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March 15, 2022
Shannon Ortiz
Lifecycle Report Project Manager
Richland Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, M/S H5-20
Richland, Washington 99352

Subject: 2022 Hanford Lifecycle Scope Schedule and Cost Report — EPA Comments

Dear Ms. Ortiz:

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review and provide input on the 2022 Hanford Lifecycle
Scope, Schedule and Cost Report. It is evident that report required significant collaboration and
effort. We recognize the report as a snapshot in time for Hanford planning and appreciate the
clarity and emphasis on final decisions and progress towards final decisions.

EPA reviewed the report as one aspect of DOE’s transparency in their planning process with
regulators and stakeholders. Unfortunately, our team found the level of detail lacking in order for
us to provide meaningful project-level input due to the following:

e Most projects are only included as a single cost or are combined with other projects,

e Schedules are discussed very broadly but no schedules are provided or referenced for our
review and input, and

e Cost and schedule uncertainty is applied without a clear explanation of basis and without
consistency between the various Contractor’s scope.

It is imperative for DOE to clearly identify the costs and schedule for each CERCLA operable
unit to be remediated, particularly considering there is not a System Plan equivalent for the RL
scope. We look forward to the next revision of this report and our involvement during the
lengthy process so we can better understand DOE’s planning basis to accomplish the cleanup of
Hanford. EPA would like the report contents based on the cutoff date of August 2021 to have
considered activities that were nearly final and requests those particular comments (See
Attachment for comments #1, #2, and #53) to be incorporated at a summary-level as a Rev. 1 to
the 2022 report to capture current information. Please consider all of our attached comments for
the next full revision and we look forward to continuing to engage with DOE in their planning
process.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 509-376-4919.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by McCartney,

McCartney, Anne anne

Date: 2022.03.15 09:14:08 -07'00'
Anne McCartney
Project Manager
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EPA Comments on the 2022 Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule and Cost Report

General comments

1.

The decision documents that were far along in the CERCLA process and almost signed
by the cutoff date deserve more coverage. It would be much less confusing to everyone
that looks at the report if we had made an exception and included the 100-BC ROD. If the
information were updated to be consistent with the final 100-BC ROD, there wouldn’t be
a range of hypothetical alternatives and it could’ve been shortened to what will actually
be done (Pg B-6, RC-4.2).

200-BC-1 is on path for its own decision document separate from 200-WA-1 and has
been for years as the RASCAL process and the related IAMIT determination were both
finalized before the cutoff date for the report. Also, the change package creating the
200-IA-1 Operable Unit (OU) was processed prior to the cutoff and could be discussed in
more detail.

Throughout the report cost and schedule uncertainty is included without sufficient
explanation or the appearance of correlation to the ongoing and planned scopes. If it can’t
be agreed how this should be captured and clearly discuss how it is applied consistently
for all projects, it would be more useful to exclude those on a project-by-project basis. It
should also be clearly discussed how the cost and schedule uncertainty in Appendix C
differ from those highlighted in Sections 3-5 and included in the high-range estimate.
There aren’t any references provided for the cost estimation basis or if any guidance was
followed. In our most recent LCR PMM it was noted that the high range estimates used
Army Corps of Engineers adders, but that approach is not discussed anywhere within the
report. References to the project schedules that form the basis of these estimates are
needed for context.

RL-0040 Remediation of Geographic Areas doesn’t align with the structure of RL-0030
by OU. RL-0040 seems to be focused on closure by geographic area which obfuscates the
individual OU clean-ups for risk reduction.

It is confusing that RL-0030 and RL-0040/42 are discussed for how they relate to the
Central Plateau cleanup in section 4.3. Assumptions relating to RL-0030, etc, for the
River Corridor scope don’t appear to be addressed in 3.3.

Please point out that the 1100 Area was deleted from the NPL at the earliest appropriate
place in the report as it doesn’t appear until the ROD discussion in Table A-1.

Specific Comments (Page references are applicable for all comments, until the next page
number listed)

1.

Page 17 Table 1-1, The milestone requires “Cost information will provide sufficient
detail to validate consistency with the scope and schedule for individual cleanup projects.
Reporting in the appendixes will typically be one level below the PBS for the lifecycle,
and at levels below that for the next two to five years beyond the execution year (usually



10.

11.

at the activity level within the budget assigned to a specific project, e.g., RL-0011, WBS
element 011.04.01, Nuclear Material Stabilization and Disposition — PFP, Disposition
PFP, Transition 234-5Z). EPA and Ecology project managers may request additional
levels of detail be provided by their DOE counterparts.” The level of detail in this report
was lacking when attempting to validate consistency for individual projects (e.g. by OU,
or future of PFP, are not detailed out separately as the milestone example would imply).

Page 19 Table 1-2: These are not all worded as “cleanup goals”. E.g.: Goal 1 — Should
this say Safe Operations instead of “Minimum” safe operations?

Goal 3 — Risk Reduction, “Clean up Central Plateau and River Corridor waste sites and
demolish facilities to support decisions that are protective of ongoing groundwater
remedial actions” The goal should be to clean-up areas while protecting groundwater
(Wording revision less focused on remedial actions and more focused on the
environment). Goal 4 — Neither bullet point focuses on actual disposition.

Page 20 “Cleanup actions will support anticipated future land uses consistent with the
Hanford Reach National Monument, where applicable, and the Final Hanford
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0222-F).”
Future Site Uses Working Group not mentioned nor EPA involvement in determining
"reasonably anticipated land use" when doing RI/FSs.

Page 22 Table 1-3: River Corridor Cleanup Actions - 100-OL-1 states “disposition” but
requires remediation too. Revise similar to Contaminated Soil Sites.

Table 1-3: Parenthesis states 200-BC-1 for BC Control Area but that OU is the cribs and
trenches, while BC Control Area is UPR-200-E-83 (in 200-OA-1).

Outer area buildings and structures are listed as being in 200-OA-1 and that is not the
case. Does Appendix J attribute them to that OU? Unless a building is also listed as a
waste site in Appendix C it isn’t in the OU.

This section only says PUREX tunnels are aligned with the canyon activities, this is
lacking detail.

Page 25 In Table A-5 add the administrative law judge ruling (Determination Regarding
CERCLA and RCRA Jurisdictional Relationship - Docket No. RCRA-10-99-0106,
February 9, 2000) on the meaning of "onsite". Also add to references

Page 30 Why doesn’t this report include ORP-0014a?

Page 31 This note reads as though DFLAW could allow for waste to be received from
other sites.

Page 32 Final Reactor Disposition should be separate color for separate PBS.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Page 36 M-016-86 - Will need to be updated per recent CCF for 618-11.

Page 45 Table 4-1: Needs footnote to describe why the M-024 milestone is TBD and M-
085-00. Also, IAMIT Det. 2021-003?

Page 48 Figure 4-2: RL-0013C has some very low cost and schedule uncertainty while
numerous activities are to be going on, but then shows very high cost and schedule
uncertainty at end of mission. Please explain or address appropriately.

Page 50 Table 4-3: Is DOE planning to mention 200-1A-1 as part of 200-WA-1 and 200-
EA-1 write-ups for now?

Table 4-3: ROD finalized for 100-BC-1, 100-BC-2, and 100-BC-5 in September 2021.
Should be updated in next revision.

Page 51 Table 4-3: Why isn’t 200-BC-1 listed?

Page 52 Figure 4-4. Why does program management jump so high when the scope
remains the same? This doesn’t have any basis.

Page 53 “Central Plateau waste sites and pipelines are remediated [...].” Endpoint for
remediation should be something like “meets land use designation” or other description
of what remediation will look like, as opposed to states they were remediated per
approved decisions. That isn’t a physical end state.

Page 55 Should Min Safe decrease as there are less facilities to maintain in a safe
configuration? Is this addressed by lack of escalation?

Page 57 Table 4-5: Are operations of the Sodium Reaction Facility addressed within
“FFTF Sodium” scope element?

Page 58 Section 4.5 Seems to include multiple assumptions that aren’t bounding, e.g.:
new treatment facilities are not required to support longer WTP operations. Planned
characterization of the vadose zone below the HLW tanks will be sufficient to evaluate
remedies for protection of groundwater.

Also, regarding the second bullet is this referring to the SST and DSTs?
Page 59 Section 4.5 - Citations for assumptions are not provided.

On the FFTF D&D the minor or Tier 2 buildings can go to ERDF under an AM but the
reactor building itself is not slated to go there under the high estimate. The report should
distinguish between the ancillary buildings and the reactor building in a revised upper
estimate. Not realistic to assume that no minor building debris is going to ERDF if
demolition is performed while ERDF is still available.



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

In the CP assumptions and uncertainty section, it should be noted that the RASCAL
process accelerates getting to cleanup in the CP without giving up certainty before each
waste site is remediated. Don’t use the CERCLA process as an excuse for why things get
delayed. While it can be time consuming, there is a lot of experience to gauge how long
the components of the process with take to complete. Also, there are various informal and
formal dispute processes that can be used to continue progress.

WIPP will need to stay open for the TRU waste to come out of the canyons as they aren't
really included in M-091.

Page 66 Where is CH-TRU operations covered if not in this PBS?

Page 67 Figure 5-3. Seems cost and/or schedule uncertainty is very low and like it should
not be so smoothly distributed given the number of future decisions, facilities, etc. and
milestones TBD, in dispute, and at-risk.

SLAW costs ramp up very near-term and quickly. Is this realistic?

Page 71 “Capacities and capability of the ETF, LERF, SALDS, and 200 Area Treated
Effluent Disposal Facility (TEDF) will be driven by the needs of the waste treatment
mission and are assumed to be available when needed” — This reads as a modeling
assumption but how is that captured in low-range cost assumptions?

Page 73 “The costs for the BOF and Lab modifications to support HLW and PT work are
included.” This doesn’t read as an assumption — Is this saying that they are assumed to be
$0?

The last paragraph doesn’t address uncertainty surrounding the SLAW facility and other
future or expanded need for support facilities representing large risk, as well, nor the
ability to retrieve so many tanks simultaneously.

Page 95 EPA does not believe that adding plug-in letters for ERDF to the decision
document list is necessary. However, plug-ins for waste sites added in other OUs is fine.
By the way, ERDF is technically the 200-DF-1 OU.

Page 104 Did this already go to WIPP? If not, change to "for eventual disposal".

“...decisions made through action memoranda (AM) are considered final and are
available in the TPA Administrative Record” We do not agree with this statement. All
need a final ROD and issuance of an Action Memo may not result in complete cleanup,
particularly given the divide between building D&D and the below-grade structures and
associated waste sites.

Under the land uses described in A-2 EPA has a role under its remedial action authority
in helping determine what the reasonably anticipated land use is.



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Page 105 Table A-2: These are written as present tense and do not capture what work
was done under each Removal Action. Use past tense for remedial actions taken (As
opposed to identifying ERDF as a location for disposal - we assume those actions also
allowed for the material to be removed and sent to ERDF).

Under A-3 the remedial authority rests with EPA and that is why we approve the ROD
despite DOE being the lead federal agency. The lead regulator for CERCLA statement is
misleading because we share that at Hanford with Ecology. It is true that the State only
concurs with the RODs. Also, it isn't clear that DOE is the one using their removal
authority.

Page 109 Action Memo for UPR-200-E-83 doesn’t mention the additional contamination
1dentified in Zone B and Zone C for future decisions were either not covered or
addressed.

Page 110 Typo in two locations — 100-MG-1 should be 200-MG-1.
Page 112 What is relevance of the EPA permit PSD-X80-14 listed?

TC&WM EIS — Unclear regarding the supplemental treatment decision. The EIS doesn't
say a decision was made to operate "without" SLAW, it was just the decision that
excluded making a SLAW decision. Earlier costs covered in this report include SLAW.
Consider revising discussion.

Page 113 Permits ST-0004500, ST-0004502 and ST-0004511 don’t have clear successor
permits or updates listed - Can ETF still discharge to SALDS? Discharges to TEDF?

Page 114 Why does Table A-4 only include one decision? Are IAMIT agreements
decisions affecting Hanford Cleanup?

Table A-5 lists Acts as final, e.g., “Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992.” This
seems unnecessary.

Page 116 “Spent Fuel Settlement Agreement (No. CV-91-0035-S-EJL and No. CV-91-
0054-S-EJL), October 17,1995 — Unclear how this relates to Hanford. Did it allow waste
from Hanford to be sent?

Page 118 How is “Settlement Agreement between the State of Washington and the U.S.
Department of Energy (No. 2:03-CV-05018-AAM January 6, 2006)” a final document if
it was superseded by the TWC&WM EIS? Clarify or delete “final”.

Page 138 No reason 200-IA-1 shouldn’t have been updated prior to August 31 for
inclusion. Scope was being worked per IAMIT agreement.

Page 140 Is asterisk for K Reactors included in the bounding estimate?



51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

38.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Pg B-4, Unclear why there are a range of alternatives for RC-2 (Disposition 100 Area K
West Basin). We’re not looking at removing the K Reactors under the final ROD for 100-
K Area.

Page 142 Table B-2 includes lists of Plausible Alternatives but doesn’t identify which
one is the bounding cost used in estimates. Please identify bounding alternative used for
low-range estimates.

Page 144 100-OL-1 alternatives more or less capture what is in the RI/FS but not exactly.
Please update with current RI/FS information.

Page 151 CP-12 Range of Plausible Alternatives doesn’t discuss any D&D alternatives
and 1s very vague — It is unclear what was used as a basis for estimates.

Page 158 Table B-5 is very confusing. Title of section and table should avoid use of the
word “completed” since it reads as though those are cleanup actions that occurred as
opposed to cleanup alternatives that were analyzed for cost estimates.

Page 160 Table B-6 - This section is specific to a schedule for "Detailed" analyses, but
why is the scope still covered with broad estimates in the budgets and planning portion?
“Central Plateau (Outer Area)-Disposition Remaining Outer Area Buildings and
Facilities (200-OA-1 OU)” These facilities are not part of 200-OA-1 and are far into the
outyears beyond 200-OA-1 scope. Additionally, isn’t LERF/ETF in the inner area?

Page 161 Table B-6 mentions 222-S Lab within “Central Plateau - Disposition Any
Remaining Inner Area Buildings and Facilities” while in Table B-3 it falls under “CP-12
- Central Plateau — Disposition Remaining Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Facilities”. Verify where these facilities are split between the various scopes.

Page 176 “The schedules and costs provided in this Appendix A [...]”, Typo - Appendix
CCCQ,.

Page 179 ERDF Cell Expansions states it provides for one supercell. Is this based off the
other scope and volumes needed for future ERDF expansions?

Page 182 Table C-2 has very low uncertainty for 2030, 2032 and many outyears. Verify
basis for this as it doesn’t appear correlated to the amount of ongoing scope.

Page 187 High ERDF costs for 2066-2076. Is this related to closure? Project
management and uncertainty costs remain high while this is the only scope remaining.

IDF seems to close prior to end of waste treatment. Verify alignment between this table
and Table C-26.



64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

Pages 181 and 191 There is a spike in estimate for 2028 seen in Level 2 planning,
primarily due to TRU repackaging. Does that represent something missed or pushed out
in the coming 5 years detailed planning?

Page 192 IDF Min-Safe is much greater than Ready-to-Serve Ops — Their level 3
descriptions in Table C-1 overlap, with the Ready-to-Serve scope being more extensive.
Verify if costs are appropriately split.

ERDF Ready-to-Serve is listed in Table C-1, but ERDF Groundwater Monitoring Wells
Relocation is listed instead in Table C-3 and ERDF Ready-to-Serve is missing. Are
ERDF ops costs captured for Level 3 Near-Term costs in this report?

Page 200 Table C-6: 100-OL-1 isn't described in the table. If this is due to subcontracted
scope, please add footnote of where OL-1 costs for PNNL are addressed.

200-BC-1 is not listed in Table C-6 through C-8. Where are those costs accounted for?

Page 202 Table C-7: Why such specific adjustments from year to year in outyears (e.g.,
200-UP-1 Operable Unit from 2038-2041, and 200-BP-5 from 2036-2039).

Page 203 Low uncertainty without correlation to the other costs in 2044-2046 and much
higher in the following years.

Page 208 Please explain why the final year of costs significantly higher values than
preceding years, and the only cost for 100-OL-1 in the last year (2078). Also, why are the
PM costs so high in the last few years?

Are unassigned waste sites captured in uncertainty for RL-0030 and RL-0040?

Page 215 Table C-9: Add clarification that “Remediation of Geographic Areas” excludes
groundwater remediation.

Page 217 Table C-10: Why is uncertainty between 25 to >100% (2041) of the annual
costs for 2025 through the outyears?

Page 220 Table C-9 through C-11: It is unclear where soil waste site remediations fall
within this PBS due to organization by “Geographic Areas” instead of the OUs the work
is managed under (e.g., 200-OA-1 or 200-BC-1). If there is a reference document that
assigns the OUs (TPA Appendix C aligned?) to the geographic areas, please reference it.

PFP Implementation Area has large costs in 2024-2027. An explanation of that scope
remaining should be provided somewhere within this document.

Page 225 Table C-14: Level 3 breakdown of 100 and 300 areas is too vague to associate
costs to large scopes, e.g., 300-296. This also doesn’t support the spike in uncertainty in
2025.



78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

3.

84.

85.

River Corridor Nuclear Facilities Min Safe goes to $0 in 2027. Will tumbleweed
collection and other min safe activities continue beyond 2026 in the river corridor?

Page 227 Table C-16: FFTF program management starts up at the same time as the
project (2031). No need for earlier support in planning?

Page 233 Table C-20 lists only the Level 2 summary but is titled “Level 3 Scope
Summary”. A Level 3 breakdown would be very helpful due to the broad range of scope
in RL-0201.

Page 238 Supplemental treatment costs exceed Base Ops, SST retrievals, and DFLAW
operations combined by 2028 — What is the basis for this?

ORP-0014 has a much lower rate of uncertainty included in Table C-26 than almost any
other scope in the other PBS baselines but has the highest risk and Army Corps
estimation adders. This seems like a discrepancy between how PBSs are managed and
addressed within the baseline. Similarly, uncertainty goes to $0 in 2070, while other PBS
have uncertainty high at the end of projects due to unknown closure dates, etc.,
presumably.

Page 241 Supplemental treatment extends 5 years beyond WTP treatment. Please
explain.

Page 242 Table C-27, Why are TOC Facility Operations $0 in 2023? Strategic Planning
and Technology is around the same cost as WTP Feed Delivery or Tank Farm Upgrades.
Is this appropriate?

Page 244 No uncertainty is provided in Table C-28. Please add explanatory footnote or
introduction to this table.

End of Comments
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