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October 22, 1990 
Final 

Appvl. 

Appvl. 

Meeting Minutes Transmittal 
Unit Managers Meeting: 300 Area Solvent Evaporator 

Closure Plan 

Federal Building, Room G-53 
Richland, Washington 

Meeting Held September 20, 1990 

PURPOSE: Discuss permitting process. 

Meeting Minutes are attached. Minutes are comprised of the following: 
Attachment #1 - Summary of Meeting Discussion and Commitments 
Attachment #2 - Agenda 
Attachment #3 - Attendance List 
Attachment #4 - Commitments/Agreements Status 
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1. NOD Discusion 

Attachment #1 
Summary of Discussion 

Ecology handed out a draft copy of their NOD response table and 
requested comments on the draft document. 

A. NOD #6 

Ecology commented that the issue here is what the cleanup standard 
will be. Since listed spent solvents were treated at this unit 
then the cleanup standards for the listed waste would have to be 
to local background or detection levels. He suggested that WHC 
identify which wastes are listed and which are not. WHC commented 
that at the time the plan was written there was no guidance on 
what would be the action levels so they used 100 ppm. Now with 
the MTCA they have a bases for establishing a cleanup level and 
would propose to base it on a health based standard. Ecology 
commented that by following the MTCA you could leave a designated 

~~~ waste in -place and they will not allow this. They stated that the 
~~ ~v listed and characterftt wastes would have to be cleaned up to 
l v local background andhon-listed/designated waste could be based on 

the MTCA and be a health based clean up level. WHC stated that 
they do not believe there is any problem with listed wastes but if 
there were small concentrations in concrete what would the health 
based risk be. A discus) on ensued on the increased danger to the 
human health and the environment due to removal of slightly 
contaminated concrete. WHC contention is that the removal and 
disposal cost of concrete with contamination levels just above 
detection may not be warranted based on cost and increase exposure 
to human health and the environment . They contended that health 
based levels would be more protective to the environment then 
total removal. They can see utilizing the MTCA as a means to 
establish the alternative cleanup level. Ecology stated that if 
it wasn't a listed waste this would be the correct approach but 
since some of the solvents are listed clean up to background or 
detection is required. DOE commented that the contaminants may 
not be listed and may be below LOR treatment standards. If the 
concentrations are below the treatment standards then it may not 
be an issue. They suggested that the document state if they are 
listed waste, then clean up be to background; and if during the 
course of the work they are found then this issue could be 
addressed at that point. DOE stated that there are other options 
available one of which is to demonstrate no risk to human health 
and the environment and submit a delisting petition. Ecology 
stated that the approval of delisting clean up levels can not be 
determined until concentrations are know. WHC commented that the 
proposed new RCRA rules are considering changing the definition of 
a listed waste to concentrations that are deleterious to human 
health and the environment. The current WAC regulations do not 
state this but they would assume that they would parallel EPAs 
lead. Ecology responded that they did not want to hold up this 
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B. 

C. 

document to see what may occur in the future and suggested that 
language be placed in the plan which would define DOE/WHC 
position. A suggested approach would be to state clean up to 
background or a health based level for non-listed wastes and 
background for listed waste with a caveat stating that if 
background or baseline can not be achieved then DOE reserves the 
right to submit a delisting petition. A discussion ensued on the 
definition of area background and baseline contaminate levels. 

NOD #33 

Ecology stated this comment is directed towards the designation of 
the wastes. Appendix C lists the solvents which where used to 
designate the evaporator wastes. Some of the solvents are 
incorrectly designated and the appendix list does not match the 
spill tables. Also some of the designations are based on old 
tables that have changed. WHC stated that some of the chemicals 
listed are breakdown by-products or indicators of the solvents of 
concern. Some of these they have no basis to indicate that they 
are present but wanted to present a worst case scenario. 

NOD #23 & #34 

DOE objected to the use of "dispute" in replying to these two 
NODs. Their position is that these have not been resolved yet but 
have not been elevated to a "dispute" which indicates use of the 
TPA dispute resolution mechanism. Ecology concurred that it was a 
poor selection of words but that the issue dealing with uranium 
still needs to be resolved. 

D. NOD #24 & #25 

These refer to Financial Assurance and Liability Requirements. A 
discussion ensued on these issues. Ecology stated that these 
sections could be pulled out and replaced with statements that 
these issues will be resolved in the site wide permit. A general 
agreement was reached that this could be done. This was followed 
by a general discussion on the likelihood of resolution of these 
two issues. 

E. NOD #34 

Ecology asked why Table 3-2 listed uranium. WHC replied that it 
could potentially be present in the soils and concrete due to 
other activities not associated with the solvent evaporator. In 
addition WHC CERCLA group requested that it be added. DOE 
commented that this is a CERCLA not a RCRA issue. A general 
discussion on the potential presence of uranium and the 
appropriateness of its addition into the clean up plan. Ecology 
commented that if uranium is not associated with the solvent 
evaporator then they do not need to address it in this context. 
If it is associated with the solvent evaporator then it is covered 
by RCRA. WHC commented that it has not been detected but to say 
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it never had been associated with the solvent evaporator may not 
be acurrate. Ecology inquired if the soil and concrete samples 
indicated uranium contamination and at what levels. WHC commented 
that in analysis of the solvent no detectable concentration of 
uranium was reported. The local soil would have a natural 
concentration and other sources besides the solvent evaporator may 
have contributed uranium. The only reason that uranium was left 
in was that Ecology wanted it left in. A discussion on the 
historic background for the inclusion of uranium ensued. 

Agreement Comment #34 will be deleted and uranium will be deleted from 
the text since it is not justified as being present in the 
evaporator waste. 

F. NOD #35 

G . 

WHC stated that they will make the indicated modification. 

NOD #36 

Ecology inquired if this comment was due to a typo. A discussion 
ensued on whether this was a typo. WHC commented that it appears 
to be a typo and will make the necessary correction. 

H. NOD #31 

I. 

Ecology inquired if the closures plans part A applications, and 
other signed documents would have the signature page updated as 
new people ascend into new position. DOEs position is that the 
signatures are those of the individuals which held the offices at 
the time the documents were signed off. These signatures 
represent the organizations behind the individual and as such the 
documents would not be resigned every time a change in personnel 
occurred. A discussion ensued on this topic. DOE stated that if 
major revisions to the document occurred that it would then be 
resigned by the cognizant individuals. 

NOD #29 

Ecology stated that the contingency plan needs to identify the 
location of the fire station and medical facilities. WHC inquired 
why the plant contingency plan would not fulfill this requirement 
and questioned the need for two plans. A discussion ensued on the 
contingency plan requirements and if they are covered by the plant 
contingency plan. In the discussion it was brought up that the 
plant's plan would not cover the activities of sampling and that 
the site-specific health and safety plan would cover this 
activity. 

J. NOD #32 
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Ecology commented that there is confusion on the use of 800 
gallons as the capacity and the use of "treated about 600 gallons 
a year". WHC replied that the total capacity of the system is 800 
gallons but that the systems operational capacity did not exceed 
600 gallons. Ecology stated that a spill had occurred and didn't 
that mean that it filled up beyond 800 gallon capacity. A 
discussion ensued on the use of maximum capacity vs. operational 
capacity of the system and the correct value to be used. DOE 
commented that the regulatory requirement is the maximum capacity 
which is 800 gallons. If WHC/DOE revises the numbers then new 
signatures will be obtained for the closure plan. 

K. NOD #37 

I. 

J. 

Ecology inquired if DOE/WHC understood this NOD. A discussion 
ensued on the required distance from the closure area to be 
included in sampling for the determination of background. WHC 
agreed to add that background samples will be collected from a 
area bounded by the closure area plus 10 feet on each side. 

NOD #38 

Ecology stated what the accepted chain-of-custody protocol is for 
keeping samples in a "secure location" overnight. Their concern 
is that the current language states sample will be kept in a 
"restricted area" and since the entire 300 area is a "restricted 
area" anyone in this area could have access to the samples. WHC 
commented that they were told to use this as standard terminology 
and that they can understand the confusion that can arise over the 
use of storage in a "restricted area". They assured Ecology that 
the samples would be held in a secured area in which access is 
restricted and controlled. They will check to see if they can 
change or delete the use of the term "restricted area". 

NOD #27 & #31 

Ecology stated that this comment is going into all of the closure 
plans. DOE commented that when they submit revisions to the 
permits, permit applications or closure plans the person who is 
currently in the office will sign the document. Those submitted 
previously will not be resigned. A discussion on the resigning of 
the closure plan if changes to the plans take place, ensued. 
Ecology voiced a concern that the document needs to be resigned 
each time a change is made since the original signatory are 
responsible for the changes. WHC commented that part one (part A) 
doesn't change so as such it does not require resigning. DOE 
stated that the regulation requires a responsible corporate 
official to sign the application, if the official quits the 
company his signature still is binding for his replacement. A 
discussion ensued as to the difficulty for DOE/WHC to send 
documents through for resigning. Ecology commented that they will 
check with their legal counsel on this issue. 
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2. NOD Replies 

WHC inquired as to the time frame for rece1v1ng the formal NODs and the 
required time for integration into the plan and submittal back to the 
agency. They stated that they thought this was the last round of NODs 
and that the changes would now be page changes. DOE responded that they 
could not respond within 30 days of receiving formal transmittal of the 
NODs. A discussion ensued on the timing of the response to the NODs . 
DOE suggested that December 1, 1990 would be an achievable goal for the 
integration of the changes. WHC stated that they will send the page 
changes to Ecology and once they formally informed DOE/WHC that the 
changes were accepted then they will send the changes out to be added 
into control copies of the document. 

Agreement The next UHM will be held on October 24, 1990 at 9:00 AM in 
Richland, Washington. 
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Attachment #2 
Agenda 

300 Area Solvent Evaporator 
Closure Plan 

Federal Building, Room G-53 
Richland, Washington 

September 20, 1990 

No formal agenda was presented at the meeting. The discussion was structured 
around a draft copy of Ecologys NODs. 
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Attachment #3 

Attendance List 

Organization 

CEES 
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DOE 
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WHC 
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Action Items 

Agreement 

Agreement 
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Attachment #4 
Commitments/Agreements Status 

300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan 

Commitments/Agreement Status List 

Comment #34 will be deleted and uranium will be deleted form 
the text since it is not justified as being present in the 
evaporator waste. 

The next UMM will be held on October 24 , 1990 at 9:00 AM in 
Richland, Washington . 




