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STATE OOF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOQGY

ool AW Clearwater, Surte 102 kennewick. \Vashington 99336 ¢ 5091 540

July 26, 1994

Mr. Steven Wisness, Acting Program Manager

Office of Environmental Assurance, Permits, and Policy
U.S. Department of Energy

P. O. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Wisness:

Re: Response to Department of Energy letter "Response to Voluntary
Compliance Letter . .. Milestones M-21, M-22, M-23," transmitted May 18,
1994

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) conducted an inspection of
selected facilities on the Hanford Site on February 7 and 8, 1994, to assess completion of
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (TPA) Milestones 21, 22, and 23.
Findings from this inspection resulted in five corrective actions to be undertaken by the
U. S. Department of Energy-Richland Operations (USDOE). These corrective actions
were identified in the voluntary compliance letter transmitted by Ecology to USDOE on

April 14, 1994,

Of the five corrective actions idéntiﬁed, items one, two, four, and five have been
completed. The cor crationof U™~ =~ ° Westinghouse Ha dC  pany (W 0)
staff workis  with Ecology to acco t :ly conclusion of these it is
appreciate

USDOE has questioned the necessity for completion of itc __ three, construct a barrier
around 100-D-Ponds, and recommends that this matter be resolved at the 100-D-Pond Unit
Managers’ meetings. Ecology agrees that the Unit Managers’ meetings would be the
appropriate format for discussing the security requirements of 100-D-Ponds, and this issue
has been reviewed at the last two meetings held June 16 and July 14, 1994.

At these meetings, Ecology has emphasized that the requirement for a bartier around 100-
D-Ponds is dependent upon the hazard posed by contamination within the active portion of
this facility as defined by Washington Administrative Code (WAC) Chapter 173-303-040.
Should USDOE/WHC demonstrate that contamination does not exist in 100-D-Ponds,
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RESPONSES TO THE FIVE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS CONTAINED IN THE
STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY’S APRIL 14, 1994 LETTER

CORRECTIVE AC1 ) #1

"Within sixty days of receipt of this letter, USDOE and WHC must incorporate
the analytical protocols as actually performed at 222-S Laboratories and at

B Plant into the WAP for each facility. These protocols must describe the
analysis performed ¢ each facility for each analyte, deviations per analyte
from analytical protocols delineated in EPA SW-846 PB88-2339223 Part 4 and
WAC 173-303-110, and rationale for such deviations. Equivalency to EPA
standard analytical procedures as approved by Ecol« must be described in
each WAP accompanied by the rationale for establist g equivalency in lieu of
standard procedures. A ¢ )y of the WAP shall be provided to Ecology for
review and approval."

RESPONSE: The State of Washington Department of Ecology cology) has brought
out three points in this corrective action that require specific response.
First, the interim status waste analysis plans (WAPs) for B Plant and

222-S Laboratories must accurately reference the analytical procedures used
for waste characterization described in the plan. ~ e U.S. Department of
Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) intends to modify current interim
status WAPs to describe the type of laboratory procedures used to characterize
wastes. The WAPs for the 222-S Laboratories and B Plant will be modified by
the requested date of June 13, 1994.

Secondly, Ecology maintains that RL must specifically c: | out deviations from
SW-846 methods within the WAPs, and that data demonstrating equivalency to
SW-846 must be submitted to Ecology for approval. Specific analytical methods
referenced in Hanford facility WAPs satisfy data quality objectives for their
specific application and this is consistent with paragraphs 6.5 and 7.8 of the
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order. According to an
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Fede: | Register notice (58 FR 46040) of
August 31, 1993, SW-846 methods are only required in nine instances and are
used ; guidance in all other applications. None of the applications which
are called out in the interim status WAPs require SW-846 methods explicitly.
Therefore, internal procedures are appropriate and equivalency to SW-846 is
unnecessary.

Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) has issued an internal white paper (WHC-SD-
WM-LB-009, "Deviations from Approved EPA Methods at Hanford Site

Laboreé jries") which describes the methodology and procedures Hanford Site
laboratories intend to use in the future when deviating from regulatory-
approved analytical procedures. For Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) applications, "regulatory-approved methods" include SW-846 methods,
where required by regulation, as well as non-SW-846 methods which are
referenced in Part B permit WAPs. 1timately the anproaches described in this
document will be superseded by similar language wi- in the Hanford Analytical
Services Quality Assurance Plan (HASQAP). Both documents are, or will be,
available for regulatory review.
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Finally, the Ecology letter indicates that the agency wishes to review and
approve WAPs.or elements of WAPs outside of the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Order RCRA permitting process. The Washington
Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303-300 describes the content of the WAP and
analytical method selection. Hanford facility interim status WAPs should
conform to these requirements and will be made available for review upon
request. However, interim status WAPs are not subject to form:¢ Ecology
approval. Formal approvi comes when the final Part pe t (containing the
final status WAP) is ssued by Ecology.

CORRECTIVE ACTION #2

"Within thirty days of receipt of this letter, RL and WHC must revise the tank
transfer data log for documenting transfers from Tank 102 in the

219-S Facility to Tank Farms Double Shell Tank. This revision must clearly
show total waste volume transferre including treatment and flushing solutions
added to the waste. Also, the data transfer log must incor orate the date of
tr isfer and signature of the person in charge of transfer operations. It

eals must also reference the receiving facility’s waste acceptance documents that
specify waste treatment and volume criteria."

RESPON:! RL ¢ 1 WHC |1 revise the tank transfer data log to include the
requested information June 1, 1994, rather than the May 14, 1994, date
requested in the second corrective action. 1is extension is needed since the
tank transfer logsheets contain a full calendar month of information and it
would be more efficient to implement the new logsheets at the start of a month
rather than in the middle of the month.

CORRECTIVE ACTION #3

"Within one hundred eighty days of receint of this letter, RL and WHC must
construct a barrier sufficient to contrc access to 100-D Ponds. This barrier
must be constructed of materials approved by the Ecology Unit Manager for
100-D Ponds, Alisa Huckaby, and Bob Wilson, Ecology Compliance Group, and must
provide a physical deterrence to entry into 100-~ Ponds."

RESPONSE: RL discusse the currt t approach for Hanford facility security
compliance with the Kennewick Ecology office in January 1993, as part of RL
security transition activities. At the time, Ecology did not voice any
concerns pertaining to this approach regarding compliance with

WAC 173-303-310(2)(a) and (b). Hanford facility security complies with

WAC 173-303-310 and the " -aft" Hanford facility RCRA Permit language
contained in General Faci ty Condition II.M. When requirements for a 24-hour
surveillance system are met (i.e., -310[2][b]), WAC 173-303-! )(2)(c),
requirements for an artificial or natural barrier are not ap; icable.

If Ecology wishes to pursue construction of artificial or natural barriers,
Ecology should consider: (1) previous correspondence from Ecology concerning
security compliance, (2) previous Notice of Deficiency (NOD) resolution of
fencing the 216-B-3 Pond System (B-Pond), and (3) the 100-D Ponds will not
receive a discharge after June 1994.
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RESPONSE: Laboratory personnel were following estat ished procedures and
applying additional administrative controls to tank operations during the
February compliance inspection. RL and WHC believe that wastes in Tanks 101
and 102 of the 219-S hazardous waste storage area are being safely managed in
compliance with WAC 173-303-640(5)(b) and no corrective action is necessary.

The Operating Specification Document, 0SD-S-186-0004, current revision states
that the specification 1imit for Tanks 101 and 102 is 3600 gallons and for
Tank 103 is 260 gallons. Although these are specification limits, and not
safety Timits, RL and WHC believe that the tank system can be safely operated
above the specification limits. The high level alarms for Tanks 101 and 103
are routinely set at 90 percent of tank capacity (3600 and 1260 gallons
respectively). The high level alarm for Tank 102 will be changed to

95 percent (3800 gal »ns). Tank 102 is routinely operated at 3600 gallons;
however, the tank level often slightly exceeds 3600 gallons because of
addition of treatment chemicals. In addition, waste can only enter Tank 102
by being manually transferred from Tanks 101 and 103. At no time will the
tank levels of any tank exceed 95 percent of nominal capacity. Normal
operating practices to ensure the tank system is safely operated include
taking tank level readings once per 8 hour shift, forwarding the tank level
readings to the on-duty shift manager, having the cognizant engineer review
the tank Tevels daily, and reviewing the tank levels at the daily Shift

tt 1over meeting. When the tank levels exceed 90 percent, procedures call for
additional administrative controls (more restrictive controls corresponding to
higher alarm level s¢ tings) to be placed upon tank system operations to
ensure that volumes into the tank system do not overflow into secondary
containment.

The ta ¢ alarms re: ire periodic settings above 90 percent when tanker truck
transfers of the 219-S Waste Handling Facility waste to he Double-Shell Tank
System are delayed awaiting required acceptance approvals to ship the waste.
Lag times are associated with the resetting of the alarms through
organizations which calibrate the instrumentation. Applying additional
administrative controls on 21’ ) Waste Handling Facility is preferred to
discontinuing laboi :ory o .ions while awaif 1g transfers.
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