion Criterla

o Imminent & Subatatla! Endangerment may Exlat

» The Most Etfective Mitigation Method ls Readlly
Apparent & Justified by Impacts to Site Clean—up

Priorities
o Removal Action s Justified as Deflned In
NCP Section 300.415

Concurrent
Evoluotion With
RI/FS Process From
Initiation Through
Final ROD

Y

Do
Do the Data
the Dalo indicate That
Indicote Thot an Imminent &

on Expedited Response
Response Action
is Justified
(A)

(ISE) Shuotion
Moy Exist
(Time Critical)

No

Re—evolu*- o8 New
Dota is (¢ sted or
New Analyses rerformed

Screen & Select Removal
Alternatives, Deflne
Removal Goal, ond

Design Removal Action

Substontial Endongerment

“mergency
————

Tri-Party Perform
Agresment Action—#4 Removol
Memorandum Actlons

'

Public
Meeting &
Comment

Engineering Evaluouon,Losc Anolysls

(EE/CA)

(Non—~Time Crltical Removal Actlon)
o

Screen & Select Removal
Alternotives

e Deflne Removal Goal

Design Removal Action

e Design FS/Treotablility Study

Is

Removat

Action Sufficient

to Prepore OU

FS Report
7

Do

Site

Priorties

Justify Writing

Work Plon
7

~tep 1

Perform Aggregate Area Management Study

2 -3

Compile Existing
Data & Anclyses

%
0
2| #Environmental
«| ®Process/Diacharge
\ 5; ®History
Z| sMaps
Initiote the Study
Define & Priorltize -

e Perform rreliminary
investigations

® |dentlry vato Gaps

o identify Dota
Quality Deficlencies
o Assess Operable
Unlt Boundorles
o Aggess Need for
Prellmincry Investigations
o Screen & Limits FS
Remediol Technologles

o Write "Aggregate
Area Management
Study Report”
ond/or Topical
Study Reports

Aggregate Areas &

Seporate Operable Units Formulate Initiol

Conceptual Model(s)

Reflne Conceptual
Model(s)

Deflne Conceptuol
Model

/ Compile List of
Potentlol ARARs

Reflne ARARs ARARs

~..._Description
Definitlon of Operable

Collect Assess Daota to Make Unlt Boundarles to AASMR
Pertinent ERA Decisions & to Obtaln Timely & ?
Data Focue & Limit RI/FS Reasonable RODs
Priority Llsting of
Progrommatlc Declslons RODs
1) Icmrlr;nir}ent ond Substantial Endongerment Start FS Based upon
erla Screened and Limlted
(2) Interlm Responee Criterlo Remedial Technolagles
(3) General Declslons
o) Point of = pliance
b) Land Us clslons
c) Data Qv Needs !
d)} Approva: mechanlem for Short—Term Da'ta
Actlons and New Data Conduct Limited Ri
o) Cle~~—up Criterla Sufficient toognluln Data Gops -
f) Ac  ablity of Existing Data — ] to Forego and Support FS
g) Usc .. Analagous Data From Simller D - Box Denotes o RI
Dispoeal Practices and Geology Reguiator Review an¢ ?
(4) Can TPA Prioritles and Milestones be Approval Required
C -~ 7ed Becouse of Short—Term —
A 18 and New Data
(5) How and When to Implement Change Public
MRestones "é”“ng 5{ I
ommen
(6) NEPA/CEPA

Aggregate Area
Management Study
Report (AAMSR)

Can
FS Remedicl
Technolagles Be
Screened, Limited No
and Initioted Based
Based on

Temporarily Stop
Work Plan
Preparation &
Adjst Milestone

Public
Meeting

Operable Unit

Prepare niy1 o — Work Plan(s)
for Key Source Operable Unit
and Groundwater /Aggregote Areo

Perform Remedial investigation /Feasibility Study

o Volidate Existing Key Data as Necessary
s Collect and Interpret Required New Daic
— Define Groundwater Flow System

— Define Noture ond Extent of Known

Contamination

— Investigate Presence/Absence of Areas

of Probable Contornination

e Screen Remedial Action Alternatives
s Collect Dota for Baseline Risk Assessment
o Initiate Treatobllity Studies If Possible

{

Feasibliity Study Report

Remedia!l Investigation Report l

Are
Dato
Sufflcient to
Support
ROD

Prepare RI Work Pian Addendum
for Phose Il
s Choracterization  eTreatabllity

Perform Remedial

Rigk Asgsessment & Final
Feaslbllity Study

Prepare Proposed Plan, Flnal

Investigation Phase 1l

o Collect Data for Selection
of Remedial Alternatives

* Risk Assessment

* Treotobllity

Record of Decision




(A) Declalon Criteria
» Imminent & Substatlaj Endangerment may Exist

» The Most Effectlve Mitigation Method is Readily
Apparent & Justifled by Impacts ta Site Clean—up
Priorities

o Remaval Action Is Justified as Deflned in
NCP Section 300.415

Qo

the Data
indicate That
an Imminent &

———————————— Do
the Data
Indicate ™-*

an Expedited
Response ~vuw

Concurrent
Evaluation With
RI/FS Process From
initiation Through

nse

*

(ISE) Situation

Substaontial Endangerment

5
i

—
sy
o,

ni

Screen & Select Removal

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysls
{EE/CA)
{Non—Time Critical Removal Actlon)
® Screen & Select Removal

Alternatives
® Define Removal Goal
e Deslgn Removal Action
* Design FS/Treatability Study

t Study

Final ROD is Justified May Exist
e (x) (Time Critical)
Re—ovaluate as New
Data Ia Coliscted or
New Analyses Perfarmed
Perform Aggregate Area Management Study
Step 1 _Step 2 Step 3
Compile Existing ¢ ldentlfy Data Gaps ® Perform Preliminary
% Data & Analymes investigations
2| eEnvironmental » Identify Data * Write “Aggregate
™ eProcess/Discharge Quality Deficlencles Area Management Aggregate Arsa
5| eHistory ¢ Asseas Operable Study Report’ M
=| sMapa Unit Boundarles and/or Toplcal Report (AAl
p port (AAMSR)
+ Assess Need for Study Reports
Initiate the Study Preilminary investigations|
¢ Screen & Limits FS
Deflne & Prioritize > Remedial Technologles
Aggregate Areas &
ieporate Operable Units Formulate Initiat Reflne Conceptual Deflne Conceptual
Conceptual Model(s) Model(s) Model Can
Complle List of FS Remedial
Po‘e‘r’\ﬂol ARARs Refine ARARs ARARs STOChm;l:gllj’ E‘d
creened, imite
] Site Description ond Initlated Based
3 Deflnition of Operable Bosed on
Collect Assess Data to Make Unlt Boundorles to AASMR
Pertinent ERA Declsions & to Obtaln Timely & ?
Data Focus & Limit RI/FS Reasonable RODz
Priority Listing of
Programmatic Declsi RODs

©)

Imminent and Substantlal Endangerment

Criteria
(2) interlm Response Criteria
(3) General Declslons
a) Polnt of Compilance
b) Land Use Declslons
c) Data Quallty Needa
d) Approval Mechanlem for Short—Term
Actlons and New Data
) Clean—up Criteria
f) Acceptablilty of Existing Data
g) Use of Analagous Data From Similar
Dlepozal Practices and Geology

{4) Con TPA Priorities and Mileatones be
Changed Because of Short-—-Term
Actlons and New Data

(5) How and When to Implement Change
Mlestones

(6) NEPA/cEPA

Start FS Bosed upon
Screened and Limited
Remedial Technologles

Alternatives, Define ﬁ is
Removal Goal, and Emergency Tri-Party Perform Removal Yes
Design Removal Action | = [———— > Agresment Actio » Removal Action Sufflclent
Memorandum Actlons to Prepore OU
FS Report
?
Public
Meeting &
Comment

Do

Site Temporarily Stof
Priortles Public @om P)l,un P
Justify Writing Mesting Preparation &
Work?Plon Adust Milestons

Prepare RI/FS ~ Work Plan(s)
for Key Source Operable Unit
ond Groundwater /Aggregate Are.
Operable Unit

Perform Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

e Validate Existing Key Data as Necessary
® Collect and Interpret Required New Data
- Deflne Graundwater Flow System
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. TRA_ALORIDE

Minimum contour is 50 ug/L
Contour intervals are 1000 ug/L
| + indicates well location
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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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® amount
|~ Model
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e Operations -~
Sampling
Analysis

e geologic
® Facliity Media Concentrations ® geochemical ° etc.
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Proposed | 1d For Cleanup Standards Strategy Deviopment & Site-Wide
Soil Background Sampling/Analysis -FY ‘91

I. Cleanup Standards/ER Criteria Strategy Development $ 390K
Preparation, reviews, revision (Approx. 4 man-years)

Il. Soil Background:

Sampling/Analysis $300 K
Documentation: $ 75 K
Proposal

Soil Backgre n Position Paper
S/A Resu ; Evaluation & Report

. Groundwater Backgroun $ 40 K
Data compilation/ev: 1ation
Model development
Model corroboration lanning (recommendations for current and future S/A)
Position (Status) report

IV. Task Team Support $ 56 K

V. Services, etc. $ 18 K
Total $879 K



Propose( Activities for Development of Cleanup Standards
Draft Strategy and Site Background Activities

FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992

Aug Sep| Oc* MNov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr Masy Jun Jul Aug  Sep | Oct Nov Dec

e
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Strategy Proposal |._
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Documentation
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Soil Background
Position Paper

T

S/A Results Evaluation
and Report

Groundwater Background

Data Compilation/ '
Ev. ation

|._
|
|___ -
Model Evaluation |——
. —

Model Corroboration
Pl ning

Status Report







