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Exccutive Summary

The Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) requires the Department of Energy (DOE) to prepare Site
Treatment Plans (STP of Plan) for how mixed waste, waste containing both hazardous and radioactive
components, will be treated. Morg specifically, the FFCAct requires cach individual DOE site that stores or
generated mixed waste 1o develop a STP. Each site’s Plan must provide a list or inventory of mixed wasle,
trcatment technology required and the approach or treatment facility that will be used to treat the waste. After
it is completed, the sites plart is then submitted* o Ihc togoizant state agency or Regional EPA office for review
and approval, approval with medificatipn, or d.asqpproval “For Ames, Lahoralorv the Plan is being submitted to
EPA Region VII for this review. Lo -g men,

s e

-

This Plan is the result of a three part planning process consisting of Conceptual, Draft and this Proposed Plan,
The Conceptual Plan was completed in October 1993, In general, that document provides a mixed waste
inventory, identificd potential treatment technologies and a range of treatment options. The Draft Plan,
completed in August 1994, represented the sccond stage of the process in which the treatment options identified
in the Conceptual Plan were narrowed down to a few or only one preferred option for cach waste stream. The
Proposcd Plan is the final stage of the planning process and provides the DOE proposcd option and treatment
schedule for cach waste stream.

The schedules in this Proposed Plan have not yet been integrated with those of other DOE sites from a
technical, complex-wide perspective. Morcover, DOE faces incrcasingly tight budgets throughout the DOE
complex and anticipates that funding will continue to be constrained. The schedules in this and othe Plans
reflect those constraints. DOE has asked regulatory agencics to work with DOE ar  other interested parties at
the site and National level to assist DOE in prioritizing its activitics.  Through this process, DOE expects that
some schedules will be revised before the Site Treatment Plans are approved and orders issucd.

The Proposed Plan, like the Draft Plan consist of two major scctions or volumes: Background Volume and Plan
Volume. The Background Volume provide a more extensive discussion while the Plan Volume is a much

shorter and focused document.

The Background Volume consists of the [ollowing cight scctions:

. Scction 1. Introduction. This in turn discusses the Purpose and Scope, Site History and Mission,
Framework for Developing the Site Treatment Plans, the Proposed Plan Organization and Related
Activitics.

. Section 2. Methodology. This includes discussion of Assumptions, Preferre  Selection Process,

Coordination with Regulatory Agencics and Other Stakcholders, Characterization of Mixed Waste and
Waste Minimization.

. Section 3. Low Level Mixed Waste Streams. This provides for ¢cach mixed waste stream, a discussion
of each mixed waste stream, treatment technology needed and the proposed treatment approach.

. Sections 4 and 5. TRU Mixed Waste and High Lev Mixed Waste Streams. Provides information on
future generation of TRU Mixed Waste. Ames Laboratory does not foresce the gencration of any High

Level Mixed Waste.

. Section 6. Future Genceration of Mixed Waste. Identifics as far as possible, mixed waste not discussed
in Scction 3 that could result from future restoration or site remediation activities.

. Scction 7. Storage Report. Discusses the adequacy of the sites mixed waste storage facilitics.

. Section 8. Process for Evaluating Disposal Issues in Support of the STP. ™ s section summarized the
overall DOE activity in the arca of disposal of mixed waste treatment residuals.
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BACKGROUND VOLUME
1.0 Introduction
1.1 Purpose and Scope

The Department of Energy  DOE) is required by section 3021(b) of the Resource Conscrvation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), as amendc by the Federal Facility Compliance Act (the Act), to prepare
site trecatment plans (STPs or plans) describing the development of treatment capacitics and
technologices for treating mixed waste. Plans are required for facilities at which DOE generates or
stores mixed waste, defined by the FFCAct as waste containing both a hazardous waste subject 1o
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and a source, special nuclear or by-product matcerial
subject to = Atomic Encrgy Act « 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). The Ames Laboratory Proposced
Site Treatment Plan (Proposed STP or Proposed Plan) is being submitted to EPA Region VII for
approval in accordance with the A

The Amcs Laboratory Proposed Plan is the result of a "bottom up” process described in an April 6,
1993, Federal Register notice (58 F - 17875). DOE has followed and iterative process in developing
the Plans, working closely with State Regulatory agencies and EPA at the site and national level
throughout the process. The Proposed Plan follows two interim versions -- a Coneeptual Site
Treatment Plan submitted in October 1993 and a Draft Plan submitted in August 1994, which were
provided to regulatory agencics and made publi available.  The Conceptual Plan identificd a
range of preliminary options for treatin ghte mixed waste at Ames Laboratory. The Dralt Plans
identified site-specific preferred treatment options which had not yet been evaluated tor impacts to
the ¢ zr DOE sites or to the overe  DOE program. DOE initially planned to submit the Proposced
Plans at the end of Feruary 1995. Hosever, DOE revised its submittal date with the support of the
States and EPA to allow for additional discussions, (See 60 FR 10840, February 28, 1995) The
Ames Laboratory Conceptual Plan and Draft Plan and other related information arc available at the
Ames Public Library, 515 Douglas Avenue, Ames, fowa 50011,

This Proposced Plan contains DOE’s  -eferred options developed after evaluation and integration of
the site-specific treatment options contained in the Draft Plans of the other sites with DOE mixed
waste. The process DOE followed was coordinated with State and EPA regulators and is described
in Section 2.2. DOE belicve the tre nent options contained in the Proposed Plans represent a
sensible national configuration for mixed wasle treatment systems that balances DOE’s interests and
concernes and the input DOE reccived on the Draft Plans from the regulatory agenices and others.

The s edules contained in this and 2 Pro Hsed Plans for other sites are based on funds currently
budgeted for and projected to be available lor waste management activitics.  As a result, schedules
in the Proposed Plans for some facil s, particularly the largest and the most costly facilities, may
be protracted. Schedules for small ¢ s that arc relying on the treatment capacity at larger sites are
also affected. DOE antiicipates that, at some sites, funds will be shifted from other environmental
management acitivitics to support more sensible and integrated schedules for mixed waste
treatment.

DOE discussed with States and EPA the difficulty DOE faces in providing timely schedules for
some new treatment facilities given current budgetary constraints, and the need to consider whether
funds from other activitics should be shifted to support more timely schedules. The State and EPA
recommended that the Proposed Plan be submitted with schedules consistent with current budget
and prioritics, even thought they recognized schedules maybe be extended. s part of its efforts to
develop its budget request for FY 1997, DOE has asked rcgulatory agencies to work with DOE and
other interested parties at the site ar - National level to assist DOE in prioritizing its activitics,
including mixed waste treatment, and in assessing activitics under way and that need to be
accomplished at the site. Through this budget development process and through discus s on the
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wastes from yttrium, thorium and uranium production. All of the burials were done with federal
approval and met all applicable guidelines at that time. A source removal action was conducted
during CY1994 and all excavated debris was removed during the first quarter of CY19953.

Framework for Developing the Site Treatment Plans

RCRA Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) requirements prescribe the treatment of hazardous waste
(including the hazardous component of mixed waste) to certain standards before the waste can be
land disposed, and prohibit storage of hazardous wastes that do not meet LDR standards, except for
the purposes of accumulating sufficient quantitics to facilitate proper recovery, treatment, or
disposal of the waste. DOE is currently storing mixed waste inconsistent with the LDR provisions
because the treatment capacity for such wastes, cither at DOE sites or in the commercial scctor, is
not adequate or is unavailable at this time.

The Fedcral Facility Compliance Act, signed on October 6, 1992, waives sovereign immunity for
fines and penalties for RCRA violations at Federal facilities. However, the Act postpones the
waiver for three years for LDR storage prohibition violations for DOE’s mixed wastes. It requires
DOE to prepare plans for developing the required treatment capacity for its mixed waste at cach
site at which it stores or generates mixed waste.  Each plan must be approved by the State or EPA,
after consultation with other affected states and consideration of public comment, and an order
issucd by the regulatory agency requiring compliance with the plan. The Act further provides that
DOE will not be subject to fines and penalties for LDR storage prohibition violations for mixed
waste as long as it is in compliance with an approved plan and order.

The Act requires the plans to contain schedules for developing capacity for mixed waste tor which
identified treatment technologies exist, and, for mixed waste without an identificd cxisting treatment
technology, schedules for identifying and developing technologies. The Act also requires the plan to
provide certain information where radionuclide separation is proposed. The Act states that the
plans may provide for centralized, regional or on-site treatment of mixed waste, or any combination
thercof, and requirces the States to consider the need for regional treatment facilitics in reviewing
the plans.

The “Schedule for Submitting Plans for the Treatment of Mixed Wastie Generated or Stored at Each
Site” was published April 6, 1993, in the Federal Register (58 FR 17875). In the Notice, DOE
committed to providing the site treatment plans in three phases: a "conceptual plan” completed in
October 1993, a "draft plan” no later than August 1994, and a "final proposed plan” no later than
February 1995, This process provides opportunity for carly involvement by the States and other
stakcholders to discuss technical and equity issues associated with the plans.

The Conceprual Plan submitted in October 1993, focused on identifying treatment needs,
capabilitics, and options for treating the site’s mixed waste. This Draft Plan submitted last August,
focused on identifying preferred options for treating the site’s mixed wastes, wherever possible, as
well as proposed schedules for constructing capacity. This Final Proposed Plan focuscs on the most
feasible preferred option for Ames Laboratory. Each regulatory agency has the opportunity for
review and approval, approval with modification, or disapproval, as requircd by the Act. Each
version of 2 Plan will rellect discussions among states, as well as site-specific input from the
individual regulatory agency and other interested partics on the previous submittal. It is DOE’s
intent that this iterative process, with ample opportunity for input and discussion, will facilitate
approval of the Site Treatment Plan and issuance of the compliance order required by the Act.
DOE’s goal is to have all plans and orders in place by October 1993,

Proposed Site Treatment Plan Organization

Amcs Laboratory’s Proposced Plan follows the same format as the Proposed Plans of other DOE

' Background Volume 4 of 21



Ames Laboratory

sites to facilitate cross-site comparisons. The Proposed Plan is organized in two separate, but
integrated volumes. The Background Volume provides the detailed discussion of the options: it
contains information on the mixed waste strcams and treatability groups a particular treatment
approach or approaches would address and describes uncertainties associated with that approach, as
well as the budget status of the approach, and regulator and stakeholder input. The Plan Volume is
a short, focused document containing the proposed treatment approach and schedules for
implementing the options and is intended to contain all the information required by the Act. The
Plan Volume also contains a mechanism to implement the Plan and establish milestones that will be
enforced by the Order. It references, but does not duplicate, details on the options in the
Background Volume.

Section 1.0 and 2.0 in both Volumcs contain introductory material relevant to the purpose of the
Volume. The Background Volume contains gencral information on the Proposed Plan and the site
in scction 1.0 and provides top-level assumptions and a description of the process used to determine
the preferred options in section 2.0, The Plan Volume contains certain administrative provisions
appropriate for implementing the Plan when finalized. These provisions include the approach to
setting milestonces, updates 1o the Plan, additions or removals (o waste strcams covered by the Plan,
and funding considerations.

Sections 3.0 through 5.0 discuss the proposed treatment approach(s) for low-Ievel mixed waste and
mixed transuranic waste, and cach volume discusses the same waste strcams and approaches in
parallel scctions. The Background Volume discusses the waste streams, technology needs, and
uncertaintics and other dcetails on the proposed treatment approaches. In the Plan Volume, the
scections include proposed schedules, to the extent feasible. as required under the Act.

The Background Volume includes three additional sections that are not included in the Plan
Volume because they are not required by the Act and arce not compliance-related. Section 6.0
discusses mixed wastes expected to be generated in the future to assist in anticipating treatment
nceds. These waste streams will be incorporated into the Plan Volume, and treatment approaches
and schedules developed, when the wastes are generated. Section 7.0 discussces storage capacity
nceds and how compliant storage will be provided for Ames Laboratory mixed wastes pending
trcatment.

Section 8.0 describes a process being foltowed by DOE and the states for evaluating options

isposal of mixed waste treatment residucs. A" h the Act deer ~ot ranmize dicpagsal o be
covered in the Plans, DOE is including disposal intormation to be responsive wo e states’ request
that disposal be addressed and to support state discussions. Scction 8.0 identifics that Ames
Laboratory is not being considered as a disposal site and explains why.

Related Activities

Other DOE efforts are closcly linked to STP development. These include the Mixed Wasle
Inventory Report; activitics conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA);
and compliancc and cleanup agreements containing commitments relevant to mixed waslte.

Mixed Waste Inventory Report

The Mixed Waste Inventory Report, (MWIR) required by the Act, provides an inventory of mixed
wasle currently stored or gencrated, or expected to be gencrated over the next five years, at cach
DOE site, and an inventory of treatment capacitics and technologies. The Interim Mixed Waste
I[nventory Report, published by DOE in April of 1993, provided information on a waste strcam-by-
waste stream basis for cach DOE site that gencrates or stores mixed waste. DOE made up  ted
waste stream and capacity data available to the States and EPA in May 1994, The May 1994
MWIR data represents the best record of DOE’s mixed waste inventory at the beginning of 1994,

Background Volume Sof 21




Ames Laboratory

However, because data is constantly being refined, waste stream information in Ames Laboratory
Proposcd . .n may differ somewhat from the May 1994 MWIR data. Any changes in waste strcam
informaltion ar¢ cexplained in the Background Volume,

DOE is in the process of a further update of the MWIR data.  The MWIR update is being closcly
coordinated with preparation of the Proposed Plans to ¢nsurc maximum consistency in waste stream
information between the Proposed Plans and the MWIR. The updated MWIR data will be
availablc by June 1995,

The Progranunatic Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Management

DOE is preparing a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) which will be used 1o
formulate and implement a waste management program in a safc and environmentally sound
manner and in compliance with applicable laws, regulations and standards. The PEIS is intended (o
present Lo the public, states, EPA, and DOE an understanding of impacts to human health and the
environment together with the costs associated with a wide range of alternative strategics for
managing the DOE’s ¢nvironmental program. The PEIS is examining the following waste types and
activitics: high-level, transuranic, mixed low-level, low-level, and hazardous waste. The analysis for
the waste management PEIS will evaluate decentralized, regional, and centralized approaches for
storage of high-level waste; treatment and storage of transuranic waste; treatment and disposal of
low-level and low level mixed waste: and treatment of hazardous waslte.

Development of the Waste Management (WM) PEIS is being coordinated with the preparation of
the Site Treatment Plans under the FFCAct. Information being generated to support the WM PEIS
(e.g., hypothetical configurations, preliminary ri analyses, and cost studics) is shared with stales 10
support STP discussions. The Draft WM PEIS will not identify a preferred alternative (ic.,
configuration) for mixed waste facilities since this will be evolving in consultation with the states and
EPA through the STP process. However, the WM PEIS analvses of potential environmental risks
and costs associated with a range of possible waste management configurations will provide valuable
insight as the public, states, EPA, and DOE discuss using existing facilitics and constructing new
mixed waste facilitics to treat mixed wasle.

The Draflt WM PEIS is scheduled o be published in May 1995, The Final PEIS will be issued after
a public comment period, at or ncar the time of issuance of the FFCAct Orders by the appropriate
regulatory agency. To remain flexible and accommodate potential changes, the WM PEIS Record
of Decision for mixed waste will be issucd after the appropriate regulatory agency has fulfilled its
legislative requirement of issuing the Consent Orders,

All Ames Laboratory activitics qualify for Categorical Exclusions. Ames Laboratory doces not
currently have any compliance agreements in place.

Mcthodology

2.1 Assumptions

All sites used the following assumptions to provide for a degree of consistency in the preparation of
the Proposed STPs. The assumptions were developed as a part of the "Draft Site Treatment Plan
Development Framework” and reflect review and comment from the states and EPA. Few of the
DOE assumptions arc relevant to mixed waste at Ames Laboratory.

1. High el waste will continue to be managed according o current plans at cach site (i.c.,
Hanford, West Valley, Savannah River, INEL). Primarily duc Lo potential safety concerns,
HLW will not be transported off-site except as a treated, stable waste that is rcady for
disposal. The PSTPs will ni - change management strategics for HLW.
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to

Regarding defense related TRU Waste, the PSTPs will reflect DOE’s current strategy that
the Waslte Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) will open and receive a No Migration Variance.
The PSTPs should identify characterization, processing, and treatment of TRU waste to meet
the WIPP Waste Acceplance Criteria. Consistent with this poliey, treatment of mixe  TRU
wasle to meet Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) standards will not be included in the PSTPs
at this time.

However, the STPs will recognize that DOE’s policy regarding WIPP is under review and
may change in the future. As such, the STPs will provide for the flexibility to modify
activitics and milcstones regarding TRU waste (o refleet potential future changes in DOE
policy.

Under current DOE policy, non-defense related TRU waste will not be disposed at WIPP.
As such, the DSTPs should reflect LDR treatment of non-defense mixed TRU waste.

3. DOE recognizes some states’ preference for treatment of all wastes on-site. Where
appropriate, existing on-site capacity will be utilized before new facilitics are constructed.
When on-site treatment or use of commercial or mobile facilitics is not practica :, > usc
of existing off-site capacity. as well as the construction of new facilities, will be cons 1

4. Sites in the same state will investigate the practicality of consolidated treatment facilitics.

5. Mixcd waste resulting from Environmental Restoration (ER) and Decontamination and
Decommissioning (D&D) activitics will be factored into planning activitics and cquity
discussions, particularly where utilization of facilities identified in the PSTPs arc being
considercd for managing ER and D&D wasle.

o. The PSTP will address all wastes in the updated Mixed Waste Inventory Report (MWIR).
Any changes/corrections to the MWIR waste stream and treatment facility information will
be explained in the PSTP.

7. On a volume basis, the targe majority of DOE’s mixed waste will be treated on-site. Because
of transportation concerns and costs, this gencerally includes process waste water, ¢ some
explosives and remote-handled wastes. In addition, other large volume waste streams will

generally be treated on-site. Atam’ i, Rich" ' ™" Qak ™ '~ “R) Idahn (D)
and Savannah River (SR) will have on-site facilitic the majorny o1 their wasies.
3. The Environmental Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) is

being prepared in parallel with the development of the STPs. The PSTP process will provide
information to the PEIS. Each site will prepare any necessary specific NEPA documentation
before proceeding with a given project or facility ordered by the State or EPA as a result of
the STP process.

9. In support of DOE’s cradle-to-grave waste management philosophy., disposal site location and
criteria will be factored into state cquity discussions, waste treatment facility designs, and the
characteristics of the final waste forms.

2
[

Treatment Options Sclection Process

Because the Dralt Site Treatment Plans (DSTPs) were prepared by the sites using a "bottom-up”
approach, the resulting treatment configuration, when viewed from a national level, contained many
redundancies and incfficiencies. In developing the PSTPs, an assessment was performed (o
determine what accommodations are necessary to blend the "bottom-up” DSTPs into a more
scnsible national configuration of treatment systems. To facilitate this assessment, DOE establishe
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the Options Analysis Tcam (OAT) comprised of site representatives and members of 2

Headquarters’ FFCAct Task Force. The OAT coordinated their efforts wi the States, through the

National Governors’ Association, to ensure the national mixed waste configuration reflects both the

States’ and DOE’s concerns. Asart of this evaluation, the impacts of implementing the emerging
ISTP configuration, as well as atternative configurations, were evaluated.

The focus of the OAT’s efforts has been on mixed low-level waste (I .LW). While High Level
Waste (HLW) and Mixed Transuranic Waste (MTRU) are also covered by the FFCAct, the
strategics for managing these wastes have alrcady been establi :d. However, DOE recognizes that
modifications of these strategies may be needed as the programs evolve and new information
becomes available.

In combination, the DSTPs form a mixced waste treatment configuration which was the  ascline for
the OAT analyses. Changes to the DSTP configuration proposed by the OAT arc based on the
following analysces:

1. Review of the DSTP bascline configuration to identify redundant and technically inefficient
proposced treatment options.

2. Identification of alternative treatment configurations that emphasize key State and DOE
concerns.
3. Evaluation of the DSTP bascline and alternate configurations against key cvaluation arcas 1o

determine what combination of treatment options results in a configuration that best meets
DOE’s, the States’, EPA’s and other stakcholders’ concerns.

The results of the initial OAT analysis were shared with cach of the sites and the State regulators.

as well as DOE management. The OAT worked for several more months responding to State
requests for additional analysis, incorporating ongoing site analysis, and responding 1o comments.
The resulting configuration, as presented in the PSTPs, 1s DOE’s best attempt o balance
competing DOE and stakeholder interests.

Coordination with Regulatory Agencies and Other Stukeholders

The Act offers an opportunity for DOE and the state and EPA regulators who will be approving the
Plans to work cooperatively toward defining mixed waste treatment po s, As requested by the
statcs, DOE signed a cooperative agreement in August 1993 with the National Governor’s
Association (NGA) to facilitate the DOE-to-State interactions. To date, the NGA has sponsored
several national mectings between DOE, the states, EPA, and the Indian Nations to discuss the
development of the STPs. Two working groups have been formed to discuss technical issues related
to treatment and disposal of mixed waste. NGA and the states have also reviewed and provided
comment on the guidance documents discussed in Section 2.2.

The Act requires the states and EPA to provide for public inv - ement after the Final Proposed
Plans are submitted in February, 1995. DOE has provided additional opportunitics for public input
into the devclopment of Proposcd STP through cxisting public involvement mechanisms at the site.

Ames Laboratory has provided the public with a copy of the Conceptual Site Treatment Plan
(CSTP) and the Draft Site Treatment Plan in the information repository which is located at the
Ames Public Library. In addition, a representative of the Laboratory was present at the first public
information mecting 1o address questions or concerns about the FFCAct. The meceting was held on
April 5, 1994. At the present time, EPA Region VII has had no comment on the CSTP or DSTP.

As with the CSTP and DSTP, the PSTP will be available to the public at Amces Public Library.
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because storage is for the sole purpose of accumulating such quantities as arc necessary to facilitate
proper treatment in accordance with Compliance Plan Volume § 2.1, Covered Matters, § 2.7.1(d),
Deletion of Wastes, and § 2.7.2.

3.1 Mixed Waste Streams for which Technology Exists
3.1.1 Analytical Reference Standards

This legacy mixed wasle is the result of a research project occurring 25-30 years ago. It
consists of coded 20 grain samples of transition metals (including the RCRA metals arsenic,
barium, cadmium, chromium, lecad, mercury and silver) spiked with up to 5% uranium or
thorium.

Waste Matrix: MLLW, CH Lab Packs with Metals

Mixed Waste Inventory Report Number: AL-WO01

RCRA Waste Code: DOO4A, DOOSA, DOO6A, DO07A, DOOSA, DOU9A and DO11A
Radionuclide Content: Beta/Gamma emitter, U, Th

Treatability Group: Solid Lab Packs

MWIR Inventory: 0.01 m", 4 kg

Inventory (as of 6/94): 0.01 m*, 4 kg

Projected 5 yr Gen.: 0.0 kg

Characterization Level of Confidence: Detailed rescarch records for these samples have
been obtained. Confidence level for sample content is very high.

3.1.1.1  Description of Technology and Capacity Needs

LDR Trcatment Standard: Stabilization
Technology Needed: Stabihization
Capacity Required: < 0.01 m”

3.1.1.2  Proposed Treatment Approach

Basced on the recommendation of the Options Analysis Tcam, the Waste Receiving
and Processing Facility 1T 1s identified at the proposed treatment option.

Facility Name: W : Receiving & Processing Facility [I A&B

Location: Richland, WA

Technology:  Stabilization

Othcer Features: N/A

Regulatory Status:  Part B application submitied

Actions Needed to Bring the Off-Site Facility On Line: Planned, approved facility.
Complete Construction.

Action Needed to € aracterize, Package and Ship Waste Off-Site:
The Hanford Site is proposing to scck treatment services from the private scctor
for waste streams. including wastes from other DOE sites, that were 1o be treated
in a new facility, 'RAP 1IA. Accordingly, DOE-RL has requested that the
Milestone M-19- | "Complete WRAP [l Module Construction and Initiate
Opcrations,” in the Hanford TPA be amended. The proposed amendment would
not change the milestone date for initiating operation on September 30, 1999, 1f
the amendment is approved, the specific nature and location of the facility will be
dctermined through the contracting process. The status of the privatization
ceffort, progress in sccuring treatment service by DOE-Hanford and any change o
the facility title will be reported in subsequent Annual Update Reports to the
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Plan.

Status and Results of Discussions with Facility: Preliminary. No SDAR’s have been
developed. Chicago Operations Office has requested through the Richland
Operations Office that duc 10 the extremely small volume associated with this
waste strcam that the treatment residuals not be returned to Ames Laboratory.

Budget Impact: Costs associated with this option are within the requested fur  ng
for Ames Laboratory.

Stakcholder Comment: No comments have been received trom stakeholders at this
time.

Uncertainties: Schedule delays in construction will  mit acceptance of off-site waste.

3.1.2 Uranium Sulfate

This legacy mixed waste is the result of a research project occurring 10-15 years ago. It
consists aqueous uranium sulfate. C  centrations of uranium sulfate range from ¢ to
slurricd uranium sulfate in watcer.

Mixed Waste Inventory Report Number: AL-W003
RCRA Waste Code: DOO2B

Radionuclide Content: Beta/Gamma emitter, U
Treatability Group: Aqucous Slurrics

MWIR Inventory: 0.01 m®, 7.5 kg

Inventory (as of 6/94): 0.01 m', 7.5 kg

Projected 5 vr Gen.: 0.0 kg

Characterization Level of Confidence: This stream has been characterized through process
knowledge. The confidence level is moderately high.

3.1.2.1  Description of Technology and Capacity Needs

LDR Treatment Standard: Neutralization/Stabilization
Technology Needed:  Stabilization
Capacity Required: 0.01 m*, 7.5 kg

Neutralization of this waste strcam will remove the RCRA characteristic WEVCT,
the remaining LLW will requiie oJdc - one. .b nol spted
for long term disposal.

3.1.2.2  Proposed Treatment Approach

Facility Name: Oak Ridge Central Neutralization Facility

Location: Oak Ridge, TN

Technology: Neutralization

Other Features: System is currently in usce 1o treat mixed waste

Regulatory Status: Permitted

Actions Needed to Bring the Off-Site Facility Into Opcration: Currently Operating

Action Needed to Characterize, Package and Ship Waste Off-Site:  Final preparation
of analytical profile consistent with ORNL Waste Acceptance Criteria. All
matcrial would be packaged and transported as required by ORNL.

Status and Results of Discussions with Facility: Preliminary discussions with ORNL
indicate that there may be an opportunity to accept off-site waste streams for this
facility. ORNL currently can accept waste from off-site locations. A s is
currently not on this list. Chicago Operations Office  as reque: through the
Oak Ridge Operations Office that due to the extremely small vi e associated
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with this wasle stream that the tre  nent residuals not be returned 1o Ames
Laboratory.

Budget Impact:  Costs associated with this option are within the Ames Laboratory
target budget.

Stakcholder Comment: No comments have been received from stakcholders at this
time.

Uncertaintics: ORNL RCRA Part B would need to be modified for Ames
Laboratory to become an approved off-sitc waste generator.

3.1.3  Acidic Aqucous Liquids

This waslc stream is generated in an on-going rescarch project. The goal of the project is to
develop analytical techniques which produce little or no mixed waste.

Mixcd Waste Inventory Report Number: AL-W007

RCRA Waste Code: DO02B, DO07A, DO0OSA, DOOSA
~- Radionuchide Content: Beta/Gamma emitter, U, Th

Treatability Group':  Acidic Aqueous Liquids

MWIR Inventory: 0.04 m*, 39 kg

Inventory (as of 6/94): 0.04 m*, 39 kg

Projected 35 yr Gen.: 0.1 m', 76 kg

Characterization Level of Confidence: This stream has been characterized through process
knowledge and analytical data as the result of rescarch operations. The confidence level is
- high.

3.1.3.1  Description of Technology and Capacity Needs

LDR Treatment Standard:  Neutralization /Stabilization
Technology Needed: Neutralization /Stabilization
Capacity Required: <0.1 m’

1 3.1.3.2 Proposed Treatment Approach

Facility Name: Oak Ridge Central Ne  alization Facility

Location: QOak Ridge, TN

Technology: Neutralization

Other Features: System is currently in use to treat mixed waste

Regulatory Status: Permitted :

Actions Needed to Bring the Off-Site B ility In Operation:  Currently Operating

Action Needed to Characterize, Package and Ship Waste Off-Site: Final preparation
of analytical profile consistent with ORNL Waste Acceptance Criteria. All
matcrial would be packaged and transported as required by ORNL.

Status and Results of Discussions with Facility: Preliminary discussions with ORNL
indicate that there may be an opportunity to accept off-sitc waste streams for this
facility. ORNL currently can accept waste from off-site locations. Amcs is
currently not on this list.  Chicago Opcerations Office has requested through the
Oak Ridge Operations Office that due to the extremely small volume associated
with this waste stream that the treatment residuals not be returned to Ames
Laboratory. -

' The treatability group in the MWIR is Acidic Wastewaters. Ames Laboratory believes that the mixed waste stream is more
accurately represented in the Acidic Aqueous Liguids treatability group.
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4.1 TRU Wastes Expccted to go to WIPP
4.1.1 Transuranics/Uranium in Glove Box

Waste Matrix: MTRU, CH Heterogenous debris, composite filters
Mixed Waste Inventory Report Number: AL-W003
RCRA Waste Code: DOO2B, DOO4A, DO0SA, DO06A, DOOTA, DOOSA,
DO10A, DO1IA
Radionuclide Content: alpha, beta/gamma emitter
Pu-239, Pu-240, Pu-242, U-235, U-236, U-238, Np-237, Pa-233
Treatability Group® Heterogenous debris, composite filters
MWIR Inventory: 0.0 m', 0 kg
Inventory (as of 6/94): 0.0 m*, 0 kg
Projected 5 yr Gen.: 0.0 m?, 0.0 kg

Characterization Level of Confidence: Waste strecam intormation is based on process
knov dge. This mixed waste stream will not be generated until 2004, At that time the
waste stream will be glove box HEPA filiers contaminated with transuranic material.

4.1.1.1  Proposed Treatment Approach
This material will be gencrated from a Safeguards and Sceurity project.

Facility Name: Waste Introduction Pilot Project

Location: Carlshad, NM

Technology: Neutralization/Stabilization /Disposal

Other Features: System is under construction

Regulatory Status: Permits applied for and under review

Actions Needed to Bring the Off-Site Facility In Operation:  Complete permit
approval process. Complete construction.

Action Needed o Characterize, Package and Ship Waste OIf-Site: Waste would
require characterization and packaging, to mect WIPP Waste Acceptance
Criteria,

Status and Results of Discussions with Facility:  Prcliminary.

Budget Impact: Cosls associated with this option are within the Ames Laboratory
target budget.

Stakcholder Comment: No comments have been received from stakcholders at this
time.

Uncertaintics: WIPP will open for TRU waste disposal.

4.2 TRU Wastes not destined for WIPP

Amcs Laboratory TRU waste is generated in association with defense related programs.  All Ames
Laboratory ” U and MTRU waste is destined for WIPP.

S igh Level Mixed Wasle Streams

Ames Laboratory docs not foresee any  -oduction of High-Level Mixed Waste.

2 Waste that will be gencrated during this project will be collected in the HEPA filter. Thercfore the Treatability group has been
changed from not identified to heterogenous debris/composite filters.
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6  Futurc Generation of Mixed Waste Streams

The following scctions provide waste sircam information for future mixc  wastes where it is available
and to the extent possible.

6.1 Soils/Dcbris
Ames Laboratory does not foresce any production of Seil/Debris Mixed Waste.
6.2 D & D Wasles
Ames Laboratory docs not foresee any production of D & D Mixed Wasle.
7 Storage Report

DOE is committed to storing mixed waste in compliance with RCRA storage requirements in 4) CFR
264 or 40 CFR 263 pending the development of treatment capacity and implementation of the Site
Treatment Plans.

For mixed wastc to be shipped off-site for treatment, storage of the mixed waste before and  r
treatment will be arranged on a case-by-casce basis between the shipping and recciving sites, in
consultation with the affected states. Factors such as inadequate compliant storage capacity at the
shipping site and the need 1o facilitate closure of the shipping site will be considered in proposing
shipping schedulces.

Only two waste streams will continue to be generated. Ames Laboratory will store these waste streams,
Contaminated Lead and Acidic Aqueous Liquids, in accordance with all of the requirements a waste
accumulation area as outlined in 4) CFR 265. Contaminated Lead w  be stored to accumulate
sufficient volume to facilitate the recovery of clean lcad for reuse. The Laboratory docs not anticipate
this accumulation period to be greater than two years.

It is proposed that due to the extremely sm volume of waste that is to be treated. that the post-
treatment residuals not be returned to the Laboratory.

8  Process for Evaluating  posal T~ in Support of *&~ Sit> Tronteant Plap (STPY Discussions

This scction discusscs the overall Department Of Encrgy (DOE) process for evaluating issues related (o
the disposal of residuals from the treatment of mixed low-level waste (MLLW) subject 1o the Federal
Facilitiecs Compliance Act (FFCAct). Ames Laboratory is not among the sites being analyzed further for
potential development as a disposal site for residuals from the treatment of MLLW subject to the
FFCAct. This section outlines the disposal planning process developed by DOE, in consultation with the
states, for ¢valuating potential options for the disposal of residuals from the treatment of MLLW,
Importantly, because DOE is not currently developing MLLW disposal sites (with the exception of the
Hanford Site) preferred alternatives or final destinations for disposal of treatment residuals arc not
known at this time. The results of this process are intended to be considered during subscquent
planning activities and discussions between DOE and regulatory agencies.

8.1 Background

The FFCAct requires DOE to develop a plan for the treatment of mixed wastes. The Act does not
imposc any similar requirement for the disposal of mixed wastes after they have been treated:
however, DOE recognizes the need o address this final phase of mixed waste management. The
following process reflects DOE’s current strategy for evaluating the options for disposal; the
cvaluation will incrcase understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of a site’s potential for
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disposal but is not a sitc selection process. Ultimately the identification of sites that may reccive
mixed waste for disposal will fi  ow state and federal regulations for siting and permitting, and will
include appropriate public involvement.

High-level and mixed transuranic wastes are among the mixed waste subject to the FFCAcL
Options for disposal of these mixed wastes are not identificd by this process because there are
established processes for studying, designing, constructing, and operating disposal facilitics for thesce
wastes.

The DOE has historically planned to develop MLLW disposal facilitics at the six DOE sites
currently disposing of low-level waste. These sites are Hanford, Savannah River, Oak Ridge
Reservation, ldaho National Engincering Laboratory, Nevada Test Site, and Los Alamos National
Laboratory. Currently, the Hanford Site has the only active permitted facility operated by DOE for
the disposal of residuals from the treatment of MLLW. This plan has been re-directed in
conjunction with the planning cfforts of the FFCAct o include the results of the disposal nlanning
process (Figure 8.1), and the Environmental Management Programmatic Environmental — apact
Statement (EM PEIS). The sites subject to evaluation undcr this process are the 49 sites reported
to Congress by DOE in the Mixed Waste Inventory Report (MWIR), April 1993, that are currently
storing or expected (o generale mixed waste.

Disposal Planning Process

Although the FFCAct docs not specifically address disposal of treated mixed wastes, both DOE and
the States have recognized that disposal issues are an integral part of treatment discussions. A
process was cstablished (o evaluate and discuss the issues related to the potential disposal of the
residuals from the treatment of DOE MLLW at the sites subject to the FFCAct, shown in Figure
8.1. The focus of this process has been to identify, from among the 49 sites that currently store or
arc expected 1o generate mixed waste, sites that are suitable for further evaluation of their potential
as disposal sites. Sites determined to have marginal or no potendal for disposal will be removed or
deferred from further evaluation under this process. The remaining sites will be evaluated more
extensively. Ultimately, a number of sites are expected to be identified that are te  nically
acceptable for disposal of treated residuals.
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Figurc 8.1 Disposal Planning Process

Tasks

Ames Laboratory

Completed Activities/Results
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DOE Complex

v

Apply Set Of Technical
Criteria to Eliminate
Sites From Field

7
/ Ficld of 44 Sites
— (5 Of the 49-Site Ficld Combined ]
With Ot r Sites) '
/ 18 Sites Fail Criteria
A 26 Sites Left For Further
Evaluation

v

Eliminatc From Further
Consideration Or Assign a Lower
Priority To Sitcs Where Disposal 1s
Found To Be Infeasiblc

10 Sites Eliminated Or Assigne  Lower
Priority - 16 Sites Left For Further
‘ _ Evaluation

v

Complcte Performance
Evaluations On Each
Remaining Site

v

Devclop Estimates of Wastc
Volumes And Radiological
Concentrations

IR

v

Compare Expected Waste Residuals
To PE-Derived Radiological
Concentrations To Deterl
Acceptability Of On-Site Dispoal

Develop Sample Configurations
For Disposal Of Treated Residuals

v

Develop Draft System Configuration

Background Volume

17 of 21



Ames Laboratory
8.2.1 Activitics 1o Date
Site Grouping
The initial step in this process was to examine cach of the 49 sites to determine which sites,

while individually listed in the MWIR, were in such geographic proximity that further analysis
could address them as a single site. This grouping reduced the number of sites to 44, as

follows:

. Idaho National Engincering Laboratory and Argonne National Laboratory (West)
arc located on a single federally-owned reservation near 1daho Falls, Tdaho;

. The Sandia National Laboratorics, California, and Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory arc located on adjoining, federally-owned properties near Livermore.
California;

. The Inhalation Toxicology Rescarch Institute and Sandia National Laboratorics,
New Mexico, are located on the same federally-owned reservation, and,

. The Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge K-25 Site. and Oak Ridge Y-12 are
all located within the federallv-owned Ouk Ridge Reservation, near Oak Ridge.
Tennessee.

Initial Site Screening

AL a joint meeting on March 3-4, 1994, DOE and the states agreed on three exclusionary
criteria for further screening the #4 remaining sites. These eriteria were developed by
reviewing federal and state requirements regarding the siting of waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facilitics. In order to be evaluated (urther, a site:

. must not be locate  within a 100-year floodplain:
. must not be located within 61 meters (200 feet) of an active fault, and;
. must have sufficient arca to accommodate a 100-mcter buffer zone.

The first critcrion (100-vear flood plain) is derived from both National Regulatory
Commission (NRC) and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements.
The sccond criterion (active fault) was sclected from requirements found in RCRA which
restrict the location of waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilitics. The third criterion
(sufficient arca for 100-meter buffer) is derived from guidance from the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), NRC, and DOE for the proper operation of waste facilities.

Evaluation of the #4 sites resulted in identification of 26 sites meeting the above criteria. At
a joint meeting on March 30-31, 1994, DOE and the states agreed to remove (rom further
evaluation those sites not meeting the screening criteria. Also at that mecting, DOE agreed
to ¢ ecl additional, more detailed information on the remaining 26 sites to identify
additional strengths and weaknesses of the sites. It was agreed that DOE or any affected
state may proposc further climination of sites from consideration fo owing the site-specific
cvaluation.

Evaluation of the Remaining 26 Sites
DOE and the states met on July 26-27, 1994, 10 discuss the site-specific data on the

remaining 26 sites, and to consider proposals for eliminating additional sites from further
evaluation. The focus of these discussions was to identify sites suitable for further evaluation

Background Volume 18 of 21



Ames Laboratory

under this process.

The criteria that DOE and the states used to climinate sites from further evaluation at this
stage were derived from three main groupings of considerations: Technical Considerations,
Potential Receptor Considerations, and Practical Considerations. Each of the remaining 26
sites were evaluated against criteria in these groupings that included; soil stability and
topography, precipitation and cvapotranspiration, population, proximily to sensitive
environment, fand acquisition, government presence at the site, and regulatory constraints.

Sites with marginal or no potential for disposal, bascd on  esc criteria, were recommended
for removal or postponement from further evaluation. As a result of the mecting, DOE and
the states agreed to climinate five sites from further evaluation due to their limited potential
for disposal. These arc:

Energy Technology Engineering Center California
Genceral Atomics California
General Electric Vallecitos Nuclear Center California
Pincllas Plant Florida
Site A/Plot M Minois

Additionally, DOE and the states agreed to merge the evaluation of Knolls Atomic Power
Laboratory at Niskayuna, New York, and Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory at Kesselring,
New York, duc to their close, geographic proximity.

While not climinated from further evaluation, it was agreed to lower the evaluation priority
of an additional four sites. Issues such as the technical capabilitics of the site, the volume of
mixed waste that may be generated by the sites, and the acceptability of off-site waste
contributed to a conclusion that further cvaluation of some sites should not be a b1 priority.
DOE and the states agreed to evaluate these sites in terms of their capability to d - ose of
their own mixed waste if no other off-site disposal options could be identificd. These sites
will not be considered for disposal of wastes [rom other sites, and may be climinated from
further analysis if sufficicnt evidence suggests the potential for disposal is too limited. The
sites in this category are:

Weldon Spring Remedial Action Project Missouri
Brookhaven National Laboratory New York
Mound Plant Ohio

Bettis Atomic Power Laboratory Pennsylvania

Performance Evaluation

The performance evaluation being conducted for the 16 sites identified for further ev  1ation
entails the collection of more detailed site-specific data related to the site characteristics.
The performance cvaluation methodology is based on the principles of radiological
performance assessments and was developed by DOE performance assessment experts.
Additionally, the evaluation will be based on RCRA-compliant ¢nginecred facilitics. This
information will be used to evaluatce the sites and estimate the radionuclide concentration
limits of waste that may be disposed at a given site. The performance evaluations were
initiated in August 1994, The 16 sites for which performance cvaluations arc being prepared
arc:
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Site State
Lawrcence Livermore National Laboratory, Site 300 California
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Colorado
Idaho National Engincering Laboratory Idaho
Argonne National Laboratory Ilinois
Paducah Gascous Diflusion Plant Kentucky
Nevada Test Site Nevada

Los Alamos National Laboratory New Mexico
Sandia National Laboratorics New Mexico
Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory-Kessclring New York
West Valley Demonstration Project? New York
Fernald Environmental Management Project Ohio
Portsmouth Gascous Diffusion Plant Ohio
Savannah River Site South Carolina
Oak Ridge Reservation Tennessee
Pantex Plant Texas
Hanford Site Washington

8.2.2  Next Steps in the Evaluation Process

As illustrated in Figure 8.1, progress has been made in the planning of the disposal process.
The following steps outline future activitics that are cither ongoing or are to be completed 1o
facilitate an informed decision about the disposal of DOE MLLW. Coordination with the
states will continue to ¢nsure stakcholder input and to resolve concerns at the carliest
possible stage.

Complete Remaining Performance Evaluations

To date, 10 performance evaluations have been completed for the following sites: Savannah
River, Oak Ridge Reservation, Idaho National Laboratory, Hanford, Sandia National
Laboratorics, Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Pantex Plant, Nevada Test Site, and Lawrence Livermore Laboratory. Performance
cvaluations for the remaining 6 sites are scheduled to be completed by June .05 A
progress report for the performance evaluation activitics has been issued at approximately the
same time frame as the final Proposed Site Treatment Plans (PSTPs) in order to keep the
states and other interested parties informed of the progress.

Develop Estimates of Waste Volumes and Radionuclide Concentrations in Treated Residuals

Once treatment methods for the MLLW waste streams are finalized through the FFCAct
process, cstimates of the volumes and radionuchde concentrations of the treated residuals will
be developed for all waste streams;  this analysis will take place after the PSTPs have been
approved by the appropriate regulatory agencics. These estimates are needed to compare to
the performance cevaluation-derived radionuclide concentration guides.

Compare Estimates of Radionuclide Concentration in Treated Residuals to Performance
Evaluation-Derived Radionuclide Concentration Guides

Radionuclide concentrations for each treated residual will be compared to those disposal
v 1ies derived in the performance evaluation in this step. Comparing radionuclide

*Because the West Valley Demonstration Project Act does not authorize the site to accept off-site wastes. the site will only be
evaluated for disposal of on-site wastes.
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concentrations in treated residuals with performance evaluation concentration guides will
compare MLLW strcam characteristics ) potential disposal sites’ capabilities. This
evaluation will also include off-site DOE and commercial disposal site candidates for those
treated waste strcams which do not have on-site capabilities. Confirmation of the candidates
streams and sites will be attained through detailed performance assessment efforts.

Develop Sample Configurations for Disposal of Treated Residuals

An Options Analysis Tcam (OAT) approach will be employc 1o develop sample complex-
wide configurations for the disposal of treated MLLW residuals. These configurations will
take into account such technical issues as compatibility of radionuclides (both handled at the
site and those considered acceptable by the performance evaluations), capacity (o handle
projected residual volumes, ete. Under the QAT approach, other types of issues will - ¢
weighed during the configuration discussions such as transportation costs and d: inces.

Develop a Draft Disposal Svstem Configuration

Using the sample configurations as a starting point, DOE will develop with state and
stakeholder input, a draft disposal system configuration. This configuration will be the basis
for determining future funding and schedules for proposed disposal facilitics. T Final EM
PEIS will provide bounding analysis of potential environmental impacts for the range of
sample configurations considered. It will identify preferred sites for further development as
disposal facilitics. Following the issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the EM
PEIS, DOE may initiate site-specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) cvaluations
for the proposced disposal facilitics: initiate performance assessment analyses for compliance
with DOE Order 5820.2A; and initiate processes for permitting disposal facilities.

8.3 Integration with the STP Process

The FFCAct does not require disposal to be included in the STPs; however, given the complex
issues involved, DOE recognizes the importance of state input to facilitate resolution of issues
related to disposal.  Chapter 3.0 information is provided in the PSTP to continue to involve ¢
states and inform them of DOE’s continued work on the disposal issuc. For more detailed
information on the ongoing performance ev  1ation process, refer to the "Progress Report on

erforman luation of DOT™ “7es’ Caprhilitioc for Mivad Taw.l oval Wacste Dicnocal * A the
disposal planning proccss moves vard, {i m wit
the states will continue.
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PLAN VOLUME

1.0 Purpose and Scope

1.1

13

14

The U.S. Department of Encrgy (DOE) is required to prepare a plan for developing treatment
capacilies and technologics for cach facility at which DOE generates or stores mixed waste,
pursuant to Section 3021(b) ¢ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 US.C
6939(c), as amcnded by Sccti 15(a) of the Federal Facility Compliance Act [(P.L. 102-386)
(FFCAct)]. Upon submission of the plan to the appropriate regulatory agency, the FFCAct
requires the recipicnt agency to solicit and consider public comments, and approve, approve with
modification, or disapprove the plan within six months. The agency is o consult with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and any State in which a facility affected by the plan is
located. Upon approval of a plan, the regulatory ageney must issuc an Order requiring compliance
with the approved plan.

The DOE Chicago Operations Office (hercinafter referred to as DOE-CH) has prepared this Site
Treatment Plan (STP) for mixed waste at. Ames Laboratory. The Proposed Plan identifics how
DOE-CH proposés to"obtain tic  nent ‘of the site’s mixed waste or develop technologics where
technologics do not exist or.need modilication. For some wastestreams, a plan and s cdules for
characterizing wastes, undertaking technology asscssments, and for providing the required plans and
schedules for developing capacitics and technologics, as appropriate, arc provided.

The purposcs of this STP include:
1.3.1  Fulfilling the requirements of the FFCAct:

3.2 Establishing an cnforcca framework in conjunction with the Order in which DOE-CH
will develop and treat or otherwise meet RCRA land disposal restrictions (LDR) for all
covered LDR mixed wastes currently in storage and to be gencrated or reccived in the
future; and

1.3.3.  Allowing for storage of current and projected covered LDR mixed wastes at Ames
Laboratory during implementation of this STP and the Order.

The Compliance Plan Volume, in conjunction with the Background Volume, compriscs the STP.
The Compliance Plan Volume provides overall schedules with milestones and target dates for
achicving compliance with LDR, a gencral framework for the cestablishment and review of
milestones and target dates, the conversion of target dates into milestones, and other provisions for
implementing the approved ¢ P that would be enforced under the Order. Additional discussion
contained in the Background Volume is provided for informational purposes only.

This STP, once approved and an Order issued, fulfills the requirements contained in the Federal
Facility Compliance Act of 1992, Rt~ A Scction 3021; therefore, pursuant to §105(a) of the
FFCAct (RCRA §3021(b)(5)), this STP and Ordcr shall stand in licu of any other interpretations
of DOE-CH’s requirement 1o dev 2 and submit a plan for the development of treatment
capacitics and technologics pursu: 1o RCRA Scction 3021.

2.0 Implemcntation of the Site Treatment Plan

This section establishes the mechanisms and procedures for administering and implementing the
treatment plans and schedules in sections 3.0 through 5.0 of the Compliance Plan Volume of the STP.
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and target dates for other types of situations, such as mixed wastes where technology does
not exist, or requircments pertaining to radionuclide separation, are not addressed because
such situations arc not anticipated at Ames Laboratory.

2.2.3.1 Plans for Other Types of Activitics. The Compliance Plan Volume may contain
additional milestones and target dates for other types of situations related o
trcatment of DOE-CH’s mixed wastes,  cluding:

(a)

For mixed waste that shall be shipped off-site for treatment, the final target
date/milestone for the treatment of such waste in the Compliance Plan
Volume shall be completion of shipment of the mixed waste 1o the off-site
treatment facility. Information su  orting development or use of off-site
treatment capacity or lechnology for treatment of such wastes is provided in
the Background Volume of the STP. 1In the cvent that changes in the schedule
of the off-site treatment facility impact the schedule in DOE-CH’s Compliance
Plan Volume, DOE-CH shall notify EPA Region VIL, and DOE-CH and EPA
Region VII shall negotiate necessary changes in accordance with sections 2.5,
Revisions, or 2.6, Extensions and Modifications, as appropriate, and subject 10
seetion 2,10, Disputes.  Additional milestones or target dates for completion of
on-site activitics may be cstablished.  Listed below are some examples of
Milestones/Target Dates that may be provided for mixed wastes shipped off-
site for treatment.

Examples of Milestones/Target Dates:

1) Request necessary approval of waste(s) for transport
2) Initiate preparation of waste(s) for transport
3) Complete Shipment of waste(s) off-site

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Compliance Plan Volume, the
provisions of scction 4.0 shall apply regarding schedules for MTRU wastes
destined for WIPP in licu of other schedule requirements of this section 2.0 of
the Compliance Plan Volume.

(c) Storage of mixc  wastes for purposes of allowing for radioactive decay of the

radioactive portion of the mixed waste shall be considered to be storage for the
purpose of accumulation of such quantitics of waste as are necessary 10 facilitale
proper recovery, treatment, or disposal in compliance with RCRA Scction
3004(3). Such storage may be included in the schedules of the Compliance Plan
Volume as appropriate, including treatment schedules or schedules related to
radionuclide separation.

2.3 Annual Site Trecatment Plan Updates

2.3.1  This section provides a meche m to: (1) communicate and cxchange information about
schedule, technology development, funding and  1er concerns that affect the
implementation of the STP, (2) update the Background Volume to the STP in a timely
fashion, including information on new wastestreams, (3) propose and cstablish the next
ensuing milestonces, and (4) update and proposc Revisions to the Compliance Plan Volume.

)
>
to

Each fiscal year after the hiscal year in which this STP is approved and accompanying Order

executed, DOE-CH shall provide an Annual Update to the STP to EPA Region VI for
review and comment. The Annual Update shall provide EPA Region VI with information
to track progress on milestones and target dates. The Annual Update shall allow input
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(d) Any other changes to the overall schedules.

The Annual Update would clearly identify proposed changes requiring approval
under scctions 2.8, Procedures for Review and Approval and 2.5, Revisions.

2.3.4 DOE shall make the Annual Update publicly available. When the update includes
proposed Revisions tc ¢ Compliance Plan Volume, the provisions of section 2.5,
Revisions, also apply to such proposcd Revisions.

2.4 Inclusion of New Wastestreams

2.4.1  This section cstablishes a method for including new mixed waste streams at Amces
Laboratory in the STP, including mixed wastes which arce newly discovered. identified, or
generated. and mixed wastes which are generated through environmental restoration and
decontamination and decommissioning activities to the extent such wastes are intended to
become a covered waste.

242 DOE-CH shall notify EPA Region VII of additional or new mixed wastes or waste streams
which have been generated or stored, and may notify EPA Region VI of mixed wastes
anticipated to be generated or stored at the Ames Laboratory, which are expected to be
covered wastes. Ut ss otherwise specified in the notification, the mixed waste will be a
covered waste and subject to the requirements «  this Compliance Plan Volume: (1) upon
receipt of such notfication: or (2) when generated or stored at Ames Laboratory, whichever
is later. To the extent practicable, DOE-CH shall provide a description of the waste code,
waste form, volumes, technology and capacity needs. and similar pertinent information in
the notification. In general, additional detail on the waste and the proposed plan and
schedules consistent with seetion 2.2, Compliance Schedules, will be provided in next
regularly scheduled Anr | Update, or a date for submittal of such a proposed plan and
schedules will be provided if additional time is required for its preparation. The
information provided pursuant 1o this subsection is subject to EPA Region VI approval to
the extent provided for in subscetion 2.4.4.

243  If DOE-CH cannot provide such information or schedules as required by subscection 2.4.2
because of inadequate characterization or it is otherwise impracticable. DOE-CH shall
include appropriate justification, supporting information, and proposed plans for approval as
a deliverable under section 2.8, Procedures for Review and Approval for developing such

information and schedules consistent with section 2.2, Comphiance Schedules.

244  DOE-CH may propose changes to the Compliance Plan Volume of the STP o
accommodate new waste streams.  1f any such changes are required, DOE-CH shall submit
the changes for approval as a deliverable under section 2.8, Procedures for Review and
Approval. Also. DOE-CH may proposc Revisions to the Compliance Plan Volume of the
STP as nccessary to accommodate new waste streams subject to section 2.5, Revisions.

Revisions

1
wn

2.5.1 A Revision is a change to the Compliance Plan Volume of the STP which requires, for
those affected portions of the STP, publication of a notice of availability to the public and
consuitation with affccted states and EPA pursuant to this STP and Scction 3021 (b)(2) and
(3) of RCRA. A Revision is: (a) the addition of a treatment facility at Ames Laboratory or
technology development not previously included in the Compliance Plan Volume to the
STP; or (b) an cxtension to a milestone (including an extension by mutual agreement under
section 2.6 or a proposed milestone converling a target date under section 2.2) for a period
greater than one year. Changes in waste volume, the addition or deletion of wastes or
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this paragraph should describe in detail the anticipated length of the delay, measures to
avoid or minimize any such delay, and a timetable by which those measures will be
implemented. DOE-CH shall utilize all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize any such
delay. If EPA Region VII determines that the delay, or anticipated delay, in achieving any
of the requirements of the Implementing Order have been, or will be, caused by
circumstances beyond the reasonable control of DOE-CH, EPA Region VII shall grant an
extension for a period equal to the Iength of the delay caused by such circumstances. EPA
Region VII shall notify DOE-CH of their determination within twenty (20) days of the date
of receipt of DOE-CH's notification. The burden of proving that any delay is caused by
circumstances beyond the reasonable control of DOE-CH shall rest wholly with DOE-CH.

2.6.3  For the purposes of this scction, delays cause, despite the due diligence of DOE-CH, by
“circumstances beyond the reasonable control of DOE-CH” shall include, without limitation:

(a)  Circumstances unforeseen at the time the Implementing Order or any modifications
to the Implementing Order were entered into that significantly affects the work
required under the Implementing Order;

(b) Restraint by court order or order of public availability:

(c) [nability to obtain, at reasonable cost and after exercise of reasonable diligence, any
necessary authorization, approvals, permits or licenses due to action or inaction of
any authority or governmental agency, including EPA Region VII, other than DOE-
CH,;

(d)  Compliance with applicable statues or regulations governing work to be performed
under the Implementing Order including, but not limited to. contracting,

procurcment or acquisition procedures, despite the exercise of reasonable diligenee:

() Impossibility of performance despite the exereise of due diligenee caused by matters
outside the control of the DOE-CH;

(f) Any supervising prohibition or prevention by law:

(g) Conflicts with the requirements of another Implementing Order or existing
compliance agreement to which DOE-CH 1s a party: and,

(h)  Any other event or series of events determined by EPA Region VII as constituting
circumslances beyond the reasonable control of DOE-CH.
If the partics cannot agree on whether particular circumstances are beyond the reasonable
control of DOE-CH within 30 days of the EPA Region VI response to DOE-CH’s request
for an extension, the provisions of the Disputes section shall apply (Section 2.10).
2.6.4 DOE-CH may request an extension of the milestones or other requirements cstablished
pursuant to the Impleme ing Order. Any request for extension of a milestone or other

requirements of the Implementing Order shall specify:

{a) "¢ oextension to the milestone or requirement and any related target dates or
milestones that would be affected by the extension of Revision;

(b)  The length of the extension sought; and
(¢) The reason for the extension.
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this Compliance Plan Volume. Where EPA Region VI approval of a deliverable is
expressly required in this Compliance Plan Volume, the approval provisions in this section
apply. Permit apphcations and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents shall
not be subject to the procedures of this section. Permit applications shall be submitted and
reviewed under applicable regulations and NEPA documents shall be submitted and
reviewed under the DOE regulations implementing NEPA. Each submittal of a deliverable
shall specify the milestone or other provision of this Compliance Plan Volume requiring
submittal of that deliverable.

Unless otherwise noted, cach deliverable shall be transmitted direetly to the project
manager of I A Region VI responsible for implementation of this STP.

EPA Region VII will promptly review cach deliverable submitted by DOE-CH, required to
be approved pursuant to this Compliance Plan Volume, within the time frames cstablished
in this section unless other timeframes are agreed to in writing.  In the course of their
review, EPA Region VI will consult with DOE-CH regarding the adequacy of each
deliverable. Oral comments made during these discussions shall not require a written
response.

Deliverables which do not require EPA Region VI approval shall be provided 1o EPA
Region VI for review and comment. In the event that DOE-CH disagrees with EPA
Region VII's comments, DOE-CH shall respond to EPA Region VII's comments in writing
explaining the DOE-CH’s position. If DOE-CH has not received comments [rom EPA
Region VII within 30 days of submittal of the deliverable, it will be decmed that EPA
Region VII has no comments.

For any deliverable that requires EPA Region VI approval under the provisions of this
Compliance Plan Volume, the following procedures shall apply:

2.8.5.1 EPA Region Vo shall, within 30 days of receipt, take action as follows: (1) approve,
conditionally approve (if the deliverable is a Revision), or disapprove the deliverable
as submitted, or (2) return the deliverable to DOE-CH with comments so that
changes can be made for resubmittal. Conditionally-approved Revisions will be
approved, or approved with modification, after public review and comment and
consultation with atfected states and EPA pursuant to scection 2.5, Revisions, EPA
Region VII may extend this review period by an additional 30 days by notifying
DOE-CH. This period may be further extended for an additional period of time, as
may be agreed to by EPA Region VIT and DOE-CH. Comments on the deliverable
shall be provided with adequate specificity so that DOE-CH can make the
appropriate changes to the document. To the extent applicable, comments should
refer 1o specific paragraphs of any sources of authority or references on which the
comments are based and. upon request of DOE-CH. EPA Region V  shall provide
a copy of the cited authority or reference.

o
o
W
o

If EPA Region V fails to take one of the actions specified above within the time
frames required by this STP, the deliverable shall be considered approved. or
conditionally approved, as submitted. If EPA Region VII extends the review period
for a deliverable, any milestones or target dates dependent upon the results of
deliverable review will automatically be extended an equivalent amount of time as
the time taken beyond the specified time frame for review. DOE-CH will notify
EPA Rcgion VI in writing of any ¢nforccable milestones that will need to be
extended or revised.

2.8.53.3 In the event that EPA Region VI returns the deliverable to DOE-CH with
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twenty-one (21) days of the Regional Administrator’s issuance of U.S. EPA’s position, issuc
a writlen notice clevating the dispute to the Administrator of U.S. EPA for resolution in
accordance with all applicable laws and procedures. In the event that the DOE clects not
1o clevate the dispute to the Administrator within the designated twenty-one (21) day
escalation period, the DOE shall be deemed (o have agreed with Regional Administrator’s
written position with respect to the dispute.

2.10.6  Upon cscalation of a dispute to the Administrator of U.S. EPA pursuant to Subpart P the
Administrator will review and resolve the dispute within twenty-one days. Upon request,
and prior 1o resolving the dispute, the U.S. EPA Administrator shall mecet and confer with
the Seeretary of the DOE (o discuss the issue(s) under dispute. Upon resolution, the
Administrator shall provide the DOE with a writien f{inal decision sctting forth resolution of
the dispute.

2.10.7 Unless umely appeal is taken, DOE-CH shall incorporate the resolution and final
determination into the appropriate plan, schedule or procedure, and proceed with
implementation in accordance with the amended plan, schedule or procedure, within 45
days after resolution of 4 dispute pursuant to the procedures specified in this scetion for
Scetion 2,11 to remain in cffect for the affected waste stream.

19

.8 Resolution of a dispute pursuant to this Scetion 2.10 constitutes a final resolution of any
dispute arising under this Site Treatment Plan. The DOE shall abide by all terms and
conditions of any final resolution of dispute obtained pursuant to the Section 2.10.

2.11 Covenants and Reservations

2.11.1 This STP and Implementing Order shall stand 1n licu of any administrative, legal and
equitable remedics which arce available 1o the EPA Region VII against DOE, its contractors
and subcontractors at any ticr and all persons bound by this STP and Implementing Order
with respect to the matters covered by this STP and implementing Order, so long as DOE
and all parties bound by this STP and Implementing Order are in compliance with the STP
and Implementing Order as determined by EPA Region VI or a court of competent
jurisdiction.

2.11.2  Except as specifically set Torth herem, DOE reserves and does not waive any rights,
authority, claims or defenses, including sovercign immunity, that it may have or wish to
pursuc in any administrative, judicial or other proceeding with respeet o any person; nor
docs DOE waive any claim of jurisdiction over matters which may be reserved to DOE by
law, including the Atomic Energy Act. Nothing in this STP and implementing Order shall
constitute an admission on the part of DOE, in whole or in part. in any proceeding except
in a proceeding to enforee the order implementing this STP. DOE specifically reserves all
rights it may have by law to seck and obtain administrative or judicial review or appeal
according to law of any determination ma by EPA Region VII during DOE-CH's
performance of its obligations under this STP and implementing Order. DOE also
specifically reserves all rights it may have by law to seck and  tain administrative or
judicial review or appeal of permit requirements.

3.0 Low Level Mixed Waste Treatment Plan and Schedules
The four waste streams identified in this section are currently in inventory, Two of the wasle streams

continue 1o be generated: contaminated lead and acidic aqueous liquids. The remaining two waste
streams were generated between 10-30 years ago and are no longer being generated.
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3.2 Mixed Waste Streams for v ch no Technology or for which Technology Needs Adaptation
Ames Laboratory doces not have any waste streams requiring adapted or new treatment technology.

3.3 Mixed waste streams requiring further characterization or for which Technology Assessment has
not been done

Ames Laboratory doces not have any waste streams requiring further characterization or for which
technology assessment has not been done.

TRU Mixed Waste Streams

As discussed in greater detail in Scetion 4 of the Background Volume of this STP, DOE plans to achicve
compliance with the requirements of the FFCAct for MTRU destined for WIPP by using the no-
migration variance petition approach deseribed in 40 CFR Section 268.6. Under this strategy. DOE
intends to continue interim storage of such MTRU, continue preparation of such wastes for shipment 1o
WIPP, and then ship and dispose of such wastes in WIPP. Within twelve months of the Secrcetary’s
decision to operate WIPP as a disposal facility, Ames Laboratory will submit a supplemental plan
outlining schedules and additional activitics required to prepare the MTRU waste for shipment 1o WIPP
if not already included in this plan; or in the event that significant changes transpired as a result of the
final permit or the final no-migration determination.  In addition, at that time Amcs Laboratory will
provide a timetable for submitting a shipment schedule to WIPP for its MTRU waste. Ames Laboratory
will coordinated with the Carlsbad Arca Office in developing the shipment schedule to ensure proper
throughput and reccipt of waste at WIPP.

Ames Laboratory will begin discussions with EPA Region VI regarding alternative treatment options for
MTRU waste in January 1998 if the Sceretary of Encrgy docs not decide to operate WIPP as a disposal
facility by that time, or at such carlicr time as DOE determines that: (1) there will be a delay in the
opening of WIPP substantially beyond 1998; or (2) the no-migration variance petition is not granted by
the EPA. DOE shall proposc modifications to the STP for approval by EPA Region VII within a
timeframe agreed upon between the DOE and EPA Region VI These modifications will describe
planned activitics and schedules for the new MTRU strategy.

Doc¢ shall include information regarding progress of MTRU waste management in the update to the STP
required by Section 2.3. This will include. as applicable and appropriate, the status of the no-migration
variance petition and information related to characterization, packaging, and/or treatment capabilities or
plans for MTRU waste related to WIPP Waste Aceeptance Criteria and disposal.

Ames Laboratory doces not currently have any generated TRU mixed waste. Any future generation of
mixed transuranic waste will be incorporated in the annual updates of the Plan. All MTRU waste will
be characterized, packaged and disposed of according 1o the WIPP WAC.

High Level Mixed Waste Streams

Amces Laboratory docs not foresce any production of High-Level Waste.
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