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When the Tri-F ties reviewed the required work plans for the 200 Areas remedial action effort,
the number of work plans were reduced to three, as compared to the original plan with a work
plan for each of the 32 source OUs. Reducing the number of work plans is possible by
incorporating the analogous site approach that has been e ctively used in the 100 and 300 Area
remediation activities. The nine waste site groupings will use a limited number of representative
sites that will be characterized, and these characterization data will be applied to all the sites in
the waste site grouping to evaluate and sélect remedial alternatives. This analogous site
approach builds on the common process history, contam:  nts of concern, etc., for sites within
each group. Thus, instead of requiring 32 source work plans for the 32 source OUs that include
approximately 000 waste sites, the strategy will result in the approximately 1,000 waste sites
being covered in three work plans that focus on characterizing a limited number of representative

waste sites.

Characterization requirements outlined in the work plans will be implemented in the field using
waste-group-specific Descriptions of Work. After the characterization activities are completed
and remedies have been selected for representative sites, the remaining waste sites can be
addressed by referencing the existing remedial action documentation. In this manner, the
additional waste sites are integrated into the process used for the original waste sites. Then, in
the early stages of remedial design, each waste site will have data collected that verify the
applicability of the representative waste site conceptual model, as well as data that support
remedial design/remedial action. The streamlining assoc ed with these enhancements will
result in a quicker and more efficient use of available resources and will allow actual remediation
to occur in an expr  ted manner.
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. Waste generated from remedial activities in the 200 Areas (except for TRU waste) will be
managed (to include treatment and/or disposal) on the Hanford Site.

Constraints

. Funding is a constraint to developing schedules, not to the strategy. The priority 100 and
300 Areas is recognized.

Certain assumptions have been applied or addressed direc 7 in this strategy, whereas other
assumptions and ¢« traints will be applied at the appropriate step in the implementation process
or will be applied during the long-term planning process.

3.0 WASTE-SI'. _ GROUPING OPTIONS A} EVALUATION CRITERIA

The grouping of waste sites is the first step in the assessment process following the 200 Areas
Source Strategy document; the results will be identified in the Technical Document (Figure 1).
The grouping of the sites has historically been based on an OU approach and has resulted in

42 OUs (i.e., 32 sourge OUs, 6 tank farm OUs, and 4 groundwater OUs). The intent of defining
the OUs was to group associated waste sites together that resulted in geographically based OUs,
with approximately the same number of waste sites.

Opportunities exist to streamline the remedial action process by applying the analogous site
approach used in the 100 and 300 Areas to assemble waste site groups based on similar
characteristics such as physical structure, function, and types of waste received. Waste sites can
be grouped across OUs, aggregate areas, or the 200 Areas. These groupings can then be used to
streamline the assessment process by focusing the characterization effort on a limited number of
specific waste sites that represent the group. The representative site data can then be used to
make remedial action decisions for all sites within a group. Sampling of individual waste sites is
expected to be required before remedial design to confirm that remedial action decisions, based
on the analogous site approach, are appropriate and to provide data needed to design the remedy.

As part of the grduping process, it is expected that sites may be identified that will not require
characterization and/or remediation. In some cases, sites may be determined to be nonhazardous
and nonradioactive, and it may be appropriate to remove em from further consideration under
the Tri-Party Agreement. In other cases, minor actions (e.g., housekeeping) may be performed to
remove contaminated or suspect contaminated debris and surface soil, substantially streamlining
the CERCLA process. As these sites are identified, the waste site reclassification process being
used in the 100 Areas will be used in the 200 Areas.
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3.1 CH'TACTERIZATION GROUPINGS

Waste site groupings will provide the basis for organ” " 1g characterization activities and can be
assembled based on a set of criteria. These criteria are di "iarge type (e.g., solid waste, cooling
water, process water), followed by waste-site type (e.g., pond, crib, ditch). It was determined
that these criteria would provide the most efficient method of grouping waste sites, based on
what is currently known about the facilities that generated the waste and the waste sites
themselves.

Using this methodology, grouping the waste sites for characterization purposes resulted in nine
-major groupings (Figure 2). To be able to provide flexibility in establishing specific conceptual
models, preliminary sut  oupings were developed within the major groupings. These
subgroupings were based on contaminant type (e.g., organic, acidic, uranium, plutonium,
inorganic) and w:  -site t_, .

The placen 1t of waste sites in the groupings will be do1  using a systematic review of a1 “able
historical data for e* y waste site, including the use of the AAMS reports, the Waste
Information Data System (WIDS), and other related published documents. An initial review of
all waste sites was performed for (1) description of where the waste came from (process or
processes responsible), (2) type of contaminants discharged (inventory history), (3) type of waste
site, (4) volume of liquid discharged, and (5) geohydrological conditions, such as potential
driving forces in the vadose zone. A more extensive evaluation of the groupings will be
performed before developing the work plans. Categories such as "miscellaneous sites" and
"unplanned releases" may be eliminated (if all waste sites anticipated to be in these groups can be
incorporated into the other groups) or other groups may be added (e.g., miscellaneous sites may
expand into two groups). The refinement of the subgroup levels will be part of the more
extensive evaluation. The rationale for establishing groups and subgroups is further discussed in
Appendix A.

This more detailed evaluation will also include selecting representative site, along with the
refinement of the groups/subgroups and placing 200 Area waste sites into their respective groups.
The representative sites will be selected based on existing information and how the waste sites fit
as a "typical" or "worst-case" (i.e., has the greatest amount and extent of contamination) site for
the waste sites within the group. Therefore, the data obtained from characterization activities for
this representative site can be used for all sites within the group for remedial alternative
evaluation and selection. More than one site may be required to ensure that all pertinent
information can be collected.

3.2 REMEDIATION GROUPINGS
Data collected during characterization will be used to refine waste site groups for remediation.
Groupings may be based on geographic location so the sites within a general area are remediated

at the same time to reduce mobilization costs and to take lvantage of economies of scale or to
support the remediation of outlying areas (e.g., buffer zone). Groupings are also expected to be
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influenced by site priorities, the remedy selected, and coordination needs from other programs.
Remediation waste site groups will build on the "plug-in" iproach to remediation. The plug-in
approach, developed by EPA (1993), is consistent withthe a  ogous site approach and links
sites that have similar characteristics (e.g., physical attributes, contaminants, and contaminated
media). Knowledge gained from previous studies and actions provides the basis and justification
for subsequent actions at similar sites. If an individual site is sufficiently similar to (or
compatible with) : es for which alternatives have already :en developed and analyzed, the
subject site is said to "plug in" to the analysis for that group, and a full analysis for the subject
site is not necessary.

4.0 STRATEGY APPROACH AND1 PLEMENTATION

The overall approach to © "0 Areas strategy has been captured in the flowchart shown in

F _ re 1. This flowcl ~“bre ' the strat=~~ down into several broad, high-level steps. The

~ detail within these steps is discussed in subsequent sections. The key elements of this flowchart
are as follows:

. The Strategy Document develops the overall approach to assess and remediate the 200
Areas (Section 3.1).

. The Technical Document will identify the final waste groups, prioritize groups (for
characterization), and identify representative sites to support future work plan
development.

e Work plans and Descriptions of Work (DOW) will describe the characterization approach

and scope for representative sites identified in the Technical Document.

. Characterization data collected for each representative waste site will be documented in a
RI/RFI report and used to evaluate and select the remedy for all sites associated with (i.e.,
in same group) a representative site (focused feasibility study {FFS]/CMS report and
proposed plan). This effort will support the issuance of a ROD (and will be
supplemented by a permit modification, if needed). Waste site groupings developed for
characterization would be modified to facilitate remediation (Section 3.2). If the
characterization data indicate a need for an immediate action, a removal action will be
performed supported by an engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) and an action
memorandum.

. For sites that do not have site-specific characterizi on data, limited verification sampling
will be performed in parallel with the remedial alternative selection process (proposed
plan and ROD) and/or in association with remedial design/remedial action. This
verification sampling effort is performed on a site-by-site basis to verify that the site fits
the representative waste site group, verifies the a) licability of the conceptual model to
the particular waste site, and will provide necessary data to support remedial design.
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future work plans. The RCRA TSD sites will be incorpo.  :d into the grouping process and
where several representative sites can be used for charact  :ation, the RCRA TSD sites will be
given preference when final representative sites are selected. The integration of the RCRA TSDs
are intended to meet the RCRA TSD closure characterization requirements.

4.1.2 Waste Site Reclassification

During the review of the sites for the Technical Document effort, all L.\ sites will be evaluated to
determine whether there are any candidates that may be r  assified as "rejected,” "closed out,"
"deleted from NPL," or "no action" sites. A procedure is currently being developed for the
Tri-Party Agreement Handbook Guideline TPA-MG-08 to reclassify sites and will be followed
when approved. Reclassified sites will be kept in a separate list for tracking purposes.

C didates for reclassification may include instances whi : (1) waste disposal facilities were
constructed but not used, (2) duplicate labeling exists for + te site produced by  unplanned
release, (3) sites have been cleaned up, (4) the contamination has decayed to background levels,
(5) sites were misclassified as a waste site, or (6) a voluntary action may remediate a site. All
reclassifications are expected to be based on data packages provided to the Tri-Party A; 2ment
reclassification team and will require reclassification approval from the team.

4.1.3 Work/Closure Plans

Work plans establish site characterization needs by (1) evaluating existing data, (2) developing
conceptual models, and (3) identifying data needs and data quality objectives (DQQO). Data are
generally needed to refine the conceptual model and support an initial assessment of risk. Based
on the DQOs, investigation tasks, including sampling and analysis requirements, are defined.
The RCRA TSD closure plans perform a similar function by defining characterization needs to
support closure of the site. The RCRA TSD closure sites will be addressed (along with other
past-practice sites) and will result in an integrated work/closure plan that satisfies RCRA TSD
closure documentation needs (the format will follow the general structure of CERCLA work
plans).

Three work plans will be prepared: one for 200 East Area, one for 200 West Area, and one for
200 Area Burial Grounds. The three work/closure plans will describe the general approach to
characterization of 200 Area representative waste sites and will include Health and Safety,
Quality Assurance Project, Data Management, and Project Plans. The Technical Document,
AAMS reports, and other related scoping documents (such as the Aggregate Area Technical
Baseline Reports) will be referenced to provide key information relating to waste site
descriptions and contaminants of concern. If a presumptive remedy can be identified for a
particular site early in the RI/FS process, the work plan will focus on data collection to confirm
the use and design of the presumptive remedy.

4.1.4 Descriptions of Work

The DOWs provide site-specific details of field activities utlined in the work/closure plans. For
example, borehole or test-pit designs and locations are finalized and specific sample points are
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. Sites that are considered easier to implement remedial actions should be considered over
sites that are more complex to remediate.

. Efficiency gained by remediating/consolidating large geographic areas should be
considered in prioritizing waste site remediation. (Consolidating material to minimize
cap area and prioritizing work so all work in a specific geographic location is performed
at one time should be considered.)

53  SCL...OU™ T AND MILESTONES

Figure 3 provides a schedule that implements the 200 Areas Source Strategy. The schedule
indicates that the year 2008 Tri-Party Agreement milestones to complete characterization
activities can be met. The schedule assumes that the additional funding needs will become
available to support the schedt : (i.e., current funding prof :does not support the schedule). In
additionto cl icte * :ion funding needs. "ic ' $2 to 3 million per year will be needed,
as a minimum, to sustain a cost-effective level of remediation st = ng in fiscal year (FY) 2002
through 2008.

Following approval of this source strategy, Tri-Party Agreement milestones will be updated
accordingly. Currently, interim Tri-Party Agreement milestones are established based on the
submittal of source OU work plans. These milestones will be redefined to reflect the submittal
of three work/closure plans (200 East Area, 200 West Area, and 200 Area Burial Grounds) and
associated DOWs. The schedule assumes that 24 DOWs v 1 be prepared; however, the number
of DOWSs that will ultimately be required will be based on the waste site groups established in
the Technic: Document. In addition, for planning purposes, 24 characterization activities,
characterization reports, and FSs are assumed. However, is as expected that additional
consolidation of documents will occur consistent with the strategy. Six proposed plans ar
RODs are planned to year 2009, after which additional streamlining of the decision process is
expected by using ESDs and focus packages. Active remediation in the field is planned to start
in 2002.

The 216-B-3 Pond, 216-B-63 Trench, and 216-A-29 Ditch will not be integrated into the strategy
to accommodate the existing year 2000 permit modification milestone. These RCRA TSDs will
be addressed separately following the existing RCRA TSD closure process outlined in the
Tri-Party Agreement.

To support the long-range planning process, several assumptions will be required to estimate

costs. These assumptions will be based on the characterization and remediation approaches and
criteria developed in Sections 4.0, 5.1, and 5.2.
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6.0 INTEGRATION NEEDS

Within the Hanford Site there are several ongoing programs 1at may impact or be impacted by
ER (EM-40) activities. These programs include WM (EM-. ), Facility Transition and
Management (EM-60), and Technology Development (EM-50) Programs. In addition, several
projects existin the I Program that are active in the 200 Areas and require integration.
Sections 6.1 and 6.2 provide a brief discussion of each prog m and identify mechanisms that are
currently in place to support integration of the programs.

The 200 Areas Source Strategy development team, which includes the Environmental
Restoration Contractor (ERC), DOE, and regulatory agencies, provides a level of interface with
other programs through their involvement in, or oversight of, other Hanford Site programs,
projects, or work groups, and include the following:

. Eco St 1y Work Group

. Facility transition supporting Tri-Party Agreement Amendment
. Canyon Initiative Team '

. B Plant Transition

. RCRA Closures and Permitting

. Groundwater Remediation

. Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS)

. 100 and 300 Area Remediation Projects

. Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility

. Low-Level Burial Grounds

. B-Pond Closure.

Following completion of the 200 Areas Source Remediatic Strategy, the information will be
incorporated into the DOE-RL strategic planning process (Figure 4) and other existing planning
mechanisms identified below. Integration needs will be reviewed annually through meetings
with the various programs and the strategic planning process.

6.1 ENVI ONMENTAL RESTORATION ROGRAM

The ER Program is responsible for assessing and remediating inactive hazardous and radioactive
facilities and waste sites, including past-practice and RCRA TSD closure sites. The ER Program
consists of several projects, including Remedial Actions and Waste Disposal, Groundwater
Remediation, N Area (100 Areas), and D&D Projects. The 200 Area source waste sites
addressed by this strategy are part of the Remedial Actions and Waste Disposal Project. The ER
Project Long Range Plan provides an integrated technical, cost, and schedule baseline for the
various projects.

Integration needs have been identified at various levels v hin the ER Program. Several OUs
within the 200 Areas have completed various levels of assessment work and include the
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9.0 GLOSSARY

Representative Site

Analogous Site

Analogous Approach

Plug-In Approach

Process Type

Contaminant Type

Conceptual Model

Characterization

Aggregate Area Management Unit

Aggregate Area Management Study Report

- Terms from Process Groupings (Process Condensate, . . . )
- Terms from Waste Site Types (Crib, Pond, . . .)
Presumptive Remedy

26






DOE/RL-96-67
Draft A

™ ol A







DOE/RL-96-67
Draft A

unique geohydrologic phenomenon or conditions, and/or unique dispc . practices that cou
char :the mobility of contaminants within the vadose zone.

he Steam Condensate/Cooling Water Waste Sites Group includes those sites that are typically
above ground or uncovered liquid disposal/retention structures (e.g., ponds, retention basins).
Condensate from steam and cooling water used to control processes did not directly contact
radioactive material and had little potential for chemical or radionuclide contamination. Steam
condensate and cooling water were commonly discharged to unlined ditches and/or ponds for
evaporation and infiltration into the ground. Accidental releases of contaminants to this type of
waste stream have occl __ .d but represent only a small fraction of the volume discharged. This
.group was further subdivide into the two subcategories of sites based on geographic location
and process similarities.

The Chemical Laboratory Waste Sites Group includes sites that received laboratory and/or
decontamination waste. Laboratory facilities provided analytical services for various ‘ocess

rerations in the 200 Areas and genera 1was (e.g., labo ory process, used/discarded
reagents and chemicals) that were discharged to underground disposal structures, such as french
drains. These same structures may have also received laboratory waste that originated from the
300 Area. This group was further subdivided into the subcategories of 200 Areas waste and 300
Area waste. The waste sites are grouped separately, because the nature of the laboratory waste
originating from the 300 Area may be significantly different from the laboratory waste generated
in the 200 Areas.

The group referred to as Miscellaneous Waste Sites contains french drains, sites that received
stack drainage, and equipment decontamination waste. Thus, these three subcategories were
refined within this group. It is expected that these subcategories will be further subdivided based
on specific inventory information, volume of liquid discharged, and equipment decontamination
procedures.

The Tank/Scavenged Waste Site Group contains sites that received high-level tank waste.
Scavenged waste produced during the uranium recovery process contained the most concentrated
radioactive and chemic: waste disposed to the ground int : 200 Areas. Suggested
subcategories included scavenged waste, first-cycle supernate, plutonium-recycled tests reactor
waste, and unscavenged tank waste (cascade waste). Further subdivisions within these
subcategories may be delineated based on criteria, such as specific waste inventory and volumes,
sorption competition, complexants, unique hydrologic ph  )menon, and unique disposal
practices that could change the mobility of contaminants within the vadose zone.

The Tanks/Lines/Pits/Diversion Boxes Waste Sites contain structures used to convey or control
the conveyance of waste from the source facility to the waste disposal site. This group was
further subdivided into the following subcategories: cross-site transfer lines, diversion boxes,
valve pits, catch tanks, miscellaneous tanks, and pipelines. Where possible, ancillary facilities
directly associated with a particular waste site will be characterized in conjunction with that
waste site.
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