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and waste site types (cribs, ponds, « ches) that cross between operable units (OU). These 23
groupings are significantly less than the original 32 source OUs (does not include tank farm

OUs).

When the Tri-Parties reviewed the required work plans for the 200 Areas remedial action effort,
the number of work plans were red’  =d to 23, as compared to the original plan with a work plan
for each of the 32 source OUs. Reducing the number of work plans is possible by incorporating
' :analogous site proach that has been effectively used in the 100 1300 Area remediation
activities. A limited number of representative sites will be identified for each waste site group
and characterized under Limited Fi | Investigation (LFI) work plans. Characterized data,
collected for representative sites associated with a particular group will provide the basis for
reaching remedial action decisions for all sites within that waste site group. This analogous site
approach builds on the common process history, contaminants of concern, etc., for sites within
each group. Instead of requiring 32 source work plans for the 32 source OUs that include
approximately 1,000 waste sites, the strategy will result in the approximately 1,000 waste sites
being covered in 23 work plans that focus on characterizing a limited number of representative
waste sites. Furthermore, the Tri-P. ies recognized the need to streamline the documentation
process by consolidation standard work plan material that would be common to all 200 Area
work plans into a single document. This will allow future work plant to be relatively concise,

and brief.
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The implementation of the 200 Ar¢  Soil Remediation Source Strategy is driven by the
requirement to meet the year 2008 Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(Tri-Party Agreement) milestone (pre OD characterization complete) and the public’s desire to
proceed with remediation rather than additional study. The long-term goal of the strategy is to
meet the 2018 Tri-Party Agreement milestone (complete remedial actions for all. OUs) in a cost-
effective manner. Priorities associated with characterization and remediation have also been

established to develop a framework for sequencing work that meets these overall milestones.
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result, three pilot-scale pump-and-treat projects were implemented, two of which have or are
leading to an interim action Record of Decision (ROD) requiring additional pumping and
treating. In addition, an ERA using soil vapor extraction to remove carbon tetrachloride from the
vadose zone began full-scale operations in 1992. With the most immediate need for action being
addresst the Environmental Restc ition (ER) Program is focusing on the source strategy to
streamline the assessment and remediation of source waste sites.

This source strategy is cing developed for waste sites where liquids and solid waste have been
discharged to or buried in the ground, and the source strategy is currently within the DOE-
Richland Operations Office (RL) E  Program for assessment and remediation. This strategy
does not address sites associated with tank farms, the Decontamination and Decommissioning
(D&D) Program, or other waste m: 1gement programs or buildings. Groundwater remediation
is addressed in a sepa e document (DOE-RL 1995). This strategy recognizes the
interrelationships between these prog  as and the need to ensure that integr: on is performed to
successfully complete the final remedy selection process for the 200 Areas.

This strategy has been developed jointly by Ecology, EPA, and RL (known as the Tri-Parties)
through a series of workshops and by building on existing technical information that has been
developed in the 200 Areas and practices effectively used in the 100 and 300 Areas.
Contributing workshop members represent a broad base of regulatory and technical knowledge
and experience, including both source and groundwater. The purpose and intent of the strategy,
as discussed above, has |1 n captured in the following vision statement:

The 200 Areas strategy is a cost effective streamlined process of getting to and
performing remediation that is technica ’ sound, protective of human health and the
environment, and publicly acceptable.

The 200 Areas are in the early stages of assessment and remediation, and a need to develop a
streamlined approach to assessment and remediation has been identified. To obtain a more
cost-effective and efficient approach to assessment and remediation of lessons learned from

100 and 300 Areas assessment and mediation activities will be considered. The lessons learned
include using the observational app ach to adapt to actual site conditions during remediation,
combining OUs, implementing the analogous group concept, and using interim actions and the
"plug-in" approach to remediate high-priority waste sites quickly. This streamlined approach
will also take advantage of the com onalities that exist between the different OUs and will build
on the historical and scoping work already performed in the 200 Areas (e.g., AAMS). This
strategy takes the historical work o1 step further by looking not only at each aggregate area
individually, but looking collective to identify commonalities between aggregate areas and
provide a more integrated and streamlined program.

Current long-range plans show little activity in the near term for the ER Program in the
200 Areas due to the priority of emphasizing cleanup in the 100 and 300 Areas. Of the 32 source
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provide the basis to identify a prefe :d alternative and prepare a proposed plan. Where RCRA
sites are included inv  te groupings, the RCRA TSD closure requirements will be integrated
into the FFS/CMS report.

The FFS/CMS will be developed using information contained in existing documentation and
collected through work/closure plans. In particular, existing AAMS reports provide an initial
level of alternative evaluation (similar to a Phase I FS) that generally addresses a waste sites in
the 200 Areas and provides the basis for subsequent FFS/CMSs. ..iis effort will establish the
number of alternatives considered. If a presumptive remedy can be applied at a particular site,
the range of alternatives would be limited to the presumptive remedy and no action. The reports
will be based on representative waste sites that have been characterized for a particular group, but
the results will apply to all sites within that group. Multiple groups may be addressed under a
single report to minimize the numb of doct  :nts.

4.1.7 Proposed Plan

The proposed plan provides the public with a summary of the work performed and alternatives
considered (e.g., RI/RFI and FS/CMS) and proposes a remedial alternative for specific waste
sites. If a RCRA TSD site or RCRA corrective action site is to be addressed by a proposed plan,
the plan will include closure plan documentation requirements to support a permit modification.
If the recommended alternative is no action, a separate closure plan will be prepared for RCRA
TSD closure sites. Based on public comments regarding the proposed plan, the remedy selection
process is finalized and documented in a ROD.

4.1.8 Focus Package

Focus packages may be used to furt r streamline the process for particular waste sites and can
be applied anywhere along the assessment process. Focus packages are used when the work plan
or characterization activities indicate that there is either minimal need for re zdiation or that
remedial action would follow a sin ~ r path already performed at similar waste sites. The focus
package explains why additional evaluation/analysis and documentation of remedial alternatives
is not required, provides the site-specific information needed to complete the remedy selection
process, and supports the issuance of a ROD or explanation of significant difference (ESD) to an
existing ROD. This approach is ap] cable to analogous waste sites within a particular group
where the associated representative sites have been characterized and remediated. In this case,
verification sampling of the analogous sites may be required to demonstrate that analogous
conditions exist.

4.1.9 Record of ecision, Explanation of Signific 1t Difference, and
Permit Modification

The RODs are decisional documents (prepared by the lead regulatory agency) that select the

remedial alternative. Decisions for RCRA sites are also documented by modifying the Hanford
site-wide permit. The decision documents (ROD, permit modification) will be structured to
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Figure4. I Programmatic Integration.
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that did not directly contact radioactive material and had little potential for chemical or
radionuclide cor  nination. Steam ndensate and cooling wa  were commonly discharged to
unlined ditches and/or ponds for eve ration and infiltration into the ground. However, steam
condensate was also disposed to crit ind infiltrated into the ground. Chemical sewers (typically
unlined ditches) were designed tore  ve nonradiological dilute chemical waste from major
processing facilities. Accidental releases of contaminants to these types of waste streams have
occurred, but represent only a small fraction of the volume discharged. This category was further
subdivided into seven groups of sites based on geographic location and process similarities (i.e.,
cooling water, steam condensate, chemical sewer).

The Chemical Laboratory Waste Sites Category, includes sites that received laboratory and/or
decontamination waste. Laboratory facilities provided analytical services for various process
operations and generated waste (e.g.. laboratory process, used/discarded reagents and chemicals)
that was discharged to underground sposal structures, such as french dr-"~-. These same
structu may have soreceived l: iratory waste that originated from the 300 Area. This
category was further subdivided into 200 Areas and 300 Area waste groups. The waste sites are
grouped separately, because the nature ¢ the laboratory waste originating from the 300 Area
may be significantly different from the laboratory waste generated in the 200 Areas.

The Miscellaneous Waste Sites Category contains French drains, sites that received stack
drainage, and equipment decontamination waste. The category has not been further subdivided
into groups.

The Tank/Scavenged Waste Site Cz  zory contains sites that received high-level tank waste.
Scavenged waste produced during the uranium recovery process contained the most concentrated
radioactive and chemical waste disposed to the ground in the 200 Areas. This category was
separated into scavenged waste, and unscavenged tank waste (cascade waste).

The Tanks/Lines/Pits/Diversion Boxes Waste Sites contain structures used to convey or control
the conveyance of waste from the source facility to the waste disposal site. Ancillary facilities
directly associated with a particular waste site will be assigned to that waste site’s group. The
category will be generally used to group conveyance structures associated with the tank farms
but located outside tank farm operable unit boundaries.

All unplanned releases not specific  y associated with a waste site were categorized under
Unplanned Release Waste Sites. Unplanned releases that are associated with particular waste
sites will be characterized with that particular waste site. No groups within this category were
identified. The category Septic Tanks/Drain Fields Waste Sites contain sites that received
nonradioactive, nonhazardous sanitary sewer waste. The Landfills and Dumps Waste Site
Category contains solid waste burial and debris sites and was subdivided into the following
groups: nonradioactive landfills and dumps, and radioactive landfills and dumps.
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Table A- Liquid Waste Site Groupii

Process Condensate/Process Waste Category

. Uranium-rich Process Cond sate/Process Waste Group

. Plutonium-rich Process Con nsate/Process Waste Group

. Plutonium/Organic-rich Pro ;s Condensate/Process Waste Group
. Organic-rich Process Conde  ate/Process Waste Group

. Fission Product-rich Process Condensate/Process Waste Group

. General Process Condensate. . cocess Waste Group

Steam Condensate/Cooling Water/( emical Sewer Category

. Steam Condensate Group

. Chemical Sewer Group

. U Pond/Z-Ditches Cooling W :r Group

. Gab Mtn Pond& D 1 Cooling Water Group
. 200 North Pond and Trenches Group

. S Pond and Ditches Group

. T Pond and Ditches Group

Chemical Waste Category
. 200 Areas Chemical Labora ry Waste Group
. 300 Areas Chemical Labora ry Waste Group

Miscellaneous Waste Category
. Miscellaneous Waste Group

Tank/Scavenged Waste Category
. Tanks Waste Group
. Scavenged Waste Group

Tanks/Lines/Pits/Diversion Boxes Category
. Tanks/Lines/Pits/Boxes Group

Unplanned Releases - Nonfacility Specific
. Unplanned Releases Group

Septic Tank and Drain Fields Category
. Septic Tank and Drain Fields Group

Landfill and Dumps Category
. Radioactive Landfills and Dumps Group
. Non-radioactive Landfills and Dumps Group
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. Boreholes are regarded as the most definitive data (high confidence data) collection
activity at sites with the potential for a significant inventory of contaminants or a high
po tial for deep vadose zone contamination since direct ¢ isn :with the
interval of interest in a highly controlled manner. Boreholes provide for the collection of
discrete, representative soil  nples and provide access for in situ geophysical logging,
such as spectral gamma-ray logging.

. Boreholes woul be used at representative sites to gather data that are the foundation for
the decision process. The use of process knowledge, existing data, and/or the conceptual
model will be used to determine placement of boreholes and their depths.

. Boreholes would not be used at analogous sites unless data that contradicts the physical
conceptual model is obtained.

. Test pit data typically have a lower level of certainty than borehole data, and data are
limited to near surface depths. Test pits allow direct visual assessment of the geology.
Because the soils are disturbed, physical property data may not truly represent the
undisturbed soil conditions.

. Cone penetrometer test data represent the next level of certainty below test pits and offer
the opportunity to use a vari 7 of direct and indirect methods to collect data using
field-screening techniques. These techniques range from collecting physical property
data to soil gas surveys or tc amma spectral logging for radionuclides. The cone
pen¢ meter would be used at s s where a high degree of confidence of the physical
conceptual model exists.

. Surface geophysical techniques (e.g., ground penetrating radar, seismics, electrical
resistivity) generally provide the lowest level of confidence data, but are nonintrusive.
Several promising technologies may provide higher confidence data.

. Because the approach has in rent checks, site data will be continuously evaluated for
uncertainty and adequacy to support decision making or to determine additional data
needs. The number of samples required can be optimized to eliminate the collection of
redundant data.

These principles should be applied during the data quality objective process associated with
developing the work closure plan to ensure that the collection of data are focused on site
remediation.
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