UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAC_.ICY
‘ REGION 10 HANFORD PROJECT OFFICE

A ppot®” 712 SWIFT BOULEVARD, SUITE 5

RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 99352

anOYL,
Wagenct”

December 10, 1997

Owen Robertson

Senior Project Manager
U.S. repartment of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550, MS HO-12
Richland, WA 99352

Re:  Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility Inspection Report
Dear Mr. Robertson:

On November 10, 12, and 14, 1997 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
performed an inspection of the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF). The
inspection focused on compliance with ARAR and the approved facility operations plan. The

attached report documents the results of the inspection and any corrections that are necessary.

EPA will issue a follow-up letter regarding the continued operation of the leachate tank at
the ERDF.

It should be recognized that full cooperation by both Bechtel Hanford (BHI) and Waste
Management Federal Services (WMFS) was given to EPA during the inspection. Records for

each checklist item were organized and readily available.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the results of the inspection, please

contact me at (509) 376-4919.
Smcerely
we/é( ,«75/ q/ﬂ s )

Pamela S. Innis
EPA ERDF Project Manager

Enclosure
ccC! Jack Donnelly, Ecology
Glenn Van Sickle, BHI
4 DF-1 Post ROD)

Printed on Recycled Paper






Introduction

On November 10, 12, and 14, 1997 EPA performed an inspection of the Hanford Environmental
Restoration Disposal Facility. The inspection focused on compliance with ARAR and the
approved operations plan for the facility.

Full cooperation by both Bechtel Hanford (BHI) and Waste Management Federal Services
(WMFS) was given to EPA during the inspection. Records for each checklist item were
organized and readily available. Specific findings requiring action by DOE/BHI/WMES are listed
below.

It was noted during the inspection that several sections of the Operations Plan for the ERDF had
I irevised. Under CERCLA, the Operations Plan serves the function of the Remedial Action
Work Plan. EPA must be kept inforn  of  ing t* ' following Section 9.3 of the Tri-
Party Agreement. EPA had not been copied on the revisions and BHI and WM__ 5 were infor  :d
that all revisions to date must be submitted to EPA and the Administrative Record. EPA will
examine these revisions to determine if formal agreements on the changes must be made.

During the inspection, Tank | of the leachate management tanks was noted as having a leak above
the 40" level on the tank. The tank, when filled above 40", leaks an average of 3 gallons per day.
Currently, the tank is below that level (at approximately the 10" level on the inspection date).
Both tanks were found to leak in January 1997. Repairs were initiated in May of 1997 and both
tanks were recertified 7/21/97. EPA was notified of a potential leak in Tank 1 in early September.
Records indicate that the tank has been leaking since 09/05/97 and that a plan of action would be
implemented. No plan of action had been formulated until November 6, 1997 when the
construction contractor for the facility was requested to submit a schedule for the repair. 1

tank remained in operation until November 14, when all leachate was removed from both tanks
for shipment to ETF. Repairs on Tank 1 were subsequently completed by 11/26/97.

1t was also noted during the inspection that a change to the approved leachate management plan is
necessary. The current plan specifies that the limit for leachate application is 4,444 gallons per
day. This number was determined using the data from the water balance study completed by BHI
which specified 0.5 gal/sq yd for trafficked areas. Recycled leachate application exceeded this
limit on one occasion. It appears that this number was developed for dust suppression activities
and did not take waste compaction requirements into account. This discrepancy needs to be
resolved and the leachate management plan revised accordingly.






QA Plan Pass Fail
QAPjP reviewed by project manager (annual) v
QA Coordinator assigned _Mike Madison - WMFS v
Document review

Comments/Responses on file v
Personnel Training Records (40CFR264.16)
Hanford General v
Specific: Compaction Testing v
Sampling v
Emergency Planning v
Environmental Monitoring v
Personnel qu. ication records v
Sof fication records v
Dat n program current
Air v
Leachate v
Washwater v
Document control system in place v
Inspections (40CFR264.15)
Inspection schedule established v
Documentation available v l
Test Control
Compaction Testing
Performed every 1000yd? v
Test Results - min of 90%of modified Proctor v
Test Reports Maintaine v
Environmental Testing (Leachate, Washwater, Air)
Test reports maintained v
Calibration records available (see QAI, Table 2, pg 595) v
Sample Handling (Leachate, Washwater, Air) ,
Sampling log maintained v
Chain of custody maintained (documented) v
QA Records stored in safe condition v
Comments: _No Comments.







Waste * :ceptance Plan
Waste Profile records

Log of those reviewed

Log of those approved/rejected
Onsite Waste Tracking Form records

Load number records

Log of those reviewed

Log of those )proved/rejected
Daily Inventory Records

Total allowable inventory exceeded:

Daily Waste Receipt Report maintained
Onsite Waste Tracking Forms maintained
“’spc  locations identified
Comments: No ~~mment.

N/A

Pass

PR Y

Fail _]






















