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M-026 LDR Report Project Manager Meeting Minutes 
Federal Building 

fr- 7c l!!7 
Richland, Washington 

October 29, 2015 

Meeting Minutes - Approval 

The undersigned indicate by their signatures that these meeting minutes 
reflect the actual occurrences of the above dated meeting. Signatures 
denote concurrence with content only and do not imply agreement or 
commitments. 

Michael S. Collins, Project Lead, DOE-RL 

Purpose: Discuss LOR Report related topics 
The attached minutes are comprised of the following: 
Attachment 1 - Meeting Agenda/Minutes 
Attachment 2 - Attendance List 
Attachment 3 - Actions and Workshop Items 
Attachment 4 - Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 6, 2015 
Attachment 5 - Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 12, 2015 

providing Ecology's draft comments on CY2014 5-Year Full Report and 
LOR table for LDR Meeting/Workshop 

Attachment 6 - Roster and Handout for October 13, 2015 LOR Workshop to address 
Ecology's major issues with CY2014 5-Year Full Report 

Attachment 7 - Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 14, 2015 
providing Ecology's reformatted and numbered draft comments on 
CY2014 5-Y ear Full Report 

C: Admin Record, M-026-0lY and M-026-0lZ 



Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

All-

Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 
Thursday, November 05, 2015 4:55 PM 
Collins, Michael S; 'eber461@ecy.wa.gov'; Trimberger, Bry"'""'"- L"' 
Singleton, Deborah 
Butler, Drusilla H; Farabee, Oliver A (Al); Dagan, Ellen B; 
Draft October LDR PMM Minutes for Review 
M-026 - LDR DRAFT PMM MINUTES - 10-29-2015 for . vae 

Attached are the draft October LOR PMM Minutes for your review. Due to size, I have not included the comments that 
were requested to be attached to the minutes and submitted to the AR. I will bring a hard-copy of the comments to the 
next PMM with the minutes for final review and signature. If you would like to see them sooner, please let me know 

and I will forward separately. Thanks! 

Thank you, 
Dalena Weyns 
Site-Wide Permits, Policy, and Report s 
(509) 376-9304 
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Attachment 1 

Meeting Minutes 

1. CY2014 M-026-01 Y LDR Report Status 

• Mike Collins indicated DOE-RL had received 300 plus comments from Ecology 
and needed to figure out how to deal with them. Deborah Singleton and Mike 
agreed to cover the remaining agenda items, then come back to the discussion on 
the comments. 

2. Storage Assessments/Data Gap Plans provided to TP A Lead Regulatory Agency 
Project Managers and updates of ongoing assessments 

• Elis Eberlein indicated Ecology has not had time to review the handout on 
"Existing Data for LDR Storage Assessments on !MUSTS" 

3. Action Item Status -
Action Item Status from September Meeting 

Action# Responsible Description Status 

1 

2 

3 

~ 

DOE DOE will determine DOE ownership of 
IMUSTs and whether they are assessable. 

DOE-RL Determine status ofDOE-RL storage 
assessment procedure; if current, provide 
Ecology a copy. 

DOE-RL DOE-RL will set up a workshop with Ecology 
to discuss resolution of major issues with LDR 
Report. 

Action 1: The status remains In-Progress. 

Action 2: The status remains In-Progress. 

In-Progress 

In-Progress 

New 

Action 3: Status changed to In-Progress; re-word to state: "DOE-RL will set~ a hold 
workshop~ with Ecology to discuss resolution of major issues with LDR Report. 

New actions: 4) DOE-RL will provide to Ecology a schedule for resolution of 
comments on the CY2014 5-Year Full Report by November 17, 
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2015. 

5) D_OE-RL will hold an ad-hoc meeting with Ecology on November 
3, 2015 to discuss identified potential impacts of comments to 
CY2015 Summary Report and provide schedule for preparing 
Summary Report. 

4. General Discussion 

• The handouts from the October 13 th LDR Workshop will be attached to the 
meeting minutes and submitted to the AR, along with the draft comments 
provided by Elis to Dalena Weyns via email. A discussion was held between 
Deborah, Elis, and Mike that the comments received were only draft and had not 
formally submitted comments, but would need to be formally transmitted in a 
letter to DOE-RL. Dalena stated she thought Elis indicated his intent in 
submitting the draft comments informally was to resolve a number of them during 
theworkshop(s) and not have to address them formally as part ofTPA process, 
citing Eli's email discussing the October 13 LDR Workshop. 

5. Documents to be submitted to the Administrative Record 

• Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 12, 2015 providing 
Ecology's draft ''minor'' comments on CY2014 5-Year Full Report and LDR 
table for LDR Meeting/Workshop 

• Roster and Handout for October 13, 2015 LDR Workshop to address Ecology's 
major issues with CY2014 5-Year Full Report 

• Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 14, 2015 providing 
Ecology's reformatted and numbered draft comments on CY2014 Full Report 

• September 24, 2015 LDR PMM minutes (after reviewed and signed by Ecology) 

6. Next meeting: December 10, 2015 at 10:30 AM. 

• A PMM will not be held in November. 

7. Discussion on comments/major issues with CY2014 LD:ij.. Full Report 

• Deborah requested a schedule from DOE to resolve comments, along with a 
schedule to revise the CY2014 5-Y ear Full Report and a schedule to prepare the 
CY2015 Summary Report. Mike stated ad-hoc meetings/workshops could be 
held as needed outside (PMMs) to address the eight major issues. Deborah stated 
that most of the comments could be addressed by resolving the eight major issues. 
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• Mike indicated that without resolving the small issues (i.e., the other comments), 
he couldn't resolve the big issues. He considered the biggest issue was the 
treatability groups and requested from Ecology what new treatability groups they 
wanted. He indicated that in some cases characterization data does not exist and 
wouldn't exist until the CERCLA or RCRA Corrective Action process. 

• Elis indicated he thought the biggest issues was schedule and that Ecology legal 
(Andy Fitz) had 3 options: 

1. Permit document has schedule 
2. CERCLA ROD has schedule ( and may be covered by TP A milestone) 
3. TP A milestone has schedule 

• Elis also indicated there are too many gaps in schedule information. Ecology's 
lawyers have advised that the schedule information should not be too low of a 
level with treatability groups; rather that a high level document should be 
identified for schedule information for every waste stream. 

• Mike questioned if citing Milestone M-015 or M-016, would be adequate? Elis 
indicated that would be ok, and that it would be ideal to relay on the RCRA clock 
for treating waste within one year. Elis stated there are too many "TBDs" in the 
2014 report indicating no thought behind treatment. 

• Mike used the example ofSW2 (Solid Waste CERCLA Operable Unit #2) where 
a decision hasn't been made on how or if it will be treated. Deborah responded 
the information to report for that example is that the SW2 Work Plan is currently 
being developed. Elis and Deborah both indicated that even if a milestone is not 
finalized, it is ok to reference it. 

• Deborah asked if Mike had a schedule for responding to comments. Mike stated 
he did not have a schedule yet. Deborah asked Mike to prepare a schedule for 
DOE and the contractors to resolve comments. Mike asked if the schedule would 
be binding on Ecology. Deborah indicated the summary report cannot move 
forward without comment resolution. Dalena indicated inputs were needed to 
MSA by November 17th to not impact kick-off of the 2015 Summary Report. 

• Deborah asked Mike to meet on Tuesday, November yd to address Ecology' s 
eight major issues and identify which comments had a potential impacts to the 
2014 Report schedule. She asked Mike to develop a draft schedule for resolution 
of the comments on the 2014 5-Year Fu11 Report by November 17th

• 

• A discussion was held on when Ecology's comments were received. Deborah 
indicated.DOE-RL had the comments for a month. Dalena indicated the draft 
"minor" comments were received on October 12th• Deborah indicated the major 
issues had been identified in a letter to DOE-RL in August and remaining 
comments had been provided a month ago at September PMM. No resolution 
was reached with this discussion during the meeting. (Note: The emails from Elis 
providing the draft "minor" comments are attached and dated October 12, and 
October 14, respectively.) 

8. Meeting adjourned 
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Attachment 2 

Attendance List 

Name 

Dalena Weyns 
Michael Collins 
Michael Turner 
Robert Hynes 
Brett Barnes 
Greg Sinton · 
Andrea Prignano 
Bryan Trim.berger 
Elis Eberlein 
Deborah Singleton 
Barry Vedder 
Rick Engelmann 
Dru Butler 

Organization 

MSA 
DOE-RL 

MSA 
WCH 

CHPRC 
DOE-RL 
WRPS 

DOE-ORP 
Ecology 
Ecology 
WCH 

CHPRC 
MSA 



Action# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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Attachment 3 

Actions and· Workshop Items 

Actions Carried Over and/or Assigned During October PMM 

Responsible Description 
Partv 
DOE DOE will determine DOE ownership of 

IMUS Ts and whether they are assessable. 

DOE-RL Determine status ofDOE-RL storage 
assessment procedure; if current, provide 
Ecolo2V a coov. 

DOE-RL DOE-RL will hold workshops with Ecology to 
discuss resolution of major issues with LDR 
Reoort. 

DOE-RL DOE-RL will provide to Ecology a schedule for 
resolution of comments on the CY2014 5-Year 
Full Report by November 17, 2015. 

DOE-RL DOE-RL will hold a meeting with Ecology on 
November 3, 2015 to discuss identified 
potential impacts of comments to CY2015 
Summary Report and provide schedule for 
preoaring Summary Reoort. 

Status 

In-Progress 

In-Progress 

In-Progress 

New 

New 
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Attachment 4 -

Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 6, 2015 regarding 
Documents for Workshop/Meeting to be held Tuesday October 13, 2015 



Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject 

Dalena, 
In response to your voice mail. 

Eberlein, Elis (ECY) <eber46l@ecy.wa.gov> 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 11:23 AM 
Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 
Documents for meeting 

Yes, I would be great if we can display the large table I have during the meeting. However, I might not send it over to 
you until Monday as I will be working on it until then. I might also send over some of our comments. I am trying to sort 
the comments into two stacks. 

1. Comments that refer to the treatability groups and appendix B. Those are the ones that we will work on during 
the meeting(s). I am hoping they will become irrelevant after the meeting(s). 

2. The "regular" comments that we will have to submit formally as part of the TPA process. 
So on Monday I might as well send over the working comments under 1. 

Thanks, 

· 'E[is 'E6erkin, Pn1J 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Nuclear Waste Program 
Waste Management Section 
Email: eber461@ecy.wa.gov 
Office phone: 509-372-7906 
Cell phone: 509-539-3494 

1 
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Attachment 5 

Email from Elis Eberlein to Dalena Weyns, dated October 12, 2015 providing Ecology's 
draft comments on CY2014 5-Y ear Full Report and LDR table for LDR 

Meeting/Workshop 



Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dalena, 

Eberlein, Elis (ECY) <eber461@ecy.wa.gov> 
Monday, October 12, 2015 4:11 PM 
Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 
LOR comments and table 
Combined RCR-2014 LDR report DOE-RL-2015-08 Rev 0.docx; LDR table.xlsx 

I have attached the LDR table that I developed and also the comments. Deborah and I tried to divide up the comment in 
two groups so that we would be able to start with the issues related to tables in the report and schedule. However, we 
didn't succeed with this division, so these are all the comments that we have. We will have to decide later if and how we 
submit formal comments. 

See you tomorrow. 

~Cis ~6erfei~· Pli'D 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Nuclear Waste Program · 
Waste Management Section 
Email: eber461@ecy.wa.gov 
Office phone: 509-372-7906 
Cell phone: 509-539-3494 
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Attachment 6 

Roster and Handout for October 13, 2015 LDR Workshop to address Ecology's major 
issues with CY2014 5-Year Full Report 
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Attendance Roster 
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LDR Workshop 

October 13, 201S 

Purpose: 

Address Ecology's Major issues with the Calendar Year 2014 Hanford Site Mixed Waste Land 
Disposal Restrictions (LOR) Full Report 

Specifically, Ecology has identified the following list of major issues: 

• Treatment 

1. 

o · Treatability Groups must be specific to each waste stream with common treatment and 
disposal requirements; i.e., broad Treatability Groups that combine multiple treatment and 
disposal needs and requirements are inadequate. 

2. 

3. 

o All Treatability Group information should be based on waste stream characterization.-

o The Report must document specific projected waste volumes of waste streams to be treated 
during the next 5-year periqd. 

1 



• Treatment Schedules 

4. 

o Milestones and Interim Schedules for all waste streams must be provided. 

5. 

6. 

o All treatment cqrp.pletion dates by individual waste streams and technologies must be 
included. 

o Limit use of "Treatment not yet selected." 

a. 

b. 

• If treatment hasn't been selected, there must be a schedule to characterize the waste 
and develop and select the treatment technology. 

• If treatment hasn't been selected, there must be a schedule to characterize the waste 
and develop and select the treatment technology . . 

2 



• Storage 

7. 

o Storage assessments must be completed and documented for all potential mixed waste. 

8. 
- . . 

o Complete Section 2.2 detail for all Location-Specific Data Sheets (LSDS) to identify where 
wastes are located at the sites; e.g., building locations and amounts of waste. 

3 



~roupname TGDS l505 
26-Aug-15 Documents Treatment mffestone or Treatment Acquisition Treatment evaluation Storage milestone Stora,e documents NOTES 

schedule milestone or schedute milestone or schedule 

221-T Containment 2035 (Table 14-1); future M-016 or M-085? Needs mUestone or permit 
Bullding treatment through permit schedule 

ck>sure plan; 
~ 

221-T Containment N/A 
Bulkflng 

221-T Tank System 2035 (Table 14-1); being evaluated; future M - Needs mllestone or permit 
treatment through permit 016 orM--0857 schedule 
closure plan; 

RCRA Tank System N/A 
222-5 Labonitory continuous offslte 

Complex treatment (untll 2035, 

table 9-8; until 2042, table 

14-1); 

Contalnertzed Mixed N/A 
Waste; Permitted storage 

In SAA, 90-day areas and 

OWMU <l year. 

Mixed waste from 616 N/A 

222-5 TB Tunnel 2047 {table 14-1); Building being evaluated; under Needs re~arch to 

disposition under M--016 future M-016 or M-0857 determine If pipes are 
or M-085. mixed waste. Research is 

under way. If they are 

mixed waste, they need a 

OWMU and a closure plan 

schedule. 

TS Tunnel RH-MLLW approval letter 

241-CX Tank System DOE/RL-2D02-14 (SAP); M-037; Permitted Closure being evaluated under M- M-037 ls• new milestone. 

DOE/RL-2D08-51 (Closure together with 200-IS-l; 037; Permitted Closure Ml!Htone negotiations 

Plan) together with 200-IS-l ; nttd to finish and include 

milestones for HSTF, 241-

ex and 400 Area WMU 

(Conex Box). 
-

ex Tank System M-OlS-90 (2011) and -'l2B 

(2014) for 2QO-IS-1 (table 

13-1) 

324 Building REC DOE/RL-96-73 Rev 3. M-094-00 (2015) M-089-06 (2016) 

Waste 

Radlochemk:al Engfneerlng: M-089-06-TOl fulfil~. 

Cells 

325 HWTU Orulte & offsite permitted 325 needs a schedule for 

t reatment through 2028 waste disposition. This Is 

(table 14-1); related to need for 

.sc~ule for waste 

generated after Jyne 30, 

2009. 

325HWTU A&E-DWR-02-004 Is waste stored more than 

1 vear? 



Group name TGDS LSOS I 
26-Aug-15 Oocumt'f'\ts Treatment m Uestone or Treotment Acquisition Treatment evaluatk>n Stora,• milestone Stora,1 documents NOTES 

schedule milestone or schedu~ milestone or schedule 

400 AreaWMU M-092-09 (2018); Close SSA area, MIiestone 

Permitted onsite ne10Uat ions need to finish 

~atment; and include milestones for 

HSTF, 241-CX and 400 Area 

WMU (Conex Bo•I . 

M lxedwa.ste 

8 Plant Cell 4 M -085-00 (TDD); M-085- being evaluated 

01(2022) -C.114 M-085-0D (TDD) A&E-OO-ASS-075 -B Plant Containment M-085-0D (TDD); M-085- being evah.Jated M-085-0D (TDD) 

Building 01(2022) 

Containment bu ilding A&E-OO-ASS-075 

Storage 

Cs and Sr Capsules Closure and t reat ment M-092-05 (2017) 

through Permit Closure 

Plan 

Cs and Sr Capsu'e:s A&E-5EC-02-0D2; ltr#02-

A&E-0043 

OST Waste M-045-70 (2040); M-042 

(2052, table 13-1); M -090 

(7) (Table 14-1); permitted 

t reatment onsrt:e 2018-
2047 (table 14-1) 

Continuous onslte 222-S BulkAqueou, A&E-5EC-01-018 

treatment at 219-S Liquids 

through permit. 

DST System A-01-EMD-TF-09 

204-AR Aqueous Mixed Is this hoclllty ever used? 

Waste 

ERDF-Trea tment CERCLA ROD, Onslte 

(completed 2035, tables 9-

5 and 14-1) 

CERCLA Waste 

CS&I hazardous debris 

PFP D&D hazardous debris PFP Env Compliance 

Assess; Ltr #Ol-A&E-129 

Tank Farms hazardous 

debrls 

WSCF Lab Hazardous No k>nger a source of 

Debris wa.sti!. 
HSTF Closure Plan OOE/RL-2008- M-037; treatment through Being assessed with New milestone. M ilestone 

51 Permit Closure Plan schedule In 200-15-1 negotiations need to finish 

and Include mllestones for 

HSTF, 241-CX ,nd 400 Area 

WMU (Cone. Box). 

2 



Group name TGDS l50S 

26-Au&•lS Documents Treatment milestone or Treatment Acqulsftion Treatment evaluation Stora,e mltestone Stonre doa.iments: NOTES 
schedule mllestone or sthecMe milestone or schedule 

HSTF 276-5-141/142 M-015 for 20(>-15-1 Closure Plan, DOE/Rl· 2009 

112 

LEFR/ETF liquid Waste 2032; Continuous M-026-070 (2019, tablos 9-
treatment onsite through 6 and 14-1) for trltla~ 

Pormlt (tables 9·6 and 14· water; 
1) 

242-A Process Condensate A&E-OO-ASS-073 

LERF Wastewater A&E-0().ASS-073; 0l·A&E· 

004 
T 31& 34 Loachate A&E-SEC-02-003; JCS 

packago 2X-11-07445 

PFP Aqueous Waste 

T Plant complex/2706-T 0l·A&E-0-12 

Tank System 

LERF/ETF Solid Waste Continuous treatment 
through Permit; o r offstte 

treatment; or no 
treatment needed; 

ETR Powder drums 

LERF/ETF O&M waste 

MLLW-01 LDR No treatment requ ired Why Is the group even In 
compl lant waste this report? 

CS&I Miscellaneous 

streams 
ewe LOR compliant A&E·SEC-02-001 

T Plant LDR compliant A&E-SEC-02-001 

WRAP LOR compliant A&E-SEC-02-001 

MUW--02- Inorganic M-091-42 (2017); Pormlt; Needs an Inventory of 
Non•Debrls treatment onslte, offslte, wastes, and disposition 

or eva luated. schedule. M-091-42 only 

covers wastes ;,, above 
1round storage before 

June 30, 2009 and In 

retrtevabte storage. 

ewe Solids and Labpacks A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-.12 does not cover 
all this waste. 

T Plant A&E·SEC-02-001 M-091-.12 does not cover 
an this waste. 

WRAP Solids and Labpacks A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091--42 does not cover 
all ts waste. 

LLBG M-091--42 does not cover 
all this waste. 

3 



Group name TGDS ISDS I 
Z6-Au1-1S Documents Treatment mMestone or Treatment Acquisition Treatment evaluation Storaa• mllestone Stora1e documents INOTIS 

S<hedule milestone or schedule milestone or schedule 

MLLW-03-0 rganlc Non M--091-42 (2017); Permit; Needs en Inventory or 
Oebrls Treated offslte wastes, and dlsposltk>n 

schedule. M-091-42 only 
covers wastes In above 
ground stor,ge before 
June 30, 2009 and In 
retrl~abte storage. 

LLBG MUW Retrieval A&E-SEC-02-001 M--091-42 covers this 

waste? 
T Plant compSex A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 

all this waste. 
WRAP M-091-42 does not cover 

all this waste. 
ONC A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 

all tht5 waste. 
MlLW-04-Haiardous M--091-42 (2017); Permit; Needs an inventory of 

Oeb~s Treated offslte wastes, and disposition 
schodule. M-091-42 on ly 

covers wastes In above 
ground storage before 
June 30, 2009 and In 

retrlevab~ stor,ge. 

ONC A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 
all this waste. 

LLBG MLLW retr1eval A&E·SEC-02-003 M-091-42 eottrs this 

waste? 
T Plant compleJC A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 

ell this waste. 
WRAP DE-AC06-96RL13200 M-091-42 does not cover 

all this waste. 
FFTF-440 p•d M-091-42 does not cover 

this waste. 
MUW-OS-Radloecttve M--091-42 (2017); Permit; No waste; M-091-42 only 

Lead solkfs treatment onslte, offstte, covers wastes In above 
or evaluated. ground storage before. 

June 30, 2009 and In 

ret~vable. storage. 

ewe Elemental Lead A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 
all this waste. 

T Plant Elemental Lead 0l-A&E-0-12 M-091-42 does not cOYer 
all this waste. 

WRAP Radioactive Lead DE-AC06-96Rl13200 M-091-42 does not cover 
Solids aN this waste . 

MllW-06-Mercury M--091-42 (2017); M--091· The Inventory Is supposed 
Wastes 01 (2016 and 2018); to be O. But there Is Hg in 

treatment offslte, or PUREX Tunnel #2, cars 7, 
evaluated. 9, 11. M-091-421s not 

valid for this waste. 

4 



Group name TGDS l5DS I 
2&-Au1-1s Documents Treatment mffestone or Treatment Acqulsttton Treatment evaluation Storare mllestone Stora1e doa.unents !NOTES 

schedule milestone or schedule mUestone or schedule 

ewe Elemental Hg A&E-SEe-02--001 M-091-42 does not cover 
this wHte. 

W RAP Elemental Hg DE-AC06-96Rll3200 M-091-42 does not cover 
this waste. 

MLLW-07-RH 1nd M -091-43 (2017); Needs an inventory of 
la rge Container treatment onslte, off site, wastes, and dtsposltlon 

or evatuated. schedule. M-091-43 only . covers wastes In above 
ground storage before 
June 30, 2009 and In 
retrievable storap. 

325 RH A&E-DWR-02--004 M-091-43 does not cowr 
th is waste. 

ewe A& E-SEe-02--001 M-091-43 does not cover 
alt this waste. 

LLBG A&E-SEe-02--001 M-091• 3 does not cover 
all this waste. 

T Plant RH and l arge 0l-A&E-0-12 M-091-43 does not cover 
container all this waste. 
WRPS RH and Large M-091-43 does not cover 
Container all this waste. 
WRAP A&E-SEC-02--001 M-091-43 does not cover 

all this waste. 
M LLW-08-Unlque M -091-42 (2017); being eva luated Needs an Inventory of 

Waste treatment offslte, or wastes, and disposition 
evakJated. schedule fDf wastes sto~d 

after June 30, 2009. 

ewe A&E-SEC-02--001 M-091-U does not cover 
this waste. 

T Plant Mixed waste 0l -A&E-0-12 M-091 -42 does not COYl!r 
requiring speclal this waste . 

lorocessing 
WRAP A&E-SEe-02--001 M-091-<12 does not cover 

this waste . 
MLLW -09- Radloactlve M -091-42 (2017); Permit; No waste; M-091-42 only 

batterl@s treatment off site covers wastlS Jn above 
ground norase before 
Ju ne 30, 2009 ,nd In 
retrievab~ stor11ge. 

ewe Pb & Cd batte~es A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 
this waste. 

T Plant Radloacttve 01-A&E-0-12 M--091• 2 does not cove, 
batteries thiswHte. 
WRAP Misc Heavy Metal A&E-SEe-02--001 M--091~2 does not COYer 
Batteries this waste. 

5 



~roupname TGDS lSDS 

26-Aug-15 Doa,ments Treatment mUestone or Treatment Acqufsftlon Treatment ev1klatlon Stora1e milestone Ston1e document, NOTES 
Khodule milestone or schedule milestone or schedule 

MLLW-10- Reactive M--091-42 (2017); being evaluated Needs 1n Inventory of 

Metals wastes, and disposition 
sc~dute M-091-42 only 

cOYers w1stts in above 
ground storage before 
June 30, 2009 and in 
retrievable storage. 

ewe Alkali Metals A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-42 does not cover 
this waste. 

T Plant Reacttve Metals Ol-A&E-0-12 M-091-42 does not cover 

this waste . 

PUREX Plant M-085-00 (TBO); M-085-01 being evaluated 

(2022); permitted 

treatmentn 
PUREX containment M-085-00(TBO) (table 13-

building ll 

PUREX storage tunnels M-085-00 (TBO); M-085- being evaluated 

01 (2022); permitted 

treatment?? 

Tunnel 1 and 2 M-085-00(TBDI (table 13· A&E-SEC-01-016 

11 

SST Waste 2018·2047 (Table 14-1); M 
045-70 (2040); M-062-00 

(2047) ; M-090-00; 

treatment onslte through 
the Permit · 

SST system FY2006-POPD-5-0313 

TRUM -CH large M--091-44 (2030) and M· being evaluated Needs an lnVt!ntory of 

containe r 091-01 (2016, 2018); wastes, and disposftJon 

treatment offslte schedule. M-091-44 only 

covers wastes in above 
ground storage before 
June 30, 2009 and In 
re1:riev1bff! storage . 

ewe TRUM boxes A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091-44 does not cover 
aN this waste . 

LLBG TRUM r.trlev1 I boxes A&E-SEC-02-003 M-091...U covers this 
waste . 

T Plant comJ>'ex TRUM box 01-A&E-0-12 M-091-44 does not cover 
all this waste. 

WRAP TRUM large OE-AC06-96RL13200 M-091-" does not cover 
conta iner 111 this waste. 

TRUM -CH Small M--091 -46 (2017); Needs en inventory of 

Container treatment onslte or offstte wastes, and disposttJon 

(completed 2032, table 10- schedule for wastes stored 

1) after June 30, 2009. 

6 



Group name TGDS ISDS I 
26-Aug-lS Documents Treatment milestone or Treatment Acqulshlon Treatment evaluation storace ml~one Storaae documents NOTU 

schedule milestone or schedule milestone or schedule 

325 HWTU TRUM-CH A&E-DWR-02--004 M-091-46 does not cover 
this waste. 

CWCTRUM-Ol M-091 A&E·SEC-02-001 M-091•46 only cover some 
of this w,ste. 

LLBG TRUM-Ol retrteval M-091 A&E-SEC-02-003 M-091-46 cover this 
waste. 

PFP TRUM debris PFP Env Compliance M-091-46 d~ not cover 
Assess; Ltr #01-A&E-129 thli waste . 

T Plant TRUM-CH M-091 D1-A&E-0-12 M-091-46 only cover some 

of this waste. 
WRAP TRUM-CH M-091 DE-AC06-96RL132DO M-091-46 only cover .some 

of thls waste. 
TRUM-RH M-091-44 (2030); M-091- Needs an Inventory of 

01 (2016, 20181; treatment wHtes, and cffsposttlon 
onilte, or evaluated. schedule for wastes stored 

after June 30, 20D9. 

325 HWTU TRUM-RH A&E-DWR-02--004 M-091-44 does NOT cover 

this waste. 
CWCTRUM-llH A&E-SEC-02-001 M-091--14 only cover some 

of thli waste. 
LLBG TRUM-RH M-091 A&E-SEC-02-003 M-091-44 only cover some 

of this waste. 
T Plant TRUM-RH 01-A&E-0-12 M-091'"'4 only cover some 

of this waste. 
WRAP TRUM-RH DE-AC06-96RL132DO M-091""'4 only cover some 

of this waste. 

WTP Lab Complex being evaluat~ no waste 

WTP Lab Spent Ion 
Exchange Resin 

WTP LaB Spent 
Chemicals/Reagents 
WTP Lab Spent Misc 

Compactable Debris 
WTPLabRLD 

Other issues 1. There needs to be a 

_I summary report showing 
mllestones or other dates, 
by locotlon. 

----

2. Tho M-16-93 Project 
Management Plan needs a 
schedule for disposition of 
CERCLA wastes. Then, that 
PMP could be referenced 
In this M -26 Report. 

7 



~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - -------------

Weyns. Magdalena (Dalena) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Eberlein, Elis (ECY) <eber461@ecy.wa.gov> 
Wednesday, October 14, 2015 4:59 PM 
Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 

Cc: Collins, Michael S 
Subject: RE: LDR comments and table 
Attachments: Combined RCR-2014 LDR report DOE-RL-2015-08 Rev 0.docx 

Dalena, 
I reorganized the comments again as I promised. I also added a number column and a response column as we will need 
that anyway. 

-Elis 

From: Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) [mailto:Magdalena_l_Weyns@rl.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 7:05 AM 
To: Eberlein, Elis (ECY) <eber461@ecy.wa.gov> 
Cc: Collins, Michael S <michael.collins@rl.doe.gov> 
Subject: RE: LDR comments and table 

Elis-

Thank you. I will try to get access to the conference room before our meeting and have it set up on the overhead. 

Dalena 

From: Eberlein, Elis (ECY) [mailto:eber461@ecy.wa.gov1 
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:11 PM 
To: Weyns, Magdalena (Dalena) 
Subject: LDR comments and table 

Dalena, 
I have attached the LDR table that I developed and also the comments. Deborah and I tried to divide up the comment in 
two groups so that we would be able to start with the issues related to tables in the report and schedule. However, we 
didn't succeed with this division, so these are all the comments that we have. We will have to decide later if and how we 
submit formal comments. 

See you tomorrow. 

'E[is 'E6erf.ein, Pfi'D 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Nuclear Waste Program 
Waste Management Section 
Email : eber461@ecy.wa.gov 
Office phone: 509-372-7906 
Cell phone: 509-539-3494 

1 



Ecology Comments on 2014 Hanford Site Mixed Waste Land Disposal Restrictions Full Report. DOE/RL-2015-08, Rev. O. 

# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

;. •· - ... -:\ ~,: -, 

Page/ 
Section 

: -.w,., 

Text 

' ·. /:: ... 

Comment 

<:,·· .-J,-,/,.. :, .: .. :.1 < ·.,., .: ,• ,. :. ... -- . '. ,. " .:, : '••. ~ .... .' .. ' • :~'. . ''l' 

General 
(Comp) 

Throughout 
(Comp) 
Throughout 
(Comp) 
Throughout 
(Comp) 
General 
(KAC) 

General 
(KAC) 

p. 1-1, 
Section 1.1 
(EPA) 

Since the LDR report is a TPA primary document, the 
document itself may contain the enforceable schedule. So if at 
TPA milestone does n<>t exist the LDR repor:t an specifically 
include the enforceable schedule. ·h 

Use of the terms, 
"sufficient" or "sufficiently'' 

Indeterminate language is unenforceable. Revise tt,e text to 
describe actualities. · •. "''' 

Use of the term, "generally'' Indeterminate language is' unenfon;~ble. Revise the text to 
descril:>e actualities. · /_!'.,_ i -·:': ··· · •,,' .. ~ . 

Use of the term, "typically" Indeterminate language is unenforceable. Revise the text to 
describe actualitles. ''t-:,.._ 

Treatability Group For the purposes of this LOR Plan and Jdentifying and 
describing the mixed waste at Hanforct, I do not understand 

.v- ;r\~-W!' "'what this means. For examplei . able 1-1 Tr~~tability Groups, 
, /· '. · -~\ i22-s T8 Tunnel could be classed as a treataoility group 

::•?\··, be¢iIU$e it Is safe to say that the wast~ stored in the tunnel is 
' :>t::1,:,... sam~/ However, to list the 2~2-S La~ complex as a treatability 

. _, ~ . . .... , 
·, 

·':, 

Report Structure and 
Content ·/' · 

~ ..... 

· :".__; ·, group is tbe complete opposite and its many waste streams 
; •~will.need _more description and per OWMU/waste stream . 

Define treatalilUlt'(group and provide its function for this 
report; Reviewingt)le requirements for the LOR Plan, 

-· '· --,'-- treatabilitv group(sl is flot part of it. 

., . • 1 find t·he overall report too opaque for a critical review to 

determine a complete approval. It lacks specific details 
necessary to .assess compliance. Requirements are not 
identify clearly. Terminology is inconsistent with the final 
determination direction. Verifying that the LDR Plan 

, ;-, :_ ✓'. · requirements are included and complete is extremely time 
·:. consu·ming and difficult. 

... or the waste is managed 
at a Hanford Site location 
managing mixed waste 

Units subject to a CERCLA off-site rule determination are not a 
distinct category from a 90-day accumulation area or a TSO 
unit. The highlighted text should be simply deleted. Another 

Response 

: . .'::.-,::-' -.. /:. .. <,, ... , . --• · .. 



8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

p.1-1, 
Section 1.1 
(KAC) 

p. 1-1, 
Section 1.1 
(KAC) 

p. 1-1, 
Section 1.1 
(KAC) 

p. 1-2, 
Section 1.1 
(KAC) 
p. 1-2, 
Section 1.1 
(KAC) 

pursuant to the CERCLA off­
site rule (40 CFR 300.440, 
"Procedures for Planning 
and Implementing Off-site 
Response Actions"). 

Sources and Organization of 
Waste Storage Data- what 
the report does ... 

option is to· have a separate sentence that says "Where a TSO 
unit is managing wastes generated pursuant to a CERCLA 
decision document and that unit is not on-site with respect to 
the scope of the CERCLA action, then_ ~tie unit must also be 
subject to a CERCLA off-site determination of acceptability, in 
addition to authorization to trejlt; $)re or dispose according 
to the Hanford dangerous w.a'ste p~mit." The CERCLA off-site 
rule simply does not provide a~y 'authority to authorize the 
treatment, storage or disposal of regulated waste. 

-··· . 
. .. •. 

The LDR Report does the following: '\-,~~ 
1) Provide an inventory and projected genera~on of 
mixed waste subject to LOR; . .;:; : ;,;\\: .\, 
2) •;. provide an assessment of how these wastes ar~_:'J~_,> 
stof.ei:J.~"- . ·\·::, ·· ·• 
3)' ,; Pr'ovi\:f . s an identification o,f the treatment capacity 
neces~ry fOJ" tnese wastes; •,•,~>,: . 
4) Prdvides plans and ~chedules for developing and 

1-.. acquiring needed trea-tmentcapacity not currently 

··. waste inventortes . .. ·,;-- · .. ·· :.-. 
. Based on the

0

Dlrect~r Final Oeter~lnation, this is what 
the report does ancl the above language needs included. 

1
..;: ·:·:'~_ .. _. available, and for t~e~ngt.tiecurre_ nt and projected 

_,_,. ,.,,. -- ~ " ~ : Add it to the introduction or 1-1. 
"a re!.Ci'lfof disCU~s.ib°l)S " Unless there ls a referenced-signed document verifying these 
antong DOE, Ecology., /~:. discussions, delete this. How is this relevant and what was the 
EPA~'.:. , "": -~,_)_·· .. discussic;m? Report is.l:iased on a director determination and 

·' :· TPA milestones. 

"mixed waste that meets .The report is for: 1) Provide an inventory and projected 
LOR treatm~ stds" generation of mixed waste subject to LOR; 

'··:~ ,' :., If a waste meets the LOR treatment stds, why is it on this 
'·:~·'•~.... report? Please explain. 

Per agreement with · -::.c',;"f ,. .,.- Not reporting this type of waste stream may seem reasonable 
Ecology ...... PMM meeting.-~:, however, provide the signed document that authorized this 
minutes... ·· :0 change. Is doc part of the TPNLOR record? 
Storage Report Provide me the section (s) or language in your report that 

complies with these requirements of the Storage Report in 
this LOR Plan: 



13 General 

"For those wastes covered in the Storage Report, the LDR Plan 
will include a Treatment Report, identifying : 
a-treatment and disposal technologies and treatment capacity 
needed to manage these· LDR wastes, assuming current waste 
generation rates; 
b- commercial treatment technologies and extent of capacity 
currently available to manage these LDR wastes; 
c- DOE treatment technologies and extent of capacity 
currently available to manage these LDR wastes; 
d- whether any new commercial or DOE treatment capacity is 
scheduled to be available to manage these LDR wastes, and an 
assessment of when such new capacity will be available; and 
e. - alternate technologies which are in development and 
which may be used to manage these LDR wastes, and an , 
assessment of when such alternate technologies may become 
available. 
f- ford. and e. above, identification of the basis and 
assumptions utilized in forming the response and in making 
the assessments, and any foreseeable contingencies (including 
permit reviews) which may affect the assumptions. N 

The concepts of "treatability group," "waste stream" and 
"waste" are confusing and difficult to understand. The LDR 
report needs to have clear, understandable definitions of each 
term that reflect how the terms are used to classify wastes 
and associate wastes with treatment technologies and 
schedules, and have clear and consistent use of the terms. 
Section 1.1, for example, states "This storage report provides 
aggregate waste stream data based on a set of waste 
treatability groups." This implies that treatability groups 
consist of a set of one or more waste streams. However, text 
in the TGDSs in Appendix B is less clear. For example, under 
Section 1.0 "Waste Stream Identification," section 1.2 reads 
"Description of waste (list WSRd numbers for this waste 
stream, as applicable." Suggesting that waste stream and 
waste are interchangeable. 

Are waste streams and what is described in LSDS the same? 



See comments on Section 8.0. 

14 P.1-2, Mixed waste is reported Why is waste managed in a 90-day being considered as 
Section 1.1 here as projected waste projected waste? 
(Comp) when the waste meets 

either of the following 
criteria: 
lm!The waste has not been 
generated and therefore is 
not subject to the storage 
prohibition. 
IIDIThe waste is managed in 
either a satellite 
accumulation area, a 90-day 
accumulation area, or is 
CERCLA mixed waste 
destined for treatment at 
ERDF. 

15 p. 1-4, Table Various forms of mercury In at least one instance (PUREX storage tunnels), there are 
1-1, entry for (elemental and wastes that contain elemental mercury (equipment with 
"MLLW-06- amalgamated) from various elemental mercury in thermo wells) . . Unless all sources of 
Mercury locations. elemental mercury are identified in the LDR report inventory, 
wastes" the LDR report cannot effectively function as a planning 
(EPA) document for identification and acquisition of necessary 

treatment capadty. Ail treatability groups should be carefully 
reviewed for similar issues. 

Presumably, all mercury within this treatability group is 
contaminated with radioactive material, such that they fit into 
the D009 treatability group for elemental mercury 
contaminated with radioactive materials. The MLLW-06 
treatability group description should be amended to clarify 
this point. If true, then at least some wastes, those that are 
already amalgamated, already meet the applicable LOR 
treatment standard, and should be included in the MLLW-01-
LOR Compliant Waste, not the MLLW-06 treatability group. 

16 p. 1-4, Table Waste stream consists of This treatability group seems like an excellent example that 

1-1, entry for unique waste that requires likely contains multiple individual wastes that require special 

"MLLW-08- special processing nof processing distinct from the balance of the larger MLLW-08 



17 

18 

19 

Unique 
Waste" (EPA) 

p. 1-4, Table 
1-1, entry for 
"MLLW-10-
Reactive 
Metals" 
(EPA) 

p. 1-5, Table 
1-2 (EPA) 

P. 1-5, Table 
1-2 (Comp) 

typically employed for the 
other MLLW waste streams. 

Waste stream consists of 
unique waste that requires 
special processing not 
typically employed for the 
other MLLW waste streams. 

... 

,-,_., _>• I•-•: 
; ... ~~ -

treatability group. Unless the larger treatability group is 
appropriately subdivided, it is essentially impossible to match 
specific quantities of waste with particular treatment 
requirements to the corresponding "!i~t!cial processing" 
treatment technology that is requ,ired. The description of 
MLLW-09, including mention of l'letyllium powder, PCB oils, 
aqueous wastes with PCBs, m:~_ltes it abundantly clear that 
multiple and very distinct treatment tecnnologies will be 
required for the various unique wastes lump-ed into this 
treatability group. All of the treatability groups in Table 1-1 
should be critically.reviews with respect to this po1nt. 
This is another example of a treatability group that contains 
diverse wastes that are subject to dis"tinct treatment ;: _-\ 
requir~ents. As docuniented.inTabie 2-1, this treatabllity 
groupJridul;les water reactive alkali metals as well as ' :· 
cyanid~lflde-s., which are typicaUy not water reactive but 
do react \filth acids; It is unlikely that a single treatment t.· • ... .. 
technology <;ollld treat:both,alkali metal wastes and 
cyanide/sulfitt~·.:. Therefor~; ·to;defensibly e$lablish a planning 
b~sis for nece~ry treatrrenfi:~~hnologies, ft will be 
nece~~ary to sepl\rat~ ~hls·treataBi lity group into subgroups, 
eachof; which contat.f!S wastes amenable to treatment via a 
common treatmenftechnology. Again, this is a comment 

: - · · p •:_ :-~':--, • •,that 'may ai:>,ly_ to multjpl'l treatability groups. 

va~_.'._o_._,_·.~-·:;_:_·.:·,_.'_:·.~·;:-•L:·~'t;~ __ -f:,• ;~:~! ·,'._-_:_·_,_,_·._.•·:·,:':· . :l;a~~er~~i~edp:Jt~i~~~~-~~\:~r ;~~~~a:s ;:a~~~gi:r 
., provided-.. Please include the missing information . . , 

.. •'·· 
-I• M r • t: 

' , A1so, whiie p~~t history, it is not clear why Purgewater was 
, : cfosed and not used in 2011." Given that purgewater 

•i:·:_:-.,_ cor:rtinues to be generated, it is not clear why it is not included 
. , ">>:. · ir'; the report. 

Significant amounts of alkali ,,_, l,'Where Is this waste being stored at CWC? 
metal waste are no lon~r :_ · ·." ... 
generated. This inventory i,i : · 
stored at the Central Waste 
Complex (CWC) and 



20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

P. 1-6, T­
Dragoff (EE) 

p. 1-7, Table 
1-2 (KAC) 

P. 1-7, Table 
1-2 (Comp) 

p. 1-7, Table 
1-2 (KAC) 

p. 1-7, Table 
1-2 (KAC) 
p. 1-9, 
Section 1.3 
(KAC) 
p. 1-9, 
Section 1.3 
(KAC) 
P. 1-9, 

paragraph 
starting with 
"Changes ... " 
(EE) 

P.1-10 -1-11, 
Section 1.5 
(Comp) 

reported as part of that 
inventory. 
"Waste was dlspositloned 
and disposed". 

TRUM-PCBs 

ERDF - Direct Disposal - No 
storage of mixed waste 
occurred for this treatability 
group. 
Purgewater 

As dispositioned and disposed is basically the same thing, do 
both need to be used in this sentenc~? ,furthermore, my 
Webster considers disposition to be a n.oun only and not a 
verb. . .:,?~ ·. 
What is the physical location .~nd rnethod of storage of these 
wastes? Where in the M-91 settlement agr.eement does it 
explain this change? ,, . ., ·· ,· 
If no storage occurs;"wh.y: is this listed in the LDR·report? 

Are you,r.eferring to modu(ank ldhit H The unit is no longer 
there but ha:s-not officially do·se-lll under an issued permit. 
There ariQthei modutank units,~Z p ,4) that currently accept 
and store-purgeWater. _ Update ttils ,~ttion to specifically 
identify anddescribe Hanfqrd purgewater. 

Blank in "Reason" columtt"""·· • Provide a reason why strea!TI 1s no longer .. applicable. 
. ,;",;·'. '·\:.· . ' ,.:. •·._ •'' _;:·' ' ·, .: ;"--, .• , . ." :::-s:·· ... 

Annual report revrslon~ Whirt. is the approved document reference and number that 
'•<_.:,. veri~es.this bullet list.and final determination for the annual 

, "·•· LD~.:rf:.ports 7 
Schedule of.tDR R~port \ -Qele~e th' 2 ~ntences that begins with "Third option ... ends 

- •·• i;._--... • ,,. .. . wit~ work scope il1 question" 
· .. 

;.•··, 

"either updating the . ,. 

document-and publishing 
the updated report, 
documenting.cJ"langes 
through use of errata 
sheets, or could be .• 
incorporated in the next 

;·.~ .': :.. r °:.Z·.: · 1 

This 1s not what Fig 9-i in the TPA Action plan says about the 
process fo.r p.rimary documents. It should be acknowledged 
that this is lhe way it has been done a few times. 
'Furthermore, what does it mean with "annual LOR report''? Is 
this the annual summary report or the full report? 
..... ,..: ........ 

annual LDR report". ~, · · · ,,.::-'· 
Ecology and DOE Richland 
Operations Office (DOE-RL) 
initiated M-091-45 

Replace the language in the prior column, with this language, 
"On June 8, 2015 the Hanford Tri-Parties provided advance 
notice of a 45-day public comment period on proposed 



negotiations on September 
8, 2009, to reach an 
agreement on adjustments 
in work scope and 
milestones consistent with 
the shift of resources to the 
River Corridor and other 
higher priority Hanford Site 
cleanup tasks. The Parties 
agreed that it was prudent 
to expand the scope of the 
negotiations to encompass 
all of the M-O91 series 
milestones and to simplify 
the M-091 language, both 
in response to public 
comments that the 
milestones were difficult to 
read and understand . 

... ,· , ...• 
In September 2OCX,, a 1:fi­
Party Agreement nii1es.tone 
change request (M-O9~01). _ 

modifyinJ theJ\"l-,D91 series,:.'.·. 
of mil'5t0nei,'wc1$ slgl)ed · 
and.~pproved by DOE ar,d 
the i:e_g!Jlators, with a\,u:f , 
date to be established · · 

changes to the Tri-Party Agreement concerning schedules for 
the management of Hanford Site solid waste (M-091 
milestone series). The milestones include retrieval, 
characterization, treatment, packaging, c~rtification and 
shipment of waste that was stored underground in drums and 
boxes and is also called suspect-transuranic waste. The 
agencies will request public cort'!me~t on these proposed 
milestone changes before they are finalized. A public 
comment period will begln1in early July, and ·a public meeting 
may be held." <·· 

. . ., .~.--
.... ; .. 

, ',.~_., pursuant;t . milestones M­
O91-0lA ar'lcl M--091-018. 
This M-091 ~h;nge,request 
provided a com1::fre~nsive, 
easily understood serie of 
milestones to measure :.:.:. :·' " 
progress on the safe and 
stable processing and 
shipping of Hanford Site 
wastes. The change also 



29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

p: 2-1, 
Section 2.0 
(KAC) 

P. 2-1, 
Section 2.1 
(Comp) 

p. 2-1, 
Section 2.1 
(EPA) 

p. 2-1, 
Section 2.3 
(EPA) 

P. 2-1, 
Section 2.3 
Potential 

Mixed Waste 
(Comp) 

included establishing 
enforceable milestones for 
the shipment ofTRUM 
waste from the Hanford 
Site. 
Summary Inventory- ''The 
treatability group breakout 
of retrievably stored waste 
is described in the PMP ... 

Stored waste volumes are 
reported either by the 
actual waste volume or by 
the waste container 
volume. 
'Toe WTP is a new TSO 
unit ... " 

The Final Determination required-:ii:iformation for this LDR 
report must be in this report Also, giv.en that a PMP has not 
been approved by Ecology currently (and <;ould occur in the 
future) it cannot be used to satisfy these waste streams. Add 
this information to this report. · , . 

It should be done consistently one way or the other . 
throughout the document by all contractors. .: 

The WT.P 1s NO1">a-'.'TSD unit." It is:a collection of distinct 
dangerou~ ~.as.te management units: · P.lease revise the cited 
text accordi ngly. :': ··.:· ~ ·.: . 

Reference to RCRA past ., •.::, The classifica~on RCRA pas-t practice unit; or; RPP unit, no 
practice units. ::?:.: ·; . ·longer exist in the·JPA. Most liki?lv, lhis refE!rence needs to be 

. ., __ , .,.. replaced with one to~CRA/CERCLA.past practice unit, or R-

·c. ·;-;,.. CPP. ·. It is essentiallhat each and every submission of the LDR 
report be carefully edited to ensure it is true, accurate, and 
up-to-date. .. ,,-f, 

;_•. 

Past-practite. waste !~waste · _Example given, B Plant op~rated in support of WESF between 
tt'!atwas abandoned b.ef~e 199Oand 1995. B Plant activities between 1995 and 1998 
the first effective LDR dat e , , were in support of a disposition process, which was known as 
In Washington State, Augus( ·• the Transition Phase. The Possibility of Mixed waste 
19, 1987: · · g~nerated and ·stored in Dangerous Waste Management Unit 

:·. ves~els is likely during these t ime frames. Sampling and 
• --~{': .. ·. inventorying efforts were made during the transition phase 

·-? .. , an_d·even earlier. These efforts were documented in HNF-
3208 and the B Plant Preclosure Plan. The Potential Mixed 

. •. ;;': :.: .-... Waste Table needs to be re-evaluated for deletion of line 
~,,, items (e.g. B Plant and PUREX tanks) and inserted in applicable 

sections and tables requ ired in the LDR report. 



34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

p. 2-2, 
Section 2.3 
{EPA) 

P. 2-4, Table 
2-1 {Comp) 

p. 2-4, Table 
2-1 Storage 
Volumes of 
Mixed Waste 
Generation 
Projections 
and Table 2-2 
Treatability 
Group 
Summary 
Storage, 
characterizati 
on,and 
treatment 
Activities 
(Comp) 
p. 2-4, Table 
2-1 (KAC) 

p. 2-5, Table 
2-1, entry for 
B-Plant 
Containment 
Building 
(EPA) 

Past-practice waste is waste 
that was abandoned before 
the first effective LOR date 

The term "abandoned" should be replaced with "disposed of." 
In some cases, such as waste "abandoned" in a tank system is 
still being actively managed under the dangerous waste 

in Washington State, August program. 
19, 1987. 
221-TTank System, Current 
Inventory {m3)2: 1.7 

Past years report o and .36 for ~he inventory with no 
projected generation. Identify ,he process used for collecting 
the data. ·· ·:- · ,. ·· 

The Treatability Group Name needs to first reference the 
specific TSDF Unit G bup,that the Treatability group Name is 
associated. From reading the table, a general teader would 
have to do resear~h ti;> find what TSDF Unit Grqup where the 
wastes are located and'in some case~ the Unit Group ···.,_, 
associate~ with the wa; te c~n.noth~ fdund (e.g. ERDF . , .. 
Treatmen(:-;Vl(hat Unit Grn~p is ,holding this waste?). Please 
add the:ipedflt TSDF Unit(s) iii the,column where the 
Treatabfrity ~roup Name is listed. (e'.g,,_T-Plant- 221-TTank 
System) oradd a written description iA this section to point to 

:)'.. :::: l~ __ Appendix B Tab,I~-B-1 for t~is _information/" 
' •• - • -·~:. • ,.1 .:,,.. •.•• 

~T:\• )~) . , -· 
.,.;:!-'':. 

,. ~ '. · .. ~:. .•. :-: ... 

Columii'Trea'tabUi:fy· Gc~up · ' Tbjs'ls toci vague .and does)iot me the requirement of 
Name 222~5 Lab Comp!ex corrf!Ctly identifyingari'd describing each mixed waste. There 

222-S TB Tunnel 
·t; ..... ..., 

\ 

. :'.:.',.'>' 

'\ : ::. , are ~ y,WMU with 'different waste streams at each for the 
' · 222-S complex. Follow the correct process for the LOR plan 

and the stora e report providing all the information required. 
'2~2-S T8 Tunnel is currently an Illegal storage unit and is one 
mc,re 222-S WMU which will be part of the Rev 9 permit. 

Description section: ,,, Whi!e the building itself is legitimately under long-term S&M, 
·· .;_:::-:- ._ _. :"!'hatever this plan is does NOT substitute for permit 

· .,/-' authorization to store mixed debris. Please revise accordingly. 
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P. 2-5, Table 
2-1 (Comp) 

P. 2-5, Table 
2-1 (Comp) 

p. 2-5, Table 
2-1, entry for 
DST wastes 
(EPA) 

P. 2-5, Table 
2-1 (Comp) 

P. 2-6, Table 
2-1 (Comp) 

ERDF - Treatment: This 
waste stream reflects mixed 
waste that requires 
treatment before disposal 
at ERDF. The waste is stored 
at the OU/facility, and is 
transferred to ERDF where 
the waste is treated and 
disposed. 
Generation Projections: 
2015 (150.5 m3

), 2016 
(137.5 m3), 2017 (102 m3), 

2018 (102 m3), 2019 (102 
m3) 

B Plant Cell 4 and B Plant 
Containment Building 
Current inventory value of 
101,009.105 cubic meters 

DSTs • 33.000 

MLLW--01-LDR Compliant 
Waste, The waste either 
meets RCRA, and applicable 
State LDRs as-generated, or 

the waste has been treated 
to meet the LDRs. 
Additionally, the waste 
meets unit specific disposal 
requirements. 
Description section 

DOE-RL-2014-17 Rev. 0 reports the following. Generation 
Projections: 2014 (52,947.396 m3

), 2015 (25,061.416 m3
), 

2016 (25,036.112 m3), 2017 (25,000.612 m3), 2018 
(25,000.612 m3

). What accounts for the significant change in 
projections? 

This table does not include mixed waste from outside of the 
containment building at B Plant. · · 

Seriously, is the quantity of DST wastes known to nine 
significant figures? All data should be reported to a number 
of significant figures that reflects the accuracy and precision of 
the underlying data. 

The transfer of waste from the SSTs to the DSTs in done in 
campaigns, and it would seem that the generation projections 
would va more. ·· ·· 

If the waste meets both the LOR treatment standards and the 
specific disposal requirements, why wouldn't it just be 
disposed rather than stored? 

This is an excellent example of a treatability group that 
contains distinct wastes subject to distinct treatment 
technologies (in this case, waste with a method of treatment 
LOR treatment standard and wastes with concentration-based 
treatment standards that can be treated via any applicable 
method. The LOR report must be structured such that plans 
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p. 2-7, Table 
2-1, entry for 
MLLW-03 
(EPA) 

P. 2-7, Table 
2-1 (Comp) 

p. 2-7, Table 
2-1, MLLW-
05, 
Radioactive 

Text in the description 
section reading " ... or 
thermal treatment is BDAT 
for meeting the applicable 
LDR treatment standards 
( concentration-based 
standards). 

and schedules for particular technologies can be associated 
with the particular wastes requiring that technology, as well 
as schedules for same. Currently the LDR report lumps 
wastes needing to be treated with mvtUple distinct treatment 
technologies with treatment plans/~ hedules that often do 
not identify particular treatmen,dechtiologies, or schedules 
that are not specific to any J>a:ttlCUli!r:t-echnology. Therefore, 
It is simply not possible to extract a defensible plan and 
schedule for a particular vOlume of waste'an_d its particular 
LOR treatment standarl In this sense, the' ll'.>R Feport fails its 
core function and.is therefore deficient. . ·., \.' • 
This does not accurately reflect LDR regulatory requ(r~qients. 
While EPA does establish ccmcentratlon-based standatds . 
based o,n BOAT, but once established,,any technology mJf~ 
used to fMet .a concentration-ha~ treatment standard.•,., . . 
This is ln_lp~rtanl-ip developing·schedyles, since actually 
applying a .thermal t~~atment process may not be necessary 
for all was~_ln the M~LVf-03 treatabillty group. 

=-r: .• ··.:t·. :". ·- .. ~-~.. . .. ..... 
. :. · ,:,, ,, consistent with-:eq~m~nts:·~n'stiier-• treat~hilitv groups, 

. '-:"•-~, MLLW-03 includes was:tei that are lik~lyto be subject to 

·'t multtpl~ distinct trejtnient technologies. For example, soils 
. . . and -f'allpacks are not likely to be amenable to treatment in the 

':·'.·:· '" . <1 
. same tre~t ment process based on significant differences in 

·. i~>~i~t'.•.::,,i::~:L;,1;;:, i, ' ·-!~:r~~::~~~:~~g~~:1~t~~~~~~i:::s:/~:~~~;::\~ ::e 
. . . >;\ alterii~te.LOR treatment standards for labpacks is applied . 

. , ·, ;_Therefore, i:t . is essential that both the treatability group and 
· ·/ associated treatment plans and schedules clearly reflect these 

· :,,'\,.,. --~ rts of subsets within the existing treatability groups. 
MLLW-04- Haz-~rdous ~ -~e projections are up from last year's report which showed 
Debris, Generation ::, C3en~ration Projection 2014-2018 (m3

)
2

: 3.26 annually. What 
Projection 2015-2019 fqi,3)2: . b a~\:ontributed to the projections increased? 
66.260 annually ::,1 ~} .:.' ' 
Current and projected 
inventory 

·, ·., These numbers don't make sense. Table 2-1 under B Plant 
Containment Building states that lead, including shielding, is 
stored in the B-Plant process cells. Presumably, this is 
radioactive and would require the same treatment as wastes 
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Lead Solids 
{EPA) 

p. 2-8, Table 
2-1, Entry for 
MLLW-06, 
Mercury 
Wastes (EPA) 

P. 2-8, Table 
2-1 (Comp) 

p. 2-9, Table 
2-1, Entry for 
MLLW-10, 
Reactive 

in the RLS treatability group. This points out a structural flaw 
in the LDR report - identical wastes can show up in different 
treatability groups. This can be problematic in two ways. 
First, by not accounting for the full invel")tory of identical 
wastes, defensible planning fort.he ne'cessary treatment 
capacity cannot take place. Seco.ni:t, planning can be 
misleading - if planning on the current and projected 
inventory of zero without accounting for identical wastes in 
other treatability groy.ps, 'the necessary tr:eatment capacity 
might not be properry planned for. 

, "' ,;~ 
, ' 

More generally, this .comment highlights the need for. 
treatability groups to have a more d~i:ailed level of granularity 
based on required treatment, Fol''~~ample, the 8-Plant • . ,-, 
containment-.building treatabitrty gioup would have a · 
treatability subgroup for -RLS. Th.e inventory, and associated 
treatment plans and ·schedules for (lli:RLS at the facility could 
then be comprehensively a9dressed. · ··· 

Current and projected .(:: .• ,-. What about elementary mertu_ry docuri'ler\~d as being 
inventory ::,_, ·.~ · present in thermowells in equipment stored in PUREX 

-~/"..-'_.: tunriels? As with the·RLS treatability group, this zero 
··~J:.:.,- inveot!lry is simply misleading, as there are clearly mercury 

~ .:~,-- wast-ei in storage requiring treatment. Also, the closure plan 
" . in th~' draft re-i_ssue permit states that ancillary equipment for 
· :the'HSTF 1:antr._iystems in<,ludes an intact mercury manometer, 

~resbmably containing elemental mercury. 
1-\o.. 

·:- This comnient is highly parallel to that above for MLLW-05, 

Radioactiv~_Le.ad Solids. 
MLLW-07 - ·RH and Large 
Container, Current­
Inventory (m3)2: 69.783 
Generation Projection ~ 
2015-2019 (m3) 2: O annu~II'( 
Description and inventory ·· ' 

CV ~013 Report had no Generation Projection 2015-2019 
(m3)2: O annually, yet the waste volume increased by ~20 m3. 
What accounts for the increase if nothing was projected for 
generation? 

As with the RLS and mercury treatability groups, there are in 
fact inventories of related waste in other treatability groups. 
For example, wastes included in another treatability group 
(400-Area WMU) also contain reactive metals in the form of 
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Metals. 
(EPA) 

p. 2-11, Table 
2-2 (KAC) 

P. 2-11, Table 
2-2 {Comp) 

P. 2-11, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 

P. 2-11, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 
p. 2-11, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
221-T 

Containment 
Building 
(EPA) 

Last column - "Projected 
Volume to be Treated" 

Processing of mixed waste 
will be performed in 
accordance with Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones, 
permit requirements, 
CERCLA RODs, and state 

metallic sodium and NaK alloy. The organization of the LDR 
report needs to be reviewed to ensure it is transparent in 
identifying all wastes of similar character and treatment 
requirements, and that plans/schedule~.for such treatment 
account for all of the similar wastes::.\./ 

Also, cyanides/sulfides are not gener~lly water reactive. Why 
are they include in a treatabitity group cited as containing 
water reactive wastes?._.· ',• 

This is an incorrect s~at.em·ent and wrong answer. It does not 
provide the volume.of the waste to be treated.· Remove this 
statement and provide:the correct information. •;,_ --. . · 
Actual volumes in pastyear.s have b€en replaced by this -. 
generi,c.phrase. Need to ideotjf}/waste'to be treated here"in 

volun1,~s/1u~f~r to where th'.~ y~lumes are. 
<~-?~ 

,' ... ;,· ·: ·-·-·-:_, 
. -.. :- .- ·. ,~-.. • .. 

Dangerous Waste ,,::·,: · .. 
-~ : __ -: -- : ,.. 

Regulations (WAC-17~-3.03): . ,, . , 
221-T Tank System; Current Past; years report-Oantf;36 for the inventory with no 
Inventory (m3)2: 1.7 ; ,'.? . projected generation·; Identify the process used for collecting 

l\/:,,._ the i:fat~. -~\>;. 
221-T Cof!tairtment Building There. arehi:rT.PA milestones or CERCLA Rods associated. 

_--~-t:"•::_ t"-"f ~:-:;~~-'t>"• · .. ,:~·!::.~ .:·~:-,_;..,.,,4·-~---. •, .. ~ 

Prqje~ted volume to b.e. ,·,. The highlighted text says absolutely nothing about the 
treated. · ;J-,': ·, proje<:t!'!d, volume to be treated between 2015 and 2019, 

·,::\, <:: ·except by_inference that absolutely no treatment will be 

. o~curring. ·; !(this inference is really factually correct, then this 
·coUJ,mn should be clear and transparent by stating that the 
P.[ Qjl!cted volume to be treated is zero. 
)r=·_·.-

,, -c;1vJn that the citation of the mechanisms under which 
-.· '.3;. treatment might occur covers essentially all possibilities, the 

·" highlighted text really coveys to the reader no useful 
information - the clear intent of the LOR report ls to provide 
clear, detailed and specific schedules for treatment, not broad 
generalities with no specificity whatsoever. Further, 



56 

57 

58 

p. 2-11, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
221-TTank 
System (EPA) 

P. 2-11, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 
p. 2-11, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
222-S 
Laboratory 
Complex 
(EPA) 

Characterization Schedule 

,. , ... ,,., 
·?'', 

. ·. ·~ .. ' .... 

221-TTank System 
,(~~i•.~-. 

Treatment proce~s _..,. 
... 

wholesale application of this language throughout the entire 
table (and elsewhere in the LOR report) without any specificity 
as to the quantity of waste to be treated or any specificity as 
to the particular schedule elements a_.p1>licable to the 
associated treatability group is a si_g·nrfrtant deviation from 
requirements of the 1990 LDR _r~'ort requirements document. 
In this respect, the LDR repo.,:t is deft&ient. 

' ,:- . 

In at least some treatability group entries,-this language 
borders on the absurd-_would any reasonable person believe 
that DST wastes to be processed in the WTP wlll besubject to 
aCERCLAROD? ~- ., ,·_. 

In instances where the w~~tes are ·ass~ciated with permit,te'd, 
opera\in'g°clangerous waste ·management units, such as 
LERF/1:TF ~tqu;id'-Waste, there iS little credible argument for 
not specifying a ·projected non-zero quantity of waste to be 
treated wittii1Hhe LERF/El;F_complex in this table entry. 

,, .. This is not entirely accurate.; Given that the 221-T tank 
system is a dangerous waste·managel'!lent unit subject to 
closure, characterizattoi-i ·must be done:as part of, if not prior 
to, closure must be.according to the approved closure plan in 
the perm_it. Thus, this language should read "Will be done 

·-,~ PU(SU;an~t _to ~h_e approved'closure plan, in coordination with T­
Plant Complex Canyon Disposition." That said, a final decision 
on a·closure plan for the 221-T tank system is not yet in place. 

'• 

This comment also applies to the parallel entry for the 222-S 

T.8 tunner. · .. ·• " 
There are no TPA milestones or CERCLA Rods associated. 

··:.• · : ;:, 

The 222-S laboratory complex is correctly noted as generating 
'wastes_ on a current, on-going basis. Further, the text says 
that commercial stabilization and thermal treatment 

,. · processes will be used. If this Is true (presumably so, since it 
is stated in a TPA primary document), why is there no 
projected volume to be treated cited, and why does the 
projected volume column say that treatment under CERCLA 
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P. 2-11, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 
P. 2-11, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 
p. 2-12, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
324 Building 
REC Waste 
{EPA) 

P. 2-12, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 
p. 2-12, Table 

2-2, Entry for 
400 Area 
WMU (Note: 
the "400 Area 
WMU" is not 
a single 
waste 
management 
unit. Rather, 
it is two 
individual 

RODs will occur? CERCLA RODS seldom, if ever, apply to 
commercial treatment. This latter element of the comment 
also applles to similar text for the 325 HWTU treatability 
group. 

., 
This entry also states that treatment will occur in the 222-S 
Laboratory Complex. Assuming th'is·st atement is exclusive of 
the 219-S tank system, which is separately considered as part 
of the DSTtreatability .group, treatment cannot occur in any of 
the container storage 'i.i':ntts within the 222-S laQOratory 
complex - see Addendum C in the draft re-issu'e p'ermit. 
Therefore, it is not clear why "222-S Laboratory Com.plex" is 
cited as a treatment proce~_s. . •1;: . ·.• 

222-S Laboratory Complex There are no TPA milestone~ .o~.c:tl\CLA Rods associated. · : .. 
·.·.~-~.... -~,~ ·, .... ;•,. 
,·'\··"·:·-,,· ' l'" ' 

222-S TS Tunnel There are_.no TPA-.milestones or CERCLA Rods associated. 
-~_.= ..• . ·' 

Projected Volume to be As an exampfe of a constr:uctive means ef addressing the 
Treated 2015 through 2019 .: ~comment above-under 221-TCor:,tainm'e~t-Building, this entry 

<~ · · · · for t~e 324 Building REC Waste might be ''The entire 5.000 
--· .. , ciJbit: qieters of waste will be treated ancl disposed of within 

· -r?. this ~riod according tdthe closure schedule for324 Building 
;: .. •_·_ DWMU:s to be established in the Hanford dangerous waste 

•'tr,,, ...... 

325 HINTU - . -·· ' 
.... ~~~- .- .-: ,• 

Treatment Process 

.,• 

-,~/ .:.: ' 

·,. 

··, n,er....:t ,, ,:c_:;·, ·~ ; • 
.'. t"' , ,a:,t ~ :· . ~ .,· _.-( . .. 

ThtFe is no CERC~ Rod associated. 
.I.•-· ··-· --~ '. ,_ 

, The virious wastes being stored in the two 400-Area DWMUs 
·.· ' ' are generally contaminated with metallic sodium {but not all -

at least sortje tontain NaK alloy), and it is very reasonable to 
conduct treatment via deactivation by reaction with water (or 
more likely, water vapor). The reaction product of this 
method of deactivation is, of course, sodium hydroxide. It is 
not likely, however, that the resulting sodium hydroxide can 

,. be feasible recovered for beneficial re-use from treatment of 
.. ; · contaminated core component pots or the various sodium­

contaminated debris stored in the outside storage area. The 
text " ... and conversion to sodium hydroxide" can be read to 
suggest that this is the case. Please review and revise 



dangerous 
waste 
management 
units. Thus, 
"WMU" must 
be plural.) 
(EPA) 
p. 2-12, Table 
2-2 (KAC) 

p. 2-14, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
LERF/ETF 
Solid Waste 
(EPA) 

p. 2-14, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
MLLW-02-
lnorganic 

Non-Debris 
(EPA) 

accordingly. Better text would be "Deactivation via reaction 
with water or water vapor." 

... . ·/ ;•'_' 

' ~ ' : 

400 Area WMU-Treatment 
Process 

Waste in the FSF and ISA is debris waste with some sodium. 
USDOE has provided no documentation fas·:requested by 
Ecology) that it will .And can be recovered as sodium hydroxide 
to be used as product. This has been documented in NWP 
compliance inspection report and findings. What is tbe 
complete treatment process for t~is waste? How was ttie 
waste generated? What are:thetDR treatment standard.dor 
this vl aste?' _What are the resll\ts of DOE's assessment of . 
compliance sta·tu,s of the storage.methods per state 
requiren1~hts? .. , ',. '' ·. '' ·--

Planned Characterization On the face·of it, char'acter,i.zation of this,.waste is very much 
Schedule ··, - 1,required - it i's:very confosing to ~tate thafeither ..,. .. ' 

;. ·~;~\·::'' · characterizatiorror_ a ch_aractet iz:11i 1on schedule is not 
reqli-ired. It woufd make far more sen.se· to use the entry 
"On~oing" included f-0:r the LERF/ETF Liquid Waste treatability 
group. ·: 

Planned..G.haracterizatlon ,;.\ l)le cite"d_M-091-42 milest<;>ne addresses only completion of 
Schedule .-,:_-~ :,: ·.· ;?;}~' -, treatment. It Is n_ot _clear what this means in terms of a 

'. ... 

,;:-.;;, ,:;:::: . ch.arac,terlzatlori schedule - is there characterization that 
:·.•,-· ··> needs to be completed· prior to treatment (as might 

· ',· -~easonably-be the case for MLLW-03), or is it implied that the 

' ~nned characterization schedule is implicit in the cited 
·co.mpletion of treatment. If the latter, it is probably not 
e.nforceable, as the only firm date is the milestone completion 
~at e-, and figuring out whatever prior schedule for 

.. , .. · .characterization would be highly subjective. This comment 
<~''.'·) :-:.w·plies to all table entries citing the M-091-42 milestone. 

Also, it seems odd to cite a treatment milestone for the 
characterization schedule. What about information that may 
be needed during storage of the waste to ensure it is safely 
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p. 2-14, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
MLLW-02 -
lnorganlc 
Non-Debris 
(EPA) 

P. 2-14, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 

P. 2-14, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 

P. 2-14, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 

p. 2-14, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
MLLW-05, 
Radioactive 
Lead Solids 
(EPA) 

Treatment Process 

MLLW-02 

MLLW-0.3 , . .__ 
.. , . •,,: 

,,. ••• ·1:; 
...... .. 

MLLW-04· 

:~~ -
. ~: .. ; 

Treatment Proc.e$S. 

•:,.• .• 

... -~ 
~ ·, 

. , ';' ;,. 

and properly managed (e.g., sufficient characterization of the 
waste to ensure it is compatible with other wastes and with 
the container in which it is stored)? 

: ·, 

Based on these points, the LDR repo~tis deficient with respect 
to the content of the 1990 LDR report requirements 
document applicable to wast-e- ch~ract~ization. 
Table 2-1 states that wastes ln, .t he M ttW-02 treatability group 
contain wastes that have p~rticular methdds.of treatment as 
the required LDR tr~atment standard. It is ·not at all clear 
whether the stated treatment process of · · -: · .. , 
stabilization/neutralization will satisfy specified methods of 
treatment for all wastes within this ,treatability group.- ·0n this 
point, tbe LDR report is defid~nt: 'See the 1990 LDR rep.art\, 
requiremen,ts document, Sectioh 5, which requires the . ·-" 
Treatm~nt Pl,an '" to establish, for each LDR waste, milestones 
and sched,utes for the development .and implementation of 
treatment't&hnologles ... :" Satisfaction·of this requirement 
.must be based.on the LDR r.E!'port comprehensively 
·considering all trec!tment techtiologi~s ass~ciated with wastes 
subject to the repo,rt, 0 • : · · "

1 

M-091L42 covers waste in above-ground storage as of June 30, 
2009 and in retrievaeie·storage. How does it cover projected 
waste.? ':.•;/:,.. ..:. , .. 

·· ~-091-42 Covers waste irl. ~bove-ground storage as of June 30, 
2009 and in retrievable storage. How does it cover projected 
waste? ':- . 
M-091-42 covers waste in above-ground storage as of June 30, 

· ._::2009 and in retrievable storage. How does it cover projected 
waste? 
This is not correct - pursuant to 40 CFR 268.40, incorporated 
by reference by WAC 173-303-140, the applicable LDR 

.. tr~ tment standard is the method of treatment MACRO. 
·:~- ·:: ~-- · ... · --Macroencapsulation is a debris-rule treatment technology 

·-:: · which is not applicable to RLS for which the MACRO method 
of treatment is required. 
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p. 2-15, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
MLLW-08-
Ur.iique 
Waste (EPA) 

p. 2-15, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
MLLW-09, 
Radioactive 
Batteries 
(EPA) 

P. 2-16, Table 
2-2, PUREX 
Storage 
Tunnels (EE) 
p. 2-16, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
PUREX Plant 
(EPA) 

p. 2-16, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
TRUM-CH 

Planned Characterization 
Schedule and Treatment 
Process 

Planned Characterization 
Schedule 

This is an excellent example of why an explicit characterization 
schedule is necessary. If the treatment process is to be 
evaluated on a container-by-container basis, which implies the 
need for container-specific characteri_zation data, then there 
needs to be a separate characterization schedule specific to 
each unique waste (not just the treatability group as a whole) 
that ensures the needed data are' available sufficiently in 
advance of the cited treatment milestone in order to design 
and implement the needed treatment according to the 
treatment milestone/ Citing a treatment milestone in this 
context will do little more than set up the entire process for 
failure as charact~ri.zation will not be required to be .·. 
completed until the due date for treatment to be completed. 
Is it reall.y necessary to havea _co.tttphrice schedule for .··-· .,·. 
characterization of batteries?'· rWhat characterization 
information is needed other that What can be obtained by 
reading the label on the battery? .<' 

. ·,·. 

·',,. 

Under Treatment proiess-is · ' ·1ht$_might be correct, but itshould also mention that some of 
says that "not yet ;:/: _·i th~waste is TRUIVI ·waste that needs.to be disposed at WIPP. 
determined". '\,•\ ~ So ii:nytreatment 'prqcess must include retrieval of waste, and 

· . ., ,,. notj~_!n-sltu treatm~nt. Add this information. 
Treatment-Process ··- · . Gi<ier'I' th,1tthis waste str_eam is described as "Concrete rubble 

. CQrita.min~t:ed:wlth trace chromium as a corrosion product," it 
, is·~.~rd to imagine.that this waste will be treated via other 

. '( than ~ta·bilization. For purposes of documenting necessary 

.''.,.~;- . 
' :;_ · ;,.~· 

~·.:.;_~-. 
·,• ~ 

Treatment Process 

. treatrrieht technologies and their capacities, stabilization 

.should be identified as the applicable treatment technology. 

As a general rule, the LOR report should not cite "Not yet 
determined" when there is a presumptive treatment process 

. · that is likely to be successfully applied to the subject waste. In 
· .. this instance, stabilization is very likely to be successfully 

applied to the wastes as described in the LOR report. 
The M-091-01 milestone only establishes a due date (as yet 
unspecified) for "Complet[ion] the acquisition of new facilities, 
modification of existing facilities, and modification of planned 
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Large 
Container 
(EPA) 

p. 2-16, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
TRUM-CH 
Small 
Container 
(EPA} 

facilities necessary for retrieval, storage, and 
treatment/processing, of all Hanford Site RCRA TRUM waste." 
This milestone does NOT identify any particular treatment 
technology. According to the 1990 LD.Rleport requirements 
document, however, the LDR Plan. "shtit.1 i nclude a Treatment 
Report, identifying: a. treatment'ilnd disposal technologies ... " 
Therefore citation of the M-09.i-Oi milestone does not reflect 
compliance with the conterit'~quire~ ents of the LOR report. 

';.·\:} 

Similarly, a broad stateme'nt that the treatment process may 
include "and/or off-site" totally fails the test ofijj~ntifying 
specific treatment and disposal technologies required·by the 
1990 LOR report requirements document. ··. .. , -.. . ,. ' ,,'• .. 

Perm~~F_j~·l'tW is a candid~~~:~ff~~lte facility that is being ~'r 
has been· GOl'l~i~ered for treatment.of wastes in this 
treatability,_group. ' ll:iing PFNW as an:example, the LOR 
report shouljf:include sp~cific dates and a<;tions for any 

. permitting ri~ei :led by PFNWf i:•:.modlfy its fatility to accept 
. large container Waste, as w¢u.·as schedules for completion of 

¾ ·> 
the ·treatment. · 

Treatment Process ·, · ·' This table entry specifies the general location where 
·•'::·;. '.. treatment may occur/ but is silent on the particular treatment 

' ~,t · and.disp.osal .technologfe-? required. While it may well be the 
case that the°vc1rious OWMIJs within the WRAP and T-Plant 
coiTlPl!?Xes have th~ _necessary treatment technologies, the 
whole point of the LOR report is to ensure objective 
.documentation of the waste inventory ( current and 

· pt ojected),. ne~essary treatment, and availability of specific 
~ · treatment technologies (and the need to develop same if not 

·.le:-_--;,,. a,re~ady available) and plans and schedules to complete 

"-'t./.· .. ·.·:···.·,_,. n,eiessary treatment. Unless specific technologies are 
·'.identified for the entire TRUM-CH small container treatability 

... :_- ,,r · g~oup (including prohibited items), it is not possible for the 
1:;-,,•: .,LOR report to satisfy its intended function and ensure that 

there are no orphan wastes for which treatment is not 
available or planned for. 
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P. 2-16, Table 
2-2 {Comp) 

P. 2-17, Table 
2-2 (Comp) 

p. 2-17, Table 
2-2, Entry for 
WTP Lab 
Complex 
(EPA) 

p. 2-17, Table 
2-2, Footnote 
1 (EPA) 

p. 2-17, Table 

2-2, Footnote 
3 (EPA) 

TRUM-CH Small Container 

TRUM-RH 

Planned Characterization 
Schedule 

M-091-46 covers waste in above-ground storage as of June 30, 
2009 and in retrievable storage. How does It cover projected 
waste? 
M-091-44 covers waste in above-grourid.~torage as of June 30, 
2009 and in retrievable storage. HowJiloes it cover projected 
waste? a/'' 

Characterization schedules a(e"•ter-t~inly._appropriate for 
legacy, back-log wastes. Why is'a characterization schedule 
contemplated for wastes that will be currerit as-generated 
wastes once the WTP laboratory complex is operational? 
Shouldn't these wastes be designated at the time,of 
generation, and information required by the LOR pr~grc;1m, to 
be obtained as part ofcortlpliant generator activities?. 

The stored volume reported With thaunderstanding thatsome degree of inventory ,_';' . 
contains uncertainty as to 
the actual volume (Klein 
2005) 

uncertaim;yJs to be expected, but that inventory uncertainty is 
to be mrrifrni~ed !o the extent possi~le (and further minimized 
over time-through adlilitional character\zation and assessment 
work), how ~ _inventory u_~i;ertainty reflected in plans and 

-~- --<:,_ ·_: schedules for:tr"Mtment? ·_-,·: '.-_ , .. 
. ~ ;,:': ' ·\:~~~-~- !'. ~;{;.:f~f:~ .. 

:; ,., The cited inventory n.umbers should tiHfpresented in a way 
. : -~ 

, that defensibly reflects the actual uncertainty in the inventory 
.. value:· For example, the inventory of DST wastes is reported -.. < to· nine significant figures, _or approximately 100 cubic 

", · · .~;-,.,".'.,,, centimeters, or 1,13. of a cu,p. Clearly, the knowledge of the 
., , •. · '· ,' \ -:,:~-~· DST'tank system cont~nts isn't anywhere close to being that 

• ~ -· -• prects¢-. 
Chara~terization and .,, The plain ranguage ofTPA milestone M-091-042 makes no 

Treatme'nt wjll be ,;mention of chatacterization. As noted in a previous 
performed'tfil accordance 'comment, the M-091-042 milestone implies that 
with applicable M1'Q91 characterization required to complete treatment is implied in 
milestones. See th~ M-091 the treatment milestone. However, characterization is NOT 
milestonesto determih~ · directly driven by t_his milestone. Given that the express 
what portion of the total -'./ '"intent of the characterization schedule requirement in the LDR 
volume requires treatment · report is to establish specific plans and schedules to conduct 
under those milestones. characterization activities, lack of a clear, complete and 

transparent enumeration of characterization requirements 
associated with the cited milestones supports a conclusion 
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p. 3-1, 
Section 3 
(EPA} 

p. 3-1, 
Section 3.0 
(KAC) 

Entire section 

•· 
. :---

.. 
. •. 

that the LDR report is deficient in this regard. For example, 
the 1990 LDR requirements document states "The Waste 
Characterization" portion of the LDR Plan shall include the 
steps necessary to "confirm which wastes and which waste 
streams are subject to the LDR." A reference to the M-091 
milestone fails to provide the required enumeration of 
necessary characterization step~: · . , 

In the case of M-92-044 _and -046, WIPP certification is the 
likely compliance optipn. Since WIPP certifica~ton is 
fundamentally based on characterization as necessary to 
demonstrate compliance with the WIPP WAP, the highlighted 
text makes more sense. · . .,. . ... -:. . · ,, ... 

The fundamental problem W.lth trne entire compliance ·.;. 
assess~eilt section of the L~ ~-e~'ort is that it solely cites . . :, 
what asses~mentswere done and when. The 1990 LDR report 
requireme.nts ddcu,ment is very cl~r tl:!at the Storage Report 
must contain "the Department of e~·~rgy'.s (DOE} assessment 

, .... :::· · of the comphance status ~fthe storage·'r-n~tbod pursuant to 
:{ ·-'~ . applicable State and Fede

0

ral;standards. The LDR report fails 
to.include any result -of the assessments; as required by the 
199O·.LOR report requirements document. With respect to 
this r~uirement, the_LDR report does not satisfy the 

·,., ~ .,·; 

.;., ·. 

.-:~· ,' .. ,~ . 

1'-reqt.ilreme® of the M-26milestone . 
• ~ 1,_: ·;/ . • ·;..·· .... , (:;; .. : , :. -~. 

ftt.S·•absolutely e~sentlal that the LDR report document not 
only':lfi~ results of c~mpliance assessments, but that these 
results t airly, accurately and completely reflect the 

compliande~t.tus of all storage locations as of the date of the 
,f;DR report. ·' · 

Compliance Assessments -
LDR storage asses.sments 

What is this and how does it relate to the required compliance 
asse~sment to be conducted for compliance status of storage 

provide ..... 
'• 

. methods pursuant to applicable state and federal 
.• ; require_ments? 

:• Explain and provide your procedure for conducting with 
compliance assessments per the final determination. How do 
you assess compliance with state and federal standards for 
the LDR report? 



85 p. 3-1, Introduction Explain this statement and what it means. How does it relate 
Section 3.1 to the required compliance assessment of for status of storage 
(KAC) methods pursuant to applicable state and federal 

requirements? There are compliance)ssl.les with LOR at 
Hanford documented in EPA and NWf> inspection reports. 
Final Determination: Within sixty_ (60},-·days of Issuance of this 
Final Determination, DOE wi/1 . ·::. < · .,, 
provide written notification ii/$pecifitorganizational units 
tasked with the responsibility to perform 
these required storage method compliance ;s;e-ssments. This 
notification will include specific ~ ~ . 

., 

schedules far the performance of these assessments. dt each 
(mixed waste) storage location, and a ,• •. t.!. 

·'· 
copy of DOE's written procedure .to be Jsed in assessing'the 
compliGn'p!-:status of mixed waste · 
storage metJ:,oils (e. g., satellite storage, ninety (90)-day 
storage, i~terim stat(IS. storage, and final 
status facility srorage) per .. ~tate and F~deral regulations and 

::·~ Section 1.d. ofth.e RequiremeAts for ... 
r•.·,·. 

Hanford LDR Pit;,~ •. This proceddre Will/ nclude, but is not 
' ~~- ~ limited_ to, WAC 1!3-3D3requiremlnts · 
,; .:.-

for storage (as a gener.ator, interim status facility, or final .•,:;\ 
.,,·_ 

statU5 facility), inclu'ding by reference, 
,WAC Il.3-303400 and-intf:rim status storage requirements set 
forth in 40 CFR Part 265.: In.·, 
deve'foping these schedules and procedures, DOE will provide 

. , ~-- Ecology r~view and comment ~. ' · opportunity, 
·. 1'hese requirements are necessary to assure Ecology that DOE 

-:.·'·: ... f!a_-s.a reasonable basis for assessing 
:,-. . . -;,:.,,..: storage facility compliance or noncompliance . 

.:.{.": @OE's LDR Reports, beginning with its year 2001 Report, will 
:;,t .. irid~de the results of all of these 
·~ .. ·• . , storage method compliance assessments (See also 

requirements for DOE's year 2000 LDR Report). 
KAC 

86 p. 3-1, In addition, daily, weekly, The 1990 LOR report requirements document requires that 
Section 3.0, monthly, quarterly, and the storage assessment be conducted "pursuant to applicable 
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90 

first 
paragraph 
(EPA) 

p. 3-1, 
Section 3.1, 
Introduction 
(EPA) 

P. 3-1, 
section 3.2. 
(EE) 

P. 3-1, 
Section 3.2 
(NM) 
p. 3-1, 
Section 3.2, 
second 
paragraph 

(EPA) 

annual contractor 
assessments and 
inspections are conducted 
at Hanford Site mixed waste 
storage areas in accordance 
with company policies, DOE 
requirements, permit 
conditions, and other LDR 
storage obligations. 
No indicators requiring 
global actions for LOR 
reporting were identified in 
the activities associated 
with assessments in CY 
2014. 
"No additional DOE-RL 
assessments are currently 
scheduled." 

State and Federal standards." Company policies are not a 
state or federal standard. While DOE-RL may require 
assessments according to company policies as a matter of 
contract administration, company poUtles should not be cited 
as a means of demonstrating comptrante-with the required 
content of the LDR report. "\_:·· ... ~ .. -. ·: 

f \ i -~ ~ 

: . . .\ 

What does this me;::in? What criteria were applte!'.l to making 
this decision (what are the indicators not identified).? Does 
the lack of "globalacti~:ms" suggest that there are ri~merous 
local actions that are necessary? D6es this statement fairly 
reflect.the findings of EPA .and Ecokigy compliance actidni~ 
of thEfclate of the LDR report'? .: , 

I don'fk/10.w about "scheduled"·bul: _Ecology requested 
additionai I~ U~T assessments just a·few weeks ago to be 
added to li~ti r:, table 3'-f, TI)i_s table say~ !hey are "In Progress" 

:.·• ,, · .. · since 2006. Pl ttase fix the}ext'Bnd the tat:>l1f so that they say 
.. ,)i/'_,:· .· , the same thing~d is corre~. ·:,;;-'. ;:.\ .,._ . . 

Table 3-1 lists IMUSTs as Pleas·e add verbiage~r.t6ing the typif of continuing 
having continuing · ,.s,,. assessments and or/I what schedule. 
assessments. 

... :/•.~ 
. ... _ .. 

However I Ecology 
deternil ned that Inactive 

. • . . Absofutely.' · DQE's exp-ectatlon of what the assessments might 
.rev~al is nohontrolllng - 't~e final determination and the FFCA 
require the assessment$.. 

·"!-- • • 
miscelianeous undergr~und 
storage tank (IMUST) :.:<~:-
assessments shall remain · 

on the assessment list 
because ofthel11 complex 
storage conditionsand, 
therefore, they areJlsted on 
Table 3-2 for furthe·r ;,:;:_ . 
assessment. No additio.nal _,'; · 
DOE-RL assessments are 
currently scheduled. Any 
additional DOE-RL 
assessments will be 

Have the results of these assessments been reflected in 
. p·ermit documentation? One of EPA's comments on the draft 

SST permit chapter is that IMUSTs, when they meet the 
definition of a dangerous waste management unit (as 
opposed to a past-practice unit) must be addressed by the 

· permit (past practice IMUSTs are arguably already addressed 
by the permit by dint of Permit Condition 11.Y). It would seem 
that the results of storage assessments would provide useful 
information for Ecology to develop corresponding permit and 
closure requirements. 
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p. 3-2, Table 
3-2 (EPA) 

p. 3-2, Table 
3-2 (KAC) 

p. 3-2, 
Section 3.2 
(EPA} 

P. 4-1, 
Section 4.1.2 
(Comp) 

p. 4-1, 

Section 4.1.2 
(EPA) 

negotiated with Ecology in 
LOR Project Manager 
Meetings _(PM Ms) and 
documented in related 
meeting minutes. 

Table content indicating a 
start date of 2006, and 
Assessments for Calendar 
Years 2015 through 2016 
"in progress." 

Assessments 

LDR assessments will be 
completed in the future 
when the need arises. 

.. ".'-•·1:'/' ..... 
,.• ·., ..i, "· 

,-,t:• •. ,.· -•. :--~-

The DST system is designed 
to receive and safely $tore 
liquid waste from the SST .;_, 
system, and to·a lesser 
extent, wastes from other 
Hpnford Site facilities. .. 

This language seems quite clear that lMUST compliance 
assessments will take more than nine years to complete. This 
seems to be an entirely unreasonably long period to complete 
these assessments, and.sh(}Uld not be coi:1-sidered acceptable 
means of satisfying.the 1990 LOR report requirements 
document item 1.g. ::: .· · · ·· 
What are these DOE statements in reference to? What does 
"N/ A" refer to? The LOR P-lan reqyJr-es OOE assessments and it 
is a requirement of the Storage Report and complete ·. ,·; 
information. c;m mixed wastes: ' · .· 

What criteria a~ply to the con.cept of "when the need arises?" 
This seems like a ~ghly ambiguous -and highly subjective 
criteria. E~en· if criteria do €Xi st, who de<!ides? Specific 
criteria need to be included-ii'\ the LDR reJ)tlrt to ensure that 
_assessments are current as of the date of the LDR report. 

Lacks-enforceability. Restate to show the DST system can 
recelVe'_waste from :.: .(list facilities). 

,!'t·•: 
. •_:·~• .... '''. .. ' •·· 

The was_te stored in the B 

Plant Complex and the 
·,, An S&.M' plan does NOT reflect required approval under the 

' "Hanford. O'f'V permit for storage of these mixed wastes, or 
approval th.i'qugh the permit of an extended schedule for 

~ . PUREX Plant is with lead 
regulatory agency approval 
of the specific lon·g-term 
S&M plans in accordance 
with Section 8.0 of the Tr-i-
Party Agreement Action ~ · 
Plan. The S&M plans do not 
allow for storage of any 
additional waste in these 
TSO units. 

·c1osure. Whlle the S&M plans may well not allow for storage 
of any addition al waste, it Is only the permit that has legal 
authority to authorize (or not authorize) storage of regulated 

·waste in dangerous waste management units. 
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99 

p. 4-1, 
Section 4.1.2 
(EPA) 

P. 4-1, 
Section 4.1.3 
(Comp) 

P. 4-1, 
Section 4.1.3 
(Comp) 

p. 4-2, 

Section 4.2 

(EPA) 

Other TSO unit storage 
exists for units managed by 
the CH PRC, but these TSO 
units typically process and 
treat waste without the 
intent of long term storage. 

CH PRC long-term storage 
areas include mixed waste 
at the T Plant Complex, B 

Plant Complex, the PUREX 
Storage Tunnels, the PUREX 
Plant, the ewe, the 600 
Area Purgewater Storage 
and Treatment Facility, the 
241-CX Tank System, and 
HSTF. 

This language is very subjective. What does "typically'' mean? 
Are their exceptions that need to be documented? What role 
does "Intent" have in determining whether or not wastes in 
these "Other TSO units" needs to be inclu.ded In the LOR 
report? The 1990 LOR report requirements document does 
not establish intent as a criteri9n'.for determining whether or 
not a waste and Its associat~ st_o'rage location must be 
included in the LOR report. . ; '' · ' 

WRAP also has MW in. storage. 

~- . ~ . 
· .. :•··~. 

The waste stored in the B ~Y E.PA rescinded their approvaf-0:f;the S&M plan. 
Plant Complex and the '{ ... 
PUREX Plant is with lead 
regulatory agency approval 
of the specific long-tertn ·;·,.: . :~t~ ~:~;rs1i;:;~~~ :: · ., .. i(·:c: :,,}r: 
Apt,on Pliin. 0

' ,.,.:-~ .·:>.\ .. 

'..':,""-.-.-

. No,stcn:age issues were '(i.. lnter-es:ilng- given the number of compliance/ enforcement 
identifiecHor CY 2014 ·:.· actionsrelated to waste streams and units covered by the LOR 

reporting?-st rage capacity -- re~ort, thl~ ·statement seems strange. What is missing? 
Issues ideritifuid- and '' 
resolved in th~-f~re will A':s·· ~,more general comment, the compliance status of 
be reported in the. y~r ctingerous waste management units can change with time. 
following their resofution. -:Given that existing assessments were mostly conducted years 

a go, it simply is not defensible to assume that past 
·· assessments reflect the current compliance status of various 

OWMUs. 
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102 

103 

104 

p. 4-2, 
Section 4.3 
(EPA) 
P. 6-1, 
section 6.0 
(EE) 

p. 7-1, 
Section 7.0 
(EPA) 

p. 7-1, 
Section 7.1 
(EPA) 

p. 7-3, Figure 
7.1 (EPA) 

Title and entire section 

The Hanford Site Pollution 
Prevention and Waste 
Minimization Program 
Plan ... 
Waste characterization and 
treatment activities on the 
Hanford Site continue to 
increase as waste 
management facilities are 
completed and funded to 
process and/or treat the 
waste. ..' .. · .. · >--'· · 

~·-.. / .. ·:.;' 

"Storage issue" need to be reported in the LOR report 
associated with the date that the issue is first identified, 
regardless of when the issue is resolved. Of course, 
resolution of "storage issues" also needs to be timely reported 
in the LDR report. • ·_ · · · 

The cited site-specific treatabiliW vanances have to do with 
treatment, not storage. Why are they cited in a section 
related to planned varianc!!s/B)(emptions for storage? 
Add that this also keeps the.site compliant with the 
requirements in WAC 173-303-380(1)(q). · · . , 

.. · 

,,. 
·-:,:.-·· .. 

This seems like a rather subjective statement that doesn't 
seem to-reflect actual practice. J·dr example, treatmen(•: :':-. 
capacity at.the WRAP and T-Plant DWMUs is currently shut 
down, hardly jndicative of a cohtir)uing increase in waste 
manage~nt activitfes. If this staterrj"e.nt is nevertheless true, 
it should b·e supported~by specific reference to actual 
characterizatlon and treafmefl't activity data,. This text is 
Identical to that appearing in·ithe 2009 LDR report - has this 
teitt b~en reviewed to reflect the current status of 

-~, ·'·'' .... characterization and treatment activities? 
For the existing processes,· . This mechanism does not reflect the mechanism established 
Hanford Site schedules can ,•·-: ~lo the TPA, which is tha.t w,ork schedules are first established, 
be determined based on .. foll.owed by-budge\ ~eq~est~·based on compliance with the 
anticipated budgets and _, established milestones: It is interesting to note that Figure 7-1 
overall on-site needs. below suggests that funding needs follow from schedules, 

·- ... which is c9nsistent with existing TPA requirements, but 
·• , ... , ' contradicts the cited text. 

Text box reading "Define 
Treatment ·-i~ ·~ • 

Requirements per:·; .. :: .• 
(1) EPA · • 
(2) Ecology ·.,~---. ' 

, ... •. 

(3) DOE 
(4) Technology 
requirements 

Gillt:!n that the entire point of the LDR report is to establish 
plans and schedules necessary to achieve compliance with 
treatment standards under Ecology's authorized Land Disposal 
Restriction program regulatory requirements, it is not clear 
why the various agencies are listed as the source of treatment 
requirements. This text box should read "Define treatment 
requirements pursuant to 40 CFR Part 268, incorporated by 
reference by WAC 173-303-140." What are technology 



Each waste treatability 
group is or will be assigned 
to a specific treatment 
process. These assignments 
are based on the treatment 
and/or characterization 
requirements of the 
treatability group and t he 
treatment process 
capability. 

Treatment is not planned 
for waste requiring <". 
processes not yet defined; 
however, additional 

characterization might 
occur as part of the design 
and development of the 
proposed treatment units. 

requirements? Are they separate or distinct from LDR 
treatment requirements under the cited regulations? 

At least in theory, this approach to defining a 1:1 relationship 
between treatability groups and specific treatment processes 
is very defensible. However, this does not seem to be how 
wastes/waste streams are assigned to treatability groups. For 
example, the 222-S Laboratory treatability group_description 
reads: 

"This waste stream consists of many different inorganic and 
organic solids and liquids that are RCRA regulated or have 
been contaminated with inorganic and organic regulated 
dangerous waste constituents, Including PCBs. This waste 
stream also includes hazardous debris." 

It is not reasonable to presume that all wastes within this 
treatability group are amenable to a single treatment process. 
Rather, in this example the relationship bE:!tween wastes 
assigned to this treatability group and the assigned treatment 
processes is almost certainly many-to-many, not 1:1 as 
suggested by the cited text. This issue is a fundamental flaw 
in the LDR report, which significantly and adversely affects the 
ability of the report to establish plans and schedules for 
treatment of specific wastes by specific treatment processes. 

The set of wastes for which treatment is not planned on the 
basis that treatment processes have not yet been defined 
seems to be a mix of wastes where there is a legitimate need 
for additional data or significant decisions to define the 

treatment pathway and associated technologies (e.g., Cs/Sr 
capsules) and wastes that are well -characterized with respect 
to identification of LDR treatment requirements but DOE-RL 
has simply not made a treatment decision (e.g. 222-S T8 
tunnel). The LDR report should clearly distinguish between 
these two classes of wastes. Further, the 1990 LDR RepQrt 
requirements document clearly contemplates that where an 
LDR treatment technology does not yet exist, the LDR report 
must include plans and schedules for whatever work is 
necessary to develop or define the necessary treatment 



technology. The current LDR report at best points to very 
general milestones that require treatment to be completed at 
some future date, or in connection with a particular facility 
decommissioning, but do not include the detailed or specific 
steps and schedules to complete characterization, 
identification or develop of necessary treatment technologies. 

107 P. 8-2, Figure Under current treatment processes, if there is no treatment 
8-1. needed for ERDF treatment (MLLW-01 and LERF-ETF) should 
Correlation not be included. Under characterization needed - no 
Between treatment yet defined, B Plant covers canyon only. 221-T 
Mixed Low- Tank System does not cover 2706 tank system. 
Level Wastes 
and 
Treatment 
Facilities. 
(Comp) 

108 P. 8-3, fig 8-2 324 Building REC Waste The 324 building does not contain any TRU or TRUM waste. 
(EE) All is potential MLLW debris that is pretty radioactive because 

of Sr and Cs content. This waste should be added to Fig 8-1, 
under "Treatment Technology not yet defined". 

109 p. 9-1, Because the treatment plan While the lack of a flow-sheet through disposal for certain 
Section 9.0 for the remaining MLLW waste streams ls defensible, the LDR report must include plans 
(EPA) treatability groups is not . •. and schedules necessary to fully develop a complete, 

well developed, a flowsh.eet defensible treatment plan for all wastes. 
for these groups is not 
included. 

110 P. 9-2, Fig 9-2 "In Trench Treatment'' This needs to be removed from the figure as it is not allowed 
(EE) under LDR regulations. It should be noted that EPA's CERCLA 

office is seeking a variance to continue using in trench 
treatment at ERDF for large equipment. That is a different 
issue though. ---F General This section begins with text reading "This section generally 
describes each treatment process and provides information 
concerning the processes identified in Figure 9-1." However, 
the various subsections of Section 9.1 variously describe 
treatment processes (e.g., Commercial Macroencapsulatlon, 
thermal treatment of organics) and locations (T-Plant, 222-S) 
that are either not specific to any particular treatment process 



The planning baseline 
indicates that sufficient . 
capacity exists or will exist, 

to treat this volume of 
MLLW using the identified 
treatment process and 
alternatives: commercial 
stabilization, commercial 
thermal treatment, T Plant 
Complex, Broad Spectrum 
contracts, etc. However, the 
exact distribution of 
treatment among these 

or do not have treatment processes. This is very confusing. 
More specifically, the description of the T-Plant Complex in 
Section 9.1.4 does say "Commercial treatment of waste by 
stabilization and macroencapsulation to meet land disposal 
requirements could be supplemented or replaced by 
capabilities that exist within the T Plant Complex," but the 
description of two several dangerous waste management 
units (The T Plant Complex canyon, assumed to mean the 221-
T canyon deck or containment building, and the 2706-T 
building) do not clearly document that stabilization or 
macroencapsulation are among the treatment technologies 
that exist within the T-Plant Complex. Section 9.1.8, which 
discusses the 222-S Laboratory Complex, is also very · 
confusing, in that there are no treatment technologies within 
the three container storage dangerous waste management 
units within the 222-S Laboratory Complex (See the draft re­
issue permit) . Even more confusing is Table 9-8, which 
suggests that the 222-S Laboratory Complex with no 
treatment capacity can treat a diverse range of wastes 
associated with the 222-S Laboratory Complex treatability 
group in Table 2-1. Finally, the phrase "222-S Laboratory 
Complex" seems to be used interchangeably to refer to a 
treatability group and a treatment technology, further 
confusing things. Section 9.1 needs to be revised to address 
these points. · 

The requirements for the content of the LDR report are very 
clear that there must be detailed and complete plans and 
schedules for LDR treatment of all wastes. The fact that DOE­

RL's planning baseline does not specify the exact distribution 
of treatment among the various treatment processes does not 
provide a basis for not establishing LDR report plans and 
schedules. If anything, the LDR report should provide the 
basis for the planning baseline, not the other way around. Of 
course, nothing precludes changes to the LDR report plans 
and schedules (subject to Ecology approval through the TPA 
change process, of course) for purposes of optimization or to 
take advantage of national treatment contracts as they 
become available. 

----·---
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P. 9-2, third 
paragraph 
and p. 9-5, 
Table 9-2 (EE) 
P. 9-2, 
Section 9.1 
(Comp) 

treatment processes has 
not been finalized. This 
allows the Hanford Site to 
optimize the use of funds 
(minimize unit costs), to 
react to changing conditions 
and capabilities of the 
treatment processes, and to 
use emerging national 
treatment contracts. 
The text talks about "Broad 
Spectrum contracts" 

Contracts have been 
awarded to Perma-Fix 
Northwest, Materials and 
Energy Corporation located 
in Tennessee, Perma-Fix • 
DSSI located in Tennessee, 
and EnergySolutions Clive 
Site located in Utah " 
(EnergySolutions contract 
with CH PRC concluded in 
2012). 

Existing commerclal 
-treatment contracts neither 

include all of the waste 
types nor all of the 
forecasted volumes. 
Therefore, additional 
contracts are expected to 
be placed with commercial 
treatment contractors. · 
Also, similar text in Section 
9.1.2 reading ''Therefore, it 
is expected that some 
waste will be treated on the 

This gives the impression that is a special treatment 
technology while it is probably just talking about broad 
spectrum contracts for treatment. Rewrite text to accurately 
reflect the situation. 
Will contract be revived or why is it listed here? 

The LOR report must include schedules for such additional 
contracts. See the 1990 LDR report requirements document, 
Section 5. 
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P. 9-3, 
Section 9.1.1 
(Stl) 

P. 9-3, 
Section 9.1.1 
(Stl) 

P. 9-3 and 
following 

pages, 
Section 9 
Tables 
{Comp) 

Hanford Site, or that 
additional commercial 
contracts will be 
competitively awarded as 
required. 
The second paragraph 
states "Existing commercial 
contracts neither include all 
of the waste types nor all of 
the forecasted volumes." 
Table 9-1, after the 
information type 
"Treatment capacity" 
states, "Sufficient capacity 
exists ... " 

Revise the statement in Table !:1~1 t-Oi reflect the reality that the 
treatment capacity does not,:eurfent~y· e~ist, or clarify. 

·•· ..... 
.•:t'_ ... 

····.:-· 

Table 9-1, after the 
Projected volume .. . 
Information type refers to 
TPA milestones, permits .. , .·.:.·. 
CERCLA RODs, and state :< . 

Providifm~te'.sp~cific reference citations so the reader can 
find the iflformatlon', for this and 'forthe other treatment 

Regulations. This is vague, 
and the reader does not . 
have this information at .>, •, 
hand. I'm.uncertain if the ; .·.· · 
information ia-~~Ufble. 

methods. 

·::;:,. !,-:•:-. 
-;._ .. 

e.g.' Projected volum~-of Pastyear report:i refer'e.nce specific milestone series (e.g. M­
Mt(w:.to be treated · ... _)/ : , 09l}or specific volumes for volumes treated. DOE-RL:201s­
between.Q' 2015 and the -., \ 08 does 1101:specify volumes treated in the Section 9 and 
end of C't :io-19 ' :s-ection 10 Ta~Jes. 

. -~ ....... ~_· ,~ ~- -~···:_") 

Processing of mixed waste ';-;"::'·", 
will be performed ih ., ,).,·.:: 
accordance with TPA ;,,~'..- ": : ·_ : · 
milestones, permit :-~~-::, '.3~- -
requirements, CERCLA ':.: :~.· 
RODs, and state Dangerous 
Waste Regulations (WAC-
173-303). 
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124 

125 

P. 9-4, 
Section 9.1.2 
(Stl) 

P. 9-4, 2nd 

paragraph 
(Stl) 

p. 9-7, Table 
9-4 {EPA) 

P. 9-8, Table 
9-5 (Comp) 

p. 9-9, 
Section 9.1.7 
(EPA) 

P. 9-9, Table 
9-7 (Comp) 

p. 9-10, 
Section 9.1.8 
{EPA) 

Third sentence of the l51 

paragraph says "Existing 
contracts do not include all 
of the waste streams." 
Table 9-2 then states 
sufficient capacity exists to 
treat this volume ... 
The inapplicability 
certification used as a basis 
for not using thermal 
treatment is not cited. 

This seems to pose an inconsistent message. 

Provide the citation to the cE!rtification . · : 
··,,.• ;'. 

.• -"'0:.:· 

Mixed waste operations This is not correct - tj'le various DWM US within the.r :-:t>lant 
under interim status, Part A complex are operating. untler final s,~tus pursuant to eermit 
Permit Application, began Condition I.A · ', · ,.,(' · ·· .,-
August 19, 1987. ·· · • ' ·· 
Projected volume of MLLW What pefniit re~uirements are t~er:e for EROF? 
to be treated between CY · ·;,, · ,·t.'. .. 
2015 and the end of CY ··,. ;, · •. • · ---- ,..,. •-.: 
2019 -~ ,.;,:"-· ·'., · _-, :, .· 

Tri-Party Agreement ,:" i",,,: : _'., T.bis- milestone is f~r "Complete ~ti Interim 300 Area remedial 
milestones related to this actions." It is not-at all clear what relevance a CERCLA 
treatability group · \:;,'._ /, reni~dial action milestone has to operation of a permitted 
M-016-008 <·r ... ,. dangerous waste management unit (or units ... ). 
The Tri-Party Agreement · :r.he mflesti:trie, doesn't directly relate to a schedule for 
milestone related to th!s ~ ' trea:tment and.~isposition of 325 HWTU mixed waste. 
treatability group is M-019- _.,.= ._. ' 

00B. The treatment · · · ;:.-
capacity is 14 m3 / day and · •.. ··· -::·\,. 

planned completion of ,.. ::;: 
treatment using_thls facility 
is 2028. ,., · 

The 222-S Laboratot, ;-. 
Complex is a RCRA · ,,.-.- :, 
permitted TSO unit ... 

The 222-S Laboratory Complex is NOT a permitted TSD unit. 
,,i Rather, there are three container storage DWMUs within the 

.complex. 

Language in the second sentence of the paragraph containing 
the cited text is much better. 
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p. 9-11, 
Section 9.1.9 
(EPA) 

p. 9-11, Table 
9-9 (EPA) 

p. 9-13, Table 
9-10 (EPA) 

p. 9-13, Table 
9-10 (EPA) 

MLLW-06 Mercury waste 
requires amalgamation as 
the BOAT treatment. 
Mercury can be present as a 
small-percentage waste 
_component, but also can be 
present in high 
concentrations. Mercury 
present in concentrations 
>260 mg/kg requires 
RMERC. The Hanford Site 
inventory of mercury­
bearing waste is currently 
zero. 

The statement in the first sentence cited that MLLW-06 
require amalgamation is correct, in that this waste stream is 
contaminated with radioactive materials. The following two 
sentences are confusing, however, in th~t they apply to 
different LOR treatability groups that do not apply to MLLW-
06 wastes - MLLW-06 is limited to radioactive mercury. As 
noted in a previous comment·on 1'able. l-1, it is assumed that 
the MLLW-06 treatability group:contalns only elemental 
mercury contaminated:with. radioactive materials. If so, the 
second two sentenaes appear inconsistent with the Table 1-1 
treatability group description. Please review and revise 
accordingly so that fhis-~ext and that in Table 1-1 are ._. 
consistent. The evaluatioh,will serve to establish a ba.sis as to 
whether.or not RMERC wl ll $-e required. It is not clear that ._ 
RMERC fo,: •r.adioactive merc1,fry waste streams makes sensJ, 
unless part ot°a ~reatment trair{ tollowed by AMALG . 

. •. '.'.:~. :, ·•~t· :. . 

Finally, the last sentence in the cited :text is not true. 
, .... ;.,,·:· 1,_Jllermowells iii-.equipmerft stdred in the .PUREX tunnels 

, •· ,, · cot)Jains mercciry. __ By notinc:ludfng all elerhental mercury at 
Hanford in the MtLW'-()6 treatab.ility group, the LOR report 

, canntt:\1effectively ~stablish plans and schedules for LOR 
.,1 treattni!nt of all wastes.at Hanford. 

Alternative~ for treatment \'i. • A.tJea,st:J1.a~ed on the MLLW-06 treatability group description 
of thiswasteAlt~rnatives ·. inJa'b°le i:1.~itis nQt clear why alternatives or a TV would be 
are under evaluation: An- riecessary for a wastifstream consisting of elemental and 
LOR ti-eatability varlanc~ is •· amalg~mi)ted mercury. · Please review Table 1-1 and the cited 
planned for some waste in·_;_; · text to 'l~ns.ure that they are not inconsistent. 

this treatabHitv group. . ·,· • .-.: > ... 
Alternatives for treatment 
of this waste Al.ternatives 
are under evaluatfon. An 
LOR treatability variance is 
planned for some waste iil · 
this treatability group. 

·, ..., . 

Treatment capacity To be 
determined based on 
design reports. 

Tt:li~ ls a fair statement. However, consistent with Section 5 of 
the 1990 LOR Report requirements document, the LOR report 
must contain specific plans and schedules for the evaluation 
documented in the cited text. 
.-,,'.·' 

This is confusing. Treatment capacity should be as necessary 
to treat the inventory documented in the LOR report. Of 
course, there is a relationship between the treatment rate of a 
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132 

p. 9-13, Table 
9-10 (EPA) 

p. 9-13, 
Section 9.2.2 
{EPA) 

p. 9-13, Table 
9-11 (EPA) 

- Submittal of RCRA permit 
application 
To be determined during 
design, as applicable. 

. , 

_;~!· ; / ' 
.;s\ ~ · .. 

,· ~·. 

Currently, there is no.:·> .. 
MLLW-10 waste in storage·., 
and none plano~d to be ., 
genera-t_ed In :tt:ie-n-ext five 
years. --!.·_· ,,,, · /', . 

treatment process and the schedule for completion of 
treatment for a given volume of waste. Please revise to better 
articulate how the LOR report waste inventory, treatment 
capacity and treatment schedules relate. 

,_,,·-:·:· 

This comment applies to all similar instances of the cited 
language. ~- ; <" . -• 
This is not consistent with the 1990 LOR re.port requirement, 
which states that the LOR report must contain dates for 
submission of permitapplications for required tr-~atment 
processes. While there is no doubt that submissi0i:\ of a 
permit application logically follows completion of tire process 
design, the cited TPA milestones establish fixed datesfar . 
completion of conceptual and definitive design reports. 1-'Yi· 
There ifno reason that a spe~ific d~te for submission of · · · 
permit app1icatiot:1 materials cannot be specified in the LOR 
report a 'reasori'able·ler,gth of time fbllo.wing the M-091-018 
milestone: ·'.·'._;:. ·:, ·; ' _ 

.. 

This comment\ 1~plies to all~~r~llar instances;of the cited 
lan·gu·age. · : ... -'· · · -- ·· ' 

There are reactive rr,ehils in the current Hanford mixed waste 
inv~ntory, butit is induded in the 400--Area treatability group. 
Therefore, ,riisleading conclusions are drawn from this means 
of organizing wastes in the .report. 

.. ~, :'. 

- curr:ent regulatory statu's':. Why '1s t he regulatory status of a commercial facility or 
N/A ·'· :', ' __ capacity that needs to treat regulated waste Not Applicable? 

, :Se.ems like-the regulatory status of such capacity is an 
es~ntial piece of information that needs to be included in the 
t.:.6~;report. If the commercial capacity is not currently 

' · ~;: · .. i:)er-n'litted, the 1990 LOR report requirements document 
··- i:t<~:, ' spet ifies that the LOR report needs to include plans and .. .,, 

• -•·· · • ,schedules for ensuring the commercial capacity is permitted . 
. ·• --~~, ... 

Unless the regulatory status of commercial capacity is clearly 
documented, it is not possible to evaluate whether or not the 
LOR report is complete and reflects compliance with the 1990 
LOR Report requirements document. 
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p. 9-15, 
Section 9.3.2 
(EPA) 

p. 9-15, 
Section 9.3.2 
(EPA) 

P. 9-15, 

Section 9.3.2 
(Comp) 

In the resolution 
negotiations for the Notices 
of Deficiency for the 222-S 
Laboratory Complex Part B 
permit application, Ecology 
approved the 222-S TS 
Tunnel waste to remain in 
the 222-S Laboratory 
Complex until closure. 
General 

. ~-· - ~~ . 

The wastes included in the · . 

B Plant C~ 4 and B Plant 
Containment BuUding 
treatabllity groups are 
stored in a facility m~naged 
under a regulator-approved , 
long-term S&M plan, :··:'- ,~:. < 
DOE/RL-99-24, Surveillan~e . 
and Maintenance Pfan for 
the 221-8 Facility {8-Pfant). 

Ecology lacks the legal authority to make such an approval 
other than through the permitting process, which has NOT 
occurred to date. Ecology may have agreed to propose a draft 
permit that includes permit authorization to store these 
wastes, but proposal of a draft permit does NOT constitute 
approval. Only a final effective perri:iit can do that. 

'.,,:: 
,. ~). 

This section states th~t for some treatability groups, 
treatment technologi~s-have not been selected; While this is 
legitimate for some of ~he enumerated treatability groups, it is 
not for others. For e~amp[e, the mixed. debris in the 222::? T-
8 tunnel is a classic exanipfe:bf mtl(ed debris that can be ,: :-. 

\ . "\•·.,:· 

successfully treated via size rieductton and debris-rule 
macroencaps~iation. The fact tiiitpOE-RL has not selected a 
technology.does· not provide a legitfihate basis to establish 
plans and si::f)edules for treatment ofthj$ mixed debris in the 

. WR report Mse on a presumptive treatme tJ)rocess that has 
i(verv high probability of being perfectly acceptable. A similar 
ar,g\li'n_ent can be mad~ for·the chromium-contaminated 
con2rete chips in the B·Plant Cell 4. Finally, it is highly likely 
that~ -of the reactive· metal wastes in the 400-Area WM u 
.trceata6ility,kfoup can be treated by water (or water vapor) 
: de~ctivation; recognizing ttiat some degree of process 
dev.~lQpment ma'{ b~ nece~sary to adapt this technology for 
the u,iliq,ue core compt:Jnent pots. 

· EPA restiru:led their approval of the S&M plan. 
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141 

P. 9-16, Table 
9-12 (Comp) 

P. 9-16, Table 
9-12 (Comp) 

P. 9-16, Table 
9:.12 (Comp) 

p. 9-16, Table 
9-12 (EPA) 

p. 9-16, Table 
9-12 (EPA) 

P. 10-1, Fig 
10-1 (EE) 

Projected volume of MLLW 
to be treated between CY 
2015 and the end of CY 
2019 

None, residues to be 
handled with canyon 
disposition, in accordance 
with letter Ol-RCA-192, 
"Request to Formalize 221-
T Tank System Closure 
Agreement," {Hebdon, 
2001) 
Estimated completion date 
for treatment of treatability 
group with the assumption 
of available funding -with 
canyon disposition. 

There are no TPA milestones or CERCLA Rods associated. 

This is not documentation of an approval by Ecology, but 
rather documentation of DOE's r.ec'.(uest to Ecology to 
formalize agreement. 

.. .-
There is no milestone for-T. Plant can~n disposition. ··•·' 

-~ . ' . .. ; 

.. ,, ...... 
.. '( 

·':, ... ... , 

- Characterization needed This is not'entlrely defensible. At least in part, baseline 
defined Unknown until the characterization of a waste/waste stream is •needed in order 
treatment capability is .: ;{- to ·start the process ~f identifying candidat~'or required 
defined. This wast-e might treatment. From a practical standpoint, it may well be that 
change radioactivity . :. . characterization and treatment requirements need to be 
categories from low-level .,, . developed in parallel. However, it is NOT entirely the case 
mixed waste to TRUM · · · . th.at char~rJzation information is fully unknown until 
through evaporation.-, treatment" Q1pability is defined. 
- Treatment milestones :, Thls1s. not exactly tofrect. As dangerous waste management 

.. ~ .. :/ units; the residues must be handled in accordance with the None, residues to be 
handled with canyon 

disposition., in accordance 
with letterUl-RCA-192, 
"Request to Formalize 221-
T Tank System Closure 
Agreement," (Hebdon, .:,, 

2001). 'c' •; :. 

WRAP and 221-T listed as 
existing capabilities 

approved closure plan in the permit. While the closure plan 
itself may be developed in coordination with canyon 
disposition, this is very different that the closure of the tanks 
and .. the associated residue "handling" being done under the 
_canyon disposition process. 

Also, given that a permit modification request was submitted 
October 18, 2013, why is 01-RCA-192 cited? Shouldn't the 
2013 submission supersede the 2001 document? 
I think this is a misrepresentation of the situation. WRAP is 
not ready to process anything of the M--091 waste and is 
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143 

144 

145 

146 

147 

P. 10-1, Fig 
10-1 (EE) 
P. 10-2 and 
10-3, Section 
10Tables 
(Comp) 

p. 10-2, Table 
10-1 (EPA) 

p. 10-2, Table 
10-1 (EPA) 

p. 10-2, Table 
10-1 (EPA) 

p. 10-3, Table 
10-2 (EPA) 

The figure shows 221-T as 
the only TRUM-RH facility. 
e.g. Projected volume of 
MLLW to be treated 
between CY 2015 and the 
end of CY 2019 

Processing of mixed waste 
will be performed in 
accordance with TPA 
milestones, permit 
requirements, CERCLA 
RODs, and state Dangerous 
Waste Regulations (WAC-
173-303). 

planned to be shut down. 221-T has potential to process large 
and RH containers, but does not possess that capability right 
now. 
The PUREX Tunnels need to be added-t'o this group. 

· ... . ::, 
Past year reports reference sp~c;lfk,fflllestone series (e.g. M-
091) or specific volumes fo~ volttmes v:eated. DOE-RL-2015-
08 does not specify volumes.treated ,~-!he Section 9 and 
Section 10 Tables. 

,. .. 
,·r.\ 

i ·.::.:.~--
.. · .. 
,. ·-=~ . ' ... 

... .._. 
-.-, .. _. 

-·. ~ . 

Processing of mixed wast:e~y -This is very misleading, in ihafboth WRAP 'and T-Plant canyon 
will be performed in fa-~lity DWMUS: ;ire essenti~lly shut down: · Not only is the 
accordance with TPA '·•. highliehted text so get'feric as to be '.nteaningless, it is also 
milestones, permit ' \ .' misleading by not !'~fleeting the current state of capacity with 
requirements, CERCLA :·-:0,, ,\ respectto_ CH-TRUM wastes. Please revise accordingly. 
RODs, and·~~~,e_pangerous ': I_'.. ,:.:,_~;::i-r : .. ,,._, " . . 
Waste~~t!lations:(WAC- }< ,. ~-··. 
173~303), . :;,-, . . "\.' ,;.. .. 

Tre~tfnent capacity ' · Is there any evidence to suggest that this level can be, or has 
Permitte~capacity is 13 · ·" ever been :achleved for processing ofTRUM? if not, permit 

m3/day:- ,, ~- ,authorization ~otwithstanding, it is simply misleading to cite 
,,,~ ::·_. thrs· number. ,·,· 

- Current regula\dry status lhi_s is factually incorrect - both T-Plant and WRAP DWMUs 
Operating under fntetim afe:operating under final status authority through the permit. 
status; transition to'. finat . · }tis.true that the WRAP and T-Plant DWMUs are operating 
status is pending. •;:/'. _.\·' ·a'ccording to Interim status technical standards, but that is a 

Tri-Party Agreement 
milestones related to these 

, very different statement than the various DWMUs operating 
_ "under interim status." 
Should the milestone "M-09-44" be "M-091-44?" 



treatability groups M--09-44 
and M-091-01 

148 p. 10-3, Table - Current regulatory status What does this mean? Shouldn't this be something like "Not 
10-2 (EPA) In planning yet permitted - the design and subsequent permit 

modification/application materials under development?" 
149 p. 10-3, Table Budget status for design, The Department of Energy is obligated to seek funding for 

10-2 (EPA) construction, and current enforceable milestones. By being silent on current 
operations funding request obligations, and instead speaking only to 
Funding will be requested projected but not yet approved milestones, this report 
to support the M--091 suggests that Energy is not Intending to maintain compliance 
milestones resulting from with current enforceable milestones. 

ra-.. the current negotiations. 
Estimated date of What does this mean? There are enforceable milestones in 
processing completion of place for completion of at least the TRUM-CH and TRUM-RH 
treatability groups with the wastes - why would this report say the dates of currently 
assumption of available enforceable milestones with actual dates are "To be 
funding. determined?" 
To be determined. 

151 p. 10-3, Text indicating that the 
' Aren't the current plans to dispose of the cells and wastes in 

Section 10.3 processing technology for them in ERDF, not WIPP? . · 
(EPA) the 324 REC has not been 

selected. 
152 P.10-3, 324 building REC waste . The 324 building does not contain any TRU or TRUM waste as 

section 1-3 commented on earlier on page 8-3. Ail planning for 
bullets (EE) disposition of this facility assumes LLW and MLLW. This 

information needs to be moved to section 9.3.2. 
153 p. 10-4, The PUREX Storage Tunnels · This is not correct. There are two storage tunnels, each of 

Section are a RCRA-regulated which is an individual dangerous waste management unit. 
10.3.1 (EPA) storage unit 

154 p. 10-4, The waste included in the This is neither accurate nor appropriate - the "regulator-
Section PUREX Plant treatabillty approved long-term S&M plan" simply cannot authorize 
10.3.2 (EPA) group is stored under a storage of wastes subject to the dangerous waste regulations. 

regulator-approved long- Only the permit can provide authorization for storage of 
term S&M plan. .. dangerous/mixed wastes. 

155 P. 10-4, 324 building REC waste Move entire section to chapter 9. 
section 
10.3.3 (EE) 
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159 

160 

161 

P. 11-2, table 
11-1 (EE) 

P. 12-1, 
Section 12 
Treatment of 
Potential 
Mixed Waste 
(Comp) 
p. 12-1, 
Section 12.0 
(EPA} 

P. 13-1, 
Section 13.0 
(Comp) 

P. 13-1, 
Section 13.0 
(Comp} 

Date complete hot 
commissioning: 2018 
Treatment capacity To be 
determined by final design. 

Treatment plans for these 
waste streams will be 
defined further when the 
streams are determined to 
be mixed waste. 

Edit to align with reality. 

Given clear knowledge (to nine significant figures) of the 
volume of DST and SST waste and the enforceable schedules 
in the TPA and the Consent Decree, the necessary capacity of 
HLW treatment is clearly defined. Why does this entry say 
that capacity will be determined by the final design? If 
anything, the required treatment capacity should be an input 
to the final design, not something derived from it. 
Since the Potential Mixed Waste has not been specifically 
identified it is difficult to comment on Section 12. 

This is a fair statement for those potential mixed waste where 
existing data are insufficient to support a conclusive or likely 
determination that, when generated, the waste will 
designated as mixed waste. However, not all wastes in the 
potential mixed waste table fit into this category. For 
example, the potential mixed T Plant Canyon Cell 11-L clearly 
states that wastes i n the canyon cell designates as mixed 
waste . . Thus, this particular waste must be included in plans 
and schedules for treatment to LDR standards in the LDR 
report. More generally, any potential mixed waste that where 
there is a reasonable basis.that it does designate or is likely to 
designate when generated must be included in LDR report 
treatment plans and schedules. 
There is no milestone to support delaying T Plant Complex 
Canyon characterization and treatment. The characterization 
and treatment schedule for the 221-T Tank System must be 
provided. 
2706-Tanks are not located in the Canyon, and must be 
characterized separately from the 221-T Tank System. The 
characterization and treatment schedule for the 2706-T Tanks 
must be provided. 
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163 

164 

165 

p. 13-1, 
Section 13 
(EPA) 

P. 13-1, Table 
13-1 (Comp) 

p. 13-1, Table 
13-1 (EPA) 

p. 13-1, Table 
13-1, entry 
for the 241-
CX tank 
system. 
(EPA) 

The information must be 
sufficient to quantify 
constituents of regulatory 
concern and to determine 
waste characteristics and 
unit specific waste 
acceptance criteria. 
221-T Tank System, will be 
done in conjunction with T 
Plant Complex Canyon 
disposition. 
Additional characterization 
might be required to 
support waste treatment. 
Will be done in conjunction 
with T Plant Complex 
Canyon disposition. 

Information about a waste can be used to determine whether 
or not unit-specific waste acceptance criteria are satisfied. 
However, information about a waste cannot be used to 
establish unit-specific waste acceptanc.e'criteria. Rather, unit­
specific waste acceptance criteria d~~~·lld on the nature and 
capability of the receiving unit. -Pleas,e edit accordingly. 

There is no milestone for T'l>la.iit canyoh disposition. 
. .. ,-._,:, 

. . :~ 

The 1990 LOR plan requirements document is quite ct:ear that 
the LOR plan "shall Include a comprehensive Waste ... \ ·::... 
Characterization Plan, that includes a plan and schedule-to· ·.­
characteri~ all waste stored at Ranford and all waste streams 
generai~:at Hanford, and to report characterization results 
to EPA and·Ecoiogy.'?. The Waste Characterization portion of 
the LOR Plan ~~all include the steps necessary to confirm 
which wastes.and which waste streams -are subject to the 

J : 

' ·· LDR-." The cited te_xt does not satisfy the cited requirements. 
·-.-: '. 

·. ff. '..'}: 
,. .~-: 

,· .- .. 
I. • , ;1 \ ... - .... , 

Recognizing thattfiere.may be legiti-mate uncertainty as to 
characterization r~quired for treatment, the LOR report 
sho1iild-document a specific decisions point at which a final 

. determination of whether or not additional characterization 
might be needed. The fact that there is some uncertainty in 
whatadditional characterization might be needed does not 

· <; . provide a shield from the requirement to include 
-:. plans/sC~edules of some sort in the LOR report. If anything, 

. ~ uncertainty makes careful planning even more necessary. 

i k comment also applies to the table entry for the 222-1 TB 
run:~el. 

-',·_\ , tn 'this instance, characterization of Tank 72 the 241-CX Tank 
_ :System as part of 200-IS-1 OU remedial action process is· 

. .,_ · appropriate, and consistent with conceptual resolution of EPA 
comments on the draft re-issue permit. That said, what about 
the other two tanks in the system? Given the significant 
differences in the three tanks and their waste contents, the 
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p. 13-2, Table 
13-1, entry 
for B-Plant 
Cell4 

Table 13-1, 
entry for B 
Plant 
Containment 
Building 

(EPA) 
P. 13-2, 
Section, 13.0 
(Comp} 
p. 13-2, Table 
13-1, entry 
for the HSTF 
(EPA} 

characterization activity analysis must be on a tank-specific 
basis, reflecting the different characterization needs. This 
description ls silent on what, if any, additional characterization 
might be necessary for the 241-CX-70 atid 71 tanks. 
Characterization should be identified on a unit-specific basis, 
recognizing that similar charact.erization requirement may 
apply to multiple units. , .; :. = , ::.,,,,, 

It probably would be ~ettet to cite the Ms:15_.milestone 
specific to the 200-1s:1;.which is M-015-92B; fri addition to the 
M-015-00 major "'tlestone. The rationale for this 
recommendation is'inat the interim milestone is specific to 
submission of the CMS/pn~posed pl3n report, which sh6\:dd 
contail") the results of ttit!' Riff~ a;t'.d ~I/CMS characteriiatibn 
of the.ci<-r2-tank. The M-015~(ni):is simply to complete the 
RI/FS and RFI/CMS work, which .is appropriate, but stops short 
of submis,sron of the 'actual report. · ; 

·,,,··, :,; ,, , ,\ {_; 

To be determined via Tr,i~ , . ·tGiven the expected parallel approach foraeaJing with closure 
Party Agreement Action' ; · · .;,: ·, i~~es and schedl/les for, DWMUs:witbin the 8-Plant and 
Plan, Section 8.0. ,'.'/•'.v. · PUR£X complexes, ~nd language in f.~A_Action Plan Section 
To be determined ~iaTri- 8.1.3,-~oncerning th~ ·reiationship betw~en closure and facility 
Party Agreement Action '.-: .:;, tran;~itibn, the language .in the "Additional Characterization 
Plan, Sectio.ri 8.0:,, · ~ ·.;: • ~<;~iv.il,iesl',~ "Planned Characterization Schedule" for PUREX 

.. ·- . . "' , ···Storage Tunnels'S'hould be reflected here. .! !,1; .. :< ~ .. ,, .,, ~ •·· . . , ~~ i/):.~~ .. · ~,.~ yd~ ~ 

~-~-. ' . 
, · 

·.· . .. 
·:-

·:': ·-. 

.. ,, 
. ~: 

. -:.,_ .... 

'•, 

M~BS covers bnly MW within the canyons of B Plant and 
PUREX. Any MW outside the canyon needs a schedule. 

Additional characterization J,'he statements that "Additional characterization will be 
will be performed, as ·,:,~,-.,-'.: performed .. . " and "Completed" are inconsistent. Either the 
necessary, to support ,.. characterization is complete or is not. 
removal of the tanks as part 
of 200-IS-1 OU activities 
Completed 
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170 

171 

172 

173 

P. 13-2, Table 
13-1 (Comp) 

P. 13-2, Table 
13-1 (Comp) 
p. 13-2, Table 
13-1, entry 
for MLLW-02 
-Inorganic 
Non-Debris 
(EPA) 

P. 13-2, Table 
13-1 (Comp) 

p. 13-3, Table 
13-1, entry 
for PUREX 

B Plant Containment 
Building 
As necessary to meet 
treatment facility waste 
acceptance criteria. 
M-091-42 
M-091-42 

-·:•"-

Using the M-016-00B or M-094 long-term schedules is 
inappropriate for all 325 HWTU wastes. Interim schedules for 
325 HWTU wastes should be proposed in the LDR report. 
There should be another treatability group identified to cover 
waste outside of the Canyon. ,;:_. ... ,.: ' 

The cited M-091-42 milestone r.ead? "Complete the treatment 
of small container CH MLLW (1n above ground storage as of 
June 30, 2009 and in retri~liable storage) to_ meet applicable 
LDR treatment standards In- compliance with.WAC 173-303-
140." This milestone at best implies completion of necessary 
characterization,J>iit It does NOT satisfy the requirements of 
Section 3 of the 1990 LOR Require·ments document for. a 
comprehensive characterization pl.ah, illcluding the ·' . , 
requirements ''The Waste.ci'f~ratteniation portion of th~ LOR 
Plan snail include the steps n·~sctry to confirm which wastes 
and which waste streams are subje~ to the LOR." Citation of 
a final treatment milestone does hot constitute a plan 
documenting.the steps nece~sary fo~ ~ste characterization. 

~ .... ?" t•" 

) ' ' ... A1~o, characterization "as n'e~essary to meet treatment facility 
waste !)cceptance criteria" is a different set of requirements 
than required of the _LDR report characterization report, which 
is to·do~_ument the steps necessary to confirm which 

.·.:, 

, .. 

.... ·.·-,._ . ,., . . ... 

..... 
, · . · w.astes/was~ streams ''are subject to the LOR." 

t -·. . ,.' .. ·-. .-::~ .. 

Bas~d on these points, the cited entry In this table do not 
reflect ~ompllance with the 1990 LDR report document . 

. . ; ;.r 
) ~.: 

Jhis comm~ntapplies to the following table entries for MLLW­
·oa·through -10, and the table entries for TRUM-CH and TRUM­
Rk entries below. 
M-091-42 covers the treatment of MLLW for small container 

· L, CH MLLW in above ground storage as of June 30, 2009 and in 
°:\\ ·t.etrievable storage. No other MW should be lumped under 
~t l.r M-091-42. 

The footnote to Table 1-1 says that it is difficult to distinguish 
between TRU and TRUM for waste that has been in storage 
for an extended period. Based on this, the table entry 



174 

175 

176 

177 

178 

180 

181 

Storage 
tunnels 
(EPA) 
P. 14-2-, 
Section 14.0 
(Comp) 

P. 14-2, Table 
14-1 

P. 14-3, 
Section 14.0 
(Comp) 

P. 15-1, 
Section 15.0 
(Comp) 

P. A-2, Table 

A-1 (Comp) 

P. A-3, Table 
1-A (Comp) 

P. A-3, Table 
1-A (Comp) 

This table provides 
information on the 
projected generation 
volume 2015 through 2019. 
It seems this information, 
where available, should be 
in the Tables in Section 9. 

"Additional Characterization Activities" must clearly document 
the need to designate, or verify designation, of PUREX Storage 
Tunnel wastes in storage. 
Section 14, Some of the planned treatmf!nt periods are 
discrepant with associated milestOl'\·es. 'Some of the planned 
treatment periods associated with milestones are not 
specified in referenced milest'ones: . : .. • 

Provide the volume informatfor-r in Sec-tlo_.n,9 tables also. 

. "' . ·<.1'" 

.',•.:. 

. • ,.,\, 
:.~' . .. 

The ctRCLkdocument (ROD, work plan, design document, 
et c.) thafts qµote4 for the schedul~ must have a definitive 
schedule l!sted iri j_t. The location of the schedule dates in the 
CERClA documents i'ntist be.referenced in the LOR report. 

· -..using Tri-Party Agreemenf Mllestones for which the due date 
was exceeded aa-es not provide for ,1.ompliance with any LOR 
requirements. Lis~~dJ(i this section· are the following 
exceeded mileston~: M-015-112; M--016-175; M-036-0lE; M-

'->; 045:£51: M-045-86H; M~45-91M-T01; M-045-91F-T04; M-045-
.. 916-T04;M=o62-01AD; M-091-40L-044; M-091-40U-T01; M-

091-40V-T6i; M-Q91-40W-T01; N-091-442-005; M-091-46B­
TOl; M-091-46C-T02; and M-091-460-T03. 

3-RCMhazardous waste :;:- ,,, and "stat,e only" waste designation(s}. 
code· ii:''·-.. ·:-:;::.•.", ·.,>, 
13-Physical location · · The location specific data sheets have a table in Section 2.2 for 

.. ' ,:-,-, re.porting eacti' building and room number location, but the 
., ·•,;; ~ datcf sheets are not providing this information for all locations. 

14-Method of stor,"8~ l'.SDS Section 2.2 has a table provided to show number of 
···' eontainers or tanks. However, not all location specific data 
·.,; ';'?~-:, sheets are recording this information. A very good example of 

·\ a LSDS which shows the information according to the 
instructions can be found on P. B-45 for 222-S Labs. An 



example showing little information provided is MLLW-04, 
ewe on P. B-310. 

182 P. A-4, Table 20-ldentification of any Add "of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents to the 
A-1 (Comp) releases environment from these storage unit~. ·: .. 

183 P. A-4, Table 31-Treatment and disposal TGDS 3.3.2 does not discuss treatment:and disposal 
A-1 (Comp) technologies technologies. . ... , .. ... 

184 P. A-5, Table 32-Treatment capacity TGDS 4.3 is a location to ind.icate treatment capacity available. 
A-1 (Comp) However, individual LSDS do not identify availability. 

185 p. B-1, Text ... and give a glimpse of the What is "give a glimpser .. ·The Final Determination and the 
accompanyin was.te's past and future. 1990 LDR Report requttements document have very specific 
g Figure B-1 information requirements that must be provided. Whether 
(EPA) or not "give a glimpse" satisfies these specific lnformc;)tion 

requirements is entireiy Uh.clear. (.,._:r : .. :·_ .. 
, ... ;; 

186 p.'B-1, Text Unique information is What is "4nique information·t ,:..: : .Be.tt,e'r language would be >: 
accompanyin included on LSDSs that is "Information.specific to wastei·Within the treatability group 
g Figure B-1 not reflected on TGDS. stored in specific locations that ls. riot reflected in TGDSs." 
(EPA) This recommended language is bett.er ~llgned with the stated 

function of 1,.SDSs. 
.-. ., -~· ._._, 

,-· ~ 

187 p. B-1, Text The LOR report requires67': ·whatever may be "a clea( pic,tu~e" needs .to be defined in 
accompanyin both to provide a clecii' _.·::~· ·term.s of the FF~, the FD aodthe 1990 document. 
g Figure B-1 picture of each waste ;•. Otherwise, "a clear picture" is entirely subjective, and it is 
(EPA) stream. ··- diffict1_I~ to evaluate compliance with the cited source 

·, J~\::~ reqwii'ements. For ai'I example, "The combination of TGDS and 
... ,. ~·· I.SOS prwide th,e information required to be included in the .. ,. '., -~;,,,,.,_,,,,_ , .. .:to~ report by the 1990 LDR Report Requirements document." . :~- .. : 

: r--- · ·-·· . :,,,.-.?.-: .~:.\~--- . .. , .. : ;. •,. ' - . 
-,~ This comments pertains to language "present a complete 

picture;1·shown In Figure 8-1 with the PUREX Storage Tunnels 
... "information,-, .... 

188 p. B-1, Text LSDSs for gen~ratlng To avoid confusion as to the meaning of "facility," this text 
accompanyin locations contain th~ should be re-written to read: "LSDS for generating locations 
g Figure B-1 current facility invent9.r:y of contain the current inventory of this waste at the generating 
(EPA) this waste ,J location." 

189 p. B-2, Note that the grouping of ·,: This is curious. A treatability group seems to be a grouping of 
Instructions waste into a treatability 

. . 
wastes or waste streams with common treatment and/or 

forTGDS, group can be based on any disposal pathway. It seems odd to consider storage location, 
of the following: proposed as wastes in a particular storage location (for example, ~ ewe 
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191 

192 

193 

Section 1.2 
(EPA) 

p. B-3, 
Instructions 
forTGDS, 
Section 3.3.1 
(EPA) 

p. B-4, 
Instructions 
forTGOS, 
Sectlon 3.3.4 
(EPA) 

p. B-4, 
Instructions 
forTGDS, 
Section 
3.3.4.1 (EPA) 

P. B-4, 
Section 3.3.S 
(Comp) 

treatment technology, 
storage location, or waste 
source. 

The choice indicates 
whether, under federal LOR 
requirements defined in 40 
CFR 268.2, the waste 
stream is considered 

storage building) could have any one of a diverse range of 
treatment requirements. 

Given that most Hanford non-TRU wastes have land disposal 
as a final disposal pathway, using disposal pathway as a means 
of grouping wastes into a treatc!bflity group likely has 
limitations. In cases where tile disposal pathway uniquely 
defines the treatment pathway/ for example incineration, 
then the disposal pathway J;an be used as ·part of the 
definition of a treatabilitf group. Is this distinction clear in 
the LOR report? : /\,~~- ·,:-• 

A generator responsi,ti;ility is to identify applicable LOR .. 
treatment standards; which in turn riquires determining 
whether the waste is a wa·~~V-'a,~dr.~on-wastewater.' EPA. 
agrees,:th:iif f,Qr some legacy'~a~tes generated prior to the ·• 
effective-6ate.l!f LOR requireme.nts, this determination might 
not be m'aae . . lf~h~ ''unknown type\i, ption is selected for 
wastes subj~~ to other.than state-~nl/tDR requirements, the 

wastewater, non­
wastewater, or is of an 
unknown type. ·?: :}• LOR report miistinclude a1fl'art'<lnd schedui'e for refining the 

"•:. ·· / ·· w.tste's charactetlzatlonto:srieclfythe LDRtreatability group. 
Does this waste stream What decision criteria:apily to "contaji'i PCBs?" Is this any 
contain PCBs? lists three detectable quantity? ~Y Aroclor or by individual PCB 
options, one of which must congen~r? What deteetjon limits apply? Please ensure the 
be selected,r.~arding PCB ./ '"~DR ·rEipoft,COntains d0<;uinentation of these points. 
contenL'rffe bastHor the ,' /,;f ., .,· . " ' 
ch.oic~ made can be 'prp.c;ess ', ','.J;t ' ",_,: 
kncf~ledge or laboratoty ~i; :, _ . /;\_ . 
anaiysis. · ,. · ._,,_ ·- :,_;;:;;.,: . 
Is waste stream subject to : Why "impll~?''. Shouldn't a more affirmative determination 
TSCA regulati'Ql'\S for PCBs? ·be made? Of course, there should be an option "insufficient 
Implies applicabAky as infd~mation," but absent insufficient information, merely 
determined by rs~ . imr,lying seems to fall short. 
regulations. Only an~¢t ,/,t· 
this question when Sect-tory} f ·· 
3.3.4 is answered as "yes." ,:~ · -
What is the confidence level 
for the regulated 
constituents? lists three 

What is the value of this step? This question suggests that 
DOE does not necessarily know what their waste is. 
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197 

p. B-7, 
Instructions 
for LSDS, 
Section 2.1 
(EPA) 

p. B-8, 
Instructions 
for LSDS, 
Section 2.2 
(EPA) 

p. B-9, 
Instructions 
for LSDS, 
Section 2.7 
(EPA) 

p. B-15, Table 
B-1 (EPA) 

options, one of which must 
be selected. This assigns a 
subjective rating to the 
accuracy of the Information 
presented on regulated 
constituents. 
Storage pursuant to the Tri­
Party Agreement must be 
addressed by checking t he 
appropriate boxes. 

Storage Inventory 

locations: Lists the building 
and/or room number, as 
appropriate, with the 

What does this mean? Ass~,mrng·"stt>tage" is intended to 
reference storage of mixed wast'e su bje.ct to dangerous waste 
requirements, only the Hanford dangerous waste permit can 
provide authorizatioh to treat, store or disposal-of mixed or 
dangerous waste. The TPA cannot be used to authorize 
storage of waste regulated under the dangerous was~ 
program. , 

This probably should be wo'rded ''tisfthe specific dangerous , 
wast~ rh~~g.ement units where · 

. . :~. ·' . " 
:"._"'·.: 

. ··~-~ .. 
.. · ~ . 

number of storage 
containers/tanks for each '·_·., \ : , 
storage location in a table 

.. 4'"':·· .... ·"' :~- .. 

_ .. .,,. __ , ,;,, .. 
' ,· 

·:.-. 
format. ·· 
2. 7 DOE Storage ;'-1 
Compliance Assessment 
Information~--

.. 
: ~-.-.... : 

The reference to the assessment document for completed 
asses·sments may be-adequate, but it would seem essential to 

. -

... do'cu ment .the results (>f t~e assessment, specifically the 
appilcable st-orage requitem,ents and whether or not they are 
being complied ·with. · Compliance assessments are not an end 
in themselves - they are intended to provide information 
necessary to ensure safe management until the waste is 
tr~ated. ln, thu; sense, the results of the assessment are just 
<l_S rmportant as whether or not the assessments were 
cqrripleted. 

.;···: 

Column heading'' ·· .. :,·' 
. 1:-

Thfs probably should read, or include "unit group." 

"Unlt/Plant." ' ":.:··'" .. ·_:.t . That said, many of the "unit/plant" locations consist of 
' •

1
: . multiple dangerous waste management units, each of which 

may have very different management capabilities and wastes 
that they managed. To fully meet the intent and clear 
requirements of the LOR report, location-specific data sheets 
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199 

200 

201 

202 

P. 8-16, 
LERF/ETF (EE) 

P. 8-21 and 
following 
pages, TGDSs 
(Comp) 

p. 8-22, TGDS 
221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 3.3.2 
(EPA) 

p. 8-22, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 3.3.2 
(EPA) 

p. B-22, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 3.3.2 
(EPA) 

Contractor: CHPRC 

e.g .... however, legacy 
waste currently stored is on 
hold until funding is 
allocated to treat the waste 
based on the overall site 
cleanup priorities. 
Large equipment and/or 
debris. 

Constituent concentration 

need to identify specific dangerous waste management units 
(or groups of DWMUs when they are sufficiently similar that 
there is no 
WRPS will be contractor when this report comes out. Edit . 

.. •,•\ 

Numerous Data Sheets don't h1we:-treatment schedule 
information or milestones thatpornt to a specific date or refer 
to a document or process that does not specify a date. 

\ .... 

This text is inconsisteAt ~ith the description of w~stes in 
Section 1.2 that states that _the waster-also include non·-debris 
such as sandblast grit. Pleast_revis·e t6 ensure consistenty':'.-
within tt,.e T,GQ.S. ...~·:: ·:,· ._ .. -~: 

;_: :,. 
.• ·1_ .. .. ;. . . ··._:~ / ·-,.. 

~ -~ ,\ ·~ :--~ -·~ . 

The statem(;!tlt that the concentratio.frrahge of constituents is 
and basis column entries of U!lknown based on process knowledge does'not make sense. 
"unknown" and "protess··:c-• · 

,-r 

knowledge." •:?'..'. 
rf ~l'lything, this table should be stating that there is a lack of 
pro<t~ss knowledge to·establish constituent concentrations. 
Also, it js curious that the table seems to suggest that, by dint 

:·:?2;_: . of the-waste being associated with numerous toxicity 
" ·!: :§ .. ch'aract~fistj't.waste codes, the corresponding constituents are 

. ~(:: ·::) \}: ·r-.. .. ·,p•r¢sent at levels exceeding-the toxicity characteristic levels, 
\. _·· • . yet tl'\e concentratlb~ 'of the very same constituents is stated 

' . . - ~~ 

LDR Treatment 
Concentration 
Standard or· ·,, -
Technology Code , . 

:--' 
.. ,, .,"'' 

:~ ·' as "u~kr'lown." 

·:-• 

· · Why areLDR treatment standards cited as "unknown?" 40 

1

, C~R 268.40)s•explicitly clear for D004 wastes, for example, 
what the wastewater and non-wastewater treatment 
standards are. Given that this TGDS states that the physical 
form of these wastes are solid, there is no ambiguity as to 

· what the LOR treatment standard is. Since the wastes are 
described as being in part mixed debris, it would be 

· '< appropriate to identify debris rule macroencapsulation as an 
alternative treatment standard likely to be applied to at least 
some of the wastes in this treatability group. 



203 

204 

205 

206 

p. B-22, 
. TGOS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 3.3.2 
(EPA) 

p. B-23, 
TGOS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
footnote to 
Section 3.3.2 
(EPA) 

P. B-23, 
General on all 
TGOSs 
(Comp) 
p. 8-23, 
TGOS, 221-T 
Containment 

LOR subcategory identified This is very confusing. There are four treatability subgroups 
for FOOl wastes, all of which are for solvent wastes. Thus, 
this entry simply fails to distinguish which of the four FOOl 
treatability subgroups apply to this treat.ability subgroup. It is 
simply not possible to identify what LOR.treatment standard 
applies. By dint of the 6.0 mg/kg treatment standard for 
1,1,1-trichloroethane, one can infer.that the wastes fall into 
the first treatability group for FObl wastes. 

as "spent solvent" for FOOl-
FOOS waste codes 

This waste will either be 
treated under M-091, 
macroencapsulated, or 
treated with other 
approved methods. 

This enumeration of possible treatment pathways is so broad 
as to be meaningless. , It is simply impossible to document a 
unique plan or schedule for treatment of specific .Wastes 
within this treatability group for treatment by a spedfic 
technology. In this sense, the LOR re.port fails its most basic 
functio . - this is a very significant global issue with the LO~· . 
report .. O:>n:ipounding the pr6blem' is that the "M-91" process 
does noteven .i~entify any speciffc treatment technology -
therefor~, it is m,t pqS:sible to verify 'that any of the M-91 
treatment tectmologies,are i~ fact capable of meeting 

""·:!"'':' • applicable LD.~ftreatment •Standards for this particular 

.·J·.: 
. ' . ·~. 
'•· ,. 

.~/\ veatability group ... Finally; tffs. ct.i r ious why none of the ·>>~ concentration of each -and every toxitity characteristic 
constituents is reported as being "unknown," whereas for 
PCBs; there seems to b~ sufficient information to state that 
the wast~s·have >50 ppm PCBs, and the "unknown" box for 
PCBs is not ohe~ked. Why.the difference? 
.. -.._,,:4, . 

.. _ • .. ... 

While it'is perfectly acceptable to assume that various 
, · · dangerous constituents are present at regulated levels, the 

. .,., ' 

. U>R report:should clearly state that these levels are assumed 
i'h f he face of "process knowledge" that says the 
~~entration or range of concentrations is unknown. 
~tammatical Error was "$" instead of">=" under section 

:3.3.4.2. (This appears to have happened across the board an 

-~;,_: :~)": .· g/1 ·LDR Report Treatability Group Data Sheets) 

Should the""$" symbol in the middle check box be"~?" This 
comment applies to all TGDSs. 
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Building, 
Section 
3.3.4.2 {EPA) 
p. B-23, Entire section. This section falls substantially short qf meeting the 

requirements for a Treatment Report id,"e"ntified in the 1990 
document "Requirements for Hanford.LOR Plan," referenced 
by TPA Milestone M-026-01 y; i'The 1~90 document includes 
the following very specific ir:if~rmati~n (equirements for 
t reatment report element of the LDR report_~ 

TGDS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 4.0 
(EPA) 

,• -~ ',_,,. 

a. treatment and disposal technologies, and treatment 
capacity, needed to manage these LOR wastes, a~s·u:ming 

... 
current waste generation rates; .-·. ,;· ... 
b. commercial treatment technolog1is and extent of capacit y 
currentJ'y ~v.ailable to manage.these· LDR wastes; 
C. DOE t~ea.t~~nt _technologies and-extent of capacity 
currently· a.~'ailable--to manage thes~_ LD~ wastes; 
d. whether ~n'y new comm.ercial or· DOE treatment capacity is 

'· - .scheduled t~' be'available tomanage these l DR wastes, and an 
.; , •. -- · .-- assessment of ~hen such :riew.k i;>a<:i~y 

wili be available; ~nd · . . · .• 
\ r· . · 

-4.~-· '( -: ... 
e. alternate technologies which are in a·evelopment and which 

, , may be used to man·c1ge these LDR wastes, and an assessment 
, -of-When su~h; alternate t~tshnologies may become available . 

.';~:/; -,'..\lit~:~_'./'. ·. 1 J: for items cf. and e. abov~/ identification of the basis and 
.•, .: assumptions utilized in fo rming the response and in making .. ,•.,: 
}: ,· 

·: · . .-:~-
\~-::•/· 

·, ~ the·ass~sments, and any foreseeable contingencies (including 
,, ... i • permi6 evle1Ns) which may affect the assumptions . 

. ·-,:i-- . ' 
~- ··: ~···- At least for thiS particular treatability group, none of the 

:·;t'-t.;• ., r~qlii.ired information is provided. The end notes to Section 
·•··•.. 1..t .2 do state that macroencapsulatlon is one of the ·",_,,;.':1 . . 

;.: :' tr~atment options, but among highly non-specific options as 
,. ·. \·: ='.'~ "treated under M-91 (which itself is devoid of any specificity 

·i; ·· ., · of any particular technologies that may be included In M-91 
capacities), and "other approved methods." Further, no basis 
or assumptions are provided. 
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209 

210 

211 

212 

p. B-24, 
TGOS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 4.2 
(EPA) 

p. B-24, 
TGOS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Sections 4.2 
{EPA) 

p. B-24, 
TGOS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 

Sections 4.9 
{EPA) 
p. B-24, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 5.0 
(EPA) 
p. B-25, LSOS, 
221-T 

Treatment options still 
being assessed 

J-'".:·:;·., 
''·-.\:,, 

-- . All efforts to segregate low-
level from mixed and .-:: 

One of the fundamental purposes of the LOR report is to 
establish plans and schedules for specific waste that will result 
in "LOR wastes being treated to the applicable treatment 
standard or otherwise managed in acco;rdance with LOR 
requirements." The 1990 requirements·document is quite 
clear that, while development of required technologies (e.g., 
feasibility analyses, bench and pilot scale testing, RO&O 
projects) are very much within_ the scope of the treatment 
report and treatment p-l~n .. However, simply stating that 
"Treatment options, $till being assessed" with absolutely no 
plans or schedul~ for-whatever assessment step·s-are 
necessary to identify; acquire and conduct treatment is wholly 
inconsistent with the Mc26 mileston~ -requirements. -ln_other 
words, while assessing tteatn:ienr needs can be a legitimate .. 
element of the treatment ptan,, i\lere must be specific steps 
and schedl.JI~ that ensure th~{ a~sessment is completed by a 
particular,point in time through coQ~_i:lct of specific actions. 
The sentendf in Section 4.4 is difficult, ff not impossible to 
parse or understand. Please revise to enrure it is clearly 
understandable. ,,.,., 

-1.: 

In ess-ence, these sections say that there are no plans or 
schedules in place for-treatment of wastes within this 
tr~ta.biff.ty gt;QUP- Obviou_sly, this is a significant deficiency. 
this is' an inl!or'rtptete sentence. If the intent of this sentence 
is to 'suggest that sep~ation of various classifications of waste 
will 6e' performed, why is not such separation technology transuranic from low-level 

and/or mhced waste. . , . described .-in the treatment section of the TGOS? 
... 1.-, . 

Dependent updn M-91 as 
well as ongoing anci'future 
missions (e.g., K Basin•·/,. _ 

) d 
·,, . 

sludge storage, etc. , an . _ .. ·:a 
canyon/process cell · 
cleanout. 
F listed {FOOl through FOOS) 
based upon process 

This doesn't make sense - the factors enumerated may well 
influence the timing and nature of treatment, but doesn't 
seem to have anything to do with how the waste stream will 

:be disposed of. Please revise to be responsive to the stated 
question. 

How does this source explanation explain the presence of the 
various dangerous metals enumerated in the TGDS? 



213 

214 

215 

216 

217 

Containment 
Building, 
Section 1.3.3 
{EPA) 

p. B-25, LSDS, 
221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 2.1.2 
{EPA) 
p. B-26, LSDS, 
221-T 
Containment 
Building, 
Section 2.2 
{EPA) 

P. B-29, 221-T 
Tank System, 
TGDS, Section . 
4.4 (Comp) 
p. B-29, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Tank System 
Section 3.2 
{EPA) 

knowledge from 
decontaminating of tank 
farms 
equipment 
This process is ongoing as T 
Plant Complex continues to 
prepare for current as well 
as future missions {e.g., K­
Basin Sludge). 

Building/Room Number, 
Number of 
Containers/Tanks 
221-T Canyon (RR, Deck) 
(7L, 13R, 17R), deck, RR 

.·,:'·'{\. · .. .. ~ ; 

'" 
Physical form indicate.d"as 
solid, liquid and semi-solid. 

... -~' -
If on-going, why is there no proje~ed generation information 
for the next five years? At least.:preparation for receipt of K­
basin sludges should occur w~h:in: the next five years. 

· .. ·, .. · 
. :·· 

How should this be read? That wastes associat-ed with this 
LSDS are stored in the. raUroad tunnel (presumably what the 
reference "RR" means) or on the canyon deck? Are th~re . 
actual!y:any wastes in theraitroad tunnel? If so, how dciesY 
storage.of wastes in the RR tunn~l -relate to use of the tunnel 
to move K7basin sh,.1dges into designated T-Plant canyon cells? 

This is ndt a treatmertt,schedule. A scnedule needs to be 
proposed to cover the T Plant Canyon. ·:-_ 

:_• -.t.. .:. ;• .. ::x 
.. 

.-. . ... -;, 

.. 
•.• 

The draft permit 1ss'ued by Ecology fn.cludes the following 
statetn~nt regarding the 221-T tank system: 

·-: 

. ... ··/ !.'.Liq'vids have naturally evaporated from the tank waste at a 
,, . .... ~_}<{:;:,:;\._:,-, ·, rate of approximately 30 liters per day (11,053 liters per year) 

" ; . . . .,., until. presently the tank.system contains only dry waste 
''<,·-; On•-·. residues·.·" . 

' .. ·._ ... 
.... . ·· . ..;•~, 

.. . 1" 
•:_,-... ,·· 

1·.r-:4-. -;­
~A .. 

l .:i:.~•~• 

. .. _.~! \ •\: 

: T,hus, the "liquid" and "semi-solid" boxes checked in the LOR 
1"e~ort are in"consistent with the certified permit application 
pr:ovided to Ecology. This sort of discrepancy must be 
corJected. 

·:· '• . .Asimilar comment applies to Section 1.3.1 in the LSDS for the 
·· 221-T Tank system. • 

p. B-30, UHCs have not been If this is the case, it would seem that there is a need to include 
plans and schedules to complete characterization of wastes in 
this treatabllity group. 

TGDS, 221-T determined for this waste 
Tank System, stream. 
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219 

220 

Section 3.3.2 
(EPA) 

p. 8-31, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Tank System, 
Section 3.3.6 
(EPA) 

p. 8-31, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Tank System, 
Section 4.4 
(EPA) 

p. B-32, 
TGDS, 221-T 
Tank System 
Section 5.0 
(EPA) 

There is a potential for 
additional sampling to 
evaluate waste for long 
term storage and 
underlying hazardous 
constituents. 

Dispositioning of the 221-T 
RCRA Tank System has been 
accomplished and agreed to 
by Ecology through the Part 
B workshop process and 
reflected in the "Hanford 
Facility Dangerous Waste 
Permit Application, T Plant 
Complex," DOE/RL-95-36, ':/2.· 
Revision 1. . :JP'''. , 

If additional characterization work is necessary, the 
characterization plans and schedules f:l.eed to be documented 
in the LDR report. Lack of such chatacter,zation plans and 
schedules is a deficiency with res~cl to Item 3 in the 1990 
LOR report requirements doi.6tnent. · '?. .> ~- -~-

•·· 
This comment also applies to Section 2.11:t of the 221-Ttank 
system LSDS. --~ 

This statement is.factually in error - dispositiorting of the 221-T 
RCRA Tank System has NOT been accomplished. A.ltn<!>u_gh the 
permit applicants have submitted .i3 l>~rmit applicatiorf forJhe 
re-issue permit, and a closure,plahforthe 221-Ttank system 
provi~e~ t;rS Ecology on October 18; 2013. Neither the draft 
permit nor the submitted closure pl_an have been approved. 
Indeed, t'½te a·re significant unresolve~ issues with closure 
requiremenis. in both the draft permit and.the October 18, 
2013 submis~l~'1S, includi~gJ~tk of schedules for closure. 
Thus, the highlighted tex(is~at be~t misleadfng in that the 
permit application does·not include information that can 
defer:,slbly serve as plans or schedules for inclusion in or 
reference by the LDR r~port. This point is nicely reinforced by 
Section 4.5 of the TGDS}.vh_ich references no permitting 
actions. Thus~ the·LDR report is deficient in that no credible 
plans or schedules for treatment of this waste are included in 
the LDft r-eport. ~· · 

NOTE~ Discussions with : · At least based on what Ecology proposed in the draft re-issue 

_.p'e,rmit, which presumably reflects the content of the cited 
,permit application component, there is absolutely no 

Ecology r~g_a-cding the waste 
within the 2?.,1~i: RCRA Tank 

System have beEm.'" 
concluded and the:~eed 
upon pathway for managing_ 
this waste is documented in";.' 
the "Hanford Facility · ' 
Dangerous Waste Permit 
Application, T Plant 

di.saission of how waste within the 221-T tank system will be 
!llanaged, other than a generic statement that wastes in 
storage will be removed to another on-site or off-site 
p'ermitted TSD unit. Therefore, the LDR report lacks any 
identification of the technology required for treating 221-T 
tank system waste to meet LDR treatment standards, or any 
schedules for conducting this treatment. 
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222 

223 

224 

225 

p. B-33, LSDS, 
221-TTank 
System, 
Section 1.3.1 
{EPA) 

P. B-33, LSDS, 
Section 1.3.1 
{Comp) 

P. B-33, LSDS, 
Section 1.3.2 
{Comp) 

P. B-33, 221-T 
Tank System, 

LSDS, Section 
1.3.2 (Comp) 
p. B-33, LSDS, 
221-TTank 
System, 
Section 1.3.3 
(EPA) 

Complex," DOE/RL-95- 36, 
Revision 1. 

Closure currently is planned 
for 2025. 

NOTE: Discussion with 
Ecology regarding storage 
of existing waste within the 
221-T-RCRA Tank System 
have been discussed with 
Ecology during the Part B 

This may be factually correct from a facility perspective, the 
fact remains that the actual closure schedule must be as 
established by Ecology in the approve~ closure plan, which 
has yet to happen. There need.s to be a note stating that the 
actual schedule for conducting and completing closure 
activities will be as established. in closure plan approved 
through the permitti1"1g'Pr6€eis. Further,· th~ 2025 date is not 
documented in the draft iil-T tank system closure plan dated 
October 18, 2013 . .P,lease resolve this discrepancy'. 
There is no documenta~ ion of Ecology approval. A ~losure 
plan needs to be dev~loped for thi~_[?V!ii.MU. ,. ' ·• 

. . ····.. ,·:: 
.:.",,;:- . ·•. · _:_.,.·. 
·;:...:,. :. . ~ . 

-~ • ••.:•-, -._ •, I 

.· ··- · 
workshop process and is 
documented in the Part _El. :··t ... 
Closure currently is .~lined ; .,>':' 

-~--

,' ·-for 2025. ._,:'''!··.;·.·· -.,.:~~ ·.··t. )' 
New tanks have been· -~ · Duri~ a 2014 Ecology inspection ofT Plant, facility 
installed in 2706-T/2706-TA)-. repr~sentatives stated they were closing these tanks. 

for newly generat~d waste •. :; '\ :.:.f~f:. · :'{,, .. , 
See th~ 2706-T kx;a~n . · · ·;, ·· · · • , ·· .. , 
specific data sheet. ·-:····': '.::;;.<.. , · > 
See the 2706-T location : . · ·., Whe're is.the location-specific data sheet for 2706-T? These 
specific data sheet. · · .tanks shc:>uld be separate from the 221-T Tank System, as they 

:, ... · are not par.t.af the same system. 
'· .. - .. 

Source of the regl;ll:ated At least based on laboratory wastes associated with the 222-S 
constituents: -~~--- lab complex, it seems odd that only D005-D008 and FO0l~F0OS 
Waste treatment process,. ,. 1•'.dangerous waste numbers are associated with the 221-T tank 
decontamination, facifity or · system. Please verify. 
equipment operation and ·· : · 
maintenance waste, and 
analytical laboratory waste. 
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227 

228 

229 

P. B-34, LSDS, Storage inventory iocations Identify the 6 tanks. 
Section 2.2 
(Comp) 

p. B-34, LSDS, 
221-TTank 
System, 
Section 2.5 
(EPA) 

P. 8-36, LSDS, 
Section 2.12 
(Comp) 

P. B-39, 
TGDS, 222-S 
Laboratory 

Complex, 

Section 4.4 
(Comp) 

Other Area(s) (list): 
Refer to DOE/RL Letter Ol­
RCA-192 for discussion on 
proposed management of 
this waste and the "Hanford 
Facility Dangerous Waste 
Permit Application, T Plant 
Complex," DOE/RL-95-36. 
Revision 1. 
Negotiations on closure 
approach of the 221-T RCRA 
Tanks System have been 
accomplished with Ecology 
during the Part B workshop 
process. The disposition of 
the 221-T RCRA Tank 
System is document in . .-;,.,, · , · 
"Hanford Facility Dangerous 
Waste Permit Application, T 
Plant Complex," DOE/Rl-95-
36, Revis.iQll 1,- , 
The g6at of tl:l.t!' 222-S 
Labor~tory Comple~ is to . 
tr~t-waste off-site at· :,,;s ·i· 
com~erci-al treatment ·. - .'·· 

facilities gen:"erally within 
one year. Wes~ that 
cannot be treat~d-off-site 
will be shipped to CWC, and 
will be subject to the ·<•,. _ 
schedules for treatment ·~!:?t . 
forth in proposed TPA · · 
milestone M-091-42 (for 
contact-handled waste). 

This text is inconsistent with languageJt:tthe draft 221-T tank 
system closure plan that states "l'l!o,Jiqujd waste remains in 
the 221-T Tank System, and ren:ro11al of solid waste residues is 
not anticipated." How can other -ai'~~s be considered for 
management of this waste if;ftre'closut-e' plan documents that 
the waste will not be removed from its ctitrent location? 

-~·.•. ···~ 
There is no documentaifon of Ecology approval. A clo¥,ure 
plan n~ds to be developeclfor.tbis DWMU. 

------ ·:1;!:: ·,. • • ~ ... ';·~ . 
',.,:,· .. 

:_ .. 1": :•; . .., 

Language is too vague. If iqs shipped off-site for treatment 
within.one year, it Is compliant. If the MW remains in storage 
longer .than one year,: It needs a schedule to be compliant. M­

. 091-42.is only for CH MLLW that was In storage prior to 2009, 

·:oi;Jn retrieval trenches. Need to propose interim schedules 
fof MW in storage over one year. 
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230 

234 

P. 8-43, 
TGDS, Section 
4.4 (Comp) 

(Comp) 

P. B-71, 
TGDS, 324 
building, 
section 4.5 
and 4.6 (EE) 

The goal of the 222-S 
Laboratory Complex is to 
treat waste off-site at 
commercial treatment 
facllitles generally within 
one year. Waste that 
cannot be treated off-site 
will be shipped to ewe and 
will be subject to the 
schedules for treatment set 
forth in proposed TPA 
milestone M-091-42 (for 
contact-handled waste). 

Any waste stored over 12 months needs to be included In the 
report. This waste does not meet the criteria for M-091-42. It 
Is not retrlevably stored waste. 

This waste was being staged This is not documentation of Ecology approval. 
In the shielded T-8 tunnel . 
alcove per Ecology approval 
(HRequest for Approval to 
Stage Out of Service · 
Ancillary Drain Piping in the 
222-S Laboratory Service 
Tunnels," dated October 10, 
1997) until closure of the _ 
222-S Laboratory Complex. 

Needs a schedule. 

Information not up to date. M-089-06-TOl, 30% design was submitted and accepted. M-
089-06, permit mod is due June 30, 2016. Section 4.5 should 
mention these milestones. 



235 P. B-76, LSDS, Storage inventory locations Identify the 6 tanks. 
Section 2.2 
(Comp) 

236 P. B-77, LSDS, Applicable Tri-Party Identify the associated milestone. 
Section 2.8 Agreement milestones 

related to storage at this 
location 

237 Waste to be treated in the Language is too vague. If it is shipped off-site for treatment 
325 HWTUs or at within one year, it is compliant. If the MW remains in storage 
commercial treatment longer than one year, it needs a schedule to be compliant. M-
facilities will generally be 091-42 is only for CH MLLW that was in storage prior to 2009, 
treated and/or shipped as or in retrieval trenches. Need to propose Interim schedules 
soon as practical but may for MW in storage over one year. 
be held over one year for 
various reasons. Waste 
shipped to ewe under an 
exemption will not be 
treated within one year; 
such waste will be subject 
to the schedules for 

,, 

treatment set forth In 
proposed TPA milestone M-
091-42 (for contact-handled 
waste). 

238 P. B-81, TSDS Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 Reductions in volume were from consolidation and not 
-325 HWTU show reduction achieved in treatment and disposition. How does this pertain to 
(Comp) 2014 as 2 m3• Each year , . · treatment and disposition of the mixed waste? 

from 2015-2019, the 
projected reduction was 6 
m3

• The assumptions are 
based on consolidation for 
shipment volumes and not 
a reduction in what was 
generated. 

239 P. B-85, Waste to be treated in the Any waste stored over 12 months needs to be Included in the 
TGDS, Section 325 HWTUs or at report. This waste does not meet the criteria for M-091-42. It 
4.4 (Comp) commercial treatment is not retrievably stored waste. 

facilities will generally be 
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242 

243 

244 

245 

246 

247 

P. B-94, 
TGDS, Section 
3.3.2 (Comp) 
P. B-96, LSDS, 
Section 2.1 
(Comp) 

P. B-98, LSOS, 
Section 2.8 
(Comp) 

P. B-101, 
TGDS, B Plant 
Cell 4 (Comp) 

P. B-103, 
TGDS, Section 
4.5 (Comp) 

P. B-111, 
TGOS, Section 
2.1 (Comp) 
P. B-111, 
TGOS, B Plant 
Containment 

treated or shipped as soon 
as practical but may be held 
over one year for various 
reasons. 

*** 

Current Storage Methods 

Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreement Milestones 
related to storage at this 
location: N/A 
B-Plant is under longterm 
surveillance and 
maintenance in accordance 
with Section 8.0 of the Tri- ; 
Party Agreement Action, 
Facility Decommissioning 
Process. 
Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 
location 
Total Volume (cubic 
meters): 0.000 

B-Planfis under long term 
surveillance and 
maintenance in accordance 
with Section 8.0 of the Tri-

Need a schedule for continued storage. Section 2.7, "An 
assessment is not needed. The TSO unit is a new unit 
managed in compliance with WAC 173-303." This is incorrect. 
A compliance report was issued in 2014 stating that the TSO is 
not in compliance. Need ;;i storage compliance assessment. 
No footnote identifying the significance of the asterisks. 
Identify the footnote for " ***" 

The containers in the 400 Area WMU are both covered and on 
a pad, but only "Container (Pad)" is marked. 

No Milestone, schedule, or dates identified. 

Section 4.9 incorrectly identified a key assumption. EPA 
rescinded approval of this S&M plan. A schedule needs to be 
developed for this MW. In addition a compliance storage 
assessment needs to be performed to assess all MW storage 
areas outside of the canyon. 

Identify the associated milestone. 

Should report 294,000 kg. 

Section 4.9 incorrectly identified a key assumption. EPA 
rescinded approval of this S&M plan. A schedule needs to be 
developed for this MW. In addition a compliance storage 
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2S0 

252 

253 

254 

255 

256 

Building 
{Comp) 

TGDS, 204-AR 
Catch Tank 
{Comp) 

Party Agreement Action, 
Facility Decommissioning 
Process. 

P. B-113, Applicable Tri-Party 
TGDS, Section 
4.5 (Comp) 

Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 
location 

assessment needs to be performed to assess all MW storage 
areas outside of the canyon. 

Develop a schedule for treatment for 204-AR. 

Identify the associated milestone. 

P. B-139, Storage inventory locations Identify the 3 tanks. ·· 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) ...:....:..-+------- -----+----------------------+--- ----------------! 

Why is this waste in this LDR report? 

P. B-242, Storage inventory locations Identify the building and room numbers where the waste is 
LSDS, Section stored. 
2.2 {Comp) 
P. B-243, Applicable Tri-Party Identify the associated milestone. 
LSDS, Section Agreement milestones 
2.8 (Comp) related to storage at this 

location 

P. B-259, Storage inventory locations Identify the building and room numbers where the waste is 

LSDS, Section stored. 
2.2 (Comp) 
P. B-260, Applicable Tri-Party Identify the associated milestone. 

LSDS, Section Agreement milestones 
2.8 (Comp) related to storage at this 

location 

P. B-310, Storage inventory locations Identify the building and room numbers where the waste is 

LSDS, Section stored. 

2.2 (Comp) 
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258 

259 

260 

261 

262 

263 

264 

265 

266 

Pg-312, LSDS, 
Section 2.8 
(Comp) 

Pg-372, LSDS, 
Section 2.2 
(Comp) 
P. B-374, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. B-381, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 

P. B-383, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. B-402, 
Section 2.2 
(Comp) 
P. B-403, 
LSDS, Section 
2-8 (Comp) 

· P. B-451, 
TGDS, Purex 
Tunnels. (EE) 

P. B-451, 
TGDS, Section 
3.1 (Comp) 

B-454, TGDS, 
PUREX 
Storage 
Tunnels 
(Comp) 

Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 
location 

Identify the associated milestone. 

.. · .. : 
Storage inventory locations Identify the building and room numbers-where the waste is 

Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 
location 

stored. 
.( ..... 

Identify the associated milestone. 
~ .. ··: . . . 
•. ~ :.•~- :-

... i• 

. ··' ' ·· 

..... 

Storage inventory locations Identify the building a~d room numbers where the wa.ste is 
stored. ,. .. 1: ' · •. 

.. ,,., .. J ;/ .. ,,·.:.-. 

Applicable Tri-Party Identify th?.ass~ciated milesten~: · 
Agreement milestones . /· . , . 

related to storage at this •· ··· ,,, . ., 
location ,r·.: _. ·· :-::·• 
Storage inventory locati!Jffs ·•·, ·Identify the building and roti'm. numbers where the waste is 

.,:.-:.·· <. -~ S;~tt .> -:,:· .,. : .. , : , 
.,,... . '•· ... , .... ,; 

Applicable Tri-Party :i/ Identify, the associated milestone. 
Agreement milestones · ·;_; >,h 1,,:· ~-:-,.. •· 

related tostor~g~ at this · ,· .. \,S'·· .. :/· .--:.\\f->. . , ·• · 
location .. _: ·.;;.·:;.~ ·. ·. · .. ·-_c. --,-:~ · •. •i\: ... ... 

Waste is expected to : ·,0 Why)s. not this reflectetl in section 3.1 of the sheet describing 
contatn a combination of :,;;~ "radioloaical characteristics"? 

• ,,._ I • 

TRU arid TRUM. . -. 

Radiological-Characteristics 
is marked as Low-Level; 
Section 1.2 states. waste is 

. cl~rify whioh-type of rad waste this group identifies. 
·,J.'" -· 

\ .... . . 
,-~-~·•. I, 

';. ·-'; .. , 
TRU and TRUM. 

.. 
. '.t- -~ 

·• • ... '·, .· .- . fatne comments as above. 
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268 

269 

270 

271 

272 

273 

274 

275 

276 

B-471, TGDS, Waste is TRUM Why is not this reflected in section 3.1 of the sheet describing 
"radiological characteristics"? TRUM-CH 

large 
container 
(EE) 
P. B-471, 
TGDS, 
Section 3.1 
(Comp) 

P. B-478, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 
P. B-479, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. B-482, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 
P. B-483, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. B-488, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. B-491, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 

P. B-492, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

B-495, 
Appendix B, 
Group data 

Radiological Characteristics 
is marked as Low-Level; 
Section 1.2 states waste is 
TRU and TRUM. 

Clarify which type of rad waste~ this group identifies. 

Storage inventory locations Identify the building: a:nd room numbers where Ute waste is 
stored. ,, ·:,, 

Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 
location 

·.- ;·. 

Identify the associated milestone., · .\ 
··., 

'·. ,. ,, :··,~.:•·: _', 
,,. ., ', ;_. ~:"'-.. 
' :,._ .... 

Storage inventory locations Identify the 'building and room numbers where the waste is 
stored. •:.~.:, '/ · , · · 

·••I - •. 

.· ... ·_ .. 

Applicable Tri-Party .,'-. , - . Identify the assdtiated mifeS:tone . .'> . 
,I. • .}, • • .:-,. • • 

Agreement milestones, ·· 
related to storage af this _ 
location · · ' 

Applicable rn~Party 
Agre~mel\t m i1~topes. 
relat-e·cr.to storage at tl'IJs_ :· 
loca9sn r.": . • 

·--~-

. ldenttfythe a,ssociated milestone. 

.• :!'' • . ., .;~ .. 
r _.,.-.~ '.~t-;: 

,, ,, 
·-· 

Storage 'inventory locations identify-the building and room numbers where the waste is 
·,:··.; . s-~ored. ,,, 

.,-_:::: ... 

Applicable Tri-'Pi:lrfy lperiify the associated milestone. 
Agreement milestone5: t'··_ ~:: 
related to storage at this _. • '' ,:.:' 
location 
Waste is TRUM 

,, ,,,,.• ,.-~-

· · · Why is not this reflected in section 3.1 of the sheet describing 
"radiological characteristics"? 



277 

278 

279 

280 

281 

282 

283 

284 

sheet on 
TRUM-CH 
small 
container 
(EE) 
P. B-495, 
TGDS, Section 
3.1 (Comp) 

P. B-504, 
LSDS, Section 
3.1 (Comp) 

P. B-505, 
LSDS, Section 
1.3.1 (Comp) 

P. B-506, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 
P. B-507, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. B-511, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 

P. B-512, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

p. B-513-517, 
LSDS (KAC) 

Radiological Characteristics 
is marked as Low-Level; 
Section 1.2 states waste is 
TRU and TRUM. 
Assessment date to be 
determined. 

The description in Section 
1.3.2 is for retrievably 
stored waste. However, 
Sections 1.3.1 and Section 
2.1.1 indicate that it is not. 
# of containers in Section 

. - . ~ ,: .. 

Clarify which type of rad waste thtS·group identifies. 
.:,_, 

. ~· ·~ 
':'; ·.,, ..... ·-. , 

Perform assessmentp(propose a date for the a>s.sessment to 
be performed. ·,-,\_;_·/ 

·;t·::. 

Clarify if all of these containers were or were not frorn.tl\e 
retrievai ~renches. · (·/_., · 

. '."•,:1·, ·-.. :- 'f>:~·p• 
"'-,)··;t~:·'\:·' 

;. .. 

2.2 also indicates it was '.,· _·- ~- ~;• · · ; ·· -~:·.· .. 
retrlevably stored waste.··:' .. ,.:' ~\:":-. ,,, · , .)'.;\·.·,•:---

Storage inventoryfocatJons lde~ify the building-and room numbe.rswhere the waste is 
,; -·; ~;:-:- £ store_~·/ ~ ·"' 

. :;: . , ..... 
Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreem~nt.mil~st~nes 
related to storage at thtii 

'\ : ld~n:tify ~luf associated milestone. 

location ;~;:: · · T 

Storage Inventory locations 
- .. ,·-

Applicable Tri-Parfy 
Agreement milestori,es 
related to storage at thi~ 
location 
LSDS FFTF 440 Pad 

· 1.-., . .,.·:'( •. •-•. --::·, .. • . :~:~. ' .. 

~-~ ·-· ¾• 

ldentify·burial ground and trench when~ the waste is stored. 
. '~ .• . 

~---

Identify the associated milestone. 

SAA areas are exempt from LDR requirements. Waste in SAA 
and less than 90 day are not considered to be stored 
according to 268.50 Because this SAA has accumulated a 



broken tritium sign since 2007 or 2009, this waste needs to be 
part of the current inventory for regulated storage. This is not 
estimated gen~ration projection. Revise this section and any 
other LSDS that are SAA with stored waste. 
Also because this sign is broken that had tritium inside it, 
confirm that this waste is mixed (stlll contains tritium) and not 
just hazardous. •, 

, .. !,,. .. 

Explain in detail how a facility that is cold and dark continues 
to generate waste and-:sj;>ecifically what the waste are. 

285 P. B-519, Storage inventory locations Identify the buildin1(arw room numbers where· the waste is 
LSDS, Section stored. ., . \ 

'., 

2.2 (Comp) -
286 P. B-521, Applicable Tri-Party Identify the associated milestone. . . \ 

" 

LSOS, Section Agreement milestones . ~ . ., 
, . . , ... . ·. 

2.8 (Comp) related to storage at this . ~: .. t - • 

location ~~ .. / ·. .;, 
·• 'f,. 

287 B-529, TGOS, Waste is TRUM Why is not this reflected in section 3.1 of the sheet describing 
TRUM-RH "radiological characteristics'.'? . .-~·~ . 
(EE) . - ... ✓- ~-. .. ·, . ,. 

288 P. B-529, Radiological Charactefistics ti-arify which type of rad waste this group identifies. ...... . . 
TGDS, Section is marked as Low-kevei; "·•. ·, .. ~ ~ ,., ~ :• ... - .. } 

·:-. 

3.1 (Comp) Section 1.2 states was-te is . " 
"~"~- . 

TRU and TRUM. \ :,. . ~''.) . .. 
·-:•>• 

289 P. B-538, The description in Section -/ • c;larif(if all of these containers were or were not from the 
LSDS, Section 1.3.2 is for retrievably . r~tr-ieval trenches. •-:::, 
1.3.1 (Comp) stored waste. However, .· .. 

... .,,-f~-.\ '· 
l• ~ 

Sections 1.3.1 and Section .; __ . 
2.1.1 indfcate that it Is not . .' 1

'-

·:~.> .. 
; ·~" .. . . 

# of contal'r1ers in Section -:; .. ~ . ,, ··, 
' 2.2 also indicates it was -•'::,._ ' 

retrievably stored waste. .. ~ ;~ 
290 P. B-539, Storage inventory locations Identify the building and room numbers where the waste is 

LSDS, Section '. stored. 
2.2 (Comp) 

.. 

" 291 P. B-540, Applicable Tri-Party Identify the associated milestone. . 
LSDS, Section Agreement milestones 
2.8 (Comp) 



292 

293 

294 

295 

p. B-542, 
LSDS, Section 
2.1 

(KAC 

P. B-543, 
LSDS, Section 
2.2 (Comp) 
P. B-544, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

Pg. B-544, 
LSDS, 
Section 2.12 
(KAC) 

related to storage at this 
location 
"Other" explanation -
"Stored pursuant to M-091 
TPA milestones" 

Storage inventory locations 

Applicable Tri-Party 
0
,i ·_ 

Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 

: This is factually correct. None of the TPA milestones 
provide authorization or approval for ~forage of any waste, 
whether In the retrievably-stored w~te trenches, in any 
storage areas adjacent to the r~trievattrenches, or in any 
established dangerous was~e'mari.agerilent unit. In fact, the 
entire basis for the M-91 TPA tn'i1estones rs to establish a 
schedule and work requ"irements to addre~ . 
unauthorized/non-compliant storage of mixed VJaste in the 
retrievably-stored wa.ste trenches. The cited text must be 
deleted. This commerit also applies to similar textm·~ection 
2.3 '•. , ,..-, "· . ··:·_,. 

Isn't all of the retrievably-stored°wasle in containers, a's · ': 
noter:fir:i till! box "Contain~r·(retr,evably buried)?" If so, why 
is the ti~>.<<other'{ checked? ... 

Identify bur-ial gro\ffl~-~nd trench where the waste is stored. 

·.•·'-

' r ~~-:.-- .... 

lden,tify the asS<>_crated mile~to,i e :'_ .· 
':. ..... >:··· ··-·--: ::· ·.' 

'> ·., 

~ .. 
location ', · . "'~ · •., 
"Waste aen~lio · ·' Not sufficiently describep as to why the percentage of 
projectj()nS are l,,ased on · retr!eved waste.·will ~esignate as TRUM alone. Report does 
culre~t'baseline rJtrieval . not sufficiently arid ttefenslvely estimate the future generation 
rates.and assumptions of-~, of waste~ It seems that ·estimates of at least three of the 
what p~r~ntage.of ·,, · •possible waste categories of TRU, TRUM, LL, and Mll would 

retrieved Wit$te will b necessary ta properly and correctly perform this 
designate a~ J~M" Ci!ltulation. Redo the calculation using sufficient numbers. 

-;,. _ 'j, _, section 2.6 for this LSDS estimates that no waste will be 
··/~.-_"' get:terated during the next 5 years. There is at least 1 TPA 

: .,•,-~ ":' mlfestone (M-091-40X) clearly calls for retrieval of waste in 
· ':., · '.', ··FY2015, within the 5-year projection time frame. Explain how 

"I .. 

·· •··· retrieval of 1,250 cubic meters of CH RSW would result in 
generation of zero (0) wastes subject to LOR treatment stds.7 
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300 

P. B-549, 
LSDS, Section 
2.8 (Comp) 

P. C-1, 
Appendix C 
(Comp) 

P. C-3- , Table 

C-2, Potential 
mixed waste 
table. (Comp) 

P. C-8 (EE) 

P. C-11, Table 
C-2 (Comp) 

Applicable Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones 
related to storage at this 
location 
The PMWT (Appendix C) 
includes materials that have 
not been generated as 
mixed waste and waste that 
has not been actively 
managed as mixed waste. 

The waste that has not 
been actively managed as 
mixed waste is, in many 
cases, at Resource 
Conservation and Recovery 
Acto/1976(RCRA)or 

Identify the associated milestone. 

e.g. B Plant's tank systems hold an-estimated 17,010 gallons of 
mixed waste, the majority of this ,nixed waste was abandoned 
after August 19, 1987. B Plant o,~era.ted in support of WESF 
between 1990 and 1995. B :Plant activ1ti~s between 1995 and 
1998 were in support Qf a ~sposition prck~s, which was 
known as the Tran~tlon Phase. The Possibility_of Mixed 
Waste generated)~rid stored in Dangerous Waste 
Management Unit vess:els is likely during these time __ ,ames. 
Sampling and inventof¥ing efforts were made during the 
transitior:, phase and even,ear.li~r. Tht!se efforts were ~ / .: .. 
documented in HNF-3208 and the:B Plant Preclosure Plan. 

The Pot~!iai -~lxed_ Waste Tabi~ needs to be re-evaluated for 
deletion of line items {e.g. B Plant and PUREX tanks) and 

CE:c~:atp;a~ice units inserted in applicable section~ and tabies ~quired in the LDR 
un er e rr- a y · . .. :- • ;·-. "l"e ort. ·.-: - · . .. · 
Agreement. Past-pract1ce ····" .P.. .,;_ ,, ,'.·· · ... ,. (. 

waste is waste that DOE/RL- .. ,,. ._ .. :'. 
·.h' ,. • ~· 

2015-08, Rev. o 2-2 wa~ , · ·· ' 
abandoned before the' flrst·c-. :"<: .. 

_; .. ·" . ' 
effective LD_R date in ',. . . . . , ·i·~~- ·.,:f-_·:\:~:-, 
Washihgton State, August ;.:.)_) : .. 
19, 1987. --~·:· ' .. :-. 

··, • • '- - • • 1, Some·oUhe Solid Waste on the Potential Mixed Waste Table 

{PMWT) has_alrea~y been sampled and inventoried. This 
information co'old indicate the exclusion of the mixed waste 
from the PMWT and inclusion of the mixed waste in the 

•· remainder of the report. {B Plant and PUREX) 
DOE Assessments. , ~-: This mentions that the 242-Z facility with the McCluskey room 

Is sealed. This is not correct, as work is ongoing to D&D this 
facility. Update information. 

For 242-B/BL Language missing from what was documented in the DOE-RL-
2014-17, Rev. O Report. 



DOE assessment: N/ A "DOE assessment: N/A ("Waste Storage Assessment of 224-B, 
Singleton 2011). 242-B/Bl, 270-W, and IMUSTs Not Associated with a Building" 

[Singleton 20111)." 

301 P. C-15, Table T Plant Canyon, RR Tunnel, Volumes of waste are known for numero1,1s tanks in 221-T, 
C-2 (Comp) Head-end and T Plant which are actively storing mixed wa~te. Yet these tanks have 

Canyon Cell 11-l no schedule associated with treatment and disposition. The 
listed line items of mixed waste ·identified in Table C-2 need to 

Tank in Cell 11-l. The Cell be reassessed and possibly placed into applicable LDR tables 
11-L tank contains identifying the mixed waste, treatment, and schedule for 

.... 
approximately 500 gallons disposition. ~ ~ ,: :; •. ·: 

.. . , 

of a green liquid and .-

saltcake mixture that will be ._,. 
·, .. , _ 

designated as F001-F005, ,, 

D002, D006, D007, 0008, : : ./ 

and D0l0 when removed ·~ . _. 
'. 

from the tank. '>>>, ·£~---·2 · 

' 


