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11-AMCP-0050 DEC 16 2010

Mr. D. A. Faulk, Program Manager
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Hanford Project Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency |
309 Bradley Boulevi |, Suite 115

ichland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Faulk:

ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR THE NON-TIME CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION FOR
THE 212-N, 212-P AND 212-R FACILITIES, ADDENDUM 1. DISPOSITION OF
RAILCARS, DOE/RL-2008-80-ADD1, REVISION 0

This letter transmits the approved Action Memorandum for the Non-Time Critical Removal
Action for the 212-N, 212-P, and 212-R Facilities, Addendum 1: Disposition of Railcars,
DOE/RL-2008-80-ADD1, Revision 0.

The Action Memorandum was signed by the U.S. Department of Energy Richland Operations
Office and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on December 6, 2010.

If you have any questions, please contact me, or your staff may contact Al Farabee, of my staff,
on (509) 376-8089.
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Signature Sheet

Signature sheet for the Action Memorandum addendum for disposition of railcars at the U.S. Department
of Energy’s Hanford Site. This action is conducted by the U.S. Department of Energy with the approval
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

NN G YA

Rich Holten Date
Acti  Assistant Manager for the Central Plateau
U.S. wepartment of Energy Richland O ations Office
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Terms

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

of 1980

Cultural Resources Management Plan

decontamination, deactivation, decommissioning, and disposal
U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
Washington State Department of Ecology

engineering evaluation/cost analysis

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Environmental Restoration and Disposal Facility

Effluent Treatment Facility

Identification

Lead Regulatory Agency

“National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan”
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

non-time-critical removal action

Office of Management and Budget

polychlorinated biphenyl

Remedial Action Cost Estimate Requirement

removal action objective

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976

Record of Decision

surveillance and maintenance

State Historic Preservation Officer

Tri-Party Agreement

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order Action Plan
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1 Purpose
This Action Memorandum addendum documents the selection of the rec ended alternative
(Alte tive 3, Near-Term Decontamination, Deactivation, Decor * si , and Disposal [D4] of the

Railcars as identified in 212-N, 212-P, and 212-R Facilities Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis,
Addendum 1: Disposition of Railcars [EE/CA] [DOE/RL-2008-07-ADD1]). The Action Memorandum
addendum has been prepared in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended bv the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986, and the “National Oil and Hazardous  ibstances Pollution Contingency
Plan” (NCP) (40 CFR 300). Although the railcars are not specifically addressed in previous records of
decision (RODs) on the Hanford Site, this removal action is consistent with the remedial action objectives
ir. _’A/ROD/R10-99/039, Interim Action Record of Decision for the 100-BC-1, 100-BC-2, 100-DR-1,
100-DR-2, 100-FR-1, 100-FR-2, 100-HR-1, 100-HR-2, 100-KR-1, 100-KR-2, 100-1U-2, 100-1U-6, and
200-CW-3 Operable Units, Hanford Site, Benton County, Washington, and supports the overall cleanup
objectives established through the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party
Agreement) (Ecology et al., 1989a).

This action is also consistent with the joint U.S. Department of Ene - (DOE) and U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Policy on Decommissioning of Department of Energy Facilities Under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) (DOE and EPA,
1995), which establishes the CERCLA non-time-critical removal action (NTCRA) process as an approach
for decommissioning. Under this policy, an NTCRA may be taken when DOE determines that the action
will prevent, minimize, stabilize, or eliminate a risk to human health and/or the environment. When DOE
determines that a CERCLA NTCRA is necessary, DOE is authorized to evaluate, select, and implement
the removal action that DOE determines is most appropriate to address the potential risk posed by the
release or threat of release. This policy states in part:

Although the full range of CERCLA response actions may be applicable to
decommissioning activities, NTCRAs should be used for decommissioning, consistent
with this Policy. The alternative approaches available to conduct decommissioning
projects typically are clear and very limited. This often will eliminate the need for the
more thorough analysis of alternatives required for remedial actions. NTCRA
requirements provide greater flexibility to develop decommissioning plans that are
appropriate for the circumstances presented. Statutory time and dollar limits on removal
action: not« _lyt wva, is conducted by DC  which increases the scope of
projects that may be addressed E removal action. Most importantly, ! 'As
usually will provide benefits to worker safety, public health, and the environment more
rapidly and cost effectively than remedial actions. For these reasons, DOE may exercise
removal action authority to conduct decommissioning whenever such action is authorized
by CERCLA, the NCP, and Executive Order 12580.

The typical classifications of waste likely to require disposal include, but are not limited to, solid waste,
dangerous waste, low-level radioactive and/o1  ixed waste, asbestos waste, and polychlorinated biphenyl
(PCB)-contaminated waste.

For contaminated waste generated during the work, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Office (DC _ RL), Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), and EPA (Tri-Parties) agree that
to facilitate cost-effective, environmentally protective, and efficient disposal, the Environmental
Restoration Disposal Facility (E™ ™ F) is the preferred disposal location for waste meeting the _ XDF
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also be released to the environment through animal intrusion into contaminated railcar components.
Historically, intrusion and spread of contamination by rodents, insects, birds, and other organisms has
been difficult to prevent.

The potential exposure to human health, the environment, and wildlife, the potential threat of future
releases, and the substantial risks associated with the hazardous substances at the railcars addressed by
this Action Memorandum addendum justify use of CERCLA removal action authority in accordance with
40 CFR 300.415(b)(2).

5 Proposed Action

Section 5.2 discusses the alternatives evaluated in the engineering evaluation/cost analysis. The selected
removal action alternative is Alternative 3: Near-Term Decontamination, Deactivation,
Decommissioning, and Disposal of Railcars. The scope of Alternative 3 is intended to encompass
dispositioning of the railcars. The types of waste likely to re iire disposal include, but are not limited to,
solid waste, dangerous waste, low-level radioactive and/or mixed waste, asbestos waste, and
PCB-contaminated waste.

For contaminated waste generated during the D4 of railcars, the ERDF is the preferred disposal location
for waste meeting the ERDF waste acceptance criteria. Waste that does not meet the ERDF waste
acceptance criteria will be dispositioned at appropriate Hanford Site or offsite waste disposal facilities, in
accordance with the waste acceptance criteria of those facilities. Disposal of waste may take place at other
facilities that are on the Hanford Site or that are offsite and have been authorized by their own EPA
regional offices in accordance with 40 CFR 300.440 as suitable to receive waste from CERCLA sites.

The potential exists for encountering contamination in surrounding soils during performance of the work.
Soil that is found to be contaminated with hazardous substances that can be readily cleaned up during the
work will be removed for disposal during impl  ntation, if practicable. Such excavation will be

rformed using an observational approach with visual inspections, radiological and chemical field
screening, and focused judgmental sampling where appropriate. Depth of, and completion of, excavation
in these situations will be determined by the on-scene coordinator in consultation with EPA.
Alternatively, if the soil contamination is extensive or unusually complex, DOE will consult with the
LRA and determine whether to address the contamination within the scope of this NTCRA, or implement
temporary measures as part of this action and defer final action to the remedial investigation and remedy
selection process by adding the site to the TPA Action Plan, Appendix C (Ecology et al., 1989b) in
accordance with RL-TPA-90-0001.

Some rail slated for disposition may be found to be unsuitable for inclusion within the NTCRA, or

DOE may identify future uses for the railcars prior to or during]  ormance of the work. In response to

public comment, DOE is evaluating the possibility of p  erving a locomotive, the tall well car, la

three-cask well car at the B Reactor. If this occurs and eliminating one or more of the railcars from the

scope is appropriate, DOE will, with concurrence from EPA, place a TPA change notice in the

Administrative Record for this NTCRA identifying the subject railcar(s) and explaining why removal
ym the scope of the NTCRA is appropriate.

The recommended alternative meets the proposed removal action objectives (RAOs) regarding long-term
risk, minimizes short-term worker risk and radiation exposure, is cost-effective, meets appl  ble or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and provides a safe and stable configuration = tis
environmentally sound. DOE also considers Alternative 3 to contribute to the efficient performance of
Hanford Site long-term remedial actions and promotes protection of ecological resources and restoration
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300.415, “Removal Action.”
300.440, “Procedures for Planning and Implementing Off-Site Response Actions.”

40 CFR 761, “Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution in Commerce,
and Use Prohihitions ” Code of Federal Reoulations. Available at:

761.60, “Disposal Requirements.”
761.61, “PCB Remediation Waste.”
761.62, “Disposal of PCB Bulk Product Waste.”
761.79, “Decontamination Standards and Procedures.”
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. 111-5, 123 Stat. 115, February 17, 2009.

Archaeolocical Resourvces Protection Act of 1979. 16 USC 470aa-mm. Available at:

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and liahilitv Act of 1980. 42 USC 9601, et seq.,
Pub. L. 107-377, December 31, 2002. Available at

DOE and EPA, 1995, Policy on Decommissioning of Department of Energy Facilities Under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
U.S. Department of Fnerov and [1 S Environmental Protection Agencv. Washington, D.C.
Available at

DOE G 430.1-1, 1997, Cost Estimating Guide, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C.

DOE O 451.1B Chg 2, 2010, National Environmental Policv Act Comnliance Program. U.S. Department
of Enerov. Washington. D.C. Available at

DOE/RL-93-99, 1994, Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Report for the Environmental
Restoration Disposal Facility, Rev. 1, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Office Richland Wacghinotan Available at:

DOE/RL- [, 1994, NEPA Roadmap for the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility k _ ¢
Package, Rev. 0, U.S. . cpartment of Energy, Richland Operations C ™ e, Richland,

Wachinatan Awvailahle at-

DOE/RL-96-32, 2001, Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan, Rev. 0, U.S. Department
nf Fnerov Richland Onerations Office. Richland. Washington. Available at:

DOE/RL-96-88, 2003, Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy, Rev. 0, U.S. Department
~f Fneroy Richland Oneratinng Office. Richland, Washington. Available at:

DOE/RL-98-10, 2003, Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan, Rev. 0, U.S. Department
of Energy, Richland Operations Office, Richland, Washington.
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A Responsiveness Summary

1 Intro iction

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to summarize and respond to public comments on the
212-N, 212-P, and 212-R Facilities Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Addendum 1: Disposition of
Rail Cars (EE/CA addendum) (DOE/RL-2008-07-ADD1). The EE/CA addendum was provided for
public comment on July 14, 2010.

The Department of Energy (DOE) announced the issuance of the EE/CA addendum in the Tri-City Herald
and sent a notice to about 1,500 people on an electronic distribution list. A 30-day public comment period
was held to allow the public the opportunity to read, review, and submit comments on the EE/CA. The
document evaluates the removal action alternatives for 16 contaminated railcars in the 200 North Area of
the Hanford Site. These activities are conducted under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA).

2 Public Involvement

A newspaper advertisement was placed in the Tri-City Herald on July 14, 2010, announcing the
availability of the EE/CA addendum and the start of the public comment period. Approximately

2,250 copies of a fact sheet describing the EE/CA addendum were mailed out or sent electronically,

A public comment period was held from July 14 through August 13, 2010. No requests were received for
apublic  eting. No public meeting was held.

A3 Comments and Responses

During the public comment period, 14 individuals provided written comments, 11 of which indicated that
they would like the railcars to be restored and displayed for historical purposes. One commenter agreed
with the preferred alternative but wanted to see an additional option for disposition, rather than only
assuming macroencapsulation at the ERDF, and additional information on characterization of railcar
contamination. Ultimately, that commenter supports decontaminating the railcars and placing the
railcar(s) on display. Another commenter provided information regarding a structure for use in
decontamination processes. The State of Washington Department of Health submitted a letter with several
monitoring and regulatory-related questions and comments.

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
w onst De of ol (Tri-Parti cies selected the prefe r val action
Alternative 3: r-Term Decor  nination, Deacti  ion, Decommissioni  anc b of

the Railcars.

COl IR1:
Mike Smith

Comment: Please do not bury or otherwise destroy any of the railroad equipment. This equipment is not
only an important part of Hanford history, but an important part of railroad history as well. Equipment
like this will never be built again, and pictures and descriptions will never adequately tell the story to
future generations. There is no reason that the cars can’t be decontaminated and put on display, either on
the Hanford site or at railroad museums that have a place for them.

Response to Comment: Thank you for your comments. DOE agrees that the locomotives and cask cars
are an important part of the Hanford Site’s history and help tell the story of how plutonium was produced

A-1
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It would seem appropriate to have examined several possible approaches for disposition of these railcars,
rather than only assuming macroencapsulation at ERDF. It might be possible to decontaminate the cars
sufficiently to permit recycle of much of the structu ~ materials, with the nonreleasable material
packaged for ERDF disposal. Because the lead shielding material is contained within a steel shell, the
lead might be recyclable, avoiding placing all that lead in ERDF. If these approaches were considered and
rejected for cause in the analyses for this document, that information should be included. If they were not
considered and evaluated, probably they should be.

Response to Comment 1: Thank you for your comments. Although macroencapsulation at the ERDF is
considered the most viable option for disposition of radiologically contaminated lead, the Removal Action
Work Plan (RAWP) will allow for alternate disposition options, including treatment and/or disposal of

w ¢ at other facilities on the Hanford Site or that are offsite and have be  iuthorized by their own EPA
regional offices in accordance with 40 CFR 300.440 as suitable to receive waste from CERCLA sites.
Furthermore, the RAWP will state that non-contaminated (or decontaminated) railcars or portions of the
railcars and their contents may be evaluated for recycling or reuse.

Comment 2: There was no information provided on the characterization of the contamination on the
r cars. It would seem difficult to select appropriate paths forward without knowledge of the
contaminants present, their source strength, and the ease or difficulty of removal from the railcar surfaces.

Response to Comment 2: Thank you for your comments. Characterization has been performed on the
railcars in the form of non-destructive assay, process knowledge, as well as ongoing routine radiological
surveys. Based on this information, alternatives were chosen for evaluation in the EE/CA.

More rigorous characterization, including additional non-destructive assay, field radiological surveys, and
laboratory analysis of samples collected from the railcars will be performed, as necessary, in conjunction

with an approved RAWP and Sampling and Analysis Plan, to be developed subsequent to approval of the
Action Memorandum. This characterization will support D4 activities and final disposition of the railcars.

Comment 3; Without a detailed analysis of the planned D4 actions, it would seem difficult to develop a
reasonable cost estimate for the project. No detailed discussion of proposed D4 actions is presented in the
document. As a result, the cost estimated presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.3 appear to be unsupported by any
analyses.

Response to Comment 3: Thank you for your comments. The cost estimates were based on costs derived
using Remedial Action Cost Estimate Requirement (RACER)™ software and actual pricing information
ot ec stor [ perience on the Hanfo  Site, dor quotes. ds dard commercial

abase 1s RS Means (Building Construction Cost Data [Means, 2010a), Environmental Cost
Handling Options Solution [ECHOS] Facilities Construction Cost Data [Means, 2001], and Heavy
Construction Cost Data [M 5, 2010b]).

Comment 4: [ am aware that you are required to provide cost estimates in terms of present-worth
analyses, per OMB guidance. However, present-worth estimates are inappropriate for comparing the costs
of projects when those project costs are incurred over significantly different time spans. DOE has no
system for putting money for future expenses in a bank account where it can draw interest over the

delay period.

Response to Comment 4: Thank you for your comments. The cost estimates presented in the EE/CA
addendum were prepared consistent with EPA guidance and the U.S. Office of ] nagement and Budget

™ Remedial Action cost Estimate Requirement (RACE ™ is a trademark of AECOM.

A-5
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