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Re: Joint Regulatory Agency Approval of 90% Design for Equipment Size Reduction and 
Placement in Cells within the 221-U Facility 

Dear Mr. Farabee: 

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) have reviewed the 90% Design Summary for Equipment Size 
Reduction and Placement in the 221-U Process Cells (DOE/RL-2010-47, Revision 0). With this 
letter, we approve the 90% design for equipment size reduction and placement. However, we 
want to make clear our expectations for other design deliverables. The numbered comments 
below should facilitate a more interactive relationship between the regulatory agencies, the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) and other project staff as well as assuring a more efficient design 
review and approval process. 

1. The regulatory agency project managers expect to be kept up to date on the various 
design activities. In order to accomplish this, DOE needs to comply with the 221-U 
Facility Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) work plan and the disp·ute 
resolution agreement (a copy is enclosed with this letter) and provide 30 and 60% designs 
as Tri-Party Agreement secondary documents and continue to provide 90% designs as 
primary documents that will become addenda to the Remedial Design Report (RDR). 

Another way to assure that regulatory needs are addressed is to hold monthly project 
meetings. These meetings would include participation of DOE, contractor and regulatory 
agency project managers and other staff, as appropriate, and would provide a status of 
activities as well as provide a forum for issues to be raised and problems to be resolved in 
a collaborative way. The 221-U project meetings may allow for decisions such as the 
waiving of the requirement of a 60% design deliverable to the regulatory agencies, if the 
regulatory agencies are agreeable. Project meetings held during the Remedial 
Investigation were helpful in maintaining momentum on the project and in successfully 
pursuing DOE technology demonstration funding used to help safely characterize 
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2. The 90% design package delivered for the equipment size reduction and placement was 
more of a summary than a full 90% design and was formally transmitted long after most 
of the equipment was placed in the cells. We expect that actual 90% designs, in the form 
of officially transmitted draft RDR addenda, be submitted to the lead regulatory 
agency(ies) in a timely manner. Monthly project meetings should limit the impact of 
regulatory review comments since most issues will be identified and resolved prior to 
official review. 

3. Somewhat related to the remedial design is the need to establish screening criteria for the 
use of low-risk rubble to offset resource needs for building the engineered surface barrier. 
The requirement to develop these criteria represents the resolution of an issue which was 
documented in the dispute resolution agreement. The criteria need to be established soon 
to take advantage of material such as the debris from the K Area water treatment facility 
demolition effort. 

4. Both EPA and Ecology are committed to public engagement in the RD/RA process. We 
see the RD/RA as a process where important remedy implementation decisions are made 
that could benefit from public or stakeholder feedback. In light of this, we encourage 
DOE to ·hold a workshop open to the public that would involve interested stakeholders 
such as the Hanford Advisory Board, as well as the Tribes, and the State of Oregon to 
focus on important planned design activities. We would not seek formal comment; 
however, feedback from the workshop would benefit this project which has received a 
great deal of attention and interest over the years. 

The upcoming design activities are even more complex and critical to the successful 
implementation of the remedy than what has been developed so far. These activities include 
designing the safe disposition of the material in the vessel in Cell 30, the grouting of cells and 
other below-deck compartments, partial demolition of the building structure, and the engineered 
surface barrier. EPA and Ecology are committed to working with DOE to make the design phase 
a success. If you have questions, please contact us. 

Rick Bond 
Project Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
Ecology 
509 372-7885 

Enclosure 

cc: Matt McCormick, DOE 
Curtis Walker, CHPRC 
Susan Leckband, HAB 
Admin. Record: 221 -U Facility 
(Canyon Disposition Initiative) 

Craig Cameron 
Project Manager 
Hanford Project Office 
EPA 
509 376-8665 

Stuart Harris, CTUIR 
Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce 
Russell Jim, Yakama Nation 
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