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[NOTE: This paper represents a cooperative, good faith effort on 

the part of EPA and Ecology to provide a framework on how the 

past-prac~ice investigation process could be conducted more 

efficiently at Hanford. However, the issues are complex .and the 

options are numerous. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 

there will be less than total agreement between EPA and Ecology 

on every detail or concept presented. Certain issues can only be 

resolved through the process of three-party discussions.] 

EPA and Ecology have discussed the referenced change request 

on several occasions and on two occasions with DOE-RL. The 

change request, as submitted by DOE - RL on February 6 , 1991 , 

proposes to replace all future past-practice work plans with a 

new process. This is not acceptable, and therefore EPA and 

Ecology are disapproving the change request. The 00~-proposal 

failed to justify the need to replace or delay cleanup processes 

established in the Tri-Party Agreement. However, EPA and Ecology 

believe that ~me efficiencies can be gained over the existing 

past-practice investigation process by incorporating portions of 

the DOE proposal and by adding new provisions. Any changes to 

the existing process and schedules must be made in consideration 

of long-term solutions, including DOE's commitment to fully fund 

and implement the required work in a timely manner. We are 

interested in an approach by which DOE can maximize efficiency 

and keap project~ on schedule with full funding. EPA and Ecology 

believe that deficiencies in funding or the unwillingness to 

place appropriate funds on cleanup activities caus.e _DOE to 

request these schedule changes, although DOE has not formally 

declared that schedule delays are necessary due to the lack of 

applied funds. 
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EPA and Ecology rec ogn ize t ha t i mp r ovement s c an be made t o 

current Tri-Party Agreement approach o f investiga ting a nd 

cleaning up p ast-practic e waste sites a t Ha n fo r d . To t ha t end , 

we have been wo r ki ng closel y with DOE over the past year to 

st r eamli ne t he ex ist i ng methodology . This has resulted in a 

g eneral approach ( the· "Hanford Pa st-Prac t ice Wo r k Pl an 

Stra teg y" ) , which has receiv ed input f rom all t h r ee parties, 

although specific implementat i on o f a ne w a pp r oach h a s had li t tle 

d is c ussion and was not formally propose d prio r to February 6 . 

This strategy has not been approved by EPA -or Ecology a nd wi l l 

require modification based upon the c once pts prov ided in this 

response. The February 6 change request was DOE's first attempt 

toward an implementation strategy. Although tha t change request 

was not acceptable, EPA and Ecology believe t ha t the three 

parties can work together t o construct an accep t ab le s t r ategy in 

a short period of time. 

The EPA and Ecology believe it is importa nt to incl ud e new 

provisions to ensure that activities necessary fo r t imel y proj ec t 

completion are implemented a s planned . The points l i st e d bel ow 

indicate EPA's and Ecology's approach to implementati on of a 

streamlined approach to past-practice work at Hanford. These 

points are organized in terms of 1) general topics/ issues, 

2 ) a 100-Area approach, and 3) a 200-Area approach. In some 
------. cases, specific recommendations are offered, while in others, EPA 

and Ecology have identified areas that need to be negotiated with 

DOE. 

It will be DOE's responsibility to provide the resources 

necessary for implementation of this methodology. There has been 

n o attempt to f i t the necessa r y work into DOE - RL 's e nvi ronmental 

restoration budget, either f or the current fiscal y e a r o r beyond. 

However, it should be noted that this methodology will result in 

reduced costs and increased efficiencies in sev eral areas. These 

points identify what EPA and Ecology believe arE the min imal 

requirements for a successful program. 
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GENERAL TOPICS/ ISSUES 

1 . EPA and Ecology are willing to adjust both M-1 2 and M-13 to 

some extent , but onl y under cond itio ns that will lead to 

efficiencies and keep l ong-term schedules in t act and 

enforceable. In other wo rds, any adjustments t o near-term 

schedules must not resul t in record s of decision beyond 

those dates scheduled or anticipated under the current 

schedules. 

For M- 12, EPA and Ecology insist that a ll work plans through 

200-UP-2 (due June 30, 1991) be submitted as per the 

currrent Tri - Party Agreement schedule . EPA and Ecology are 

willing to defer submittal of the following work plans into 

M-1 3 , as the first work plans to be submitted under that 

milestone: 

OQerable Unit Milestone Number Cur rent Due Date 

100 - BC-2 M- 12 -1 6 August 1991 

200 -BP-5 M- 12 -1 7 October 1991 
: .t·-

100-DR-2 M-12-18 December 1991 

200-ZP-l M-12-19 February 1992 

100-KR-2 M-12-20 April 1992 

---. 
By deferring these work plans (not deleting them), EPA and 

Ecology recognize claims by DOE-RL that its funds are 

inadequate to both develop further work plans and to 

implement approved work plans, as well as carrying out other 

work required by the Tri-Party Agreement. We are only 

wi lling to defer development of work plans if DOE agrees and 

demonstrates that funding is inadequate to carry out its 

responsibilities under the Tri-Party Agreement. By 

deferring the submittal of certain work plans , EPA and 

Ecology are giving DOE the opportunity to use existing 

funding to con6entrate on implementing field . activities and 

the aggregate area management approach in a manner agreed to 
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by a ll part ies. During the delay period , EPA and Ecology 

expect DOE to secure funding necessary to develop the 

deferred work plans and to carry out all wo r k required b y 

those plans in a t imely manner . 

For M-13, ( submittal of 6 work plans per yea r), As a 

compo nent of an acceptable change package , EPA and Ecology 

are will ing to defe r the start date o f M-1 3 - 00 (currentl y 

scheduled to begin in calendar y e ar 1992 ) unti l Janua r y 

1 99 3 ~ The first fi v e work pl a ns to be submitted aft~r 

January 1993 would be the abov e mentioned work plans that 

we re deferred from M-12 . A speci fic date fo r submittal of 

each work plan will be established as p a rt of the a nnual 

update to the work schedule (Appendix D of the Ac tion Plan ) 

Thi s will allow DOE t o focus available fund i ng on the work 

at hand, and provide time to secure the additional fundin g 

neces sa r y to develop and implement these plans. 

For future work plans, i.e., those contai ned in M-13-00, it 

should be possible to obtain a pproved work plans wi th a 

reduced effort on the part of all parties. Add·ftionally, 

the scope of the field work that will r equired by each of 

these future work plans should be reduced to some extent 

from the level required for the first several work plans. 
---.. 

This is achievable through a focused RI / FS process, where we 

build on a base of knowledge that is continually developing . 

As a n example , the 100 - BC-l operable unit will undergo a 

rigorous RI / FS process. The RI / FSs for those adjacent 

operable units (100 - BC-2, 100-BC- J, and 100-BC-4) can be 

tailored in consideration of what was learned at 100-BC- l . 

EPA _9-nd Ecology envision a "focus ed " or "streamlined" RI / FS, 

wherever possible, in terms of both the work plan and the 

investigation for such future operable units. _ ~lose 

coordination with the regulators during all phases of work 

pl an development is necessary for th~s to occur. 
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The RI / FSs for the four currently approved work plans will 

be fully funded , implemented , and completed in accordance 

with the currently approved schedules. Addi tional interim 

milestones will be developed, in accordance with Section 11 

of the Action Plan, in the near term to ensure progress 

toward timel y completion of these RI / FSs. 

4 . EPA and Ecology have been pursuing DOE a nd WHC to cons truct 

a site- wide (o r at least area-wide) groundwater model , t o 

better understand the flow s ys tem as a whole at Hanford. 

EPA and Ecology propose that a new major milestone, along 

with in terim milestones to ensure progress, be established. 

EPA and Ecology believe that this ef f ort shoul d not be 

funded solely through the environmental restora tion budget, 

since benefits will be shared by other programs. 

5 . One of the problems EPA and Ecology have observed with 

implementation of the environmental restoration program 1s 

the lack of di r ect oversight to planning and coordination of 

field activities , support services, and the budget. To 

date , it appears that each RI/FS project has its own 

schedule and management structure which is independent of 

other projects. EPA and Ecology believe that better project 

coo rdination will enhance the ability to stay on schedule. 

-----This issui wil l become more complex as more projects are 

added to the system. Therefore, EPA and Ecology are 

identifying this as a problem that needs attention by DOE, 

as the ;emedy must come from within DOE. 

One possible solution to this problem is for DOE to create a 

" coordinator role", with in DOE-RL Environmental Restoration 

Divisi on. The purpose should be to ensure that all ER work 

required by the TPA is accomplished in an efficient, 

coordinated ma nner . Functions such as assurance of 

consistency in preparation of pr imary documents, data 

compilation from a wide range o f sources, coord:i.nat1on o f 
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activities to ensure available drill rigs, field equipment, 

specialized personnel, and laboratories should be included. 

6 . DOE and WHC have been attempting to conduct a performance 

assessment on a site-wide basis for the past t wo years. 

However, funding -has not allowed this to be a priority. We 

would propose a new major milestone, with interim milestones 

to measure progress on this issue. EPA and Ecology believe 

that this effort should not be funded solely through the 

environmental restoration budget, since benefits will be 

shared by other programs. To clarify the definition of 

performance assessment, we have attached a short description 

of the performance assessment task, as we understand it, to 

provide a common definition for all parties and to outline 

the objectives of performance assessment. 

7. It is EPA's and Ecology's understanding that DOE and WHC 

have been attempting to conduct a soil and groundwater 

background study on an area-wide basis (e.g., 100-Area, 200-

Area, etc.) for the past two years. However, the results of 

this study have not yet been finalized. EPA and Ecology 

recently received a draft copy of the document, 

"Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Background 

for the Hanford Site", WHC-MR-0246, dated March 1991. We 

would propose a new major milestone, with interim milestones 

to denote progress toward finalizing this document. This 

would result in an improvement to the current process of 

establis~ing background on an operable unit or an individual 

waste site basis and would require less effort and dollars 

in the long run. This document will be subject to approval 

by EPA and Ecology and will be included in Appendix F of the 

Action Plan. 

8. Currently, the RI Phase 1 Report is -listed as a secondary 

document. Due to our experience with lack of agreement with 

DOE and its ~ontractors over the 1100-EM-l operable unit 
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baseline risk assessment (which is contained in the Phase 1 

_Report), EPA and Ecology will insist that the RI Phase I 

Report be changed to a primary document. 

As currently provided in Table 9-1 and Section 11.5 of the 

TPA Action Plan, - EPA or Ecology may identify other 

supporting documents as primary documents. These documents 

could be supporting documents under the RI / FS (or RFI / CMS ) 

process or they could be documents related to broader 

' -activities, such as the AAMS process. 

9 . One objective of the AAMSs and Phase I of the remedial 

investigations, including screening activities, is 

identification of potential sites for expedited response 

actions. In order for priority abatement actions to be 

initiated and completed; adequate funding must be available. 

DOE must commit to the implementation of any expedited 

actions as additions to the Tri-Party Agreement, without an 

impact to existing milestones. If the amount of funding 

allocated for expedited response actions in a fiscal year 

should be inadequate to meet identified objectives, DOE must 

take all necessary steps to obtain additional funding. 

,, 
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100-AREA APPROACH 

EPA and Ecology are willing to adjust some schedules t o gain 

efficiencies and to speed up the overall cleanup in ·the 100-

Area. As a condition to modifying current schedules, the revised 

approach would have to i nclude the following elements: 

1. As a component of an acceptable change package, EPA and 

Ecology wou ld accept deferred submittal of the 100-BC-2, 

100-DR~2, and 100-KR- 2 work plans until calendar year 1993, 

when they would apply toward the completion of M-13-00 . 

2. All of the field screening, scoping, and non-intrusive 

activities (as defined in the Figure 7~4 of the TPA Ac tion 

Plan) that have been identified in work plans and that 

should have been accomplished for all source term waste 

sites during prepa ration of the 100 - Area work plans t hrough 

100-FR-l must be conducted immediately. Some of these 

activities are safety related and must be completed before 

other fie ld activities can occur. 

Scoping for the groundwate r operable units (100-HR-3, 100-

BC-5, 100-KR-4, 100-NR-l, and the groundwater portion of 

100-FR-l) would consist primarily of review of existing 

information and non-intrusive work. Since there is a 

limited amount of groundwater data in much of the 100-Area, 

the scoping would be supplemented with existing information 

available from other sources, even if those sources are 

outside the currently identified groundwater operable unit 

boundaries. 

The three parties would work closely together during alt 

scoping activities, assessing data and making modifications 
-

to work plans , as necessary . Groundwater operable unit 

scoping would be planned to coincide w~th the river impact 

study and would provide data, along with source term scoping 
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information, on which to begin the 100-Area combined risk 

assessment. 

3. Over the next few weeks, the parties will meet to rescope 

the current 100-Area work plans that have been (or are 

being) prepared. - The rescoping will be aimed at placing the 

initial focus of the intrusive investigations on the highest 

priority waste sites within each operable unit for which a 

work plan has been prepared. We believe the collective 

knowledge of the three parties and the information contained 

in the work plans, is sufficient to identify the high 

priority waste sites. 

Rescoping will allow DOE to place resources on the 

investigation in phased approach, with the highest priority 

waste sites in each operable unit at the beginning of the 

process (RI Phase 1), and the lower priority waste sites 

deferred to a later phase (RI Phase 2). This will result in 

information and data on the more critical waste sites at an 

earlier point in time, which will enable us to arrive at an 

earlier record of d~cision for higher priority ~aste sites 

or for an entire operable unit. This concept of a "focused" 

record of decision could apply to similar waste sites 

contained in different operable units. This methodology 

will also give us more accurate information to support 

initiation of expedited response actions at the higher 

priority waste sites. 

It is likely that additional data needs will be identified 

during the RI Phase I. Depending on the scope of the data 

needed--, it could be collected during RI Phase _II or, _ 

perhaps, as an addendum to the Phase I investigation. For 

the groundwater operable units, the ~ame concept would apply 

-- focus the first investigation where we know problems 

exist, providing enough information to arrive at a record of 

decision and/or to support an expedited response action. 
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In the RI Phase II, follow-up investigations of the higher 

priority sites would be accomplished and investigations· of 

lower priority sites would be implemented in a streamlined 

manner, based on experience gained in Phase I. The goal 

during Phase II would be to extrapolate the information 

learned about the higher priority sites to similar lower 

priority sites, as we ll as to fill data gaps. 

This approach combines the advantages of investigating high 

priority units of similar t ype and history ahead of lower 

priority units, while keeping the current operable unit 

concept intact. We can also take advantage of the 

significant amount of work accomplished in the preparation 

of the va rious work plans, e v en though some effor t to 

rescope the wo r k plans wi ll be necessary. 

Three-pa rty agreement on the details of how each work plan 

wi ll be rescoped will be achieved in accordance with the 

following schedule: 

Operable Conceptual Submit Rescoped 

Unit Agreement Work PlaniSchedule 

100-HR-l 5/8/9 1 6/8/91 
----100-DR-l 5/8/9 1 6/ 8/91 

100-HR-3 5/8/91 6/8/91 

100-BC-l 5/15/91 6/15/91 

100-BC-5 . 5/ 15/91 6/15/91 

100- KR-l 5/ 15/ 91 6/15/91 

100-KR -4 5/ 15/91 6/15/91 

100 - .m-1 6/ 1/ 91 7 / 1/--9 1 

100-NR-3 6/1/ 91 7 /1/91 

100-FR-l 8/1/91- - , 9/1,(91 
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4 . Based on the completion of rescoping the work plans, as 

described above, a detailed integrated schedule for 

completio~ ~~f all investigative work in the 100-Area mus~· be 

developed. Consideration and scheduling of all necessary 

resources must be made, including items such as d~illing 

rigs, specialized staff expertise, laboratory capability and 

capacity , etc . This schedule must be used to construct the 

individual operable unit work plan schedules to be submitted 

with the rescoped work plans as indicated above. Prior to 

approval, each of the individual work plan schedules will 

have numerous interim milestones established, in order to 

track and ensure progress of the various tasks. The 

integrated schedule must accommodate the September 2005 date 

(M- 15 - 00) for completion of all RI / FSs. 

5. EPA and Ecology expect that this integrated system will 

result in earlier records of decision than are achievable 

under the current system. Since we do not have approved 

schedules for the 100-Area work plans, we do not have a 

baseline to measure against . Therefore, the schedules to be 

constructed for each of the 100-Area work plans '5·must be 

aggressive toward the goal of early records of decision. 

With the increased scoping activities prior to initiating ---intrusive field work, EPA and Ecology believe that DOE 

should be able to complete an RI/FS (or RFI/CMS) project 

within 48 months after beginning the intrusive field work. 

Closer ~oordination between DOE and the lead regulatory 

agency should lead to shorter document preparation and 

review times. 

6. DOE will conduct a focused study to determine the effect of 

the Columbia River on the hydr9logy - and contaminant 

migration within the 100-Area operable units. This study 

will maximize the use of currently available information and 

will focus on the areas of highest contamination- and 
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c o nc e r n . However, EPA and Eco logy r e cognize that some d a t a 

from out side t h e c urre nt ly defined operable units wil l b e 

neces sa r y fo r c ompl e ti on o f this study . 

The objectives , scope , design, and dura t ion of t he s tudy 

shal l be agreed t o by t he t h r ee p a r t ies no later than April 

22, 1991 . I n f orma t i on ob t a ine d from this study will be us ed 

t o support a combi ned or cumula t ive r i s k a ssessment of t h e 

100 - Area , in t erms o f the Col umbia River as a r oute of 

e x posu re t o c onta minants. 

DOE will c o nd uct a combined risk assessment for the 100-

Area, a s noted above. Th i s risk assessment will include the 

Columbia Riv er as a primary pathway for contaminant 

migra t io n , a s well as other e xposure scenarios that consider 

vari ous po t e ntial l a nd use a l t ernativ es. It will consider 

both ecologica l a nd human hea lth impa cts. 

Informatio n g athered du r ing the first few operable unit 

remedial i nvestigati ons, including area wide scoping 

activities, will be considered in this risk as~~ssment. 

Timing for the risk assessment will be established in 

consideration of the integrated schedule for the 100-Area, 

as mentioned above, with the intention of completing the 
-----first phase as quickl y as possible. 

The information gathered during inv estigations of later 

operable units will be used to supplement the combined risk 

assessment and remedial actions will be modified 

accordingly. We would not expect the later operable units 

t o sig nificantl y i mpact the r i s k a ssessment, since t~ey are 

lower priority units to begin with. 

This c ombined risk assessment will replace individual ris k 

assessments for each 100-Area operable unit, resulting in a 

comprehensive approach to cleanup of the various sites- and 
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groundwa ter. Benefits achieved via expedited response 

actions will be facto red i nto the risk assessment, if such 

actions can demonstrate that improvements have already 

occurred. 

8 . DOE would not develop new Feasibility Study reports on an 

operable unit basis . Rather , it would conduct three stand 

alone or 11 ba s e 11 FS reports fo r the entire 10 0-Area . Thes e 

reports would consider 1 ) source operable units (except N­

Area), 2) groundwater operable units, and 3) N-Area, as it 

is distinctly different from t he other 100-Areas. 

It is expected that these r eports will be based on 

informatio n obtai ned as the priority inves tigations proceed 

in each operable unit, for various categories of waste 

sites. This methodo logy will work , since the feasible 

alternatives for remed ia tion of similar waste sites which 

received similar types and vol umes of wastes should be t he 

same , even if the waste sites are in different operable 

units. Any additional info rmation from the later operabl e 

units would serve to supplement or confirm the c-ontent of 

the three base FS reports. 

DOE would begin assembl y of the base FS reports as soon as 
---... 

the scoping activities are underway and wou ld complete them 

as soon as the data allow, in accordance with the integrated 

schedule for the 100-Area operable units. I t is important 

that the base FS report s be scheduled and completed in a 

timely manner, to accommodate schedules f o r early records of 

decision, remedial design, and remedial a c tion. 
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200-AREA APPROACH 

The Aggregate Area Management Study (AAMS) approach, as 

outlined in the " Ha nfo r d Pa s t- Practice Work Plan Strategy", has a 

different applica ti o n at t he 20 0- Area t han at the 100-Area for a 

number of reasons. It is i mportant to understand that the AAMS 

for the 200-Area is not an end unto itself, but rather a tool 

that will lead to increased efficiencies in the past-practice 

investigation process and, ultimately faster records of decision. 

As previously stated, EPA and Ecology do not concur with DOE's 

proposal to delete all work plan milestones. EPA's and Ecology's 

approach to implementation of the AAMS concept in the 200-Area is 

as follows: 

1. EPA and Ecology agree to defer submittal of RI/FS work plans 

for the 200-BP-5 and 200-ZP-l operable units into M-13. 

2 • DOE will conduct a series of AAMSs to cover all source terms 

in the entire 200 - West Area and the 200-East Area (not 

including 200-BP-l -- information from the 200-BP-l RI / FS 

will feed into the appropriate AAMS). The 200-Area, even 

when divided into East and West, is too large to accommodate 

a single AAMS for all source terms. However, eight well 

defined areas within the 200-Area exist that would be 

-----suitable for the scale of an AAMS. These areas or waste 

area groups are as follows: 

a. B- Plant 

b. PUREX 

. c. Semi-works 

d. 200-Area North 

e. Redox 

f. T-Plant-

g. U-Plant 

h-. Z-Plant 
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The eight areas identif i ed are subject to discussi o n, and 

perhaps there· is a better way to categorize them, to ensure 

that such waste a rea groups as burial grounds -- are inG:-luded. 

The g r oundwa t er beneath the 200 - Ar ea would be d ivided into 

t wo separate AAMS projects -- one for 200-East and one for 

200-West. As the existing groundwater information and 

v a d ose zone informati on is assimilated, it should provide a 

good information source to substantiate the definition of 

specific groundwater operable units within the 200-Area. As 

such groundwater operable units are identified, they will be 

prioritized and added to the Action Plan work schedule. 

Information collected under the groundwater AAMS projects 

will be integrated into the site-wide (or area-wide) 

groundwater flow model. 

The design of the AAMss will be fashioned after the 

guidelines in the strategy document, although this document 

has not yet been finalized or approved by the parties. 

Existing information will be used wherever possible, in 

consideration of data quality objectives. A li~ited amount 

of new intrusive work (such as installation of groundwater 

wells or vadose borings) will be necessary to achieve the 

desired result of the AAMS. Efforts to connect known 

------subsurface · cont am i nation to sources will be made, followed 

by detailed mapping of the contaminant plumes. A search of 

available and applicable process information and records 

will be made to more accurately predict the contaminants of 

concern. The design will have to be agreed to by the three 

parties. We believe the general design of the AAMSs can be 

agreed upon by the end of the 45-day public comment period 

on the change packages and can be implemented immediately 

thereafter. 

A new major milestone for completion of the AAMSs by 

September 1992 will be established and issued for public 
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comment as part of the EPA's and Ecology's response to the 

currently proposed change packages . Several i nterim 

milestones will need to be established ror tracking and to 

ensure progress toward completion of the major milestone . 

----.... . . 
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ATTACHMENT 

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 

Ap r i l 5, 199 1 

This writeup represents a brief summary of the scope of a 

performance or risk assessment milestone discussed in the general 

topics/ issues of the EPA and Ecology change package response. 

The purpose is to provide the three parties with a definition and 

common basis of understanding of performance assessment. 

The current past-practice strategy, as well as all other 

waste management projects ongoing at Hanford place little 

emphasis on performance or risk assessment. The lack of a 

technically defensible flow and transport analysis in the Liquid 

Effluent Study and the omission of residential and agricultural 

pathway analysis in the 1100 Area baseline risk assessment are 

examples of deficiences identified in initial submittals of 

performance and risk assessment documentation. In addition, 

environmental evaluations have not traditionally been performed 

as a part of the risk or performance assessment process at 

Hanford. These capabilities are required to make sound risk 
----based decisions for the management of active and iqactive Hanford 

waste sites. 

DOE has faXpressed a desire to establish cleanup and waste 

management priorities at Hanford on a risk basis yet has not 

placed an emphasis on development of accepted methods of 

evaluating human health and evironmental r i sk from various 

Hanford waste forms. EPA and Ecology_do not support the current 

DOE-HQ prioritization sy&tem nor the current application of this 

system to Hanford . . EP~ guid~nce documents should provide the 

basic requirements for the evaluation of performance and risk 

assessment, but application of the principles to Hanford and 
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development of an ac~epted methodology t o support risk mana gement 

decisions are not currently a vailable nor do they appear to be 

forthcoming . 

A milesto ne to address p e r fo rmance o r risk a sses sment wi ll 

contain interim milestones for completion of Ha n f ord spec ific 

guid ance documents for the fo l lowing risk asses sment compo nents: 

Pathway Analysi s and Scenar io Development 

•Human health 

•Environmenta l Evaluation 

Flow and Transport Analy ~is Methodologi 

•Unsaturated 

•Saturated 

Was t e Form Release Analysis 

•Liquid Discharges 

•Solid Waste Burial Grounds 

•Grout 
•Single- and Double-Shell Tanks (including 

---. piping) , and 

•Buried Drums 

Remedial Technology Evaluation Capability 

•Containment Technologies (Barriers & Liners) 

•Groundwate r ~reatment ( Pum~ & T -i;:__eat, 

In-Situ, Slurrywall, etc . ) 

•Solidification (In-S i tu Vitrification, 

Grouting, etc . ) 



.:,_ _ 

A summary description o f EPA Super f und guid ance documents i s 

as follows: 

Risk As s essment Guidance fo r Superfund - Volume I, Human 

Health Ev aluation Manua l - Part A (HHEM) - EPA/ 540-1- 89 -

001 : provides guidance on how t o c onduct the human health 

portion of the baseline ris k a ss e ssment. 

Risk Assessment Guidance f o r Superfund - Vo lume II, 

Environmental Evaluation Manual - EPA/ 540/ 1- 89 - 0 01 and the 

companion manual , Ecological Assessment of Hazardous Waste 

Sites: A Field and Laboratory Resource - EPA/ 600 / 3- 89 / 01 3 : 

provides guidance on c onducting the environmental portion of 

the baseline risk assessment. 

Other pertinent guidance includes: Guidance for Conducting 

Remed ia l Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA 

(RI /FS Guidance - EPA/ 540 / G-8 9/004 : describes how the 

baseline risk assessment fits into the overall RI / FS 

process. 
!.·. 

'-• 

Guidance On Preparing Superfund Decision Documents (RO D 

Guidance) EPA/ 624 / 1- 87/ 001 : provides information on how t o 

document the results of the baseline risk assessment in the 

ROD . -----. 

19 




