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L INTROBUCTION

(b)(5)

(b)(5) [The CH-TRU Mixed

Waste Packaging System 15 2 modular, mobile, system that will be initially installed and operated
at the 24 1B Tank Farm in the 200 East Area and will then be remobilized 1o the 2417 Tank
Farm in the 200 West Area. The dewatered SST waste will be packaged and staged for final
characterization before being loaded for shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plamt (WIFP)
facility. Liquid effluent will be treated and disposed st the Hanford Site permitted Effluent
Treatment Facility,

The CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging Systerm will recsive mixed waste from the
waste retrieval system. The waste will be batch-transferred from the waste retrieval system’s
shurry tank and pump skid into the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System. In
the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System the waste will undergo a drying
process with the resulting water vapor being condensed into a Hauid effluent stream and
conveyed 1o storage tanks where it can be sampled. The liquid effluent stream will either be
transferred (0 the waste retrieval system’s vessel and pump skid for use as process water, or
wansferred o a tanker truck for final disposition at the Effluent Treatment Facility. The offgas
from the drying process will be routed through the Offgas Treatment System where it will be
filtered and subsequently venied through a stack o the atmosphere.

‘the dewatered mixed waste will be combingd with a desiccant and packaged in 8 wasie form that
will be certified for final disposal at the WIPP in Mew Mexico. Temporary storage will be either
at an existing permitled storage facility on the Hanford Site or container storvage sreas that willbe
built as 2 part of the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging Svstem, Figure 1 shows
the interface relationships between the waste retrisval systom, the CH-TRU Mixed Waste
Treatment and Packaging System, the container storage areas, and other systems, A process
flow overview for the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System is presented in
Figure 2.
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Figore 1. UH-TRU Mized Waste Treatiment and Packagzing System Interfaces
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2.8 SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

The CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System will be comprised of the following
primary process systems:

e Feed Receipt Process System which includes the waste receipt fanks, pumps, piping, and
apcillary equipment necessary to collect, mix and transfer the diluted tank waste from
the Retrieval System fo the Dewatering System

e Dewatering System, which includes dryer(s), condenset(s}, and the condensate hinlding
fank and pump conveyvancs system for drving the waste

s  Waste Packaging System, which includes a container handling and fill system for
packaging of the waste and desiceant additives into 35-gallon dnams

e Ligquid Effluent System, which includes lguid effluent holding tanks, pumps, piping, and
ancitlary equipment necessary fo store and transfer liquid effluent from the Dewatering
System

e Liguid Effluent Transfer Station, which includes connections and ancillary equipment o
load a tanker trock with dryer condensate for transport 10 the Effuent Treatment Facility
for treatment and disposal

e Offepas System, which includes an exhauster, piping, and ancillary equipment 1o filter
and release the air effluent

s {ontrol Systerm which includes a control frailer that houses the monitoring and control
support systems used to operate the CHYTRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging
System,

¢ Ralance of Facility, which includes the steam supply, chilled water, electrical
distribution, compressed air, change traller, container staging area, and other
miscellaneous systerns, that are required for support of the CH-TRU Mized Waste
Treatment and Packaging System.
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Figure 2. Process Flow Overview
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2.1 WASTE RETRIEVAL SYSTEM

The Waste Retrieval System will be deploved and set up at the 241-B Tank Farm and the

241-T Tank Farm for use in conjunction with the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and
Packaging System. Waste retrieval systern activities are covered under the S8T Part A Interim
Status Permit and discussed in detail in the Tank Waste Retrieval Plan(s) that are currently being
developed. The components include a pump skid, which includes a 1,800 L (475 gal) shurry
tank.

Waste will be retrieved from thef(®)5) hsing a vacuum retrieval syster consisting of
a series of high-pressure jets focated around a vacuurs head. The tank waste/water shurry (slurry)
will be collected at the vacuum head and conveved through an articulated mast through a hose-
in-hose transter line (HIHTL) to a slurry tank in the pump skid. The vacuum produced to collect
and convey the shurry will be produced by tandem vacuum pumps connected {o the slurry tank.
The discharge air from the vacuum putnps will pass through & water separator within the vacuum
skid before being returned to the 88T via ¢ HIHTL. The recovered shurry placed in the slurry
tank will be mixed and diluted as necessary for transfer through HIHTL o the Feed Receipt
Process System waste receipt tanks,
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After completion of waste retrieval activities ot the 241-B Tank Farm, the Waste Retrieval
Svstem will be decontaminated and dismantled. This system may be reassembled or a newly
procured system instalied ar the 241-T Tank Farm.

22 CH.-TRU MIXED WASTE TREATMENT AND PACKAGING BSYSTEM

The CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System will be sited north of the 241-B
Tank Farm tanks and west of the 241-T Tank Farm tanks, in arcas proviously not used for
storage or processing. The system will be secured with fencing and administrative controls.

2.2.1 Feed Keceipt System.

The tank waste will be conveyed through one of two Waste Retrieval Svstem HIHTLs inglalled
over-ground and connected divectly to the tanks within the Feed Receipt Provess System. The
Feed Receipt Process System tanks will perform the following funchions:

#  Heceive the diluted tank waste from the Waste Retrieval System and measure for
volumeiric flow

e lse an agitator to maintain the solids i suspension, and

# Feed the Dewatering System drver through g recircudation line,

The Feed Receipt Process Rystem will be comprised of multiple skid-mounted waste receipt
tanks with agitators. Fach waste receipt tank and all associated waste-containing piping and
pumps will be fabricated and installed with secondary containment leak detection systerns for
any potential leakage.

The HIHTL used to convey tank waste slurry between systems with secondary containment will
include a double-walled hose in which the outer hose serves as secondary containtment for the
inner hose, Onee the HIHTL extends within or connects 1o systems with secondary containment
it will transition to single-walled piping.

The tank waste in the Feed Receipt Process System waste receipt fanks will be pumped 1o the
Drewstering System using a progressive cavity pump. The Feed Receipt Process System will
also include HIHTL along with valve manifolds to allow the tank waste slurry 1o be recirculated
from the Feed Receipt Process System tanks to the pump skid and then back into any of the Feed
Receipt Process System tanks. This manifold system will allow waste from any Feed Receipt
Process Svstern tank to be conveyed through the pump skid 1o the drver(s) or back to any of the
Feed Reeeipt Process System tanks to allow flexibility in the management of the tank waste and
to provide capability for process samnpling.

2.2.2  Dewatering System

The primary functions of the Dewatering System will be 1o (1} remove a sufficient percentage of
water by volume to meet the waste acceplance criteria 1o allow eventual disposal at WIPP, (2)
transfer the dewatered waste o the Waste Packaging System’s il compartment; (3} condense
evaporated liquid effluent; and (4} transfer the collected condensed liquid effiuent to the Liquld



[

R N TS R

3

i

i

d o Bd bl ba fa by
Y 1]

L

A ek

Lad o had
A Ll B w3

i Ak
it

ig
440
41

Hanford Site Uoniact-Handled Transuranic Mized
Waste Treatmend and Packaging Svatem Process Dasoription

Effluent System. The Dewatering System will consist of up to two dryers equipped with exhaust
filters and a liquid effluent recovery system, including a vacuum pump and condenser.

A drver will be the main component of the Dewatering System with the primary function to
dewater the waste, Up 10 two dryers may be instalied 1o {facilitate process throughput, The deyer
will dry the waste using heat and vacuum to drive off the water in the waste feed. A vacuum of
10-100 wrr will be generated within the drver using 2 vacuum pump. Steam will be supplied o
an outer shell. Rotating mixer blades will move wet material into contact with the heated shell
where, hecause of the significant vacuum, the system will evaporate water from the mixture at
temperatures less than 180 °F. The drver will dry the solids to § - 20 weight % water. This will
ensure no observable Higuids, providing more than sufficient quality (o meet the WIPP moisture
acceplance oriteria.

Two operational batch drying modes are avatlable. The specific mode will be selected on the
basis of waste characteristics and final integrated cold simulant testing 1o ensure the least risk of
agglomeration while balancing waste processing throughpuat. The first mode is termed “wet-
batch” and involves charging the dryer with a {ull hateh lvad of wet material and then activating
vacuum and stearn flow. After this bateh reaches s final moisture end-point # is released to the
drum fliling station n the Waste Packaging System. This s the typieal vacuum mixer/idrver
batch operation method in commercial industry. The challenge with this approach is that should
the waste develop a high viscosity in its drying process i could agglomerate/coat the rotating
blades and/or inner drum wall, reducing drving efficiency. The second approach, termed “dry
batch,” minimizes this potential agglomeration by preloading the dryer for ifs initial run with an
inert dry mineral solid {¢.g., vermiculite). After the dryer is brought down to operating vacuum
and heated up a small waste slip stream {from the Feed Receipt system pumping loop s fed into
the dryer. Any waste agglomeration on the walls and mixer blades is minimized by the waste
drving on a mioro scale with the already dried solids. Periodically, when the proper dryer
volume is reached, 8 small batch of dried matenal s discharged to the drumming station, This
aperation mode minimizes the risk of agglomeration but at the sacrifice of throughput rate, bomg
a slower drying and unloading process. Other small amounts of inert mineral material, such as
sand, may be added during either operational mode as a scouring agent.

Water vapor will exit the dryer through 3 flter assembly to mbnimize any solids carrvover, and
then flow into the condensate recovery system, This system consists of a condenser, vacuum
pump, and condensate collection tank and pumping equipment. The vacuum pump maintains
near fotal vacuum conditions within the dryer chamber. The condenser is a typical shell wid twbe
heat exchanger supplied with chilled water from the Chilled Water Svstem. The condenser will
drain condensed hauid effluent into ligoid effluent holding tank. Liguid effluent will deaim into @
collection tank and then pumped to the Liguid Effluent System holding tank. High volumes of
water are expecied o be collected per unit waste value with a typical removal o 35,159 L
{9.288paly of liguid effluent from each 37,858 L (10,000 gal) of waste feed processed.

Lastly, the Dewatering Systemn will contain water supply, valves, and piping to allow flushing
and decontamination of the dryer system, with retum of diluted waste material fo the Feed
Receipt System tanks.
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2.2.3  Waste Packaging Svstem

The dried waste from the Dewatering System will be gravity discharged from the drver, metered
nte WiPP-acceptable 55-gallon drums, and covers installed. Dirum filling will be monytored and
documented to WIPP accepiance criteria to ensure proper quality of the filled container,

This fill-station will have strict airlock contrals to ensure confinement of the dried solids. The
Waste Packaging System will also include quality-controlled stations for empty and filled drum
staging. Emply drurn staging operations include deam inspection, liner placement, vent filter
nstallation, and labeling. Filled drum activities include drum securing on the transfer pallet,
final quality inspection, and decontamination check and cleaning if necessary.

The Waste Packaging System includes the capability for drum overpacking or repacking should
final characterization result in the drum not mecting WIPP acceptance eriteria, or in the event of
drumn fatlure or damage prior to shipment. The fill and repacking station area will have secondary
corfinement in the event of drum spiliage.

2.2.4 Wasie Siaging System

The filled waste containers will be moved out of the Waste Packaging System containment
structure and transported to temporary staging area using a forklift. This Waste Staging System
will be located within close proximity to the Waste Packaging System containment structure to
minimize the distance that the forklift has to carry filled drums. The Waste Staging System will
have separgie controlied areas; one area for storing empty containers, one area for filled drums
and one area for staging of non-conforming waste. Secondary confinement will be installed in
the appropriate staging area as required. The waste staging area will also include a trailer
loading area for fransporting the filled drums to the Hanford TRU Shipping Center.

An additional area will be located within the Waste Staging System to quene drums undergoing
waste charaeterization. While the majority of drum characterization effort will be accomplished
through WIPP services managed by another Hanford contractor, some basie drum
characterization may be coordinated at the CH-TRU Mixged Waste Treatment and Packaging
Systern. The DOE has currently subcontracted final drum characterization and loading for
shipping to WIPP through a separate Hanford contract other than the Tank Farm Contractor
managing and operating the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System.
Regardiess of whether this contracting structure is maintained the Tank Farm Contractor will
ensure proper characterization, including record management, of the dried product drums to all
WIPP acceptance criteria prior (0 loading for shipment. After validation of characterization the
drums will be loaded into WiPP-approved shipping containers. The shipping containers will
then be transported to WIPP and unloaded per other DOE contracts,

225 Liguid Efluent System

The Liquid Effluent System will receive condensed Hauid effluent from the Dewatering Svystem.
The efftuent will then be routed from the Liguid Efffuent System purmp skid o the Hauid efffuent
holding tanks via HIHTL. The lguid effluent tanks will be double-walled tanks used to
temporarily store the liguid, Liquid effluent stored in these tanks will be pumped to the Liguid
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Effluent System pump skid using transfer pumps and HIHTLs, At the Liquid Eftluent System
pump skid, the ligoid effluent water will then pass through a 3-micron filiration system befors
heing either bateh transferred to the Effloent Treatment Facility vis a tanker truck for treatment
and disposal or recveled back to the waste retiieval system via HIHTLs for use in the refrieval
and waste franster activities, Bach Liquid Efffuent System tank will be provided with a sample
port io obtain samples of the liquid effluent Tor analysis.

The tanker truck loading station will be located near the Liguid Effluent System pump skid, and
will include a confinement pad serving as secondary containment. The HIHTL conveying the
fiquid effiuent to the tanker truck loading station will terminate at a fixed manifold system within
the secondary containment of the loading station. A flexible hose with quick-connect fittings
will be used to fransfer the condensate into the tanker truck once the valves are properly sligned,
and the Liguid Effluent Systerm pumps will be activated to direot the Hauid offtuent to the
Inading station.

This Hguid offfuent will then be transponted (o the Hanford Liquid Effluent Treatment Facility, a
permitted facility for final treatment and disposal of contaminated waste water.

2.2.6 ffgas Treabment Svstem

Alr emisstons from the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging System will be filtered
by an Offgas Treatment System, which is 3 self-contained systeny adjacent to the Dewatering
System containment system, The Offgas Treatrment System will meet conditions set forth in the
State of Washington and ULS, Environmental Protection Agency air permits. The Offgas
Treatment Systern will collect air and interface with the following systems:

e The Feed Beceipt Process System waste receipt tanks to allow nominal ventilation of the
tank’s headspace

# The Dewatering Systom vacuum pumps discharge and the Dewatering System
containment syslem

& The Waste Packaging Systern feed convevance, the druam fill station and airlock within
the Waste Packaging System containment, and separate conneciions 1o sample stations
or gloveboxes.

Ductwork from each of these systems will be used to transfer the air from each system to the
(¥pas Treatment System skid. The main componenis associated with the Offgas Treatment
System include: (1) a heating system {0 increase the alr temperature; (2} 4 pre-filter to extend the
service life of the High Efficiency Particulate Alr (HEPA) filters; (3) HEPA filters with testing
sections, and Injection and sampling ports; (4) a variable speed exhaust fan; and (5} Exhaust
stack with a continuous radiclogical emissions monitoring system and sample ports. The Liquid
Efffuent System tanks will be outfitted with HEPA filiers that allow the tanks o vent to
abmosphers and will not be tied into the Offgas Treatment System.

2L
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2.3 BALANCE OF FACILITY

The Balance of Facility will include. by definition, support systems and utilities required for the
operation of the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treattoent and Packaging System. Specific operational
faciiitics, including other mobile traters and skid-mounted containment systems, will be
established w provide the Balance of Facility support systems and utilities. These will include,
but pot be limited to, process and instrument air; proosss service water; steam supply; filered
water system; chilled water generation system; heat pump; power supplies; process and
administrative support areas; and the balk material (i.e., additive/sand) handling system.
Components of the Balance of Facility will not manage nor come in contact with dangerous
wastes and are therefore not regulated.

2.3.1 Compressed Air System

The Compressed Alr Systern will provide a continuous supply of compressed air in an
on~demand basis for operation of preumatically operated solenoid valves, pneumatic
instrumentation, alr-driven pumps, and other miscellancous uses and will interface with the Feed
Receipt Processing System, Dewatering System, Waste Packaging System, Bulk Material
Handling System, and the Filtered Water System. The Compressed Air System will be
comprised of two major components: {1} #n air compressor with associated components and (2)
the compressed air distribution skid.

2.3.2 Process Support Area

The Process Support Arves will consist of the control trailer containing the monitoring and conteol
systerm. The function of the monitoring and control svstem will be 1o provide active indication,
alarm, and conteol of selected processing and support aperations throughout the CH-TRU Mixed
Waste Treatment and Packaging Systems. The monitforing and control systerm will provide
automatic operation of selected processing subsystems and will accept operator commands and
oegrrides. This system will be the interface between the operators and the systems, is designed
to be on-line and operating at all times, and will consist of interactive computers, logie diroults,
panels, cabinets, VO modules and wiving. The moniloring and control systers will provide the
operator with displays and controls for system alarms, process data, set point controls,
annunciator outputs, and digital visnal records.

233  Electrical Distribution Svstem

The glectrical demand for the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Treatment and Packaging Svystem will be
supplied by the main Hanford Site power grid. During operations the Electrical Distribution
Svystem will receive power from an existing 13.8 kilovolf line along with a 7,300 kilovolt amps
transformer.

2.3.4 Change Trailer Area
The change tailer will contain a changing room and will be housed In a singular modular

butlding erected elose to the CH-TRU Mixed Waste Trogtment and Packaging Systemy. The
change trailer will contain change rooms and showers and will be used to allow personnel
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decontamination prior 1o access from the tank favm to the ouiside area or personnel 1o dress-oul
in appropriate personnel protective equipment when entering radiation-controlled zones.

2.3.8 Steam Sapply System

The primary function of the Steam Supply Systern will be to provide steam {o the Dewatering
System dryer{s) jacket © evaporate water from the Hguid waste feed. Steam will be transported
from the Steam Supply System contalnment system o the drver inlel steam connection. Steam
condensate generated af the dryer will be collected in a condensate receiver tank containing
Hguid fevel controls tied 1o a pump. The pump will convey the collected steam condensate back
to the Steam Supply System where the condensate will be collected in the boiler feed tank. This
closed-loap system is designed to allow for heat exchange with the dryer so that the steam will
not directly contact the waste.

2.3.6 Filtered Water System

A filtered water pump skid and the Sltered water/compressed alr distribution manifold will
comprise the Filtered Water System. The Filtered Water Systemn pump skid is designed to
receive raw water from the Hanford Site’s raw water supply through a quick disconnect, Raw
water will be filiered through a 60-mesh sivainer located upsiream of the Filtered Water System
water Iank that will provide water in an on-demand manner for normal daily system operation.

2.3.7  Chilled Water System

The function of the Chilled Water System will be o provide the proper flow of challed water to
Dewatering Systern components in an on-demand manner, The chilled water will consistof a

35 percent propylene glveol and 65 percent water solution to prevent freezing of the chilled
water loog, The chilled water will absorb heat from the Dewatering System components and be
returned 10 the chillers where the heat will be removed {from the returning water and the water re-
chilled.

2.3.8 Belk Material Handling System

The primary functions of the Bulk Material Handling System will be to:
¢ Receive bulk bags of additive material
&  Store the additive material onsite
# Convey the additive materials to delivery vessels localed above the drver for metered

delivery.

The Bulk Material Handling System is designed to handie two different addifives: 1) a ¢lay agent
needed for dry-batch processing in the deyer that will consist of non-biodegradable inorganic
materials {e.g., vermiculite) and that will also be used to absorb any free moisture within the
drum alter packaging, and 2} sand that will be used as required to scour the dryer wall to prevent
solids accurnulation.

12
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April 30, 2003

U8, Department of Energy oo ULS. Department of Energy
Office of Raver Protection Office of River Protection
Leif Erckson Clo Reid, Contracting Officer
Drepnty Manaper Contract Management Division
P.G Box 450 (MS H6-60) .0, Box 430 (MS HE6-60)
Richland, WA 99352 Richland, WA 99352

RE:  YAHSGS LLC April 36, 2003 Task 2 “Final Report on Enkanced RPP WIR Approach”
Deliverable for U.S. Depariment of Energy, Office of River Protection, Contract No. DE-AT27-
GIRVI428%

Thiz deliverable 5 in secordance with Task 2 in YAHSGS' contract with ORP which calls
for YAHSGE to submil a report sefling forth H8 evaluation of DDE M 435.1-1 wasis
incidental to reprocessing (WIR) approaches taken by other DOE sites for lank wasis
retrieval and wesle treglment aperations {does not inclsde tank and ancillary equipment
residuals or contaminaled solls). Recommand the adoption or adaptation of approaches
ihat wouid De applicable o and of valus 16 ORP. The evaluations shall consider available
information relaied 1o NRC evaluetions and commaenis on previous DOE WIR evaiuations
as well s hird panty chatienges {o such delerminations. The report shall also inglude
recomynendations for new or hybrid approaches, consistent with DOE 435.1 that may be
better suited for addressing specific Hanford lank waste operstions. Draft repori
subraitied to ORP 12/18/02. Final repont submitied to ORP 4/30/03.

Background

This letter report updates our letter report to Leif Erickson dated December 16, 2002 regarding
“RPY Enhanced WIR Approaches”™. In that report we made the following recommendations:

A. [(B)3)

#O Box 867, Richland, WA 55382
Telsphone BOS 836 7625 FAX 509 948 2487
www yahsgsoom
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(b)(5)

The gtatus of activities related to those two recommendations i3 discussed below,

Status Discussions

I Prior Recommendation A. [P)O)
[ I

Siatus ~|B)5) |CHG did submit
“DOE 4351 Implemeniation Plan”, RPP-6556, Revision 1, dated April 4, 2003 to ORP for
approval. We reviewed and commented on the plan on April 15, 2002 (liem {2} below),

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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B06)

This working group is on a fast track to expedite moving forward with[®)®)

[B)(5) [which is a positive sign. The question remains open, however,

regarding [(B)(5)

(b)(5)

We also understand that thel(B)(5)

(b)(5)

Updated Recommendation -|(b)(5)

(b)(5)

II. Prior Recommendation B.[®®)

(b)(5)

Status — We prepared and submitted a draft_procedure for ORP comment, approval, and
implementation. That draft procedure entitled(®)(5) [see
{2} below) was submitted on January 2, 2003. Tt 3s our belief that the procedure, modified as
appropriate to best serve ORP’s needs, provides a means to build the impetus and guidance to
further CHG s efforts relative to recommendation A sbove, Actions on that drafl procedure
{review, commems) have not ocourred.

Updated Recommendation 2O

(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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Recent Y AHSGS WIR Related Reports®

Since our December 16" repart referenced above, we have prepared and delivered several WiR
refated reports and papers to ORP as listed below:

{8} YAHSGS prepared & draft “ORP WIR Implemeniation Procedure” for ORP’s review,
comment, and/or approval and forwarded that document 1o the ORP Assistant Maﬁager for
Tank Farms and members of hig staff for review in January 2, 2003 {Attachment Ay As
digoussed above, in this draft procedure YAHSGS sets forth a proposed ORP approach for

(b)(5)

{b) Memo to . Schepens and L. Erickson from W. Hewitt, “Hanford Tonks Potentiolly Not
Reguiring Prefreatment Due fo Already Low Radionmclide Inveniories”, Jannary 28, 2003
{(Atachment B). This 15 a letter report that|®)®) |

(b)(5)

() Draft White Paper, “Proposed Classification Approach for Hanford Tank Waste Materiald”,
Preliminary Draft, February 6, 2003 {Attachrnent ). This is a white paper that laid out an
(b)(5) — ] )

{d) Letter to L. Erickson from W. Hewity, “Fask 2 Letter Repor! on WIR Status” April 7, 2003
(Attachment ). This is a lfetter report that provided a [®)O) |

B ‘ |

? Yasued subsequent 1o the Decemtber 16, 2002 draft of this report,
? Discnssed in Recommendation B above.
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(b)(5)

(&) F-mail to €. Louie from D. Wodrich (Attachment E), April 15, 2003 with attachment
entitled, “Comments on the Tank Farm Contractor’s Dvaft DOE M 4351 Tmplementation
Plan, RPP-6556, Revision 17, dated April 4, 2003, This document containg our commenis on
the April 4, 2003 Task Farm Contractor’s draft DOE M 435.1 Implementation Plan. While

our comments were minimal, the primary issue is tha(b)(5)

(b)(5)

In general, the RPP remains behind the power curve relative 1o geRing on with WIR
determinations, however, the initiatives described in T above indicate an increasing swarensss
that it needs to get on with the job. If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me by
telephone at $09-5359-7629 or by e-mail at bill@yahses.com.

Bill Hewit
President, YAHSGS LLC

oo K. Yuracko
B. Wodnech

Attachments:

Attachment A: Draft “ORP WiR Implementation Procedure”, January 2, 2003

Attachment B: Memo to R. Schepens and L. Erickson from W. Hewitt, “Hanford
Fanks Polentially Not Requiring Pretreaiment Dye o Aiready Low
Radionuclide Invertories”, January 28, 2003 '

Attachment C; Diraft White Paper, “Proposed Classification Approach for Harnford
Tank Waste Moterials”, Preliminary Draft, February 6, 2003

Attachment D: Letter to L. Brickson from W. Hewitt, “Vast 2 Letter Report on
WIR Status” April 7, 2003

“ Driscussed in Recommendation A above,
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Attachment B E-mail to C. Louie from D. Wodrich (Attachment Y, April 15,
2003 with attachment entitled, “Comments on the Tank Farm
Contragtor’s Diraft DOE M 4351 Implementation Plan, RPP-6556,
Revision 17, dated April 4, 2003

Attachment Fu 435.1 Team Nondisclosure Agreement

% Yyiscuzsed i Recommendation A above,
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
OFFICE OF RIVER PROTECTION
Namber ORP PD 4355
TITLE: (b)(5) Issoed: Xx-xx-{)2
Pape: tof's
Prepared by:  AMTF
Approved by [review draft]
1.6 PURPOKSE
(b)(5)
2.0 CANCELLATION
None,
3.0 APPLICABLLITY
(b)(5)

4.0 DEFINITIONS

4.1 ACRONYMS

AMTF
DROE
BTOC
BM
HLW
LAW
LLW
NRC
ORP
TFC
TOD
TRU
WIR
WTPGC

Assistant Manager for Tank Farms

ULS. Department of Energy

Dhrector of the Tank Farms Division

115, Department of Energy Office of Environmental Management
High-Level Waste

Low-Activity Waste

Low-Level Waste

118, Nuclear Regulatory Commission

V.8 Department of Energy Office of River Profection
Tank Farm Contractor

Tank Farms Operations Division

Transuramte Waste (Based on DOE M 435,11 definition)
Waste Incidental fo Reprocessing

Waste Treatment Plant Operating {’fomracwr




TITLE:  [(bX5) Mumber;  ORP PD 4351
' Iswued: o O O
Terh

Page:

4.2 DEFINTTION OF TERMS

High-Level Waste (HHLW). The highly radivactive waste material resulting from the reprocessing of
spent nuclear fuel, including liguid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material
derived from such hiqud waste that contains fission products in sufficient concentrations; and other
highly radioactive material that is determined, consistent with existing law, to require permanent
wsolation. (From DOE M 435.1.1)

Low-Activity Waste (LAW). Radicactive waste that remains afler separating from HLW as much of
the radioactivity as is technically and economically practicable and when solidified may be disposed of
as LLW in g near-surface facility.

Low-Level Waste (LLW). Radioactive waste that is not HLW, spent nuclear fuel, TRU waste,
byproduct material {as defined in section 11e.{2) of the Aramic Energy Act of 19354, as amended), or
naturally ocowrring radioactive material, (From DOE M 435.1-1)

Transuranic (TRU) waste. Radicactive waste containing more than 100 nanocuries (3700 bequerels)
of alpha-emitting TRU isotopes per gram of waste, with half-lives greater than 20 years, except for the
following: '

a. HLW,

b. Waste thal the Secretary of Energy has determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator
of the Environmenta! profection Ageney, does not need the degree of isolation required by the
40 CFR Part 191 disposal regulations.

c. Waste that the NRC haes approved for disposal on a case-ly-case basis in accordance with
10 CFR Part 61, {From DOE M 435.1-1)

Waste Incidental to Reprocessing (WIK). A process set forth in DOE M 345,1-1 by which certain
waste resulting from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel, if determined to be incidental fo reprocessing, is
classified as being other than HLW. This waste is then managed under DOE’s regulatory authority in
accordance with the requirements for TRU or LLW, 4s appropriate.

5.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

(b)(5)




lssuped: xx-xx-{3

Page: Aafs

6.0 PROCEDURE

6.1 INTRODUCTION

Radioactive waste resuliing from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel is classified as HLW unless it is
determmed to be LAW, LLW, or TRU waste by the WIR process. Most of Hanford's tank waste is
from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel and s now managed as HLW. Therefore to classify anv tank

waste as non-HLW requires a|(b)(5)

(b)(5)

6,2 REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCEDLURE

(b)(5)




TITLE: [®)5) Nomber:  OHP P 4351
{zsned: x%-x%- 13

Page: 4ale

6.3 EXAMPLE

(b)(5)

7.0 REFERENCES
DOE M 435,11, Radivactive Waste Management,
DOE G 435,11, Radiooctive Waste Management

Technical Basis for Classification of Low-Activity Waste Froction from Hanford Site Tanks, WHC-8D.
WM-TI-699, Rev. 2, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Septernber 18, 1994

Letter from 1. Kinzer, Office of Tank Waste Remediation System, DOE, to C. J. Paperiello, Office of
Muclear Materials Safety and Safeguards, NRC, Subject: Classification of Low-Activity Tank Waste
Fraction, dated November 7, 1996, 86 TWR-020.

Letter from C. I Paperielio, Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards, NRC, o I Kinzer,
Office of Tank Waste Remediation System, Subject: Classification of Hanford Low-Activity Tank
Waste Fraction, daled June 9, 1997,

Memorandum from Jessie Hill Roberson, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management,
Guidelines for Actions Involving Waste Incidentz! to Reprocessing Determinations Under DOE
M435.1, Radivactive Waste Management, December 16, 2002

ORP-11931, Classifving Hanford Tank Low-Activity Waste Fraction (Historical Records 1988-2602),
August 2002, _ : .

8.0 RECORDS
The following records shall be retained in a quality records management syster
3. The WIR determinations submitied by the contractor,

b, Any NRO and EM consultation documentation,
¢, The DOE review and approval documentation.




LA

(b)}3) Number: ORPPD 4351
issued: X533
Page: Soih

9.0 ATTACHMENTS

9.1 WIR Determination Review and Approval Flow Diagram




TITLE:

®)(5)

MNumnberr  ORBPPFD 4353
fssued; £X-xx-03
Page: Gofs

Attgchment 8.1

(b)(5)
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DATE: January 28, 2003
. Roy Schepens

TO: _ Laif Erickson

FROM: Bl Hewilt

RE: Hanford Tanks Potentially Not Reguiring Prefrestment Dus 1o Already
’ Low Radionuciide Inventorios

Al yvour request, we have analyzed the Hanford tanks o determine adiition

treatment  accsleration opporturities. |[(B)S)

(b)}3)

Mathod 1—{(B)5)

©)(5)
Method 2 -JBIB) |
©)(5)
HMethoo 2 -|b)5)
©)(5)
[B5) |
s PRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED BY [OE

FORINTERNAL USE ONLY
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(b)(5)

The results are displayed in the following table,

Mettiod® |©)5)
1
A
3
(®)(5)
(b)(5)
tirna FRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED BY DOE

FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY
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ettt

Background

(b)(5)

PRELIMINARY PREDECIBIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED 8Y DOE

VeR FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY




Tanks That May Be WIR-Ready Bared on Cwrent Wazsie Characieristics

(b)(5)

Approach

(b)(5)

PRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED BY DOE

s FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY



Fanks That May fe WiR-Ready Bosed on Carvent Waste Churacteristivs

(b)(5)

Finding

(b)(5)

¥ gomall from Karyn Wiemers, DMIMHN, to Bl Hewitt, YAHEGS (1O, daterd Decembar 18, 2002, reqarding total
[ JHanford tankes.

PRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED 8Y DCE 3
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY

RS




Tunks Fhot May Be WIR-Ready Based on Curveny Waste Characteristivs

Figure [ Listing of Potentinl Tank Wastes for Near-Tevm Immobilizafion Withent Pretreatmeny

E)

®)(5)

T

PRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY




Fanks That May Be Wik-Beady Based on Cwrrent Waste Charavteristivs

TANK

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

A

FRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY




Tanks That Moy Be WIR-Ready Based on Cwrrent Waste Chavaoterishey

Keferences:

WH 1996, Technical Basis for Classification of Low-Activity Waste from Hanford Site Tanks, WHC-
SD-WM-TI-658%, Rev. 2, Beptember 1996,

DOE 1996, Letter from Jackson Kinzer, Aswistant Manager, Office of Tank Waste Remediation System,
118, Depariment of Energy, Richland Operations Office, Richland, WA, to Carl 1. Papericllo, Director,
Office of Nuelear Material Safety and Safeguards, US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,
131.C., Re: Classifieation of Hanford Low-Activity Tank Waste Fraction, WNovember 7, 1995,

WRC 1997, Letter from Carl L Paperielio, Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards,
17.8, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C, to Jackson Kinzer, Assistant Manager, Office
of Tank Waste Remediation System, US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Ofice, Richland,
WA, Re: Classification of Hanford Low-Activily Waste Fraction, hune 9, 1997

CHG 2003, Integrated Mission Accelerarion Plan, RPP-13678, Revision D, CHZMHIM Hanford Group,
Inc. ({CHQ), Richland, WA, January 2003

PRELIMINARY PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION UNREVIEWED BY DOE 8

121105
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY
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Overview
The definition of high-level radioactive waste (HIL'W) set forth in the Atomic Energy Act of

1954, as amended (AEA) states that HLW consists of the highly radioactive materials from spent
fuel reprocessing as well as other highly radicactive materials that the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (NRT) determines by rule to require permanent isolation. [BX5)

(b)(5)

Introduction

(b)(5)

AFA HLW Definition
The AEA HLW definition’ is as follows:

*The term “high-level radjoactive waste” means -

(A} the highly radicactive malerial resuliing from the reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel, including Hguid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any
solid material derived from such liquid waste that contains fission products in
snfficient concentrations; and {B) other highly radicactive material that the

(b)(5)

0 pREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERKNAL USE ONLY -~ NOT FOR OUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION
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Comunission, consistent with existing law, determines by rule requires permanent
isolation.”
Interprefation and Assumptions

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

W PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTBENAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR OUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)

S PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY ~ ROT FOR QUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)

2R PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR OQUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION




PRELIMINARY DRAFT - Proposed Classification Approsch for Hanford Tank Waste Materials
SENSITIVE AND PRE-DECISIONAL
DO NOT SCAN INTO RMIS

(b)(5)

Concept Application to Hanford Tank Waste

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

288 PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR QUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)

W PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOF
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY — NOT FOR QUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION




PRELIMINARY DRATT -~ Proposed Classification Approach for Hanford Tank Waste Materials
SENSITIVE AND PRE-DECISIONAL

FROANEYI AL AN T TERELS

Figure A ~ Use of Table 1 and Table 2 Sum of the]®)()

""Sum of the Fractions Relative to Class C o

(b)(5)

Fank Waste Residuals

(b)(5)

F0 PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY DOE
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR QUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION
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Appendix -- Application to Three Hanford Tanks for Hlustrative Purposes

(b)(5)

Figure B — Example Deployment of AEA HLW Definition Classification A_ppz'oa'c;; PRSI

(b)(5)

¥ BRI, Getober 2002,

2 PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT MATERIALS UNREVIEWED BY IOE
FOR INTEENAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR OUTSIDE DISTRIBUTION
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April 7, 2003
Leif Frickson ce: UK. Department of Energy
Deputy Manager Office of River Protection
U.S. Department of Energy Clo Read, Contracting Officer
Office of River Protection Contract Management Division
P.O. Box 458 (MS He-6(8 P.0. Box 450 (MS H6-60)
Richland, WA 99352 Richiand, WA 69142

RE:  YAHSGS LLC April 7, 2003 Task 2 “Letter Report on WIR Status” Deliverable for U.S.
Department of Energy, Office of River Protection, Coniract No, DE-A¥27-0IRV1$389

This deliverable is in accordance with Task 2 in YAHSGS contract with ORP which calls for YAHSGS

to_evaluate[(D)(9)
(b)3)

Uipdate letler reporis are due 1o ORP on 11/4/02, 4771063, and 9715/03,
Background

A letter report was submitted Novernber 4, 2002 on this subject. That report was updated in a 2° letter report
dated December 16, 2002, This letier report describes WIR related activities since December 16, 2002,

Waste Incidental to Reprocessing (WIR) Implersentation in the River Protection Project (RPP)

(b)(5)

B3 Box 807, Richland, WA 83452
Telephone 508 530 7628 FAX 505 D46 2487
WWw. Y 2hETE.00Mm
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(b)(5)

WIR Litigation

(b)(5)




SENSITIVE AND PRE-DECISIONAL
BO NOT S5CAN INTO RMIS

Recommendations

Y AHSGS offers several reconumendations consistent with Task 2 as follows;

1. |B)XS)

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

If there are any questions, please feel free 1o contact me by telephone at 509-539-7629 or by e-mail at
billd@mvahsas.com. ' '

Very truly vours,

Rill Hewitt
President, YAHSGS LLC

(b)(5)
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Bill Hewitt

Erom: Don Wodrich [ddwedrich@wordnet et nelj

Sent:  Tuesday, April 15, 2003 9:28 AM

To: Cathrine S_Louie@rl.gov

Ce Michasl_J Royack@rl.gov; bill hewill@atinet
Subject: Comments on DOE 0 435.1 implementation Plarz'

Attached are my commerts on the subject document for your consideration.

Don Wedvick

4/30/2003
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COMMENTS ON DOE O 4351 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Comments on the April 4, 2003 CHG submittal of the DOE O 435.1 Implementation Plan, RPP-
6556, Revision | are as follows:

(b)(5)

4/13/03
DDW
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENRT

The 11. 8. Departiment 6f Energy ("DOE”) has entered into an Agreement with [INOTE: include
the person’s corporate employer where non-self-employed] {"RPP 435.1
TEAM PARTICIPANT?) under which RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT will participate ina
Team that is reviewing documents and other materials that are predecisional, internal documents
prepared by YAHSGS LLC (hereinafter RPP 435.1 documents) not subject to release outside the
Office of River Protection (ORP) and not subjeet to disclosure to anyone not participating on this
team or otherwise signing this nondisclosure agreement. By exccution of this Agreement by
TEAM PARTICIPANT s employer, said emplover agrees to be bound by the ferms and
conditions of this Agreement, In participating in the RPP 435,71 TEAM, there is the potential for
RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIBANT to have access to RPP 4351 documents prepared for
consideration by DOE that have not been reviewed for release, approved, or adopted by DOE and
do not represent a position taken or under active consideration by the DOE. In such event, RPP
4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT, lns/her employer and its subcontractors and their respective
employees agree that RPP 435.1 documents will be handled and protected in accordance with the
terms of this Agreement and that they will refrain from any unautborized use or disclosure of
BPP 435 1 documents and information relating o these documents as long as it remains protected
information in accordance with the following conditions:

A. The RPP 433.1 documents will be used solely in connection with the conduct of the 4351
TEAM.

B. The RPP 435.1 documents will not be copied in any manner by RPP 435.1 TEAM
PARTICIPANT, hivher emplover or its subgontractors or their respective employees
excepting solely where such copies are necessary in connection with their direct participation
in the 433.1 TEAM, with o]l such copies to be maintained ip sither CH2ZMHILL Hanford
Group, Inc. (CHG) or DOE’s effices and destroyed, or returned to DOE, upon completion of
the 435.1 TEAM activities.

€. RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT will, prior to any RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT
employee, subcontractor, or subcontractor’s employee having access to RPP 435.1
documents, ensure that each such employee subcontractor or subsontractor employee does
not have 2 confhct of interest. Further, RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT shall ensure that
any R¥FP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT subcontractor or employee of RFP 435.1 TEAM
PARTICIPANT or a subcontractor having access to RPP 435.1 documents is made aware of,
and agrees to abide by, the terms of this agreement with respect to the RPP 435.1 documents
or information relating to those documents, and agrees that they will not yse or disclose of the
RPP 435.1 documents or information relating to those documents i any manner inconsistent
with this agreement. Such agreement shall be documented by signing fhis Nondisclosure
Agreement by sach RPFP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT sud the responsible corporate offictal
of said TEAM PARTICIPANT s employer.

D). RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT, its subcontractors and their respective emplovees shall
pot be Hable for use or disclosure of RPP 435.1 documents if the same:

a} [Is in the public domain at the time 1t is used or disclosed; or

by Was known, as demonstrated by written documentation, to RPP 433.1 TEAM
PARTICIPANT prior to the time of disclosure,; or

¢} 1s used or disclosed with the prior writien approval of the DOE; or



H

DOE RFP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT

Date: Date:

d) Becomes known to RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT from a source other than
DOE, CHG, or YAHSGS LLC under conditions not requiring obligations of
coenfidentiality; or

¢} Is disclosed under iegal compuision {in which event 18 agreed that RPP 4351
TEAM PARTICIPANT will provide DOE with prompt notice of any such request
and afford DOE the opportunity to seck appropriate protective orders).

Upon completion of RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT s servipes to the RPP 435.1 TEAM,
RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT shall ensure that said RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT
have taken possession of or refained any documentation or copies thercof of RPP 435.1
documents or information relating to those documents. TEAM PARTICIPANT s emplover
shall likewise be bound by this provision,

In addition, RFP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT is respongible for any breach of this
Nondisciosure Agreement. TEAM PARTICIPANT s emplover shall likewise be bound by
this provision. DOE will receive advance notification and shall approve or disapprove of
additional RPP 435, TEAM FARTICIPANT employees, subcontractors and subcontracior
employees,

RPP 4351 TEAM PARTICIPANT will provide DOE copies of signed employes,
subcontractor and subcontractor employee copies of this agreement prior 1o the provision of
any RPP 4351 documents or information relating thereto to said persons for purposes of
achieving the objectives of the RPP 4351 Team..

RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT acknowledges that breach of this agreement would cause
harm to DOE which harm is difficult fo estimate and that, in gddition o other rights and
remedics, DOE shall be entitled 1o seek injunctive relief, damages, and specific performance.

‘This Nondisclosure Agreement shall be governed by applicable Federal law and the laws of
the State of Washington, and venue for any action brought hereunder shall be within a cowrt
of competent jurisdiction in the State of Washington.

RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT'S EMPLOYER (Date)



The following RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT employees will provide services in connection
with RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT s Agreement with DOE and agree to the terms of this
Nondisclosure Agreement.

{(Name of RPP 435.1 TEAM ?ART?CI?ANT Enmployee) : {Signature and
Date)

Agreed:




The following persons or companies will be subcontractors to RPP 435.1 TEAM
PARTICIPANT, or employees of such subcontractors, in connection with the services provided
to DOE by RPP 435.1 TEAM PARTICIPANT and agree to the terms of this Nondisclosure
Agreement.

(N ame of Subcontractor and Subcontractor employees) (Signatuwe and I}a{e)

Agreed:




From: Bryan, (athenne B

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 10:32 AM
To: Paff, Stephen H

Lot Koll, Ronaid J; Bryan, (atherine 8
Subject: WIPP Class 3 Permit Modification.doox
Attachmants: WIPPE Class 3 Permit Modification.doox

Been looking for vou ... Two hard copies on your keyboard

Summary of the background, meeting, Feb 2005 permit, 2 draft white papers and SP & results
Two pages (YESH

TAL of sguipment NOT highlighted.

Wil add 1o package next 3s | refine the data.



WIPP Class 3 Permit Modification
08/24/11

Background

« 11 5575 contain waste that should be suitable for disposal at WIPP
s B201 -~ B204, T201-T204, T-104, T-110, T-111

Draft WIPP Class

» Steve Pfaff, Felix Meira, Rick Tedeshi, and Kitty Bryan met 08.18.11

s Strateqy
(bX5)

¢ (osis
(b)3)

Schedule
|£b)(5)

e |(0)S)

[

e (lass 3 Permit was drafted in 2005 prior 1o consent decree

¢ Permit addresses B-200 and 7-280 tanks

s Permit does not address the T-100 tank waste

s+ Waste stream history for T-100 tanks is required

» Decision to go to WIPF was based on lack of HWL capacity to make 2028 treatment deadiine

Praft White Paper R, TOC TRU Progra

¢ Draft prepared for WRPS Sr. Management and does not represent a formal WRPS position
» Project Managers recommendation - stay on baseline for FY 14 start or delay 1-2 vears

- Allows for DOE waste designation

- Allows for conmpletion of TCRWM EiIS

- Allows for deployment of the "Wiped Film Evaporator”

- Allows for reevaluation of leaker status for three B-200 tanks

- Allows for retention of staff expertise during low retrieval period
« TRU Program started in 2002 - 3 Projects (Retrieval, Packaging, CS8S); 2 phases (CH-TRU/RH-TRU)
»  TRU Program Value — mitigate the waste and allow closure of §8Ts without impacting DST space
s Project scheduled FY 14 - FY 21
+ Baseline total cost without retrieval $112.1 M



(b)(5)

» Baseline life-cycle cost - $59.98

a  TRU [o WTP lfe oycle cost - $61.6B
s Increase of 2.8% ($1.7 B) over baseline to process through WTP

« Most of increase is due to extra year in WTP mission to process CH-TRU
»  Near Term Funding Targets and TRU 1o WTP Results

3se 2 "TRU to WIP”

FY Targaet ($M) TRU o WTP Resuits
($M}
2011 410 394
2012 510 482
2013 510 459
2014 610 465
2015 710 600

» TRU to WTP Near term funding requirements are less due to lack of construction of a separate CH-
TRU waste treatment system

o TRU to WTP saves $220M during 2021 - 2023

Schedule

» Both Cases begin potential CH-TRU retrievais 0472018 into the DST system
+ Baseline case treaiment of all tank waste - April 2043
s TRU to WTP treatment of all tank waste ~ May 2044
¢ Baseline Case retrieves potential CH-TRU tanks 2019 - 2024
TRU to WTP retrieves potential CH-TRU tanks later
s  TRU o WTP ol year costs are grealer 2038 -2040




From: Plaff, Stephen H

Sent: : Thursday, May 31, 2012 647 PM

Teor © Felcher, Thomas W

Subject: FW: Draft CH-TRU Presentation
Attachments: 2032-06-05 TRU Status to ORP - Draft.ppix

Tom, these are the slides Rick Tedeschi prepared for the meeling with Stacy.

Steve

From: Tedeschi, Allan R {Rick)

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 10146 AM

Tor Pfaff, Stephen H; Koll, Ronald 3

Cc: Migra, Felix R Jr; Bryan, Catherine B; Simpson, Charles A; Kummer, David A
Subject: Drafl CH-TRU Presentation

Steve/Ron,
Here is the electronic copy of the presentation | laid on your chairs vesterday.,

Ron and Kitty — The background of this presentation is that Tom Fletcher requested @ status/update presentation on the
current state of the CH-TRU project in a meeting with Steve, 1, and Charles Simpson last week. it is intended {0 be
presented by Tom/Steve/myself to Stacy june 5.

Thank you.

Rick Tedeschi

Froject Manoger

Strotegic Planning & Techrology Development
Wesiington River Protection Solutions 140,
contractor to the United States Departrnent of Energy



dHO-300 'leld eAsls
dd0-3040 18Yae|4 Woj
SddM "1yosepa] Yoy

210z ‘g sunp




Z£0Z — 8207 INJJ0 S|eAs}oy

YeOe O Liglsel ﬁ@%@@wmm (1M 1-HS 1usung ssysnd g CQLIBUSOG,, <«

peAsLIal (LLL-L % ‘0LL-L ‘POL-1) sHue) seuas-00L (g) »

9|NpBYOs Le)sel jos(osd 10 UONROBAP |BOIUYDSL dNO Bullieme N0 L «
V3 40} j[esodold SAMM Poisenbal sy dHO

palepdn Jou psjiouodal 10U — gINd 6002 10} pauUlasSEgal B|NPBYDS/IS0) .
(syuey L} woly diyg g ‘ebexord ‘jeal] ‘orsuey) SIeoh g JOA0 NOOFS -
¢l AJOADBHT JMO «

ddIM 1B pioy uo jsenbal uolesyipow Jwisd ¢ ssei) ddiM Jeiq
Hwed ddim 1O Z1LAA Ul Jeipal sem pauliopad adoos wiusjul AUQ

G002 Ag




sdajg XN pue anjep «
solunuodd) pue SHSiy «

- snje)s bupiwied «

uonisodsiq uswdinbg pea1- buo «
sniels Agpuels «

snjels ubisaq buibexoed «
seibaje.g 10sfold «

SISEM NHL-HO «

s|iejoq 80Ad8)17 «

QUI[BLIL] SIUBAT AdY| «




painsosd juswdinbe pes-Buo-

D01 AQ pauiad g Hed vHON-
pe)o|duwiod sisABuy Juswsiddng vdTIN-
ABajens ue|d WalsAg el 03 9doss papleme
M3U ojeuw o} ‘edoos uopezisiorleyd 1alfoid Buibexoed (oei-se)) pingubise«
aueseq pue ‘AIoIusAU Jofew sepnguysip ucnezuseieyD
Yd3 WOl poAcwial My 1-HY dA4d D01 MeN B ‘BubeyorRd ‘[eApLleY pajeniul sjoslold-gng «
4 Fy 4
LM S NRAL-HO sisAieuy usweidng
Joj BAlBUISYE DaLsjeId uel Jsuiel ABeiens
Bunes 0} A Ul VTN 40) poZHeUY  (ydN) $enssi {dVI) veld
dddifi BOROU ¥4 880881 MO« B QI WAL« Sunuad UOIBIDIBDOY
O} penquIsip yelsad peUBSEgal B |BUSLUIUOLALIS UOISSHA]
pue UORBIHIDOW 1A JC) PELUUR|A « peuoSOdsIp spioDs. ayefnw o) paeiboiu
HulBAg ¢ 8880 HiNd 60A wdinbe | Agpuers, pomols walold WO pajeiiul
ddiM peljesp-ey | o) paulpseqal 1alold « uo pooeyd waloid«  -gns BuiBesoed 1081014

CLAS WAL BOAL LOAL 90A- GOAS POAd E0Ad




sieah g ~ N99Z$ = 8johoay |ejo]

pa}en|eAs
-8l PBBU dDD/DHd 0} S1S00 UBNOIY)-SSB » o ‘oBelo
WNOES = suonesad niy) wewdopeas] » G |
LZiLi9—eLoL - | UONHEZUSIORIBYD

(ddIM) dOD pue O¥d ela azusjorieyD

| (Aujigow ‘Buibeyoed
spljos ‘tsAip) dsu uogeinjew ABojouyoal 1seubiH .
swinup 16 GG 0078 01 00GL »
NEES = uonelad( (NOGS = WuswAo|deq .

(SIA Q) QLILEIE ~ EL/LIOL »
yied jeonuo dnuess joelosd s) uswhoidsg

aousuBdXxe wiel-D pue Juswdinbs SHVYIA
uodn peseq sjenjeas-al (jim Inq paje|duioo ubiseqg
NOS LS = suoneiad( niy) JuswiAodeq

VCI6C/LL — Y LILIL .
[eAsi)al BUDINiS PSIipoOW PUB WNNJEA,  »




¥02Z-L $0Z-8

£0z-L £02-8 pOLL -
MMMHM MMMHM ww x vOL-L sjuEl BUI) 0L MTH  seisep Buippeioag
t P ™ u&v‘x w My ™ u&vla»btn«

e BIOD $OZ-Y

HAG
UGN
g

sBupung 198422 §590044 3jeudsoyd yinwusig sBuping 1427 pUR §-122
§8900.14 wymr_amos& yinwsig syl ui uwwmc_mmo mmcnmm N L 2ieplpued «

IR
Peumnssy

abpnis Jo suojjeb Yo'l Bulelo] sue sBueg-00L 994yl «

Ed *

ebpnis Jo suo|[eb gz Buieio) sxue| seuss-00z Wbig «




pepasu ji yiomal pue Bulpuey Joj JSISBT
[eusiew asop ybiy jenusiod solebiinl .

mcmnafw 10} AJIQIX8| pue UoBZUSIORIBUD SAIJOBYS-1SOD SMO|Y -

Buibeyoed Joy swnip uojeb-gg Jo asy «

BUINJOA Ja)lem Jo sssipiebel soeds | g 0} Joedwi ON  »
|BASLISI JO) BWINJOA Jojem Buiull] jO anss! s9|dnooa(]
<413 0} 06 ued — sjuBnyIsuoD m»zomoﬁﬁ Jo @év_ bwém_m.m 9}esuspuo)d  «
4 10§ JoAIp winnoep «

Buidid Jsjsues; aysem [pas-ubiy yim Nyl
)eullEIuO Ajjenusiod JO ‘WolsAs 8)Is-88010
O8N 'SAMAMA ||EISUI 0} PEBU SOJBUILIT
aousledxe E@&Q .hw_mno& J0 spjing




£°€TH O 300 12d 5533044 Q7 1eodAy

RGN A A B ARGE Jer AR A sind

ssoo0id (D) sadinbsy .

| (2INPBYS ‘g “ys11) 00l0id | Ai0BoYED DOL -
T ey 2B  fepoy «

abpoamouy josloud Jo sS0 .

(pesines) soibsiel}s JusLISIND0ld

(Mau) siBoA ()] 1SB] JOAO SONSSI gSANO

bl g it 5 W PR Ak %
oh

W e = (PasiAal) uoHEDIPa(] OPEIS) [BIIBUILLOY)

(mau) welboldq uoneiniep ABojouyos|
uonsdwoo ubisep Bunoseye sjoedws weibold «

(ubise( [euid) sjejdwoD %5z €-QD -
(uBisaq Aseujuniald) ejeidwo)d %08 Z-0

(ubise(] jenidsouon) aweidwion o408  L-a0 -
alo|dwo] %56  0-00 -
$s8004d (00 £'¢ 1y Wweauno o) Buiddepy «
[eljesed ul psulousd alem seseyd ubisep N [Bo1dAL «
§88004d (00 INOYNM Moedl-isey, se peuousd sem 1oefoid Buibesoed «




ainpow mzﬁ&na a)sem AIepuooes pue ‘syue} osiul
‘J1oAIp pola|dwod 9,06 auo st Joafoid 0] peosuuoD Yo Jsudinbe AU .

soif81BlS POsIARL IIf 10U Aew Jo/pue ‘sjonotoid A19jes pue
ewanoold mau Jepun Aytenb o) Ajsco 001 g Aew wuswidinbs Buiuigwial
‘sposfosd seyio 0] pesiadsip wswidinbe painooud pesl-buo; e jo Aluolep

sBueawl pleog 8jelodiony ddiM BuRnod je pejussealdal 10U D0 L piojueH

Auedwod ypm
Jobuo| ou abpapmouy] ddIM Ulm jpuuosiad Ing ‘pes| [BjuatUUolAUL
[euibuo ypm Buoje s|qejieae (s sosuibus efoid [piensg

Buiuued oibeiens 1o} pes|
pue spioosld jo saueziuboo Buttieiuigw Jabeuepy 19804 Buibeyord 1884 «

ejep pajepdn yim paulejuiew Ajjlewiojul o)is SNQ| -«
SINQI pue seji4 jo8loid uj pebels (Jpd pue sAljeu) SpIodaY «

A




RGN
FRHUON

SBUEL ] AUD0M G

R

wnig PO J8jSuRl §
‘\\ B0oy pea

pg duing ey & e

Buddig {s}empow

k

eus-aibig
unosfisapun

weny BuBesord (7 sishig v

SfieLueny3 _ Buibeig g0 ¢

PPN samng Joy paed Swmgegsim elont sory goz i padnG ML
yoofoud womAy UONEOILGIA NING HOURISUOMOCT OF JoAD POUIMNY, ISASIT

wwmm_@mw FBSUBIE
DL nnTe A

josfoxd mArT OF Joa0 pamany  EAY

{pouoisodsrp poe pamoord axda spros pas 1y sy fASTY

BH[EA [BLIIUTN % SJEMpJBY BUUBwa [eul




.

»
>
»

All environmental and safety permits were drafted during original project

Environmental: SA and TWRS EIS ROD maodification; RCRA Part B;
Air Permits/NOCs

-

» Safety: HazCat 2 Determination; PDSA
All existing permitting documents will need revision and resubmiital
TC & WM EIS will provide necessary NEPA coverage

(b)(5)
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From: Mauss, Billle M

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 20153 11:53 AM

To: Mauss, Bitlie M; Burandt, Mary E; Stubblebine, Scott [ Huffman, Lon A Kemp,
Christopher J; Sitberstein, Mark

Subject: RE: Talking Points [(B)(5) S8 docx

Attachments: Talking Points for [(P)(3) EOS DOCK

Sorry, Chris just pointed out that | left off the file. Billle

From: Mauss, Billie M

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 8:46 AM
To: Burandt, Mary E; Stubblebine, Scott ; Huffman, Lo A; Kemp, Christopher J; Siiberstein, Mark
Cer Grindstaff, Joanne F
Subject: RE: Talking Points for|(0)(5) |SD8.doex

Seott and Loy,

Per Scott’s request, | have added some notes and commaents [for what It's worth}.
Rillie

#iom,. Burandt, Mary £
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 4:41 PM
To: Stubblebine, Scott [ Huffman, Lo A; Kemp, Clristopher 1; Sitberstein, Mark; Maugs, Bilie M

Subject: RE: Talking Peints for|(b)(5) |50 .docx
Lori,

Fadded my comments 1o Scotts and trled to address some of his points.
MR

From: Stubbiebine, Scott [

Sent: Wadnesday, March 20, 2013 4:18 PM

To: MHuffman, Lori A; Burandt, Mary E; Kemp, Christopher J; Sibberstein, Mark; Mauss, Billie M
Subject: Talking Points for|(b)(5) [SDS.docx

Importance: High

(bX5)
ARtorney ~ Client Privileged; Aftorney Work Product;
Not Subfect to Discovery or Release Under FOIA;
Prepared in Anticipation of Litigation;
Do Not Disclose -~ Confidentiol
Scott O, Stubblebine

Assistant Chief Counsel for the Office of River Pratection
P.O. Box 458, MSIN H6-60



Richiand, WA 99353
509.372.0479 {oftice}
509.438.0473 {cell
509.372.2784 {fax}
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STATEDF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

TEY 717 or SWE-EEE-6ERE oy the speech oy hearfoy ipaired

January 2, 2007

Mr, Keith Klein, Manager

Richland Operations Office

United States Department of Enérgy
2.0, Box 530, MSIN: A7-50
Richland, Washington 93352

Re: Final Determination Pursuant To the Hanford Federal Facllity Apreement and
Consent Order (HFFACO) in the Matter of HFFACO Milestone M-91.42

Dear Mr, Klem

This letter foliows expiration of the time allotted for HFFACO dispuie resolution in this
matter between the Washington State Department of Ecology and the United States
Prepartment of Energy. Eeology’s Final Determination in this matter pursuant to BFFACO
Part Two, Article VIII, Paragraph 30{D) is enclosed.

Sincerely, <

o 97—

Jay 1. Manning
Director

ce wlene: _
Nick Ceto, EPA Region 10
Dave Barmus, EPA Region 18
Mark French, USDOE-RL
Matt McCormick, USDOE-RL
Ken Quigley, DFSH
Judy Vange, FFS -
Rob Piippo, FHI
(iabriel Bohnee, NPT
Stuart Harns, CTUIR
Russell Jim, YN
Todd Marfin, HAB
Ken Niles, ODOE
Amdy Fitz, WA AGO




Mr: Keith Klein

January 2, 2007

Admimistrative Record: Milesfone MU
Environmental Portal

Page Two

boo electronic wene:
Laora Cusack, Feology
Jane Hedges, Ecology
Deborah Singleton, Eoology
Ron Skinnarland, Ecclogy

boo wienae: NWP Central File: M-8

boee: NWP Reader File



E‘“‘i“% ALDETERMIN, A‘%"}T‘i 0N

Fmai I}etermmaé’wn pursy azzz fo- t%ze %Eanfwé ?edemi ?ac;iiffsf ﬁgreg,m ent a‘zzé {392 sent
Order (HFFACO) in the matter of HFFACO Milestone M:81-42, and the freatment /
certification of Hanford SHte transuranic(TRU) and transuranic mixed (FRUM) wastes.

L. immémzwn

This d&‘aarmma’z:o - resolves & ézgpa*& mé@f the HF%ACO z}étwe a4} é’za United Srates - .
Departroent of Energy (DOE) and the Washington State Department of Ecology {%cai@v}}:--'-
As such, this constitutes my Final Determination pursuant fo HFFACD Part Two, Article ‘s"ﬁi
paragraph 3012}, This determination hesbesnmade: oziz:swm g mw ew and consideration of
’Lg{”?@g’y CAdministrative Record In this matier. : :

The sgz»‘me ic niaterin ciz»;;me: Coricetis Ho r@:;zz ir am@z&ia {}f E}}a HFF »’»’&L{ﬁi %fia‘?i«éz if L SHoE -
éae o D{Nambm 3 3 {E% Bgm n,qz, zr@m zis* rel@ie 10 &vazmg cm*mcf handied transuranic
fw&d}" for shzﬂmam 02 di -3_3‘303»3 fact A:;; in? ?\?ew \Mexzw; 13{}}{: Z?‘?;c:s :*cz_;_zzcs%e‘é. thiit the M-91-42
requirements be adjusted, Through this determination, Eeology is denying DOE"s request.

CHL . - Transuranic Waste at Hanford - -

The 560-square-mile Hanford site 18 lovated in-south ceniral Washington State. Sincethe 19407,
it has served as one of the federal povernment's key facilitiesin the United States vuclear
weapons complex. In doing soyits activities focused.on the Irradiation, production, and
reprocessing of nuclear fuels fo extract and purify weapons grade nuclear materials. Hanford's
processes were dependent on the use of a-wide arfay ofchemicals. Examples of resulting waste
streams include highly radivactive and Razardous liguid tank wastes, solid wastes contaminated
with long-lived radw&oé{}p% (transuracic waste [TRII]), wastes containing both long-lived
radioisctopes and non-radioactive hazardous wastes (ranswanic mixed waste I[TRUM], and
hazardous wastes containing low-levels of radioactive contamiination and non-radicactive -
hazardous _sa%sgwces {mimd ?QW»Z ‘ve} waste [Muiﬁ‘v !

Since the cloge of the Cold War, ffzez Haﬁfwm mission E}as %@t::mﬁé ot cie&pup and a@ﬁgevmg
commphance with federal and state hazardous waste law. [n documenting associated
requiremants, Ecology, DOE, and the U, 5. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed
and approved the HFFACO. Issued initsliy in May of 1689, the HEFACO stands 45 an
Administrative Order issued pursuant to Washington's Hazardous Waste Management Act
{Chapter 70.10S RCW} and as an enforcesble Federal Facility Cleanup Agreement pursuant o
Seatmn 120 Of the Comprenensive Enviconmental Responsey {Zemmma‘zf}z:; and Liabidity Act
{CERCLA). The HFFACO serves as the centerpiece docwment governing Hanford eimm@

itg teyms are enforcesble and binding on the Parties. Enforces b? milestones and assdciated
(non-enforceable) target dates are (ooated at HEFACO Appendix D (Work' Schedules),

! Although the milestone date for the requiremantts is Deceni bez 3 E, 21;5}6 z:fzé dis date for tba m*i&*ﬁozﬁ“g E«a@ bmz
sxtended day-for-day pending the resolution of this d;mzz'te HFFACD Article VI, parsgraph 33{%} Therefors, ‘:E*;z

due date for the recuirements now coineides with the date of this¥Fina! Defermination,
i



The federal Waste Isolation Pilot Plart (WIPF) Land Withdrawal Act®, which establishes

WIPP as 2 national disposal fzcility for ravisucanic waste, delines transuranic waste as “waste
containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-smifting transurssicdsotopes per gram of waste”™
Such wastesare contamingted with radicisotopes having halfives greater than 20 vearsyand
heavier than Uranium onthe Periodic Chart of the Blements, ez, Pltdonium, Amernicium,and
Curium.

TRU wastes generated over Hanford’s operational history include Hems such as discarded
equipment, soils, sludges, protective clothing, glassware, and other wastes resuiting from DOE's
defense activities; A gzs‘gz’zz:? cant v olume of suspected TRU hasbeen “retrievably stored”™ in
shallow, tniined “burial ground 1*@;’1@3}1@ at the fapility.

DOE’s “Record of E}ezxsmﬁ f{}r me ﬁamaz‘c J{} ivz:zse Waste: ’*“m“ ronmental _h"z’a‘.;ﬁ'aet-fﬁi:z‘.m}er‘*
selected its preforred Mﬁmaﬁ ‘¢ for the managementof Hanford site retrievably stored and newly
generated TRU wastes™: “Retrievably stored and mewly generated TRU-contaminated solid
waste will be retrieved, processed as necessary, and sent to WIPY for disposal.” DUE hastha
recognized that Hanford's burial grounds contain contact-handled and remote-handled TRUL.

It has also recognized that dug to changes inithe {ieﬁmﬁm of TRU waste, somes burial gmm&
wastes would now classify as low-level waste (LLW) - : _

z
S

DOF has also recognized that @ portion of these stored ’{RU and DLW contain non-radioactive
hazardous substances, and wmzf designate under Wasnington's Hazardous Waste M&mg&mmi
Act as regulated “mived waste”? For example, DOE has.estimated that approxtmately 20% of
retrieved TRU wastes currenily stored at it Cegtral Waste Complex would desigoate as TRUM
waste. Similarly, DOE estimates that spproximately 26% of retrigved LLW at the Central Waste
Complex would slso designate as MILW. - : : .

I ﬁimii}g} %ff{}ri& ie bmlg E}{}E ﬁsmfez“é }"R{;%‘i irmiz{mat }’ certzf‘ mtwn o
mmgyizam@ mt%a the HEFACO - . o

es‘z&%szshmmi of ‘&m .k{.~33 Ma;@z __M;Zﬁs‘i.:}m}\E\)a}ﬁl-agreezﬁ _iha.gv _.‘ay -}_99 it %o‘a}ié cem;zieze .
site-wide systems analysis to determine the volunie and nature of regulated expected to require
treatment, storage, and/or disposal as a result of the cleanup of the Hanford site. Based on that

* The Wasie Isaletion Pilot Plant Lan'gz'v;*ié%dfagf“fé’ég“{?@.&%‘iézg«wzﬁé%‘-‘;ﬁi}é&@%& 1995

‘,

? Corminwastes fre sxcinded freny thiv definif i Heiaing b evE] fadiondtive wastes, Wastes
determinied by ihe Secretary of Energy and the Administaot of EPA as not requiring desp geologic
disposzl, and westes otherwise apz::»*c%zi for disposal by the UL 5, Naclear Reguletory Commissionona .
case-bs y-case Basls. -

4 tisposal of Hanford Dbfeie FiohLevel, Transinie i el Waites, Fanfond She. RicHand Wshireon:
Record of Decision (ROD, US. Depavewenit of Energy, April 1988, :

3 DOE's ROD also covered Hanferd's 618-10 & 11 burial grounds, which mﬁeﬁ 2 zi:e enly pre-1970 tnrjed susgiont
TRU-contaminated solid waste site outslde the | E‘iammié centeal (200 A:“»g} p?’é o :

£ Waste c’x:}a‘iaizﬁf}g bath z‘é‘:‘zioacﬁye"a;zd mn:radwa&:ﬁ;% 'z‘z'azar‘éws wadte,
2



corhprehénsive analysis, it would subi t an HFF &CO x,zzzmg@ V}a&&fxa proposing milestones for
the acquizition of facilities necessary fo treat, store, and dispose g}f‘.th&s@ sold wastes and
materials, ' B o

In 1995, DOE proposed and Ecology agreed that additional fime for the develppmient 6f such
ratiestone schedules was appiopriate. On Deceniber 31, 1996, the Parties sighed H?‘?AC{}
Change Package M-91-96-01, which £stablished the M-91 series and @ schedule for DOE

develop Protect Management Plans (PMP) for specific'waste siredms. Thischange pacicag\, algg
established *re*;wrvmmtﬁ for the ??VEPQ in S&,mozi H E 2 ofthe E???%C(} Action Plan,

On June 28, 2000, DOE w&mr‘éé ity ’}"”?;i?f f RZ M ?’VE zﬁzé proposed ?E?E?AC‘C}'z‘*ﬁzi‘zégmnes, o
Ecology found significant deficiencies with both the'plan and ‘the proposed milestones: This
started a-fong and complivated dispute. By 2003, disagreement dboutsiate authority over TRUM
destined for disposal at WIPP caused'the Parties to initiate negotiations at the Director of
Heology Jevel. These negotiations included the Assistant Secretary of Eneray for Bnvironmental
Management, the Director of Bcology, and the'EPA Hanford Project- Manager. From January
through March of 2003, the Partizs engaged in detailed nepotiations in ad effort toresclvethe
congerns refated 1o the M-91 milestones. A significant issue was whether TRUM was subject to-
Resource Uonservation and Recovery Act/Hazardous Wasle Management Aot Land Disposal
Restrictions (LR, specifically the storage'prohiBition that eitaches to LDR restricted waste
under WAT 173~ ?Gs 3%{2 }(&“} Those zzeg@tza‘faf;m@ failed,

indvaé ent of the ‘\5 9 negomzzomg Z?B{T}E ;sm&é an’ amazéeé Repard {}f Decision on
September 6, 2002, in-which it é@szdeé to send Certain volumiés of TRU {including TRU ’j’sé.}

to Hanford for *interim storage.” In Mareh 2003, the state filed 2 ldwsuit, Washinglonw,
Abrahom, infederal district court io @r_g; pifvthese shipments. The state-alleged that DOB had -+
fatled foundertake suificient Netional Exvironmental Policy Act analysis befors deciding to
move i?ze was‘i <> §’i&i§f ‘32‘€§ am ‘{i‘i‘ % any (\\wgi‘»ﬁ ”i R{}N m@ved z& Hanford mow:i ONCE o1 BIEE,

process. 1he Fipal E)e*’@rmi*zmm mf:gwmé Z}{}’é" *‘f:z revise ity RU;TR‘E}M }’3"%‘;{}3‘ t}} b{}fi{:ﬁsz dates
aﬁc provided language in the major milestone requiring DOE 1o maintain internal woik
schedules and directives consistent with the milestone reguirements.

On April 30; 2003, Beology issued en wiiinistrativs vrder (Nor OINWPK WS40 yastablishing -
schedules for vetrieving “retrievably stoved waste™ (RSW); freating retrieved, stored, and newly
genersted transuranic mixed waste o ineet LDR réguiremients {or, 48 an alterpative to freatment,
certifving that such waste meets WIPP waste aci:f:;gi‘ié%if requirgments); and managing MLLW,
DOFE appedled or otherwise challenged (he Final Determination’ ané Ecciagi 'S orciez‘ in geparate”
administrative, siate court, and federal courtactions. ; : -

On Ootober 23, 2003, the Partiss enfered info wsetflement agreaimet 1o restlve the ssiies
associated with DOE’s appeal of Beology's Final Détérniination and administrative vrder.

The settlemtent agreement included a zermﬁve If?“? AL0 MG chidn gﬁ ;:mkage wzz%z enforeezble
schedulesfor: : :

I, The refrieval, characterization, a’éad ;,»Qfaga {}" REW

fusd



2. The weatment of MLLW.
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Berause the Parties still could notagree on whether the LDR storage prohibi mzz agf}pi ed o
Hanford’s stored TRUM, the tentative change package also included “contingeny” milestones for
the treatment or certification.of TRUM. . The fingl Z{M AL uﬁ&l’sg{? nackage in mrp@?‘ating these

agreements was-signed by the ?az“:, esin May ;a{‘ 04,

Hecause of f%fze sz‘tomge g};"{}%@i %}iéioz’z_ -iSsi;z.f:, s,i“e ?&riies &gmefi o maketne vearly contact-handled
TRUM {CH-TRUM) treabmenticertifi mzi on reguirements contingent.on the outcome ofa
summary judgment motion in the Washingion v, Abraham lawsuit. -In January 2005 the ?éfzie:mi
district courtruled in the state’s favor, but thedecision did not become final vl the case was
settled in January 2006, On February 8 2006, DOE submitted a HFFACO changerequest.

{(M-91-05-01 ) acoordance with the Octaber, 23, 2003, Settlersent-Agreemeny, to make the -
sontingent milestone enforceable based onthe distvict covrt’sdecision. Un March 8, 2006,
DOE appeated the decision 1o the Ninth Clreuit Court.of Appeals. . The milestonss remain
enforceable. : i .

Tt October 2005, DOE and Eoology slatie o informal discussions related to repirehents in M-91
as a whole, intending to reach resolution E:ay:Decz:mLm 2005, DOE was uneble to meet the
reruiremnents of the “contingent” milestone due. December 31, 2005, Az discussions continued, it
hecame apparentio Ecology that the discussions negded fo cxi‘mé beyond Decsmber 31, 2005, 1o
give the partied the chance toreview all the gertinent information regarding the TRU / TRUM
program and the basis for the requested changes. From November 2008 through April 2006 _zik, :
parties met bi-weekly toshare Tnformation on the initial basis of the milestongs, perceived.
changes, and new information. By miﬁiu’%ﬁgﬁl 2006, the pmi@r; were still farapart on these

mnlestone negotiations, Feology notified DOE that it did not feel DOE had provided Qufﬁmem
‘nformation to fustify making most of the requested changes. Ecclogy suggested that T DOE
veanted 1o continue dispussions, ivshonld submit s sigred change request to initiate the formal
HFFACO dispute process. S : :

On April 17, 2006, Eeology zmm%d at mq;}mzwn %’% docugitent D{}"E’s pm 0 g;rv*s an ”{RLM
sertification. aﬁe:i whether DOE was applying adeguate resources and had increased is efforts o
meet the December 2006 wmﬁgm on requirements, Through that inspection, Beology reviewed
DOE’s data on processing rafes, communicafions between DOE and Flowr Hanford (FH), and
confract documents. Eoology concluded that DOE was.noton a path o meat the December 21,
2006, TRUM certification regnifements.  Tn addition; DOE had not; as it had %:s“fan asserting,
increaged its efforts 1o meet the milesions TEqUremenis,

Om July 28, 2006, DOE notified Ecology that it had compieted the Docember 31, 2005, .
reguirement o certify1,800 cubic meters of TRUM and identified actions taken fo increase
f}:rougj" iput and meintain ag bestas possible ithe M- 9142 certificationrates, On August.24, 2006,
Feology notified DOE ¢ £ the results of the April 2006 inspection. Eeology identified concerns.
that DOE had not met the requirements 1o r;erzz*?y Sﬁ‘{} g}f *E‘R{.}M b} Z)ngm%}er 2{}%



and it was not on track to meet the Decetnber 2006 TRUM certification regtirements. Eeolog

ajse expressed concern that DOF had reduced the work scope deliverables for the Waste
Recsiving and Processing (WRAP) facility under the Project Hanford Management Contract
{DE-ACH6-96RLI3200). Inadditon, DOE had reduced the scepe of the Performance Incenfives
{Pls) associated with T ’RL M certification,

On September 29, 2006, DOE submitted 2 signed change requs %iz segking to change many
requirements of the M-91 milestone seriss, Thig change request was ﬁzwﬁﬁcazﬁi& different from
any proposal discussed in the parties’ earlier meetings and would require time to understand and
negotiate a resolution. The change package was fiemeid on October 13, 2008, and DOE initiated
dispute on Getober 20,2006, With the-inidiation ol dispute; DOE aiked for an extension of the
dispuie at the project- managet level until January 31; 2007, Foology notified IJOE that hwould
not sitend the entive dispute. Lmiegv wag, however, willing to discuss How the parties cotld

~ split the dispute and grant an extension for ;,} sments not assaa,zemé with the December 31 A;Qé

e wirements.

O Noy @mbvr g, 28{}6 X»oi%@; -ssz:ed a lelter 0 DOE, grasting &%e exfension for ihose zs§emems
1ot assotiated with the Decetiber 31,2006, reciiiterments and denying dn exiension for the
December 31, 2006, requirsinents. Following ducussion betwesn Heology and DOE, Ecology
issued & letter on Novetnber 16,2006, ai&z;i‘vmg that any Stawgment of Dispute {SOB‘;'*&g@z‘dﬁﬁg
the Devember 31, 2006; ‘x?««?iwéé YQC;EE!}“’}T erity %ca}d be due o ’\?w fz}?::xér 27 25‘%{}6 '

On Decariber 4, 7006, Ecology initated an {i’%}ié" %‘ﬁé‘;?‘éc’zi’{} G decamwi the setions DOE #5d
FH have taken toincrease thelr certification capacity ﬁz}d mieet e E}wmﬁwzf 31, 2008,
milestone.

On Novemnber 27,2006, DOE delis vered # 80D forthe Diéceinber 3 ﬁ% WM91-42
requirenients. Eeology reviewsd the SODY and found no fiew inf a!matm sradegudte
sustification for the reguesied Changed “Inferagency Management Integration Team
representatives from Foology, DOE, and i:‘(?ﬂx mez on Decemiber :"5“ 2006, byt could wot
- agree on a resolufion. : _

IV. - Ecology’s vebirthal of DOE’S Stateinent of Dispute and propoted resoldtion

This dispute involvas fwo reguirsments 6F the HFFACO M-9142 milestone that wefe ofiginally
due on Dectmber 31, 2006, and drenow {113‘%:’-"3% -‘{héﬁ e {:;:{“ wmsughice of this } ingl Delermination:

1. Treat fomeet LDR reg ﬁ'izé‘rﬁ@;é:bz aﬁ%zfx* i{; whget 2& i?}? requirsiients 8 c&wuia"{%m of -
3,000 cubiometers TRUM -

2. I DOE chiooses 1 certify inlisn of treatiaeht § t ey Theet the Velume reguifements
specified in this milestone for any given year by certifying CH-TRU or CH-TRUM,
provided that all CH-TRUM in permitted storage as of December 31, 2002, is treafed o
mest LDR requirements or cerfilied

iy



. Cﬁﬁﬁ.@iﬁg Ceonditiond and Govd Cauge - -

30OF asserts that ucﬁa&m chﬁzm,& a? of which-were beyond tiscontrel, ooourred i assmz;}mm
on which ‘{,E}.ac above milestones were based. Thess astamptions relate 100 :

1. The condition of the containers o be retrioved.

Z. The percentage of druwms that would: rf,»::;mfz I@:‘)&L«.&gﬁ g for disposal at the Waste -
Isolation Pilot Plang {WIPP). SR :

30 The amiount of hex ’ii\:’»g&i‘ét,mf“’i i &z*svraz c vvagfza avaz lable if‘or certificstion.

DOE infers i}‘ﬁzt “&‘;S“"Z&}?EX{?Z}S &dm ’fm ‘mzi@rs we re held by all parties af the time ii)’f the
2003-2004 negotiations and were. emszé red when the milestone requisements were sef, DOE .
ATgUes tizezi thess changing conditions warrant Good Cause ander Article XL of the BFFACO.

With regard to zssumption 1, i c6lo g}« asserts that ‘;:Z*zz«; aogxzmi on was never discussed i the
20032004 negotiations. The RSW has been stored below g grade for more than thirty vears.
One of the major drivers for requiting DOE fo remove this waste was that the infegrity of the
coniainers was highly suspect. nEcology’s Adriinistrative Urder No, 03NWPKW-5494,
Ecology cited DOE'S own é@cuz’?mﬁs, wk;f:i’z ;Zazeé imgpections ocz:c;z«::ged it 1594 showed th a‘i
“the majority of drums zm;}wfzed { :ﬁz‘@s}ab’y over f::zz"%g fcgﬁ%‘s s had appreciable-arcas where pain
had flaked off or corrosion begun.” In addition, Feology cited the fact that 20% of the drurss
inspected ultrason zcaﬁ} had maabm abie corrosion and ene drom was found 1o be breached in
’i:"sw areas abowt 0,25 inch in diameter. This invest gaazm reporied a maximurg corrosion rate of
2 milfvesr. Ttwas not unforesesable that z:?;ese vontainers wouki now, more than 10 vears later,

be i oan ut &i‘zb e and deferiorating condition.

With regard to assumption 2, Ecology again assetis that this assumption wasnever discussed
in ﬁz@ 20032004 z‘%eg&%&ﬁcm Furthermors, 1{: its SOD,DOE does not document the “chan, gmn‘
eenditions,” buf only states fhat the number of retrieved. dmms hiat require additional
repackaging is higher then oviginally anfici ;*ai«**ai DOE does not quantify the original
assurnption, nor does it document the current situation, ' R

With regard o assumption 3, DOE asserts that it planned on an addidenal 700 cubic meters of
waste from Hanford’s Plutonium Fiaishing Plant {PEFP) that would not require repackaging and
could be easily ceriified. Eeology agrees that there was discussion of this wasfé in the
20032004 negotiations, and it fact doeumented the assumption of newly generated waste from
PFP and elsewhere. H@wm er, 2:3313 V{}éame wag derermined o add 1© the estimated volume of
RSW shd waste curkently in storage in order forestimare the total volume of waste that would
need to be certified. There was no discussion about what wastes would be easier or harder to
certify. The fact remains, 28 DOE admits in its SOD, that “there fs in fact enough waste in
storage o mect the 2006 milestone for certification of TRUM, but 1t reguires significantly more
effort and resouvrces to sort throu A_,h apd repackage ... ) ! Agazm DOE does not guantify
“sigrificantly mote e&fw{

LS. Deparment of Eaw 5% Statement of Dispute { SGZ}J f{}"“ Hanford Faderal Facility Agreemen and Conset
Grder {(Tri-Party Agrsement Change Control Form MDL06.01 Milesionss M-21-80 2l M-91 47, page 3,

e ok e

Tramsraiftal letter U7-A I*«sC? §043, Movembsr, 27, 2084,



HFFACO Axticle XL discusses the contept 6T “Gond Tanse” and ideniifies vircumstances
justifving pood canse for changing milestonerequirements. Most of these circumstances are

- very specific and relate to unforesecable v %{?‘zﬁz‘.@m;}?&«; et of God, fire, war, Insurrection,
inability toobtain permits, and insufficlent funds. DOE hasrepeatedly stated thet its budger
regquests and appropriated funds have been adequats © assure comphiance with HEX FACO
requirsments. Nong of the specific circumstances of HFFACO Asticle XL apply. Even under
ziz,ese specific sircumstances, DOE stllmust show z%az, the evenis:are mfwcgaeabic oy that
delays ocoursed or will seenr despite DIOE exercising “reasonable diligence’™ fo prevent them.
{Bee HFFACO Article XLVIL) DOE has not supported the notion that these changes were
unforesesable or that ?)Oﬁ-ézas:exarczsvﬁ reasonablediligence o prwezzh delay in the meesence of
these changes. : : : -

Z}{}f‘ ’s acfmm m inerease f?z mwﬁm%

In. i}{}}: ’g 3@3} 28 geziz;{ i}i}“ﬁ identifies actions it h,&s zaiqen to ihcrease ¢ 1mugh’:zu‘£ on
certification rates. These actionsinclude: S e

Géing 16 two full dhiifts at WRAP i Uctober 2004,

oy

2. Starting one repackaging permacon unit in T-Plant canyon in July 2008
3. éx{iw:;g, two more rephckaging p@m%con i ‘ts i 2 ?iamz i fune 2006,
4. Discussion of sending somie RU waste: to andiher, “3?3{}}1’ site. N o o

With V&g&ré 0 ?m{m 1,DOE cizii mcrﬁ&siz its {};}cm‘i’i%s at ’i & %’Rﬁ ? ia{;iili} 10 two é’mﬂ:& per
day in October 2004, This was early in ‘f%af:s ;%mgz am, just seven mmﬁzs after the milesione
sackage was signed. This iiéredse o two shifts ocenrred long | beforeany concerns of missing
the milexione were roade knowa and represents- e level of effory DOE expected was necessary.
o meet the milestons requirements. Ecology'sconcern is %i&m DOE did in 2006 to increase its
efforts when it was obvious it wonld not meet fhe milestony even withthe two shifis aperaiing at’
WRAP. DOE did not take any actions, or dovument that it ook any actions, at this time 1o
incresse processing efficiency at the WRAP facility, In fact, in {I}m@%m 2006 and onthe vergs
of missing the milestone, DOE dropped back o one shift per day. Certainly this action wis not
aimed atincreasing throughput.. et L

With mgaré to actions 2 and 3, Z}Qf‘ diﬁ }3"6‘ side ﬁww permACH mf s.at T-Plant by June 2006,
However, Ecology’s recent. inspestion revealed that there are.only tWo operating crevws forthese.
units. The shird erew is for surveillance. and mam‘i&zzaﬁce aetrvitien. One crew is dedicated 1o
srocessing TRU, and the second crew processes ."E”R about S0% of the time. These crews are
operating 4 days s weel, 9hours per day. Each ur itis *y}:m, ily down for maintenance 1 day pm'
week, {}ﬁ average, the crew is a{:‘"uaiii za;asx%gm& swaste for about4 howrs per dey While
Ecology dpplands DOE’s agtions to get additional permacon units, Ecology thinks thereare .
additional actions DOE could take to make these c;matw ns more efficient. With three units
available, DOE could theoratically be provessing waste for a total of 120 howrs per week., With
only two opergting crews, processing waste only4 hours a day for4 days per week, DOE is only

getting 22 howrs of waste DIOGESsin g"time fromm these mzts “”}113 is aboul 27% efficiéncy:

* Latter (06-AMCP-0227) COMPL 3?2{}"\3 f"? CI:‘&T&? ai, &TY{}Z\ {3"? 3 8% {/{; BYC ?v?{, :EQS C}p
TRANSURANIC WASTE TOWARDTRI-FPARTY &GR&E MEMT MILESTONE %«’E G142 iiﬁ(,“ JER;E%EN ?8
from Keith A, Elein 1o Jane Hedges; Joly 28,2008, L

7
.'f .



With regard foaciion 4, Eeology is tleased thet DOE is disoussing options with othergiws 7
Howsver, Ecology is confused that it could cost Iess to send Hanford waste {0 another sitedd he.
-“@gxackggf‘;; and then be returned to Hanford or sentdirectly to WIPP. It seerns if would be lass
expensive to hive additional crews, work ovettime, of otherwise better utilize the capabilities
already available at Hanford, SR '

}’}{}E umiatemi d;z“eitiz{}zz . c{mémcwr me@mzsiem Mﬁz &?Fﬁ{f

Section 11 4of the HFFACO Action ? 238 uc;mef»; “i}{}ii 16 maintain zzzie:mai pi &mzz’zgy documents
{(haselines, multi-year work plans, and sife-wide systemy engineering confrol docoments)
consistent with the HFFACD. DOE has acted contrary to 1his requitement with respect o the
December 31, 2006, M-91-42 requirernents.” DOE admits in its SOD that it changed the
contractor’s performance mcwtzvek {Pls) onmorethan one occasion as g result of the changing
conditions discussed above. Table 1 shows 2 history of coniract and PI changes starting in 2003,
The issue of most concern 1o Bcology in this dispute s that DOE unilaterally, withowt notifving
Eeology, changed its direction to the contractors. As early as March 2005, DOE.mdamé the
reguirements of the confract and performance incentives o volumes below the M-91 TRUM
certification requirements. T S -

Milestone M-R1-42 requires. Z}{}E o, aez’iwf‘v a cumuldtive V,GG.J cabac imeters c{ ’Z‘R&?xi bv
December 31, 2006, A letter from ?‘%w* %ﬁ;}f{;z‘é docurients that “on March 25, 2005, FH and
RL verbally agreed fo a revised P1 1o ship 2,132 m3% of TRU by September 30, 20067 oS {in
September 12, 2005, that agreement was formally incorporated into the PL In March 2008,
while in the middie of discussions with Ecolggy abiaut adjusting the tiléstons {and with Eeology
ot resporiding favorably), DOE agait reduosd the vontract requiraments, as well ag'the
ncentives, further below HFFACO milestong fequitements. Ecols gy cannot decept that DOE
was-doing-all it could to mest the Decembet 31,2006, M-91-42 requirgments when the
contractor was 1ot given: 'smez*izw or even raqw”ec% by Y m conifiact, fo meet the rhilestone -
reguirements. o : '

DO argues that charging conditions gutside i Sl of the contractor z;eeéssﬁ&ted charges
x:} the contractor’s p@vf‘:}rmﬁ%}@ incentivey, Forinsiance, In Attachinent 3 of FHA501961A RY,
FH reguests an equitable adiustment uae to DOE's fatlure 1o oblain WIFP approv aizand Sbg?pi“f
‘adeguate TRUPACT shipping casks. ™ None of the docummentation DOE supplies to justify
changing the contracior’s Plg, however, relates to changes inthe three assumiptions on which -
DOE maintains the December 31, 2006, M0 142 réquirtingnis are based, and on which DOE
based its SOD.. On Devember 20,2006, 10 yféﬁéiizzﬁ this Figal Determination: Ecology ™
identified this point to DOE amd reguested ™ i provide an? documentation from the contrictor
requesting an eguitable adinstment because of chighges Indny of the assumptions ofvwhich the
Decermiber 31,2006, M-97-4 2 requirements ard aliggedly based. No such information wis
pf{?VEdﬁd; ’ . N S .

*Lewer, (FH-0401782.3), iMPAC?b Rf’fgi; LT?’N{’E “‘?R’C}M Y“Q ??RFEZ{EN(,E ?E&R "3% M b?C J?\v HIIDUE -
T DELAYS IN APPROVAL OF WIPP CERTIFICATION AUDIT REPORTS AND. ?f&ﬁ_b’f{? TOPFROVIDE
CSHIPPING CAPATITY, from M Rorald G, Gt lagherta Mr, Ketth A, Kiein, June 14, 2005,

® Letter (FH-0501961ARIL E QJY TABLE M*EU&?%E ST FOR MISEED GFS/LARD FUNDING LBATATION
IMPACTS, from Mr. f{m@ G Gaﬁag:,%zﬁr‘zc Mr. Kﬁ:m A-Klein, huns 82005, : .

Y gmeil, fiom Lawre Oy saccth }\fiz:k French and ¢ axr%:g S e, Z}éfwﬁbéz wi‘ {}{}a 2 04 mmi,
b



Table 1, History of ;-i{?ﬁ"j}Eﬁ.’C&nt{*’a{:‘iézm}i Pesformanve Incentive Adjustiments —

Drate ~ Contract. | Contract Deltverable _' '_._-?grif_f}i_;fﬁm%?i?? _ince%gi_i_v_e . Incentive
Modification {”}‘“RL’%i's}zzpmmé or | Deliverable (TRUM - Ameunt
NO. | . cerfificatondue . shgpmm,i‘ of cortification
Z&eg}iem%)ez‘ 36,2006 | due September 30, Z{}{?f{_.’i S
6/14/04 | M263% 21327 8 increments o 256 ar’ $112M
g 2500wy comulative $iaM
7120705 | Luter: 03»’?}2{% 2132 m '”'i{i’-féiz{;r@zzz&zzts of 256 %112 M
lonastt : F2500 T cumulative 1815 M
/12705 | Letter: 05-PRO- 2,132 m & inprements of 256 1y’ 5112 M
] ”‘«‘4’%32( 2132 w7 cumulative (S1OM
3/16/06 | Letter: 06-PRO- 12132 1 6 inererents of 256 17 $11.2M
2047 1,864 m” cumulative St M
4725 /06 | K438 (1,732’ & emz‘ez:z'zems of 2567 [$11.2M
! 1,864 1 climulafive CSLAM |

Floyr Manford was paid performance incentive fee, through an equiteble adiusiment, for two nerements

never shipped,

L

Findings and Final Determination

DOF failed to meet thé T TEG sirements of E‘v’i @2 »%2 in aizaz, z‘z a;&zci not E&y' December 31 , 2U06:

Treat to meet LDR requirements or certify to meet WIPP reguirements 3,000 cubic
_mezcrs of TRUM. _ e
20 'E"zeaf; to meet LDR vequirements o7 deriify to meet s% I ?? veamr@mew all the
CH-TRUM inpermitied Swrz{%: asof zz;;zfﬁgz o

2 amendment of Solicitatio/ModiSeafon cf Coﬂ‘»z@%a }D}: A{Z‘{}é %Rm%"’f}é MZ{}* gl md b&f

Keith Klein, June 15, 2004,

By etter (05-PRO-DEESS, CONTRAUT KQ, DE-AC06-0ER1I280 ~ EQUITARLE Aﬁé’iﬁﬁ‘?&%%@? FOR MISSED

GFUS ;’Xﬁﬁ) FUNDING TIMITATION IMPACTS, from Mr, Keith Klzin to Mr. R G, Gallagher, Juns 20, 2003,

" Letigr {0S-PROGAS ), CONTRACT NO. DE-ACHSRLIZZO0 - EQUITARBLE ADJUSTMENT FOR MISSED
GFUS AND ?L\EEBZNG‘E IMITATION IMPACTS, from Mr, Keith Kleln to Mr. R G Gallagher, September 12,

20638

LR

My, Ketth Kielp o Mr. R G, Gallagher, March 15, 2006,

' Amendment of Sollohation/Modification of Contract No, DE-ACHS: SERL13Z00, M238, signod by

Dravid B Swomberg, April 25, 2006,

¥

21 etter {06-FRO-0204), CONTRACT NO. DE-ACOS-26RLI2200 - 2006 PHMC FEE INCENTIVES, ftom



As DOE becameaware that thesailestone requirsmeants wers 1t jeopardy, 11 did ot respond
adequately or in amanner sufficient w support completion of the milestone. To the contrary,
DOFE refiuced confracite qammmis and performidnes jzcm?,ﬁ*‘e\ to well below the HFFACO
milestone requirebents. i déing o, DOE vislated Sestion’11:4of the HFPACO Action Plan by
not maintaining internal planning dosummis mu dzrf:{;m o8 i’o the vOE‘Ri}.& tor consistent with

HFFACO milestons requiferments,

rzsolve the parties” HEFACO dispuls regarding milesiboe M-91 w,a} and in order to ensure the
safe and fimely reanment of ct:r‘zuzcdizm o Hanford site transmranic and fransuranic mixed
,kf&’s‘.,c,, my ;znai ce‘mrm*mizm m ﬁgs m:zf"ifzf is s follows:

Conseaenily, in light of the Administrative Record-and the findiigs oullined ab{}vﬁ) m order o

1. ’g“ié@"xis??zw M-9147 imilestones mii not be revised as re ‘6{31’»{% by DOE, %ut wwill
Crfemain enforee a%:ue 85185, :

- D30E has missed %Ezw MG 1.42 m}es tone requirsrment o certify 3,000 cobie meters of
TTRUM by December ':»} 2008,

3 DOE hasmissed the M-91] wziiéf milesons tequitement (o cartify, by December 31, 2006,
all CH-TRUM 1n storage as of December 31, 2002, :

4, T¥OE shall direct its contractor to take z‘zﬂca,gga& %tzz}m 10 zmpg ove performance and
mest all Rture MO iyegqubrements, . - o0 5 U

5. Pursnant o HFFACO i‘sﬂici@ VI, parsgraph 30(1), DOE shall perform and complete all
work necessary to comply wi fh the terms of this Final Determmmation.

R

In amecham m‘?}} ?3??‘?&{30 Amcin IX éz,coi«agx« may issue sﬁpﬁa%é@ pmaﬁim Tor gag ?z
viclation of the HFFACO. Ecelogy is not assessing stipulatesd penalties at this time. Potential
penalties will scertie for as Jong as DOE is sutof compliance with the identified M-91
requirements; Le., until DOE has certified at lesst 3,000 eubic meters of TRUM and has certified
all the CH-TRU ‘%i in permitted storage as of 12731702, Potential penalties will geerue at a rafe of
up to $5.000/violation for the Hrst week and 810,000/viclation for each additional week vptil
DOE has completed these requirements. At the time DOE completes these requirements,
Eeclogy will determine the final amount of penalties that may be assessed agalnst DOE. In
malking that determination, Ecology will consider allthe circumstances, including actions taken
by DOE and FH in meeting these requirements as quickly as possible.

¢
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(QIS) Taylor, WJ [Bill] - Hanson, Arlana J '
Hunemuller, NK  Team Leader R W et /]
DA [Debble] Moshy Secretary 2 r 3
Brown, DH [Dennis] £k} ’

George, Jack B {SHE: Indust Hyglense)

Hernandez, Paul R - QA

Vega, Bam A {GA)
I = Information Copy Notes: Date Rec'd

& = Action Party % CRED- e ] '

Sean: - Yes[ X} _ ‘ :

Yeswioatt {7 ] y g RECEIVED

CRPLL Lontacts: JUL 162003
Patricla Dsaton - 376-214% ) ;
Joy Hervey - 3762143 - DOE-ORP/ORPCC




STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

1375 W 4th Avenws ¢ Kommewich, Wadhingfon $8335-6018 » (809 73597581
July 14, 2003

Mr. James B, Rasmussen, Director
Envirenmental Division

Office of River Protection

United States Depantment of Energy
P.0. Box 430, MSIN: H6-60
Richland, Washingtion 99352

Prear Mr. Rasmussen,

Re:  Completion of Dangersus Waste Naotice of Intent (NOD for the Contact-
Haandled Transuranic Mixed Waste Packaging and Interim Storage Facllity,

Completion of Motice of Intent

On May 15, 2003, the United States Department of Energy (USDOE), Office of River Protection
subrnitted a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Washingion Swte Department of Ecology (Ecology)
for the Contact-Handled Trapsuranic Mixed Waste Packaging and Interim Storage Facility
pursuant to Washington Admimstrative Code (WAT) 173-303-281. This letter serves as
notification of Bcology’s wrilten tentative decision (o approve the demonstration of compliance
with the requiretnents of WAC 173-303-281. Ecology will hold a public hearing in accordance
with WAC 173-303-282 (4 ¥cHii) and accept comments on ils tentative decision for 2 minimum
of 45 days. Subsequent to evaluation of all public comments, Bcology shall make a final
decision regarding demonstration of compliance with WAC 173-303-281, While achieving
compliance, there was a lack of robusiness to the subminal, and Foeology would like to reiterate
clanfication of the following two key issues?

+  The USDOE has described progosed activities in this unit as “packing” and “storage™;
however, the activities described in Section 2.2, alse meet the following definition of
“Treatment” provided in WACTT3-303-040:

“Treatment” means the physical, chemical, or biclogical processing of dengerous waste
tor make such wastes non dangerous or fess dangerous, safer for transport, amenable for
energy or material resource récovery, amenable for starage, or reduced in volume, with
the exception of compacting, repackaging, and sorring ax allowed under WAC.173.303.
S0 2} and 173-303-600{3 ).

RECEIVED
JUL 16 2003
DOE.ORPIORPLG




My, James E. Rasmugsen
Fuly 14, 2003
Fage 2

s This proposed activity does not gualify ax an expansion under interin xatus ax described
in WAC-173.363-805, However, the unit suay be added (o the existing Hanford Facility
Permit provided final status permithng requirements are met,

To avoid delays o the permiiting process, Ecology anticipates 2 mose fully developed Part B
Permut Application (Revision U}, Again, USDOE and contvactor staff are strongly encou raged
discuss ssues associated with this unit, with Ecology, to clarify any questions and/os concerns,

I vou have any questions or comments regarding this letier, please contact me at (3093 736-57058
of Jean Vanm at {309) 7363046,

- \@ LQ

$rance Dahl
Tank Waste Disposal Project Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

Cl Mick Ceto, EPA
Keith Kiein, DOE
Billie Maugs, ORP
Roy Schepens, ORP
Robert Yasek, ORP
Ed Aromi, CHG
Felix Miera, CHG
Al Conklin, DOH
Todd Martin, HAB
I3 Willanson, CTUIR
Donne Powsukee, NPT
Hussell Jim, YIN
David Mears, WA AG
Gary Ballew, Benton County
Adam Syail, Benton County
Kea Niles, OOE
Administrative Record: Taok waste treatment requirements




U8, Department of Energy

PO Box 450
Richiand, Washington 38352

JUN 03 2003

03-TPD-036

Mr. Michael A Wilson, Program Manager
Nugclear Waste Program

State of Washington

Department of Beology

1318 W, Yourth Avenue

Kennswick, Washington 99336

Paar Mr, Wilson:

PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDED DOUBLE-SHELL TANK (DST) SPACE
SAVINGS OPTIONS

References: 1. Ecology letter from 1. J. Lyon to I, E. Rasmussen, ORP, “Response 1o Single-
Shell Tank Retneval Sequence and Double-Shell Tank Space Evaluation,”
RPP-8354 Revision 1, dated April 21, 2003,

2. "Tank Space Options Repor,” RPP-7702, Revision 0, dated April 2001,

3. “Integrated Mission Acceleration Plan,” RPF-13678, Revision 0, dated March
2003,

4. Cowbined report on “Single-Shell Tank Retrieval Sequence and Double-Shell
Tank Space Evaluation,” RPP-8554 Revision 1, dated September 2002,

The U, Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is submitting to the State of
Washinglon Department of Ecology (Ecology) in accordance with the request for a plan
deseribing space-saving options planned for the DST (Reference 1% A description of the
activities being implemented that increase the effective available space in the existing twenty-
cipht DSTs is attached. The options were originally compiled in the Tank Space Options Report
{Reference 2. These options have been subsequently incorporated in the Integrated Mission
Acceleration Plan (IMAP) (Reference 3) which describes the management stratzgies that will
reduce the time and cost {6 ¢lose the Hanford Site Tank Farms.

Space savings are being achieved by reducing the volume of wastes already stored in the DSTs,
by utilizing space that historically had been reserved for other purposes that are no longer part of
the current tank farm tmission, and by retrieving a portion of the Single-Shell Tank {857 waste
divectly to treabment without it entering the DST system.



Mr. Michast A. Wilson 2~ JUN T 3 2003
03-TPD-G56

These nuliatives, when completely implemented, could recover or avoid the use of nearly 10.0
million gallons of DST space {equivalent to about 9 DETs) between now and 2018, These
initiatives represent a recovery of more than one-half of the tank space shortape cited in vour
lefter that would be needed to meet the 2018 85T retnieval Hanford Federal Facility Agreement
and Consent Urder (HFFACO) Milestone M-045.05. To date we have identified space-savings
mttiatives that achieve 7.4 milhion gallons of the 9.4 million gallon goal esiablished in the IMAP
to achieve 40 tank retrievals by 2006, The space-savings already identified spbstantially exceed
the amount contemplated by HFFACO Milestone M-46-21 for implementing the Tank Space
Options Report (Reference 21,

These space-saving oplions are not exhaustive, As ORP and CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc,
gain additional 85T refrieval and closure operating experience, othier opportunities arg expected
to beecome apparent. Traditionally, these have included benefits derived from process
optimization, such as efficiencies in recovery technologies, and reduced working volumes, We
expect that continued judicious management of the DST space will make additional inroads on
the predicted shortfall, and allow us to complete the mission without relying on construction of
additional costly DST storage.

Even more significant will be ORP s efforts to initiale treatiment by utilization of the Waste
Treaiment and Immaobilization Plant currently under construction, and by the deployment of
supplemental technologies (o further enhance Low-Activily Waste treatment, The extent o
which waste can be treated and disposed, when combined with the effective DST space-savings
options, will enable ORP’s accelerated SST retrieval and closure initiatives.

ORP discusses the results of these space-saving activities with Ecology staff en a regalar basis.
Both of the RPP-8554, “Bingle-Shell Tank Remieval Sequence and Double-Shell Tank Space
Evaluation” {Reference 4), and RPP-13678, “Integrated Mission Acceleration Plan”
{Reference-3) provide information on our progress. These formal reports are supplemented and
updaied between revisions by milesione progress discussions scheduled for the HFFALD
Cuarierly Review meetings.

I you have any questions, ploase contact me, or your staff may contaet Cathy Loude, Tank Farms
Programs and Projects Division, (5091 3766834,

Sincerely,

// Tames E. Rasmussen, Director

TR CEL ~ Fovironmental Division

cor See page 3



Mr. Michael A, Wilson 3.
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co wraltach:

K. E. Carpenter, CHG

3. B Fowler, OHG

M. N, Farayssi, CHG

T. L. Hissong, CHG

1. O, Honeyman, CHG
BN, CHG

3. 1. Washenfelider, CHG

1 3. Lvons, Ecology

TPA Adminisirative Record



Attachment 43-TPD-056

Activitics Underway 1o Increase Effeciive Available Space
Within the Existing Tweaty-Eipht Double-Shell Tanks (D57}



Attachment |
03-TPD-036

Activities Underway to Increase Effective Available Space
within the Existing Twenty-Eight Double-Shell Tanks (D8Ts

The schedule to retmeve and close Single-Shell Tanks (S87Ts) is currently dependent on
available DET space and Low Activity Waste (LAW) waste reatment and disposal.
Based on recent cases analyzed uiilizing the Hanford Tank Waste Operations Simulator
maodel, the equivalent of about 9.4 million gallons of additional storage space will be
necessaly {o support accelerated rofrieval of 40 38T through 2006,

Work is underway to implement the following inftiatives that maxinaize DST space
avatlability, and, in two cases, bypass the need for DSTSs in the waste treatment process,

, [BE

(b)(5)

2, |(b)(5) |

(b)(5)




Attachment |
G3-TPD-056

(b)(5)

3.[(L)5)

(b)(5)

4. [B)3)

(b)(5)

5, Bypass DSTs for Selected 88T Retrievabs

Direct retrieval of B8T waste to supplemental waste processing will bypasy the DST

syatemn and reduce the nood for additiona! {ank space for retrieval and freatment of those

wastes. Dhirect retrieval of 85T transuranic waste to supplemental processing without

utilizing DST space for staging and transfer will roake an additional (L5 mGal of DT

space available. [(D)(5) |
|(b)(5) |

Timing of Inftiatives

The accompanying table shows the expected results from these multiple space-saving
options between present day and the end of FY 2006, when the existing CHG contract
completes. To date we have identified options that are expected (o recover about 7.4
mGal of additional DST space during this period,



Aftachment 1

03-TPD-056
Table. Projected DST Space-Savings through FY 2006 (kGap)'
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPAKTMENT OF ECOLOOY
1315 W 4th Avenoe » Keanewick, Washington 993365018 » (509} F35.7581

March 22, 2004

My, James E. Basmussen, Director
{fice of River Proteciion

United States Department of brergy
£ 0O, Box 450, MEIN: H6-00
Richiand, Washington 99332

Dear Mr. Rasmuesen:

Re: Completion of Dangerous Waste Notice of Intert (NOI for the Contact Handled-
Tramsuranic Mixed Waste Packaging and Interim Storage Facility

Omn May 13, 2003, the United States Departroent of Energy (USDOR)-Office of River Protection
(ORP) submitted a Notice of Intent (NOT) 10 the Washington State Department of Ecology
{Eeology) for the Contact Handled (CH)-Transuranic Mixed Waste (TRUM) Packaging and
Interim Storage Facility pursuant to the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303.281,
The NOI process requirements bave been completed. This leter serves as notification of
Erology’s written decision io approve the demonsiration of compliance with the reguirements of
WAC 173-303.-281. Whik achieving compliance, some information provided in support of the
NOI needs 1o be updated in Part B application. Heology would like o reiterate clarification of
the following iasue:

= The USDOE has described proposed activities in this unit as “packing™ and “storage™;
however, the activities desceribed in Section 2.2 also meet the following definition of
“Treatment” provided o WAC 173-303.040:

“Treatment” means the physical, chemical, or biological processing of dangerous waste
0 make yuch wastes non dangerous or less dangerous, safer for transpors, amenable for
engrgy or material resource recovery, amenable for storage, or reduced in volume, with
the exception of compacting, repackaging, and sorting as allowed under WAC-173-303-
FOH2 ) and F73-303-600{3).

RECEIVED
MAR 7 3 2004




My, Iaows B, Rasomssen, Dircctor
MMarch 22, 2004
Page 2

To avoid delays in the permitting process, Ecology anticipates & more fully developed Part B
Permit Apphication {(Revision 8. Agatn, USDUE and contractor stalf are strongly enconraged o
discuss issues assoviated with this unit with Boology (o clarify any questions or concerns.

If yous have gay questions or comments regarding this letter, please contact me at (309) 736-5708
or fean Vanni af (308) 736-3046.

Bincerely,

““Zuzanne Dahl
Tank Waste Lisposal Project Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

SDIVYie

e Nick Ceto, BEPA
Keith Kiein, USDOE
Billic Mauss, USDOE-ORP
Roy Schepens, USDOE-ORP
Kobert Yasek, USDOE-QORP
Fd Aromi, CHG
Yelix Miera, CHG
Al Conkiin, DOH
Toxid Martin, HAR
Ken Miles, ODOE
Stuart Harris, CTUIR
Pat Sobotta, NFT
Russell Iim, YIN
Environmental Portal, FH
Administrative Record: Contact Handled- Transuranic Mixed Waste



THRE TRy IR

TG

"Uf eucieN [Slusey

UOLDBL0I IBA
ABlIsug jo jusuilnds

S






(b)(5)







L9 HEd
{40 01 YIm 80UBpIoosR Ul SISEQ @S9 AQ 8SED B UO |esodsip

10} porcidde sey (DHN) uoISSILIWOD 8y) 1eY) saisep (€)

10 ‘ped siyy Aq painbas uoyejost jo saibep oy

paau Jou op (Y3 0} J0JBlSIUILIPY Y} JO 82UBLNIUOD BU] YIM
pauuusiep sey (Abrsuz jo) Juswuedsq sy jey) sejsepm (z)

:88)SEM BAoeOipEl [9Aa] UBIH (1)

.10} Jdaoxa ‘sisem jo weld sjad ‘siesk
0¢ uey} sejealb seal Jley yim ‘sadojosi ojueinsuel) Bumiwe
-eydie Jo 10U 001 uey siow Buiuiejuoo aisem sueswl ‘ued

SIY} Ul pesn se ‘sajsem sAgoeoipel ojuednsuel] (1) 20 L6 09S e







(b)(5)



"Spinbij
9al} Jo AJljige)s [einjonns ‘wio) [eaisAyd ‘Ajijigow
10} euallo adue}dasoe a)sem JosW 0) psppe
9Q Isnwi jey} eipsw uoijezijigels Aue se ||am
Se J|9s]l [eLISjeW 91SeMm a8y} SepNjoul XIJew SIy | -

papasu xujew




INCOMING CORRESPONDENCE COVERSHEET

CORR-2012-0065
Auther Addressee Correspondence No,
S. E. Bechtol/ORP A B, Dunning/WRPS 1201159

Subject: CONTRACT NO. DE-AC27-08R V14800 -[0)(5) |

DOE-ORP: 1 2-AMD-0072

(b)(5)

DISTRIBUTION

Washingten River Protection Solutions

WRPS Correspondence Control

IC Allen-Floyd

AD Basche

{Z Burrows

RE Gregory

IN Holloway

Gl Johnson

DB Litde

JA MeDonald

RS Page

GA Parkburst

CA Simmpsen {{Assignee))

R Bkwarek

DX Smith

BE Thomas

RE Wilkinson

Priority: NORMAL
Assignee: C. A, Simpson
Received: April 16, 2012
Due Date:  6/16/2012 — provide a FAR compHant
proposal for the scope of work a5 reguested by
QRP,

WRPS Correspondence Control

Por Questions ealls 376-0273

Outlook Address: “WRPS Correspondence Control




_U.B. Department of Energy

" P.0. Box 450, MSIN H6-60
Richland, Washington 88352

APR 12 2012
12-AMD-0072 1201159

Mr. Abel B. Dunning, Contracts Manager
Washington Kiver Protection Solutions LLC
24440 Stevens Center Place

Richland, Washingion 59354

Pear Mr. Dunning:

CONTRACT NO. DE-AC27-08RV 14800 - [B)(5) H
®)5)

Heference:  ORP letter from 8. E. Bechicl to A, B, Punning, WRPS, “Transmittal of Contract
Modifieation 133, 11-AMD-239, dated September 28, 2011,

The U.8. Department of Enerpry (DOE), Office of River Protection (ORP) reguests s[(0)5) |

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Detailed Scope and Reanirements
(bX5)

 WRPS CC Reev'd 04/16/9012




Mr. Abel B. Dunning 2 APR 12 201

12-AMD-0072

(b)(5)

Please address technical or schedule questions to Mr. Ronald Kolt at {309) 376-4434. Ifthere
are questions regarding the proposal preparation, please contact me at {509) 373.7914, or
Susan Bechtol at (309) 376-3388.

Sincerely,

Jeiorn & GrKRY

Susan E. Bechtal
AMIDISER Contracting Officer

cer W J Neff, RL
WRPS Correspondence
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United States Government - - Department of Enefgy

i emoran ol Um Richland Operations Office

pate MAY 02 2003

R e WMD:TAS/03-WMD-0200

SUBJEDT: 'R.EQUiﬁg? FOR NEW WASTE CODES FOR TRANSURANIC (TRU) WARTR
DISPOSAL AT THE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT (WIPPF)

o Donald C. Gadbury, Acting Assistant Manager
Office of National TRU Program, CBFQO

In developing plans for the shipment of TRU waste from the Hanford tank farms to the
WIPP, it has been determined that two additional waste codes are required in the WIPP
permit. RL requests the following two waste codes be added: D023 (Hemhim%m&d&we}
and D041 (2,4,5- ’Z“miﬁmo?}zém},) ,

Zf you have any quastzons, piease contact Todd Shrader, W&stc Management Divigion, on
{509) 3762725,

. ta:* czx‘;ra} ?Ia‘zmu

cor RP. Dunn, DESH
D W, Hamilton, CH2M
5O Keistofusky, CH2M
P Moody, CBFO
K. W. Watson, CBFO




RLFI528 6 02/83)

United States Government Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
memorandum i

MAR ¥ 9 2003

ey 1o WMD:TAS/03-WMD-0118
ATTH OF:

supsecT:  HANFORD SITE TRANSURANIC (TRU) WASTE PROGRAM KRY PERSONNEL

ro.  Kerry Watson, Assistant Manager
Office of National TRU Program, CBFO

There have been a munber of recent personne! changes for the Hanford TRU Program. Asa
result, the US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office is providing an updated
key personnel list for the Hanford TRU Program, slong with contact information. The Het is
provided in the Attachment. In addition, poinis of contact are provided for the UK.
Department of Energy, Office of River Protection and its respective tank farms contracior,
CH2Hill Hanford Group.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Todd Shrader, Waste
Management Division, on {508) 376-2725.

7,
m R. F%gercia, Acting Director

Waste Management Division

Attachment

c¢ wiaitach:

D. €. DeRosa, FHI

K. P. Dunn, FHI

L. {reene, WRES

D. W, Hamilton, CH2M
J. G Kristofzski, CH2ZM



03-WMD-0118

Attachment

Hanford Site TRU Program Key Personnel

Consisting of 2 pages
including coversheet
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

Executive Summary

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection (ORP) is responsible for the
safe storage, retrieval, treatment, and disposal of radicactive and hazardous waste stored in
underground taoks at the Hanford Site near Richland, Washington. The large volume and
complex chemical and radioactive characteristics associated with those wastes present substantial
technical and regulatory challenges. A key clement in ORF's cleanup strategy is to provide
treatment and disposal pathways for all wastes that are protective of human health and the
environment as well as appropriate to the level and nature of risks associated with each specific
waste stream. This document focuses on contact-handled wastes in 11 Hanford single-shell
tanks that, on the basis of waste origin and radicactive characteristics, do not fall within the
definition of high-level radicactive waste (HLW) that is set forth in the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982 as amended (NWPA). The radioactive characteristics of those wastes are consistent
with transuranic wastes (TRU) as defined in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant {WIPP} Land
Withdrawal Act.

Backgronnd - The wastes in the Hanford tanks came from a variety of sources, however, much
of the waste originated during the reprovessing of spent nuclear fuel (SNF), The NWPA defines
high-level radioactive wastes (HLW) as follows:

“{A} the highly radicactive material resulting from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fusl,
including liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material derived from such
liquid waste that contains fission products in sufficient concentrations; and (B} other highly
rathoactive material that the Commission, consistent with existing law, determines by rule
roquires permanent isolation.”

(b)(5)

' As a matter of operations management policy, DOE “manages” all of the wastes stored in the Handord tank farms
as HLW, regardiess of the specific origin of the waste in any particular tank. That policy ensures that the highest
standards of care are applied to the management of all tank waste, rogardiess of origin or waste characteristics.
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

A review and analysis of historical Hanford process records and waste transfer records has
confirmed that: '

« The waste in eight of the 11 tanks (B-201, B-202, B-203, B-204, T-201, T-202, T-203, T-
204) were created in the 224-B/T buildings. Neither of those facilities is a SNF
reprocessing facility. Both the 224-B and 224-T facilities were used fo conduct the final
plutonium corncentration steps to qualify the plufonium product material for weapons use.
As such, the wastes from those facilities are contaminated with plutonium isofopes to a
sufficient degree 1o qualify as TRU but have very low fission product content and do not
exhibit the highly radicactive characteristics of HLW. All are contact-handled waste.

¢ The waste in T-104 was produced by two non-SNF reprocessing operations. The first
operation removed metal coating/cladding from SNF in preparation for reprocessing.
Prior to the actual reprocessing of SNF, the aluminum cladding (or coatingy had to be
removed 1o expose the uranium fuel to acid that would be used to dissolve the uranium.
A boiling sodium nitrate/sodium hydroxide solution was used to dissolve cladding.
While virtually all of the radioactive fission products remaimed within the intact spent
fuel matrix, small amounts of radioactive materials at the surface of the fuel slugs entered
decladding solutions. Decladding operations are considered a “bead end” process and not
part of spent fuel reprocessing since the spent fuel remained intact throughout the
decladding process, The decladding wastes were subsequently combined with 1%
Decontamination Cycle waste to use the excess sodium hydroxide in the decladding
wastes to neufralize acids used in the 1™ Decontamination Cycle process. The 1%
Decontamination Cyele process was not a HLW process. The HLW stream was
previously separated from the plutonium product stream during the Uranium Separation
operation and any “liquids produced directly in reprocessing” (LPR) were washed from
the plutoninm sclids prior to those solids entering the 1™ Decontamination Cycle
operation. Similarly, liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing was so extensively
removed during Uranium Separations and its multiple rinses that virtually none moved
forward to the 1 Decontamination Cyele operation.

» The waste in T-110 was also produced by two non-SNF reprocessing operations. Part of
the waste is from the 2™ Decontamination Cycle operation, & process that is one step
removed {and even lower in radioactivity) than the wastes discussed for T-104 that
resulted from the 1" Decontamination Cycle. The remaining waste in T-110 is from the
T-224 building, which as discussed above for the first eight tanks, is not a reprocessing
facility,

» The waste in T-111 was produced by thres non-SNF reprocessing operations. Two of
those operations are the same as described above for T-110. The third operafion was
221-T Plant equipment decontamination which did not involve the reprocessing of SNF.

it
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRY

¢ The curie content in the 11 tanks is less than 1% of the average curie content for all 177
Hanford tanks — very low levels of radioactivity exist within the 1] tanks.

10E497 ¢

0RO Average Curie Content for Al 177 Henford Tanis

105405
108404

1.0E+D3

Curies flog Scalgd

1082
1.05+01

10E+00 -

Conclusion ~ The information provided in this document provides a techmical and regulatory
basis for DOE 1o consider, along with other relevant factors, in reaching its decisions whether to:

(b)(5)
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Basis for Designating Cerfain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

1.0 Introdaction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection {ORP) is responsible for the
safe storage, refrieval, {reatrment, and disposal of radicactive and hazardous waste stored in
underground tanks at the Hanford Site near Richiand, Washington. The 18 Hanford tank farms
inciude 149 single-shell tanks (S8Ts) and 28 double-shell tanks (DSTs). Together those tanks
currently contain approximately 53 million gallons of radivactive mixed waste in the form of
supernatant  (liquid), saltcake, and sludge. The radioactivity inventory in the tanks is
approximately 190 million curies {including Ba-137" and Y-90, the equilibrium  daughter
products of Cs-137 and Se-90, respectively).

The large volume and complex chemical and radicactive characteristics associated with the tank
wastes present substantial technical and regulatory challenges. One key element in ORP’s
cleanup strategy is to select treatment and disposal pathways for wastes that are protective of
human health and the environment as well as appropriate to the level and nature of risks
associated with specific wastes. Fission product and alpha-emitting transuranic isofope inventory
data are key to making mformed treatment and disposal path decisions.

(b)(5)

1.1 Hanford Wastes Vary Sigpificantly Tank-to-Tank

Hanford tank wastes originated from several diverse processes. While SNF reprocessing
gencrated the bulk of the tank wastes, a number of other diverse operations also generated wastes
stored in the tanks today. Those other operations include removing fuel cladding prior to SNF
reprocessing, purifying plutonium for weapons use, decontaminating equipment/facilities,
separating Cs-137 and Sr-90 for commercial use (Cs and Sr capsules), recovering uranium from
tank wastes for reuse in reactor fuel, specialty separations conducted to support industrial needs,
DOE weapons research, and DOE laboratory wastes. '

Hanford’s large tank-to-tank radionuclide concentration differences are graphically itlustrated in
Figure 1. That figure plots the total curies in each of the 177 Hanford tanks from the highest
pumber of curies per tank (to the left) to the lowest number of curies per tank (o the right).

tofle
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

All of the 11 1anks discussed in this document are in the bracketed area to the right of the plot.
The ingert in Figure 1 compares the curie content in sach of the 11 tanks with the average curie
inventory considering all 177 Hanford tanks. The highest curie candidate TRU tank nventory is
anly one percent of the average inventory considering all 177 tanks.

1RE+Q3 -

: The radioactivily fevels inthe 11 tabks under consideration for a THRU degignation are among
—— the lowest for oil Hanford fanks as depicied below
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Figure 1. Radionuclide lnventorfes in the Hanford Tanks Span Over Four Orders of Magnitude.
Source: Best Basis Inventory in the TWINS Database

Understanding the chemical and radicactive properties associated with the wastes in each tank is
important to sound waste management decisionmaking. This includes sclecting treatment and
disposal approaches that are protective of human health and the environment and suited to the
level of risk mitigation required for each waste stream.

1.2 Relevant Historical Faets

The Hanford Site came into being during the World War 1] as the part of the Manhattan Project.
The Army Corps of Engineers selected Hanford in December 1942 based on its remote location
and the ample cooling water provided by the Columbia River. Hanford’s role was to produce
plutonium-239 in the first production nuclear reactors and chemically separate the plutonium
from other chemicals in the SNF to produce chemically pure plutonium for nuciear WEAPONS.
The first SNT separations and plutonium recovery took place in the BPP, which was used from
late 1944 to 1956. BPP operations were conducted i the 221-B Building and the 221.T
Building in the 200 East Area and 200 West Area, respectively, Relatively carly in Hanford's
history (Figure 2), BPP operations in T-Plant and B-Plant were phased out in favor of continuous

20f 16
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

solvent extraction processes that  Bismuth Prosphate

were  more  efficient, lLe, T.Piant
produced far less waste per ton
of plutonium recovered and also B-Plant

recovered nranium for reuse.

The BPP’s sole purpose was to  oooX

recover plutonium. Uranium was
discharged as with the metal
wastes, Conversely, both the
REDOX and p‘{};{gx pZ‘OCQSS@S 9% 845 9H0 Y9SE  49GR  IBEY  WSTG 197E 1WAD 18RS adun  4mm

recovered both plutonium and _
uranium  as separate product Figure 2. Operating Time Frames for Spent Nuclear Fual

Reprocessing Processes at Hanford

PUREX

streams. Both processes used a _
small fraction of the chemical additives that the BPP required for separafions, e.g., the BPP
created over 200 times more waste’ than PUREX per ton of uranium fuel processed.  This
resulied in BPP wastes having substantially Jower fission product concentrations than other
reprocessing wastes. For example, the highest fission product concentration wastes discharged
froms the BP Uranium Separation process was reported to have Cs-137 concenfrations of
approximately 60 Cifm® (GE 1935}, That is less than 0.5 percent of the Cs-137 concentrations
in PUREX 1™ oycle raffinate wastes following neutralization, 13,000 Ci/m® (ARHCO 1968}

The wastes in the 11 S8Ts addressed in this document were all from BPP operations and all are
contact-handled, low curie wastes,

1.3 DOE Has Not Yet Classified the Hanford Tank Wastes

As a matter of operations management policy, DOE “manages” all of the wastes stored in the
Hanford tank farms as HLW, regardless of the specific origin of the waste in any particular tank.
That policy ensures that the highest standards of care are applied to the management of all tank
waste. Most of the radicactivity in the tanks resulted from SNF reprocessing and following
retrieval, those radioactive materials will be concentrated and vitrified as HLW in the Waste
Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) Facility. Some Hanford tank waste did not originate
during SNF reprocessing, however, Waste in any specific tank may actually be HLW, TRU, or
mixed low-level waste (MLLW) depending on is origin, its process history, its radicactive
characteristics, and treatment it may receive that could potentially change s radioactive
characteristics. DXOE plans to take those factors into account when it formally designates waste
into appropriate and protective categories for treatment and disposal.

In cases where a waste that did not originate during the reprocessing of SNF but has alpha-
emifting transuranic radionuclide concentrations that are too high for on-site disposal, DOE will
evaluate whether it shouid manage and dispose of the waste as mixed TRU (TRUM) at the WIPP
facility. There are several regulatory steps DOE must progress through in order to use that
disposal pathway. These include formally designating the waste as TRUM based on waste origin
and radioactive characteristics; submitting a WIPP Class 3 Permit Modifieation Request (PMR)
and obtaining approval of the PMR by the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) to

* The BF Uranium Separations process created approximately ~3800 gallons of high-level waste per ton of uranium
(GE 1951) while PUREX created ~49 gallons per ton (ARHCO 1968).

3afis
Attorney-Clisnt Priviloged; Prepared in Anticipation of Litigation; Not Subject to Discovery or Release Under FOIA



Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

dispose of the waste at WIPP; ascertaining and certifying that the waste meets the WIPP Waste
Acceptance Criteria (WAC),; requesting and receiving a Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) permit from the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) to retrieve,
treat, and package the TRUM; and including the waste in the WIPP Compliance Recertification
Application (CRA) which requires 1.8, Environmental Proteciion A gency (EPA) approval every
five vears,

This document evalunates the [(B)(5)

(b)(5)

1.4 Obijectives

The objectives of this document are to develop the technical and regulatory basis for DOE to use
in reaching its classification and disposition decisions for the wastes in the 11 fanks. This
document provides information supporting the premises that:

. [o®

4ofl6
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)
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2.1

Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

2.2

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

2.4

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Tofi6

Atterney-Client Privileged; Prepared in Antivipation of Eiigation; Not Subject to Discavery or Relesse Uinder FOIA




Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

2.5[0)5) Kummary

(b)(5)
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3.0

(b)(5)

Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

3.1

(b)(5)

The HLW definition set forth in the NWPA® defines HLW as follows:

“High-level radivactive waste means:

{A) the highly radicactive material resulting from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel,
including liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material derived from such
liquid waste that comtaing fission products in sefficient concenirations: and {B) other highly
radioactive material that the Commission, consistent with existing laws, determines by rule
requires permanent iselation.” [emphasis added]™

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Gofis
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

32 |(b)(5) |

(b)(5)
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Basis for Designafing Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

[

(b)(5)
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4.3

Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes a2s TRU

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

(b)(5)

4.2 [©1®)

‘The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act defines transuranic waste as:

“...waste containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting fransuranic isatopes per gram of
waste, with half-lives greater than 20 vears, except for {A) high-level radicactive waste; (B) waste
that the Secrefary has determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator, does not need the
degree of isolation required by the disposal regulations; or (C) waste that the Nuclear Regulatory
Commigsion has approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordance with Part 61 of title
10, Code of Federal Regulations, ..

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

14 of 16
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Basis for Designating Certain Hanford Tank Wastes as TRU

5.6 CONCLUSION

The information provided in this document provides a technical and regulatory basis that
indicates:

(b)(5)
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Historical References for the Development of the Appendix A Flowsheets:

HW-10475-C, 1944, Hanford Technical Manual Section C, General Electric Hanford Atomic Products
Operation, Richland, Washington

HW-23043, 1951, Flow Sheets and Flow Diagrams of Precipitation Separations Process, General
Flectric Company, Richland, Washington

HW.-26365, 1952, Brief Summary of Separations Processes, General Electriec Company, Richland,
Washington

A-13of 13



€10T "9 yoiepy




Objective: Explore options to begin treating Transuranic (TRU) tank
waste as soon as possible
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ORP Baseline Approach Defined in 2002
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Huffman, Lori A

From: Bowers, Elizabeth M (Liz)
Sent: Waednesday, May 01, 2013 11:08 AM
Subject: FW. Mythbusters: Getting the facts right on Hanford's tank waste]

Attachiments: Mythbusters.pdf

Pretiy well written article

iz
SHS 3759278 office
S0 2059510 coll

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2013 10:29 AM

Tor news@earishadnuciearexus.com

Subject: Mythbusters: Getting the facts right on Hanford's tank waste]

Hello- attached is & press release from the Carisbad Mayor's Nuclear Task Force. This document is
aisc posted in the "Hanford Tank Waste” tab at www. carlsbadnuclearnexus,com. The public
meetings on this subject will be May 14 {in Santa Fe) and May 16 (in Catlsbad).




Some Hanford Tank Waste is

TRU Waste and Eligible for Disposal at WIPP

Carlshad Mayor’s Nuclear Task Force Release

Background:

The Department of Energy recently Issued a Notice of DOF's preferred alternative indicating a
preference to send transuranic (TRU) radicactive waste from about 20 tanks at the Hanford sife
in Washington State to the Waste isolation Pilot Plant near Carishad for permanent dispossl in
deep sait beds. '

in pursuit of this goal, the DOE has submitted a Class 2 permit modification reqguest asking the
New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) to modify an excluded waste prohibition and
associated text from WIPP's hazardous waste permit perﬁaining 1o TRU mixed waste “that hag
ever been managed as high-level waste and waste from specified tanks listed in the Permit.”

Essentially, this prohibition was put into the permit in 2004 to keep Hanford tank waste from
coming to WIPP, and the DOE is asking to undo this prohibition. The Carfsbad Mayor's Nuclear
Task Force encourages the state to remove the excluded waste prohibition. We would also like
1o address some of the myths being spread by opponents of the modification of this
prohibition,

MythBusters
Myth: This is high-level waste, so it should not come to WIPP.

Fact: This permit modification request does not propose to allow DOE to accept and dispose of
high-level waste at the WIPP factlity. High-level waste is prohibited by the WIPP Land
Withdrawal Act (LWA}. Just because waste was managed as high-level waste at some time in its
history does not mean it was high-level waste.

Only tank waste found to meet the definition of TRU waste in the LWA and that meets WIPP's
Waste Acceptance Criteria would be sent to WIPP, This radicactive waste wouid be the same
type of waste as the contact-handled TRU and remote-handled TRU waste already at WiPP. The
waste would be sent to WIPP and disposed of using routes and procedures that already exist.



Myth: It would be illegal for this waste 10 go 10 WIPP due to a state prohibition,

Fact: it is accurate that & state prohibition currently prevents Hanford tank waste from being
sent to WIPP unless a Class 3 permit modification request is processed to allow such waste on a
waste stream-by-waste stream basis. The DOE is attempting to remove this prohibition
through the proper permit modification process, which involves the public and the NMED,

Myth: This process is taking place without the opportunity for public comment.

Fact: This is not accurate. The DOE has submitted a Class 2 permit modification, which includes
public meetings in northern and southern New Mexico and a 60-day period for public
comment, The NMED will consider alf public feedback and potentially respond to individual
commeants.

Myth: This is supposed 1o be a Ulass 3 {fengthier} process.

Fact: A Class 3 process is more extensive than a Class 2 because It can also include several days
of haarings, followed by deliberation and response periods. The original prohibition on tank
waste was put into the permit using a Class 2 process, so logically it should be removed the
same way. Another equally important recent permit modification o revise a prohibition on
PCBs was also handled as a Class 2, and according to our interpretation of NMED guidelines, it is
the appropriate procedure for this type of request.

It is worth noting that the 2004 prohibition on tank waste at Hanford stated a Class 3 permit
modification would be needed to send this waste to WIPP. But asking to send tank waste 1o
WIPP with the prohibition in place is not the same as asking to remove the prohibition itself,

Myth: Many public comments were made the last time this jssue came up, 5o this should be a
Class 3 process.

Fact: The DOE's permit with the NMED includes a list to help decide whether something should
be a Class 2 or Class 3 permit modification, there is a reference 1o “significant public interest,”
but there is no definition of this term, At this point, there is no way to measure “significant
public interest,” but it could certainty be hoped that proximity to a given facility would be a
defining variable, Also, since the difference between a Class 2 and a Class 3 process is a detailed
technical hearing, it would seem logical that this would relate to significant technical concerns.

Groups opposed to WIPP have frequently used delaying tactics as a way to hamper progress.
Arguing that all modifications should be Class 3 modifications is one traditional delay tactic.

Myth: This waste would be liguid and would seep into the soil



Fact: Because of assorted media reports describing the tank waste as leaking, it's easy to
picture a vat of liquid being sent to WIPP. This is not the case, Liquid waste is prohibited at
WIPP and will remain so. The Hanford tank waste sent to WIPP would be solidified, as is other
similar waste that is sent to WIPP.

Myth: The tank waste would not be chemically compatible with the waste that is already at
WIPP,

Fact: The NMED's basis for initiating the tank waste prohibition in 2003 was a belief that the
chemicals in the Hanford tank waste had not been evaluated for compatibility with the
chemicals in the waste at WIPP. This was not and is not the case since the original {1896}
compatibility evaluation considered chemicals and not the particular waste stream or source.
Since then, the DOE updated the chemical compatibility study in 2012 demonstrating that the
chemical constituents in the Hanford tank waste believed to contain TRU waste are compatible
with the chemical constituents of the waste at WIPP. This study showed that the origina!
concern was not an issue,

Myth: Taking on the TRU Hanford tank waste mission would interfere with WIPP’s important
mission to clean up New Mexico’s own nuclear waste at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Fact: The Los Alamos clean-up effort is and will remain WIPP’s first priority. A permitting
discussion, such as this one, is concerned with waste that would be sent to WIPP further in the
future and would not interfere with WIPP's transportation or disposal process.

Myth: This is going to weaken the New Mexico Environment Department’s guthority.

Fact: The state permit is part of the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act, which under authority
granted by the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, regulates the hazardous
chemical components of waste, The NMED does not regulate radioactive waste.

This proposed change would eliminate a provision that appears 1o be concerned with TRU
waste classification, which is beyond RCRA authority.

Myth: This sounds fike a very expensive way of resolving this problem.

Fact: Treating the waste and sending it to WIPP would actually be much more affordable than
building new tanks and then vitrifying {turning into glass) the waste. As important, TRU waste
could be moved to WIPP and be permanently disposed of relatively guickly. it would not solve
ali of Hanford’s problems, but it would remove the waste that has a disposal path from the
state of Washington and eliminate that much of a risk to the Columbia River.



Myth: The tank waste would use up all the capacity of WIPP and other wastes around the
complex would be orphaned when WIPP was full.

Fact: The total volume of solid tank waste In question is about 11,000 cubic meters {about
55,000 drums), WIPP already has emplaced about 8 times that much solid waste so far, and is
only about half full, Depending on how much of the tank waste is determined 1o be remote
handied TRU waste, that volume could challenge WIPP's artificially imited remote handled TRU
capacity. Emplacement schemes other than putting canisters in the walls of disposal rooms
may need 1o be proposed to accommaodate more remote handled TRU waste than current
limits would allow,

Myth: Shipping this waste to WIPP will subiject New Mexicans along the shipping routes to
more radioactivity.

Fact: When DOE considered the impacts of transporiation in the 1897 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement they assumed a maximum number of shipments refated to
the allowahle volume of TRU waste, Each shipment must meet NRC and DOT requirements for
nuclear safety. Therefore, the addition of this waste will not increase the number of shipments
or the doses to persons aiong the route beyond those considered in the analysis.
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e The EPA issued a completeness determination for the 2004 CRA on September 29,
2005, The EPA is required to reach a decision on whether or not o approve the CRA
by March 29, 2006,

« During discussions with the EPA regarding the CRA, EPA has indicated that it wants
to approve any waste previously managed as HL W currently stored in Department
tanks that that the Department intends to dispose of as TRU in WIPP.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Record of Decision (ROD) (62 FR 8693} for the Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS)
Ervironmerdal Impoact Statement (E1S) (DOE/EIS-0189) stated, “The Final EIS evaluates
alternatives for the management and disposal of mixed, radioactive, and hazardous waste
currently stored or projecied to be stored in 177 underground storage tanks and approximatety
60 active and inactive miscellaneous underground storage tanks associated with the Hanford
Site's tank farm operations.....” The ROD selected the Phased Implemeniation altemnative. This
alternative would consist of two phases. Phase I activities would last for approximately 10 vears.
Some of the activities would include: construct demonstration-scale facilities, install and operate
tank retrieval systems to retrieve selected waste, perform separations, and transport low-activity
and high-level wastes fo onsite interim storage facilities.

In presenting the selected alternative the ROD stated, “The Phased Implementation alternative
was selected because it provides a balance among short- and long-term environmental impacts,
meets all regulatory requirements, addresses the technical uncertainties associated with
remediation, and provides the flexibility necessary to acconmodate future changes in the
remediation plans in response to new information and technology development” (62 Federal
Register [FR] 8693}, In describing the selected alternative the ROD goes on to state, “While
carrving out this decision, DOE will continually evaluate new information relative fo the tank
waste remediation program.” The ROD further stated, “... The U1, S. Departiment of Energy
{DOE) will obtain additional information on the effectiveness of retrieval technologies,
charactenstics of the tank wastes, sffectiveness of waste separation and immobilization
techniques, and more definitive data on the costs of retrieval, separation, and immobilization of
the waste™ (62 FR 8693}, One of the advantages of the Phased Implementation alternative is that
the separation processes would reduce the volume of high-level waste (HLW), permanently
isolating the waste from humans and the environment by disposing of the bulk of the
radionuciides offsite in a national geologic repository (62 FR 8693},

DOE has continued to evaluate new and existing information related 1o waste characteristics and
treatment technologies (e.g., DOE/EIS-0189, SAZ; RPP-13678). DOE has identified
approximately 11,700 cabic meters (m®) (3.1 million gal) of transuranic mixed waste in storage
in the tank farm system. Approximately 5,500 cubic meters (m’} (1.5 million gal [Mgal]) has
been identified as contact handled-transuranic mixed (CH-TRUM) waste. The CH-TRUM waste
i stored in 11 single-shell tanks (S8Ts). Through this review, DOE has determined that the CH-
TRUM waste can be reirieved, packaged, characterized, certified, and temporarily stored in
accordance with waste acceptance criteria at an interim facility pending decisions on final
digposttion of the waste in the geologic repository at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIFP) in
Carlsbad, New Mexico. Retrieval and packaging of this waste could accelerate the remediation
schedule and may reduce the loading on the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP),

WIPP is currently not permitted to receive RH-TRUM. For the approximately 6,200 m* (1.6
million gal} of remote handled-transuranic mixed (RH-TRUM) waste contained in 6 SSTs and 4
double-shell tanks (DSTs), DOE will continue to review and evaluate options that would
potentially lead to the early retrieval and processing of this RH-TRUM waste, However, it is not
a part of this analysis, but it is anticipated that this will be addressed in future NEPA

documentation.
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Transuranic waste is defined in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act as “waste
containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste,
with half-lives greater than 20 years, except for a (A) high-level radioactive waste; (B) waste that
the Secretary has determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator, does not need the
degree of isolation required by the disposal regulations; or (C) waste that the Nuclear Regulatory
Comrnission has approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordance with Part 61 of
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations.” Mixed waste contains both a radioactive component
{e.g., transuranic waste) subject to regulation by DOE under the dtomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and other authonties, and a hazardous component subject to regulation under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1975, as amended, (RCRA) and applicable state
laws (e.g., the Washington State Hazardous Waste Management Aci, as amended) and their
mmplementing regulations.

The proposed action would accelerate DOE’s cleanup strategy of reducing risk while protecting
human hﬁ&iiﬁi’k safety, and the environment. The proposed action would retrieve approximately
5,500 m’ (approximately 1.5 Mgal) of CH-TRUM currently stored in tanks that would otherwise
not be scheduled for retrieval and treatment until after calendar year 2022 (RPP-R354). The
proposed action is considerably smaller than the demonstration-scale scope of the Phased
Implementation alternative selected in the TWRS EIS ROD. The volume of waste to be
refrigved and packaged is also a small portion of tank waste (¢ be treated.

Consistent with the tank waste treatment activities described under the Phased Implementation
alternative, the proposed action would allow the dewatered TRUM waste to be directly sent to

WIPP.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS

The purpose of this Supplement Analysis is to determine whether additional Nationad
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis is required pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.314(c) before

DOE undertakes the proposed action, or whether the proposed action falls within the scope of the
TWRS EIS and ROD.
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2.0  DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

DOE is proposing to construct and operate one or two CH-TRUM treatment/packaging units
{Units), and to provide for onsite interim storage of the packaged waste, The Units would
process fank waste retncved from up fo 11 88Ts in the 241-B and 241-T Tank Farms mntammg
approximately 5,500 m’ (approximately 1.5 Mgal} of CH-TRUM (DOE/ORP-2003 -7} in
accordance with applicable waste acceptance criteria. The proposed action consists of one or two
processing and packaging systems that would receive, dewater, and package the waste for
storage at onsite permitted storage facilities, Following construction offsite, the Unit{s) would
be fransported, set up, and operated adjacent to the 241-B Tank Farm and adjacent to the 241-T
Tank Farm. Itis the intent of DOE to temporarily store the packaged CH-TRUM at existing
facilities or, if adequate existing storage is not available when required, at 4 new interim storage
facility on the Hanford Site pending final disposal at the WIPP m Carlsbad, New Mexico, A
conceptual process flow diagram for the proposed action is included in Appendix A, Figure A-1.

2.1 SITING, CONSTRUCTION AND PERMITTING

For operations, Units would be located north and adjacent 1o the 241.T Tank Farm in the 200
West Area and north and adjacent to the 241.B Tank Farm in the 200 East Area of the Hanford
Site Central Plateau. For both farms it is anticipated that the tank farm fence line would be
extended to include the Units. The locations where these facilities would be sited are in already
disturbed areas designated for industrial use in the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land Use Plar
ELS (DOE/EIS-0Z22F). A general overview of the Hanford Site is depicted in Appendix A,
Figure A-2.

The facilities would comply with siting criteria as required under WAC 173-303-282,

Construction would be completed by the end of fiscal year (FY) 2004, followed by start-up and
operations at the beginning of FY 2005 (i.e., October 2004). Operations would continue through
the end of FY 2006, or approximately 24 months of operation (DOE/ORP-2003-07). Standard
construction practices to mimmire the impact to the environment would be utilized.

The Washingion State Department of Ecology would require DOE to obtain a RCRA permit o
construct and operate these Units (Washington Administrative Code [WAC]T 173-303-800). The
proposed Units meet the definition of a Treatment, Storage, and Disposal facility pursuant to
WAC 173-303-040. The proposed action will be executed consistent with applicable laws and

regulations.
2.2 WASTE RETRIEVAL AND TRANSFER

Tank waste from the designated tanks would be retrieved as described in the TWRS HIS and sent
to the Units for processing. The retrieval process would not introduce subsiantial volumes of
new liguids mto the tanks (DOE/ORP-2003-06). The transfer of the retrieved waste would be
consistent with the description in the TWRS EIS which requires waste retrieval and transfer lines
to be double-walled (e.g., hose-in-hose) pipelines (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-63). Secondary
containment is required both under RCRA and WAC (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B, page B-19).
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23  SEPARATIONS AND ?RGCESSING, INCLUDING SECONDARY WASTE
STREAMS

The proposed action would utilize a solid/liguid separations technology to dewater the retrioved
waste prior to packaging (DOE/ORP-2003-07). The separation systems would operate within
cargo boxes with dimensions measuring approximately 3.7 m by 3.7 m by 12.1m (12 by 12 by
40 feet). Up to two Units would be constructed offsite and transported by truck onto the Hanford
Site. One Unit would be located i the 200 East Area in the vicinity of the 241-B Tank Parm fo
process and package retnieved CH-TRUM from the four 241-B-200 series tanks. Upon
completion of waste packaging at the 241-B Tank Farm, that Unit, along with possibly a second
Unit, would be located in the vicinity of the 241-T Tank Farm. The Unit(s) would process and
package retrieved CH-TRUM from the four 241-T-200 series tanks, 241-T-104, 2417110 and
241-1-111,

The total footprint of the two Units at the 241-B and the 241-T Tank Farms would be
approximately 885 square meters (m”) (9,600 square feet (%)) for each Unit {0.1 hectares or
0.25 acres). The total estimated quantity of waste from the tanks proposed to be processed by
these systems is 5,500 m” (approximately 1.5 ‘%gaié (DOE/ORP-2003-02). Basedona
packaging throughput of approzimately 10.9 m per day (2,880 galiday) and a total operating
cfficiency of approxmmately 50%, waste processing would require approximately 24 months fo
complete (DOE/QRP-2003-07).

The Unit(s) would route tank wastes through a solid/liquid separations dewatering systern. The
dewatered solids would be mixed with sorbent to prevent free liquid formation. Secondary
containment would be integrated info specific components of the Unit(s) to prevent accidental
releases to the environment. The Unit(s) would be constructed fo minimize the impacts to
human health and the environment during operation and to be consistent with the eriteria of
WAC 173-363.

Liquid effluent generated from the separations process would be reused within the retrieval
equipment to prevent pipeline plugging during waste shury conveyance and initially to charge
the retrieval system. Remaining hquid effluent would be characterized and transported via
container truck to onsite liquid effluent treatment facilities or stabilized for onsite disposal as a
secondary waste. The total volume of liguid generated from dewatering and the handling of the
liquid waste stream is not yet defined and depends upon the specific liquid content in each tank,
the liquid confent and physical characteristics of the waste sludge, and the efficiency of the
dewatermg system. The liquid waste profiling process described for the Effluent Treatment
Facibity (ETF) waste accepiance criferia would be used as the basis for aceeptance of the
secondary hiquid effluent streams.

The proposed CH-TRUM dewatering process would not produce any combustion offgas. The
Unii{s} would have an active ventilation system {0 maintain both a negative pressure and airflow
i the area housing the processing systems that would be routed through redundant
high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters before being discharged 1o the atmosphere
{(DOE/ORP-2003-07). The proposed air-handling system would provide the necessary
engineering controls to comply with the regulated parameters of a notice of construction air
emissions permit. An emergency back-up diesel-electric generator would be housed at the
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facility. Air emissions from the generator are anticipated to be minimal because the generator
would have emission controls and would only be operated during power outages and for
approximately one hour monthly for testing and maintenance. It is not anticipated that air
ermissions discharged from these Unit{s) would result in any degradation of air quality.

2.4  PACKAGING

After dewatering, the solid sludge-adsorbent mixture would be packaged in standard waste boxés
{SWB} or 55-gal drums. The specification of the SWB is presented in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1, Standard Waste Bex Specifications

Box Type: Suitable for storage/disposal and transportof | SWB that is qualified as a Type A packaging per DOT
CH-TRUM. Specification TA (49 CFR 178,350} and meeting the
following apphesble requirements;

49 CPR 173, 24 Standard Requirements

45 CFR 172,411 General Design Reguiremnents

49 CFR 173.412 Additional Reguirements for Tvpe A
packages

49 CFR 173. 463 Type A packaging test {water spray,
free drop, compression, and peneiration

External Dimensions, m {in) ' Height: 0.94 (37)
Width: 1.38 (54.5)
Length: 1.8G{71)

Weight, kg {ib} Eampty: 290 (640}
_ Maxirum Gross: 1,815 (4000)
Constracton Material Sides, tops, ends, bottonmy: 10-gauge, ASTM AS69 low
carbon hot rolled steel.
Volume 1612 L (426 gal

Source: DOE/WIPP-02.3122.

Each Unit would have a package handling system that would remotely fill containers by gravity,
place a removable lid {o allow inspection at a later time, and permit decontamination of the outer

container surface (DOB/ORP-2003-07).
2.5  ONSITE STORAGE

Once packaged, the decontaniinated and sealed CH-TRUM containers would be stored
temporarily at existing above ground permitted onsite facilities {e.g., Central Waste Complex
[CWC], see DOE/ELS-0113). If adequate existing storage were not available when required,
temporary storage units would be constructed and permitted onsite. Typical temporary compliant
storage pads would support a sprung steel frame that would be covered with weather resistant
polyvinyl chloride (PVC} impregnated polyester fabric or metal. Up to two storage units (one
near the 241-B Tank Farm and one near the 241-T Tank Farm) potentially could be required with
a total area of approximately 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres) (DOEB/ORP-2003-04 and DOF/ORP-2003-

07).

243 Becember 2003




DOE/EIS-0189-8A4

2.6  ORIGIN OF WASTES

Tank waste selected for retrieval, treatment, and eventual shipment to WIPP for disposal is based

on requirements as set forth in the Waste Isolation Pilot Project Land Withdrawal Act {WIPP

Act). The WIPP Act termn "fransuranic waste” means waste containing more than

100 nanccuries of alpha-emitting trasstranic isotopes per gram of waste, with half-lives greater
20 years, except for:

¢ High-level radioactive waste

#  Wasle that the Secretary has determined, with the concurrence of the Adminisirator, does
not need the degree of isolation required by the disposal regulations

»  Waste that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has approved for disposal on a
case-by-case basis in accordance with part 61 of Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations.

The WIPP Act adopted the definition high-level radioactive waste found in the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act. As set forth therein, high-level radicactive waste means:

» The highly radicactive material resulting from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel,
mcluding higuid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material derved
from such liquid waste that contains fission products in sufficient concentrations; and

«  Other highly radioactive material that the Commission, consistent with existing laws,
determines by rule requires permanent isolation.

The WIPP Act also adopled the definition of Spent Nuclear Fuel found in the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act. As set forth therein, spent nuciear fuel means:

o Fuel withdrawn from a nuclear reactor following irradiation. The constituent elements of
which have not been separated by reprocessing.

DOE is authorized under the WIPP Act to dispose of transuranic waste meeting this definition at
the WIPP. Thus for purposes of discussion, if the waste retrieved from the selected tanks is
greater than 100 pasocuries and 18 not high-level radioactive waste, it is TRUJ waste by definition
and is to be disposed of accordingly at WIPP,

Extensive characterization work has been conducted 1n the past decade on the history, origin,
chemical, physical and radiological properties of the tank farm waste. This work was conducted
m response to Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Roard Recommendation 93-5 and for Hanford
Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order milestone M-44 and resulied in numerous
technical publications (RPP-13300, RPP-16129, and RPP-13873). Based on this extensive
review, Hanford Site S5Ts 241-B-201 through 241-B-204, 241-T-201 through 241-T-204, 241~
T-104, 241-T-110, and 241-T-111 are identified as contaming CH-TRIUM. Table 2-2
saummarizes the fransuranic mixed (TRUM) waste identified in the Hanford Site tanks and the
source of the waste,
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Table 2-2. Summary of TRUM Waste Source Material and Volume By Tank

Single-Shell Tanks Containing 224 Building Waste

Tank Handling Velume Activity” Waste Types' | Series Volume
{kgal) {CH ' Totals (kaal)
241-B.201 Contact 30 700 224/DW1 284
241-8-202 Contact 29 438 224/1W1
241-B-203 Contact 51 118 224/DW1
241-B.204 Contact 50 714 224/DW1
241-T-201 Contact 29 161 224
241-T-202 Contact 21 31 224
2417203 Contact 37 64 224
241-T-204 Contact 37 52 224
Single-Shell Tanks Containing 224 Building Waste
and 2™ Decontamination Cycle Waste
Tank Handling Volame Astivityz Waste T ygmsI1 Series Totals
{kgal) (CH (kgal)
241-T-110 Contact 369 301 22472C 816
241-T-111 Contact 447 19,380 22472CT DW2
SiﬁglemSﬁelE Tanks Containing 1% Decontamination Cycle Waste
Tank Handling | Volume | Activity’ | Waste Types’ | Series Totals
(kgal) {CH (kgal)
2417104 Cozjtaﬁzt 317 7,687 1IC/CW 317
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1 - Waste types are described as follows:

Waste Type | lZ)eseriptien
e Eirs‘z Pu Decontamination Cycle Waste from Bismuth
hosphate Plant

2C Second Pu Decontamination Cycle Waste from Bismuth
Phosphate Plant

224 224-B/T Plutonium Concentration Building Waste

oW Coating Removal Waste from Dissolution of the Coating on
firradiated Nuclear Fuel Elements

IDW1 [Equipment decontamination waste from 221-B Plant

w2 quﬁpment decontamination waste from 221-T-Plant

2 - Source: RPP-7625. Includes 46 radionuclides: fission products, decay danghters, uranium
isotopes, and TR isotopes.

2.6.1 B-200 and T-200 Series Tanks

Assay results from physical samples taken of the wastes stored in Tanks 241-B-201 through
241-B-204 and 241-T-201 through 241-7-204 show that the waste contarns more than

160 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic isolopes per gram of waste, with half-lives greater
than 20 years {(RPP-13300).

‘The waste from these tanks originated from batch type chemical precipitation process activities
{not solvent extraction processes) conducted from October 1946 through June 1952 in the 224.B
and 224-T concentration buildings. Tanks 241-B-201 through 241-8B-204 also received
miscellaneous flush solutions from deactivation activities conducted at the 221-B bismuth
phosphate plant and 224-B plutonium product concentration building, No other types of waste
were transferred to these tanks (RPP-13300). The 224-B and 224-T plutonium product
concentration buildings received pintonium nitrate product solution from the 221-8 and 221-T
bismuth phosphate plants. The 224-B and 224-T building concentrated the plutonium product.
‘The product concentrated in these buildings was plutonium nitrate solution, which is not spent
fuel nor liguid waste produced directly in reprocessing nor solid material derived from such
liquid waste. Therefore, the waste from these buildings transferred to the 241-B and 241-T 200
series tanks is not high-level waste.

2.6.2 D-140 Series Tanks

Assay resulis from physical samples taken of the wastes stored in Tanks 241-T-104, 241-T-110,
and 241-T-111 indicate that the treated and packaged waste will contain more than

100 nanocuries of alpha-emitling transuranic tsotopes per gram of waste, with half-lives greater
than 20 years (RPP-16129 and RPP-13873)
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The waste from Tanks 241-T-110 and 241-T-111 originated from batch type chemical
precipitation process activities {not solvent extraction processes) conducted from 1945 through
1956 in the 221-T buildings and also from the 224-T building plutonium product concentration
processes (RPP-13873). The 224-T waste is discussed Section 2.6.1.

The 221-T neutralized waste was known as the second decontamination cycle waste, The second
decontamination cycle received “product (i.c. plutonium) precipitation” from the preceding first
decontamination cycle. The “plutonium product precipitation” was a plutonium and bismuth
precipitate, which is not spent fuel nor liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing nor solid
material dertved from such hiquid waste. Therefore, the waste transferred to Tanks T-110 and T-
111 is not high-level waste.

Tank 241-T-104 was ysed to periodically receive first decontamination cyole waste and coating
removal waste (dissolved hulls from uranium fuel) from the 221-T Bismuth Phosphate Plant
from 11 March 1946 through 12 Getober 1956, No other waste types were received and stored
i this tank (RPP-16129). Similar to the waste discussed above for Tanks 241-T%110 and 241-T-
111, the “product precipitation” from this predecessor first decontamination cycle waste was also
a plutonium and bismuth precipitate, which is not spent fuel nor liquid waste produced directly in
reprocessing nor solid matertal derived from such lquid waste. Therefore, the waste transferred
to Tank 241-T-104 is not high-level waste. DOE has a high level of confidence that the waste in
 these three tanks will be characterized as CH-TRUM following the completion of the on-going
review of historic and new information.

2.7 CERTIFICATION PROCESS FOR DISPOSA AT WIPP

Waste designated for treatment and packaging through the proposed Unit(s) will be verified as
CH-TRUM waste prior to processing, to ensure that the waste can be disposed at WIPP.

Additional requirements must be met prior to disposal of TRUM at WIPP. As a generator of
transuranic {TRU} and TRU mixed waste destined for disposal at the WIPP, the Hanford Site
must ensure that its TRU waste meets the requirements of DOE O 435.1, Radicactive Waste
Management and DOE/WIPP-02-3122 Contact handled (CH} Transuranic Waste Acceptance
Criteria for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. Contact handied transuranic waste acceptance
criteria requirements are derived from the WIPP Technical Safety Requirements, WIPF Safety
Analysis Report, TRUPACT-I-Certificate of Compliance, WIPP Land Withdrowal Act, WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations 191/194
*Compliance Centification Degision.”

The contact handled transuranic (CH-TRU) waste acoeptance criteria establish the specific
physical, chemical, radiological, and packaging criteria for acceptance of defense TRU waste
shipments at WIPP. The CH-TRU waste acceptance criteria also require that participating DOE
TRU waste generator/treatment/storage sites produce site specific documents, including a
certification plan that describes their program for managing TRU waste and TRU waste
shipments before transferring waste to WIPP. In addition, the quality assurance program
document specifies the need to develop a quality assurance plan that meets all applicable
requirements of the quality assurance program document.
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The proposed treatment and packaging system would produce a packaged waste that is expected
to be compliant with the wasle acceptance criterta for disposal of CH-TRUM waste at the WIPP,
The final certification of the waste for disposal at WIPP cannot be completed until the waste has
been treated, packaged, placed in interim storage, and the required certification processes
completed.
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3.0 TWRSEIS ALTERNATIVES/TECHNOLOGIES AND FACILITIES
EVALUATED IN THE TWRS EIS

The following section presenis a discussion of the alternatives, technologies, and facilities that
were evaluated in the TWRS EIS, and the Phased Implementation alternative selected in the
TWRS EIS ROD.

31 TWHSEIS ALTERNATIVES AND TECHNOLOGIES

The TWRS EIS evaluated alternatives for the safe management and disposal of the radicactive,
mixed, and hazardous waste currently stored or projected to be stored in the Hanford Site tank
farm system. Technologies were identified and constructed into sltematives that would achieve:
tank farm waste refrigval, conditioning, pretreatment, and immobilization; storage of
immobilized high-activity waste; and storage/disposal of immobilized low-activity waste. The
total tank waste inventory included an integrated inventory in all 177 tanks that was being
managed as if 1t were high-level, mixed waste,

In compliance with NEPA and DOE guidance, representative alternatives were developed to
suppaort the comparison of choices across a range of reasonable alternatives to NOE’s proposed
action. ‘The alternatives consisted of i sity, ex siw, and combinations of in it and ex sifu
treatment and immobilization technologies. The alternatives presented in the TWRS EIS were
chosen to be representative of the many possible variations of the alternatives. A more
comprehensive list of technologies was screened and the choices among these techoologies are
presented in a detailed analysis in Appendix B of the TWRS EIS (DOE/EIS-0189).

The facilities needed to implement the technologies were 1o be Jocated in the 200 Rast Area and
200 West Area of the Hanford Site Central Plateau, and ranged from smali-scale tank-side
activities to complex large-scale activities,

The tank waste altematives addeessed in the TWRS EIS included:

= No Action

s Long-term: Management

s [n S Fill and Cap

o n Sitw Vitrification

e Ex Situ Intermediate Separations

o Fx §ifu No Separations

e Ex Sity Exiensive Separations

e Zx Situ/Tn Situ Combination 1

o Ex Sitw/In Situ Combination 2

s Phased Implementation (preferred alternative selected in the ROD),
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3.1.1 Ne Action and Long-Term Management Alternatives

The No Action and Long-Term Management alternatives provided for continued storage and
monitoring of tank waste. The SST waste would have minimal free lignid remaming and would

be iefi i place and monitored.
3.1.2  In Size Fill and Cap and In Sifu Vitrification

The In Situ Fill and Cap alternative would remove hquid from the SSTs prior to filling the tanks
with gravel and capping the tanks using the Hanford Barrier. The resultant waste form would .
compnise tank solids {sludges and saltcake covered with gravel). The 7n Siu Vitrification
alternative is similar fo Ja Situ Fill and Cap alternative except that the vitrification process would
produce a glass waste form in the tanks. These iz situ alternatives would involve siting facilities
such as retrieval equipment for removal of liquids, filling equipment, and vitrification equipment
including an extensive emissions containment structure adjacent to each of the existing tank

farms,
3.1.3 Ex Sifn Alernatives

The ex situ alternatives evaluated in the TWRS EIS can be summarized m terms of the following
actions:

¢ Waste retrieval and transfer
o Separations and treatment
e Waste processing and immobilization

¢ Packaging and interim storage prior to disposal.

Within each of these actions, DOE identified options and from these options representative
technologies and facilities were used to best construct the individual alternatives evaluated. The
degree of separations considered in the alternatives included: no separations, intermediate
separations, and extensive separations. In developing and screening allernatives that were
dropped from further consideration, one of the principal considerations was whether the
alternative would produce a final waste package that would meet wasie acceplance criteria for
disposal, Those that did not meet waste acceptance criteria were determined (o not be

acceptable.

The facilities for ex situ alternatives would involve activities in both the 200 East and 200 West
Areas, with the siting of the major treatment facilities in the 200 East Area,

3,2._3.1 Waste Retrieval and Traosfer

Many different technelogies o retneve the tank waste were identified and evaluated
{WHC-EP-0616). The function of a retrieval technology is to remove the waste from the
underground storage tanks in a safe, effective, and efficient manner that meets defined retrieval
criteria for the volume of waste refrieved, Several retrieval technologies were identified in the
TWRS EIS to retrieve tank waste during any of the ex sitw alternatives. These included
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hydraulic jet, (also called hydraulic sluicing or sluicing), mechanical retrieval, robotic crawler,
robotic arm-based retrieval systems and preumatic retrieval (DOE/EIS-0189, pages 3-60, B-63,
B-§9, and B-183). The Phased Implementation alternative as selected in the ROD does not
describe a specific retrieval technology but references the system desertbed for the Ex Situ
Intermediate Separation allernative that included both hydraulic sluicing and robotic arm-based
retrigval systems.

3.1.3.2 Separations and Treatment

The separations processes were part of the preireatment technologies and the WTP. Separations
would consist of performing solid/hquid separations followed by additional chemical processing
steps on the liquid stream o separate a low-activity waste (LAW) stream from the HLW,
Separations would remove HLW constituents 1o the extent required to meet specifications for the
immobilized LAW (ILAW), This separation would reduce the volume of HLW to be
mmmobilized by transferring most of the chemicals to the LAW and leaving most of the
radioactivity in the HLW, Pretreatment solid/liquid separation could be performed either in tank
or outside of the tank and included technologies such as cross-flow filters and centrifuges.

3.1.3.3 Waste Processing and Immobilization

Additional solid/liquid separation technologies were included as part of the HLW witrification
process following pretreatment that could use centrifuges and evaporators. In order fo compare
the alternatives for both the high- and low-activity fractions of the waste, vitrification was used
as a representative technology to conduct the EIS analysis. In addition, calcining was evaluated
as an alternative to HL'W vitrification in the Ex Aftu No Separations alternative,

3.1.3.4 Packaging and Interim Storage

The scope of the ex situ alternatives evaluated in the TWRS EIS included processing the tank
waste into either a borosilicate glass or non-stabihized, calcined waste form that would meet the
waste acceplance criteria for disposal. The immehilized HLW (IHL W) would be placed into
canisters, and info over-pack containers for handling and {ransport. New onsite interim storage
facilities would be constructed under each ex sifu alternative 10 receive the HLW canisters before
being shipped to the potential geologic repository. The size of proposed new onsite interim
storage facilitics evaluated 1n the TWRS EIS for each ex situ alternative was sufficient to store
all of the IHLW produced above ground; the area depends on the volume of wasie generated
under the specific ex situ altemative,

3.1.4 Separations AHternatives

The Phased Implementation, £x Situ Intermediate Separations, and Ex Situ Extensive Separations
alternatives included a range of technologies for solid/liquid separation and separating selected
chemical constituents as part of the pretreatment and HLW vitrification processes, Separations
processes are typically designed fo remove specific constituents from material flow sireams
within a processing plant whtle at the same time, concentrating constituents. These processes
fall into the general categornies of chemical, physical, or a combination of chemical and physical
and can be carried out in either a continuous or batch process. Cross-flow filters, ceninifuges,
and evaporators are all identified as representative technologios for solid/liquid separation
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(DOE/EIS-0189, pages 3-65, B-68, 3-72, B-71, B-80, B-87, B-93, B-102, B-118 and B-120).
The process of solid/liquid separations 1s descnibed as part of the process that would follow
siudge washing and enhanced sludge washing in the pretreatment phase,

3.1.4.1 Ex Sita Intermediate Separations Alternative

Under the £x Siix Intermediate Separations alternative, as much of the tank waste as practicable
would be retrieved from each tank. This was assumed to be a minimum of 99% of the waste
volume o each tank. The recovered waste stream then would be separated into HLW and LAW
streams for vitrification in separate facilities. Separating the waste streams into HLW and LAW
fractions would allow for treattment and disposal methods best suited to the waste types and
requirenments.

The HLW stream would be vifrified and placed in canisters for disposal at the potential geologic
repository. The LAW stream would be vitrified and quenched into glass cullet and placed into
onstite near-surface vaults for refrievable disposal. Refrievable disposal means that the design of
the disposal facility would be for permanent disposal, but the wasie could be refrieved from the
disposal facility within a certain amount of time (assumed to be approximately 50 years} ifa
different disposal method was determined to be necessary.

Two vitrtfication facilities, one for HLW and one for LAW, as well as the shared support
facilities, would be constructed. The HLW factlity would be designad to produce 20 metric tons
(22 tons) of THL'W glass per day. The LAW facility would produce 200 metric tons (220 tons)
of ILAW glass per day. The vitnification facilities would be designed to treat all of the tank
waste during a 21-year operating period (DOE/EIS-0189),

The following major operations would be implemented to treat waste under the Fx Situ
Intermediate Separations aliernative:

» Retrieve the waste

s Pre-tregt the waste by sludge washing and enhanced sludge washing followed by
separation of the liquid and solids

« Remove cesium from the liguid waste stream and transfer cesium to the HLW
vitrification stream

o Transfer liquid and dissolved solids to the LAW wvitrification facility
s Transfer solids (az a slurry} to the HLW vitrification facility

Vitrify both HLW and LAW

e Pour the molten HLW info canisters

» Package the canisters mifo Hanford Multi-Purpose Canisters for interim storage and
shipment

e Place the vilrified LAW in disposal containers
o Place the LAW disposal contamers in onsite near-surface disposal vaults

¢  Ship the HLW canisters to the potential geologic repository.
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Following the freatment phase, the processing facilities and storage tanks would be
decontarminated and decommissioned. Contaminated materials and equipment from the
processing facilities would be disposed of onsite in the low-level or mixed low-level waste burial
grounds. Uncontaminated materials and equipment from the processing facility would be
entombed in place, Closure activities would be performed on the LAW disposal vaults and fank

farms.

The TWRS EIS for the £x Siru Intermediate Separation Alternative, which is the basis for the
Phased Implementation alternative selected in the ROD, describes tank waste processing and
interim storage prior to final treatment. Following “receiving the waste from the separations
operations, the waste would be sent fo lag storage tanks within the vitrification facilities where it
would be characterized before entering the melier feed section in either the HLW or LAW
facility. In this area, the waste would be sampled, evaporated to remove excess water, and
provided as a concentrated liguid or slurry feed stream to the melter” (DOE/EIS-0189,

page 3-68),
3.1.4.2 Ex Sitn Extensive Separations Alternative

The Ex Sitw Extensive Separations alternative was similar to the Ex Situ Intermediate Separations
alternative but utilized additional complex chemical separations processes 10 separate the HLW
components from the recovered tank waste. The purpose of the Ex Siru Exiensive Separations
aliernative was fo process tank waste o produce a minimum number of vitrified HL'W canisters,
and to reduce the cunie Joading of LAW to NRC Class A standards or as low as reasonably
achievable, whichever is lower (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B, Section 3.7.1, page B-113).

The Ex Situ Extensive Separations aliemative described many but not all of the technigues that -
potentially could be used to extract specific components from the waste. Qther concepts were
proposed that would potenfially enhance the separation of other HLW components. However,
the TWRS EIS concluded that adding other processes to the flowsheet would have a negligible
effect on the impacts of this alternative. The Ex Sit Extensive Separations alternative would use
centrifuges for separating liquid and solids in various stages of processing., Several stages of
Liquid/solid separation would be used because of supernate entrainment in the solids.

Under the £x Situ Extensive Separations aliernative, the waste would be recovered from the
tanks and a complex series of processing steps performed during pretreatment to separate HLW
from LAW. A series of chemical processing operations would be used to separate HLW
elements such as U, Pu, Np, Th, Am, lanthamide- {rare earth metals-) series elements, Cs, Sr, and
Te from the waste, Under this altermative, the activities to be performed following pretreatment
would be very similar to those included in the Fx Sizw Intermediate Separations alternative. The
HLW would be vitrified, stored onsite, and disposed of at the potential geologic repository, The
LAW would be vitrified and placed m an onsite disposal facility at the Hanford Site. This
alternative would create a smaller volume of HLW being sent to the geologic repository. The
resulting LAW requiring onsite disposal would be approximately the same volume but would
have a lower radionuclide concentration than the Ex Situ Intermediate Separations alternative
DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B).
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3.1.4.3 Ex Situ No Separations Alternative

The retrieved waste from all tanks in Ex Sizu No Separations alternative would either be vitrified
or calcined and placed into confainers for disposal at the potential geologic repository. All of the
tank waste would be HLW and there wounld be no onsite LAW disposal of tank waste associated

with this alternative,

This alternative evaluated the construction of a single processing facility that would produce
vetween 200 metnic tons (220 tons) of glass per day or 92 metric tons of caleined briguettes per
day. This aliernative would produce the largest number of waste canisters and require the largest
area for a new nderim storage facility,

3.1.8  Ex Siu/in Situ Combination Alternatives

"The combination aliernatives would retrieve between 25 and 50 percent of the tank waste and the
balance, 50 te 75 percent of the waste solids, would remain in the tanks that would be filled with
gravel and capped. The retrieved waste would be processed as described for the Ex Sin
Intermediate Separations alternative.

3.1.6 'The Phased Implementaiion Alternative

In the TWRS EIS, DOE had identified two approaches to implementing the alternatives:
Full-Scale Implementation and Phased Implementation. Under Full-Scale Implementation,
full-scale facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated to remediate the tapk waste.
Under Phased Implementation, demonstration-scale facilities would be designed, built, and
operated to prove that the remediation concept would function before constructing and operating
a full-scale facility. All ex sifn alternatives involved the application of technologies that had not
been previously apphied to tank waste. The Phased Implementation approach was considered to
have the potential to prove that the technologies work before commatting large capital
expenditures that could not be recovered. It was concluded in the TWRS EIS that a phased
approach could be developed for any of the alternatives, but not all phased appreoaches would
mvolve changes fo environmental impacis from the full-scale approach (DOE/EIS-01891.

The Phased Implementation alternative separations technologies would be based on “waste
product specifications, which would set the reguirements for the physical properties, chemistry,
racdionuciide content, and volume of immobilized LAW and HLW. Durning the demonstration
phase, different types of waste would be processed to demonstrate process capability for easy,
maderate and difficult-to-process waste. For purposes of this analysis, the technologies
employed would be assumed to be similar to those described for the other ex situ alternatives”

{DOE/EIS-0189, pages 3-935).

The Phased Implementation alternative was included in the TWRS EIS to bound the impacts for
the ex siry alternatives (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-26). The alternative was based on the features of
the Fx Situ Intermediate and Extensive Separations alternative (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B,
page B-140). It incorporated retrieval, treatment, and storage strategies that provided for the
application of fechnologies and intended to reach a balance between separation processes,
volumes of immobilized waste produced, costs, and environmental impacts.
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3.2  WASTE INVENTORIES AND FORMS CONSIDERED IN TWRS EIS

The TWRS EIS waste inventory consisted of tank waste, Cs and Sr capsules, miscellaneous
underground storage tanks, and anticipated future tank waste additions (DOE/EIS-0189,

page 1-1). The major component by volume of the overall waste is the taok waste inventory.
Waste in the 58Ts consists of liquid, sludge, and saltcake, The tank waste inventory at the time
the TWRS EIS was prepared accounted for approximately 70 percent of the radiological activity
of the four waste groups (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix A}, The tank waste inventory data provided
an estimate of the overall chemical mass and radioactivity level for the §8Ts and double-shell
tanks (DST). The volume of tank waste in the S5Ts was approximately 135,000,000 liters
(36,100,000 gal} (DOE/EIS-0189, page 1-7}. Over the years, much of the liquid stored in the
S8Ts has been transferred {o a pormitted evaporator or has been pumped to DSTs,

Appendix A of the TWRS EIS presents a discussion of how different areas utilized the waste
mventory to ensure that impacts were neither overstated nor understated in the BIS. The areas
inciuded engineering {retrieval and processing), groundwaler exposure, gif emissions, exposure
risks, exposure from remediation accidents, exposure from trangportation accidents, and
post-remediation exposure,

The engineering functions used the inventory data as the basis for conservalive estimates of
releases during retrieval and subsequent processing; the dissolution of residual material
remaining in the tanks; the effects of blending; and composition of the volume of high-level
waste forms. Releases from the tanks during ongomg operations were oblained directly from
analytical data with po additional conservative factors applied.

The TWRS EIS considered the DSTs and 88T’ as representing 177 pofential sources of
contaminant release. For purposes of groundwater modeling these sources were grouped
together into source areas (tank groupings). These groupings were based upon tank
configurations, tank proximity, and groundwater flow direction. The inventory from the
individual tank farms was combined {o create a waste inventory by source area. Eight tank
groupings were created: thres in the 200 West Area and five in the 200 East Area. The 241.7T
Tank Farm was included in the source area that neluded a total of 40 88Ts and included tanks
from the TX and TY Tank Farms. The 241-B Tank Farm was included i the source area that
inchuded a total of 40 88Ty including fanks from the 241-BX and 241-BY Tank Farms. For
groundwater modeling the inventories generated by the engineering function were used without
change. To ensure that the groundwater impacts were not understated, conservative distribution
coefficients were used,

The air modeling inputs were the routine emissions from the tank farms and emissions from the
remediation facilities. The analytical resulis by direct measurement from ongoing cwrrent
operations were used to predict the concentrations of contaminant that would be released from
the tank farms. Emissions from remediation facilities were determined fo be directly related to
the tank mventories becanse their origin is the tank contents being processed. Because the
miedels that predicted air contaminants concentrations were feli to be conservative, the calculated
erissions from the remediation facilities were used without further modification.
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Inventory data were used to calculate risks from routine exposures and accidents during
remediation and post-remediation activities. The assessment of risk from routine exposures
during remediation used the same inputs as the air modeling function. As noted above, the
analvtical results from ongoing operations of the tank farms and caloulated emissions from the
remediation facihities were used. Because the results of the groundwater modeling were used as
inputs to the assessment of risk during post-remediation, the conservativism employed by
groundwater modeling was directly reflected in the risk assessment modeling. Consequently,
further conservative assumptions concerning the contaminant concentrations were not postulated.

The accepted practice for assessing risk from accidents during remediation combines the overall
mventories of contaminanis to form the contents of a “super tank.” The super tank mmveniory is
mtended 1o present the most conservative impacts from an accident so that the effects of the
accident will not be underestimated. The super tank concentration of a chemical or radionuchide
15 the highest reported value that has been measured or calculated for that substance. This means
that for assessing the impacts of an accident, a uniform inventory is used for every accident
scenarto. For assessmient of tmpacts, the use of this inventory data provides an equitable and
bounding comparison of impacis. The development of a super tank was a unique use of the tank
mventory in the TWRS EIS and was intended to ensure that the consequences of accidenis
invariably involve exposures to the same quantities of contaminants. This concept was used
solely for the accident analysis in the TWRS EIS. The assessment of risks during post-
remediation and as consequences of transportation accidents used the inventory of the waste
form and the inventory provided by the engineering functions.

3.2.1 Waste Form

Waste form and the container if resided in were not evaluated in the TWRS EIS relative to
container performance. Waste form and associated containers ranged from sludges left in tanks,
sladges in tanks mixed with gravel, sludges left in tanks and grouted, waste vitrified in tanks,
waste vitrified and placed in canisters, waste grouted and placed in canisters or vaulis, and waste
calcined and placed in canisters. Depending upon the alternative, the impact analysis of the
TWRSE EIS considered different forms of the waste. The No Action and Long-Term
Management alternatives provided for continued storage and monttoring of tank waste. The SST
waste would have minimal free liquid remaining and would be left in place and monitored
(DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-41 and 3-44). The pumpable liquid would be removed and the
remaining SST waste would consist primartly of sludges and saltcake with some interstitial

Hguid.

The In Sitee Fill and Cap alternative would remove liquid from the S8T5s prior to filling the tanks
with gravel and capping the tanks. The resultant waste form would be tank solids (sludges and
saltcake) covered with gravel. The /n Siru Virification alternative is similar o the & Siru Fill
and Cap except that the vitnfication process would produce a glass waste form in the tanks,

Ex situ alternatives involved the refrieval of liquids and solids from the §8Ts. Sludge would be
separated into LAW and HLW and depending upon the alternative the waste would be vitrified
{Intermediate and Extensive Separations) or possibly calcined (No Separations). “The final form
of the calcined waste would be a dry powder material that would be bot processed in a roll-4ype
compactor machineg (o produce small pellets or briqueties of high density that would be loaded
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into 10-m® (360-cubic foot [ft']) canisters, seal welded and then placed into Hanford
Multi-Purpose Canisters for interim storage and fransport to the potential geologic repository”
{DOB/EIS-0189, page 3-74).

Ex Sin/fn Situ Combination alternatives would retrieve between 25 and 50 percent of the tank
waste and the halance, 50 to 75 percent of the waste solids, would remam in the tanks that would
be filled with gravel and capped. The final waste forms would be a combination of sludges left
in the fanks filled with gravel and immobilized retrieved waste i the form of glass.

In addition o these waste forms, the TWRS EIS also discussed grouting the retrieved tank
wastes {DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-37}). Grouting of the LAW was selected as the treatment method
m the Hanford Defense Waste EIS (DOB/EIS-0113) (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-37). The TWRS
EIS evaluated waste forms that would meet the waste acceptance criteria of the appropriate
disposal facility. .

3.3 SECONDARY WASTES

The TWRS EIS assumed that, “Liquud effluent processing for all alternatives would be provided
by the secondary radicactive liquid-waste processing systems. To be accepted into the effluent
treatment faciliies, waste must meet specific waste acceptance criteria. It is assumed that the
Tiquid effluent streams generated af the waste processing facilities identified For the various
alternatives would meet the waste acceptance criteria for the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility
and the Effluent Treatment Facility” (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-30).

™ Depending upon the alternative, the offgas systems would involve cotlection and treatment of the

gases before releasmg them to the atmosphere. The offgases would contain the reaction products
resulting from the thermal destruction of nitrates, nifrites, organic compounds, and some of the
more volatile radionuchdes contained in the waste, The offgases would undergo substantial
treatment before being released to the atmosphere. Specific control equipment used in the
treatment of the offgases would quench and cool the offgases, remove radionuclide particulates,
and remove nifrogen oxides and sulfur oxides, The design of offgas treatment systems was o
ensure that emissions of radionuclides would be below regulatory limits. For the technology
used in the Phased Implementation altemative, the probability of a cancer fatality to the
maximally exposed mdividual (MET) in the general public from exposure to routine offgas
emissions woulkd be 3.38-06 (DOE/EIS-0189, App. B, page B-192).

34  PACKAGING

The packaging system for vitrified waste produced in the Phased Implementation alternative
would involve a complex system for managing the containers for loading molten glass, including
a canister handling system that would remotely Bl canisters with molten glass, weld on a lid, and
decontaminate the outer camister surface. The final package would have to meet the waste
acceptance criteria for disposal. The TWRS EIS also evaluated the option of calcining the HLW
into a non-stabilized form and then packaging the material in a canister for inferim storage and
disposal.

Canister filling of HLW waste would involve moving the empty canister from storage,
positioning it under a filling tube, filling the canister with molten glass, transferring the filled
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canister {0 the canmster weld cell, and welding it shut. A transfer cart would move the sealed
canister into the decontamination cell where it would be Jified by crane for decontamination
spray followed by a water rinse. The dried canister would be transported (o the smear tost cell.
Canisters that pass the smear test would be moved on to the load-out cell where a crane would
place the canister In an overpack container (DOE/BIS-0189, Appendix B, pages B- 102 10103).

3.5 INTERIM STORAGE

Fach of the ex situ alternatives evaluated in the TWRS EIS included construction of sufficient
interim onsite storage capacity to store the entire ITHLW product inventory while awaiting
shipment to the potential geologic repository (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-41). Interim storage
would consist of an above ground concrete storage pad and placing a concrete shielding cover
over cach canister. This method of interim storage was used for all ex sifu alternatives except for
Phase I of Phased Implemeniation which relied on grout vaults and the Canister Storage Building
{CSB) for storage.

The range in number of canisters that would be produced and interim stored under the different
alternatives would vary widely based upon the amount of separations. The maximum number of
LW camsters produced requiring interim storage would ocenr under the No Separation
alternative, 29,100 canisters {DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-188). This would equate to 291,000 m’ for
canister space alone based upon a canister size of 10 n°. The cask pad, as iflustrated in

Figure B.3.6.1 in the TWRS EIS (DOE/EIS-0189, page B-106), for the £x Sir No Separation
alternative has a surface area of approximately 315,870 m” (3,400,000 £%) or approximately 30
hectarg {75 acres). The impacts associated with intenim storage of the IHLW waste were
assessed for a 50-year period m the TWRS EIS {(DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B, page B-40).

The Phased Implementation alternative as described in the ROD stated that HLW would be
stored at either the freatment facilities or in the CSB (02 FR 8693} Supplement Analysis 3 goes
on to clanfy that, “Adequate interim onsite storage was included to allow for storage of all the
vitrified HLW in the event there were delays in opening the geologic repository” (DOE/EIS-
(189-8A3, page 2-17). The report goes on to identify new information, “Interim storage of all
Phase [ and Phase 11 vitrified HLW would require approximately 11 times the storage capacity of
the entire spent fuel CSB. Larger interim storage facilities are being considered, which would
reduce the number of additional facilities required” (DOE/EIS-0189-8A3, page 2-17).
Supplement Analysis 3 concluded that this new mformation would not substantially change the
impact analysis in the TWRS EIS (DOE/EIS-0189-SA3, page 1-6).

3.6 RELEASES

Retrieval of 8ST waste under each of the ex situ alternatives was assumed fo result in the release
of 15,000 L (4,000 gal) from each SST to the soils surrounding the tank during retrieval
operations. The source term for the release was the super tank inventory. It was also assumed
that the contaminant concenirations in the hquids released were at maximum predicted
congcentrations using the congruent dissolution model. See Volume Four, Section F2.2.3 fora
discussion on the congruent dissolution model. No leakage was assumed to ocour from the DSTs
during retricval operations because DSTs have provisions for leak containment and collection.
This assumption is based on having 67 known or suspected 88T that have leaked in the past
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{WHC-EP-0182). Most of the 85Ts were built in the 1940s and now are about 50 years old.

The leakage volume estimate was based on current information from the waste retrieval program
ard on the assumption that the average leakage from an 88T would be one order of magnitude
fower than the maximum release estimated for Tank 241-C-106 during sluicing operations. The
maximum leak estimated from Tank 241-C-106 during stuicing operations was 150,000 L
{46,000 gal). The leak estimate for Tank 241-C-106 assumes that the leak occurs early in the
sluicing operation, leak detection devices and controls fail, shucing operations proceed without
these feak detection devices, the teak(s} cccur at the bottom of the fank, and the remaining sludge
does not plug any leaks (DOE/EA-0933},

The assumnption that each of the 149 S8Ts leaks 15,000 L (4,000 gal) during retrieval is
conservative and provides an upper bound of 2,260,000 L {596,000 gal) on the calculated
impacts from tank leakage during reirieval. Total leakage from all SSTs during retrieval
operations would be expected to be lower than the bounding values {DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-33
and Appendix B, page B-173).
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4.0  TWRS EIS BOUNDING IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODGLOGIES

This section summarizes the methodology used to identify the potential impacts to the existing
environment from implementing the alternatives described in the TWRS EiS. Much of the
following discussion represents excerpis from Section 5.0, Environmental Consequence of the
TWRS EIS {(DOE/EIS-0189).

The environmental components addressed in the TWRS EIS include impacts of each alternative
on;

s  Geology and soil

¢ Water resources

e Alrquality

e Bioclogical and ecological resources

«  Cultural resources

s Socioeconomics

# Land use and land use plans

s Visual resources

s Noise

s Transportation

«  Human and ecological health effects

¢ Potential accidents.

Appendices to the TWRS EIS were prepared to support the more complex impact assessments
for: '

e Human and ecological healih (Volume Three, Appendix D, which supports the
discussion of health cifects)

s Potential acardents {Volume Four, Appendix E, which supports the discussion of

accldents)
« (roundwater quality (Volume Four, Appendix F, which supports the discussion of
groundwater)

s Air quality {(Volume Five, Appendix G, which supports the discussion of air impacts)

» Sociceconomics (Volume Five, Appendix H, which supports the discussion of
SOCIOCCONOMICS )
Each appendix details the data sources, major assumptions, uncertainties, methodology, and
results that are summarized in the main body of the TWRS EIS.
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4.1  COMPARABILITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENRCES

‘The proposed action is described under Section 2.0 of this Supplement Analysis. The
CH-TRUM tank inventories dentified in Section 2.6 were meluded in the inventory of tank
waste provided in Appendix A of the TWRS EIS that were common to al] altematives. The
CH-TRUM tank waste to be retrieved and processed in this proposed action is a subset of the
TWRS tank waste inventory and does not constitute new inventory, it was accounied for in the
impact analysis of all alternatives in the TWRS EIS. The following sections compare the
potential impacts of the proposed action to those analvzed in the TWRS EIS and the selected
alternative in the ROD. When computer modeling was used to predict the environmental
consequences, the same computer model and protocol were used for all alternatives.

4.1.1 Presentation of Remediation and Post-Remediation Analysis

The impacts provided in the TWRS EIS include short-term environmental impacts and the
combined impacts of remediation and post-remediation activities, which provide the long-term
impacts. Remediation activities are those that would occur during the period from 1996 to 2096
with most impacts occurring during the retrieval, treatment, interim storage and disposal
activities which would occur up to 2040, Post-remediation activities would cecur for a period of
16,000 years from 2096. To provide an even comparison of the long-term impacts of the
alternatives, the EIS considered a representative closore scenarto (closure as a landfill) for all
tank waste alternatives.

The environmental impacts presented in the TWRS EIS were described, in part, by whether the
impacts would be related to the remedial or post-remedial phase of the alternative. The
environmental components analyzed in the TWRS EIS that would have their peak impacts
during the remedial phase {1996 to 2096, with most inpacts from 1996 to 2040) mclude;

e Geology and soil {except post-remediation changes to topography associated with post
remediation actions)

s Air quality (most impacts directly result from routine waste management or treatment
eMiSSions)

+ Biological and ecological resources (impacts largely related to remediation cxeept
post-remediation impacts related to permanent commitment of land to waste disposal)

s Socioeconomics {all inmpacts associated with the level of remedial activities)

+  Visual resources (impacts largely related to remediation except changes to topography
associated with post-remediation actions)

» Noise (all impacts associated with the level of remedial activities)
= Transportation (all impacts associated with the level of remedial activities)

» Human and ecological health effects (worker health most impacted during remedial
activities}

» Potential accidents (all impacts associated with remedial activities).
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Environmental components with peak impacts during the post-remediation phase {2096 to up to
16,600 years in the fufure} would mclude;

s Water resources (impacts fo groundwater would influence groundwater quality for
thousands of vears following completion of remediation)

e Fluman and ecological health effects {(health of the general public most impacted by
post-remediation groumdwater impacts and impacts associated with contact with waste
remaining onsite following remediation)

¢ Land use and land-use plans (permanent commibtment of land in the 200 Areas to waste
disposal)

« Cultoral resources (impacts would be permanent).

The impacts of the proposed action considered in this Supplement Analysis address short-term
environmental impacts as defined in the TWRS EIS. Short-term impacts are associated with the
100-year period of institutional control assumed for all alternatives. Impacts would be related o
routing operations, remediation activities, and post-remediation monitoring and maintenance
activities. Since the proposed action invoelves treatment, packaging, and temporary storage of
tauk waste onstte, if does not change the assumptions that were the basis for evaluating any of
the long-term impacts in the TWRS EIS, including that tanks would be retrieved to the same
level, waste would be disposed offsite, and the processing facilities would be dismantled.
Therefore, the long-term impacts previously evaluated in the TWRS EIS are not considered in

this evaluation.

Short-term impacts that were evaluated in the TWRS EIS associated with retrieval and post-
remediation monitoring are also not effected by the construction and operation of the proposed
project and therefore are not considered in this Supplement Analysis.

4.1.2 Relationships Among Key Variables and the Resulis of the Impact Apalysis

Three variables were identified as the most immportant to understanding the relationship between
the impacts presenfed Section 5.0 of the TWRS EIS and the comparison of impacts among the

alternatives:

1} The amount and type of waste that remained onsite under each alternative, A major
variable that would influence the post-remediation risks for each alternative in the TWRS
EIS was the amount of waste form remaming m the tanks or on the Hanford Site following
remediation. Generally, for post-remediation impacts to groundwater, which would be the
major contributor to post-remediation routine health risks, the larger the volume of waste
that remained onsite the more severe the levels of groundwater contamination would be and
thus, more adverse heaith impacts would be expected. The retrieval of waste from the tanks
under the proposed action would be 99 percent or to the extent technically practical. Thig is
consistent with the level ofwaste retrioval that was used for the Phased Implementation
alternative in the TWRS EIS. As indicaied in Section 3.6.1, there have been no substantial
changes in the retrieval alternatives for the proposed action.
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2) The number of labor hours for consiruction, operations, and other activities under
each alfernative. Another variable that would influence many of the shori-term impacts
identified in the EIS was the number of labor hours associated with each alternative. The
number of labor hours for each alternative would directly affect the magnitude of many of
the impacts discussed; the more labor hours worked the higher the level of impact.

"This relationship would most directly affect the impacts addressed for nonradiological
accidents during remediation, routine worker health risks, sociceconomics, and
transportation. Non-radiological accidents during remediation included workplace injuries
or falalities associated with constructing or operating the facilities and injuries and fatalities
to workers driving fo and from work. In each of these cases, the higher the number of labor
hours the higher the number of injuries or fatalities. For each of these short-term impacts of
the alternahves it was noted that the accidents and fatalities identified would not be based
upon the unique problems associated with working with tank waste, Rather, they would be
products of working in a construction or industrial environment or driving to and from work.
These same mmpacts would be associated with any similarly sized construction project or
industrial facility operations. The number of fatalities associated with construction provides
a good example of this relationship.

The number of construction fatalities for each alternative was calculated by multiplving the
historic construction fatality rate (0.0032 fatalities per 100 worker years) by the number of
worker years estimated for each alternative. If an alternative required 100,000 worker vears
for construction, the number of expected fatalities would be approximately three (100,000
worker years imes 0.0032 fatalities per 100 worker years equals 3.2 fatalities). However, if
the alternative required 700,000 worker years, the expected number of worker fatalities
would be 22, or about seven times the number of fatalities for 100,000 worker vears
(700,600 worker years times ,0032 fatalities per 100 worker vears equals 22.4 fatalities).
This same relationship (the more hours worked the higher the impact) would exist for
injuries associated with construction and injuries and fatalitics associated with operating
facilities.

For worker transportation injuries and fatalities, the number of fatalities and injuries is based
on the distance driven to and from work by the employees. The TWRS EIS used
Washingfon State highway accident reports and determined that, for every kilometer driven,
there would be 8. 98E-09 fatalities. The number of employes transportation fatalities was
therefore calculated by multiplying the number of kilometers that the workers would drive to
and from work by the historic fatslity rate. In this case, a doubling of the number of
kilometers driven would result in a doubling of the number of emplovee transportation
fatalities and injuries. '

Impacts that would not be direetly related 1o the number of labor hours would tend to be
associated with differences in technologies and processes unique to each alternative or the
post-remediation amount of waste or waste form remaining onsite. Impacts that would be
largely independent of the influence of labor hours worked would include:

1} post-remediation health risks; 2} remediation-phase radiclogical and chemical accidents:
and 3} the abihity of an alternative (o comply with environmental regulations such as air
guality; water guality; and hazardous and radiological waste storage, treatment, and disposal,
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‘The labor honrs associated with the proposed action and the relationship these hours have on
short-term impacts is discussed in Section 4.3,

3) The amount of previously undisturbed habifat that would be disturbed by each
alternative. Another variable that would influence several of the environmental impacts
addressed m the TWRS EIS was the amount of habitat disturbance associated with the
aiternatives. The amount of impacts to vegetation and wildlife habitat and archeclogical and -
cultural sites would be directly related to the amount of undisturbed land required to
implement each alternative. Much of the Hanford Site has been undisturbed by Site activities
and the native habitat remams intact. However, in the 200 Areas, where the remediation
activities addressed in this EIS would oceur, a sizable portion of the land has been previously
disturbed by the construction of roads, processing facilities, pipelines, and other facilities and
infrastructure gssociated with the production of plutonium and waste management.

‘The Phased Implementation alternative requires the construction of waste treatment facilities
and new onsite disposal facilities, would require varying levels of distirbance to previously
undisturbed habitat and consequently would have relatively larger biclogical and ecological
and archeological and cultural site impacts. The vast majority of the habitat disturbances
would oceur in areas close to previously disturbed areas and within the 200 Areas, which
have been identified as the area in which DOE is consolidating as much waste management
and environmental restoration activitics as possible to minimize potential impacts to the
remainder of the Hanford Site.

‘The construction and operation of the proposed action would not produce any impacts
outside of the 200 Areas and would be confined to the areas around the 241-B and 241-T
tank farms. Further, the amount of land disturbed would be very small and temporary in
nature. As stated in the TWRS EIS, “Alternatives ... which would focus much of their
activities directly at the fank farms, would disturb relatively small amounts of previously
undisturbed land and consequently would have very low levels of biological and ecological
or archeological and cultural site impacts” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.0.4). The proposed
action will not impact any areas that have not been previously disturbed in the tank farm
areas. Information on the area affected is presented in Section 4.3,

4.2  BOUNDING ANALYSES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AREAS

This section of the Supplement Analysis evaluates whether the construction and operation of the
proposed action would result in changes to the assumptions or the data that were used in the
impact analysis of alternatives in the TWRS EIS such that the identification of impacts would
substantially change with the implementation of this action.

The mmpacts of the Phased Implementation alternative were evalnated for both the Phase |
demonstration phase and the Phase 1T full operational phase. Phase T would construct two
facilities and would be operated over a 10-year period. Phase I would include retrieval,
pretreatment, freatiment, and interim storage. Phase 1T involved scaling up the Phase I facilities,
retrieval of all remaining tank waste and provides for disposal of the immobilized LAW onsite
and onsite interim storage of the THLW pending offsite disposal at a geologic repository. To
determine if the impacts of the proposed action are bounded within the impacts of the Phased
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Implementation alternative this review focuses on Phase | of the Phased Implementation
alternative. Phase 1 is selected for this evaluation for the following reasons:

»  Phase I represents the smallest scope of action evaluated in the EIS; all other alternatives
involve all tanks and tanks farms and full-scale treatiment facilities

¢ The proposed action is small in scale when compared to all of the alternatives evaluated
in the TWRS EIS, even when compared to Phase |

¢ Phase | niilizes all of technologies of the proposed action

» Phase { impacts would occur over a relatively short time frame, 10-years, which is
consistent with the short time frame of the proposed action,

The impacts of the Phased Implementation alternative (Phase I and Phase I are considered in
this review as appropriate.

4.2.1  Summary of the Proposed Action Compared to TWRS Alternatives

Presented in Table 4-1 (at the end of Section 4) is a comparisen between the proposed action
activities and the Phase | activities of the Phased Implementation alternative as evaluated in the
TWRS EIS. The information in Table 4-1 focuses on health and environmental risk effects for
each action clement. Where appropriate, information from the TWRS EIS is incorporated by
reference. The following highlights the distinction between the proposed action and the Phased
Implementation facilities evaluated in the TWRS EIS:

e The proposed CH-TRUM freatment and packaging unil(s) are small in comparison to the
physical size of the Phase I treatment facilities. The proposed project would utilize
gxisting onsite storage capacity.

+ If additional new storage were required for interim storage of the CH-TRUM containers,
it would be small in comparison to the above ground storage areas evaluated in the
TWRS EIS, Additionally, the volume of waste to be stored would be small in
comparison o the storage volume evaluated in the TWRS EIS (See Section 3.5).

¢ The proposed Units are temporary, and would operate for a short duration, approximately
two vears, compared to the treatment systems of the Phased Implementation alternative

of 25 years.

= Physical impacts to the environment would ocour within the already extensively
disturbed areas of the 200 East and 200 West Arcas of the Hanford Site (See Section 2.1).

= The small physical size of the facilities and the short operating duration of the proposed
action would not change any of the assumptions used 1o caleulate the long-term impacts
to human health and the natyral environment evaluated for the Phased Implementation
alternative in the TWRS EIS (See Section 4.1.2),

e Most of the short-term construction impacts of the treatment and packaging units would
occur offsite in a vendor’s existing fabrication and assembly facility so construction
impacts would be limited and confined to an existing construction and assembly location.
This limits the potential for impacts to ocour during the construction activities that could
bave an impact on buman health and the environment (See Section 4.3,16 and 4.3.17).
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o The CH-TRUM inventory of the designated tanks in the 241-B and 241.7 Tank Farms is
approximately 30,147 curies (RPP-7625). Table 4-2 summarizes the inventory for the
CH-TRUM tanks. This inventory 1s bounded by the total tank farm system inventory that
was used in the TWRS EIS impact analysis and 15 also bounded by the inventory used in
the super tank which was developed for accident analysis purposes based upon the
maximum concentrations from all tanks {(See Section 4.1). The total 85T inventory
reported in the TWRS EIS is approximately 104,000,000 curies (DOE/EIS-0189,

Table A.2.1.3).

e The retrieval of waste from the designated CH-TRUM {fanks is consistent with the
continuing operations of the tank farm system as analyzed in the TWRS EIS and selected

in the ROD.

Table 4.2, Waste Inventory for the CH-TRUM Tanks

Tank Volume Radieactivity
(kgal) {curies)
241-B-201 30 700
241-B-202 29 938
241-B-203 5t 119
241-B-204 50 714
241-T-104 317 7,687
241-T-110 369 301
241-1-111 447 19,380
241-T-20G1 29 161
241-1-202 21 31
241-T-203 37 64
241-T-204 37 52
TOTAL 1,417 30,147

{Source; RPP-7623). Includes 46 radionuclides: fission products, decay daughters, uranium

isotopes, and TRU isotopes,
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4.3 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED ACTION AND PHASED
IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVE

The CH-TRUM packaging units would receive waste from up to 11 SS8Ts to process using
hguid/solid separation technology. This waste would be considered an “gasy waste 1o process”
under Phase 1 of the Phased Implementation alternative (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-93). The
CH-TRUM dewatering system of the proposed action would utilize a separations technology that
would dewater refrieved waste prior to packaging (DOE/ORP-2003-07). The Unit would consist
of a one-step physical separations process whereas the separations systems evahuated in the
TWRS EIS consisted of several technologies that would consist of a series of chemical washes
and dissolution steps each followed by a liquid-solid separation step. This action enhances the
retrieval and separation of tank liquids from sludges that is part of Phase I as described in the
RO (62 FR 8693). The proposed action is consistent with the processing deseribed for Phase 1
of the Phased Implementation alternative that involved sludge washing and solid Hquid
separations (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-96}. '

The CH-TRUM processing units of the proposed action would be smaller than the solid/liquid
separations system contemplated for use in the Phased Implementation alternative. This system
would also be eperational for a shorfer period of time {approximately 24 months) compared to
the separation systems of Phase [ of the Phased Implementation alternative that would operate
for approximately 10 years,

The proposed processing umits do not involve the addition of acids and caustics as included in the
phased implementation altemative but only water to aid waste convevance, would operate fora
shorter period of time, and are considerably smaller in scale. Conseguently, the associated
impacts would be less than those identified for the separation technologies used in the Phased
Implementation alternative in the TWRS EIS. The TWRS EIS impact analysis associated with
the construction of the pretreatment and HLW freatment systems provides the bounding analysis
for solid/hiquid separators and waste concenirators.

4.3.1 Waste Form

The proposed CH-TRUM treatment/packaging units would produce a waste form that can be
certified as CH-TRUM waste that is acceptable for disposal at the WIPP. The physical form of
the waste is a dewatered solid, The retrieval of the studges from the tanks supports interim
stabilization actions by moving sludges that would have remained in the 88Ts and packaging
them in a compliant waste box which can be monitored, controlled, and maintained in 2 RCRA
compliant storage facility pending final disposition. Following dewatering the CH-TRUM may
be further dehydrated by the addition of sorbent, 1f necessary to meet waste acceptance criteria,
but would maintain a high cohesive strength. This waste form would be comparable to the waste
that would undergo initial separations operations and would be sent to the storage tanks for
characterization before entering the melter feed sechon in either the HLW or LAW facility
(DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-63). The waste form produced by the proposed action would have a
lower radicactive exposure source term than the HLW forms created by the Phased
Implementation alternative. The pre-treatment waste form of the Phased Implementation
alternative would provide the bounding characteristics of this waste form.
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4.3.2 Secondary Waste Generation, Treatment, and Disposal

Liguid effivents generated in the Phased Traplementation alternative evaluated in the TWRS EIS
{DOE/EIS-0189, pages 3-30, 3-38, 3-70 and 3-76} were to be transferred to the DST system or
treated at the ETF. The TWRS EIS assumed liguid effluents would meet the waste acceptance
criteria for effinent reatment and disposal. The hguid effluents generated in the proposed action
would be treated and disposed of in the same manner as described in the TRWS EIS.

Vitnification 1s a high-temperature thermal process that produces a molten glass in which the
waste would be combined with glass-formers. The melier would take the waste material and
glass-formers, heat the feed material to a temperature of approximately 1,200 degrees Celsius
(°C} (2,200 degrees Fahrenheit ["F]) where chemical and organic destruction occurs, and output a
moelten glass product containing the waste. The Phased Implementation alternative involved the
construction and operation of two facilities and emissions from the vitrification processes would
be released through two stacks (DOE/EIS-0189, page 5-63).

‘These extremely high operational temperatures generate a substantial offgas siream with organic
components in addition to radiclogical constituents that require mitigation measures to minimize
air emissions. The extensive air handling and freatment systems are discussed in
DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B, Treatment equipment would capture and recyele contaminants
from the offgas stream back into the treatment process.

The proposed CH-TRUM ftreatment and packaging units use a process that would not produce
any combustion offgas. The system would have an active ventilation system to regulate pressure
and maintain airflow in the grea housing the system. Ventilated air would be heated for moisture
removal and discharged through HEPA filters. The ventilated air is heated to extend the life of
the HEPA filters and not as a treatment process. The proposed air handling system would
provide the necessary engineering controls to comply with the regulated parameters of air
ernissions permits. Unlike the vitrification and calcination processes, the offgases from the
proposed action would contain none of the reaction products resulting from the thermal
destruction of nitrates, nifrites, organic corspounds, or any of the more volatile radionuciides
contamed in the waste. The offgases would not require nor undergo treatment but the effluent
would be filiered before being released to the atmosphere. This system would not generate
emissions of I-129 or C-14, which would be generated by the calcination or vitrification
processes. It 1g not anticipated that the proposed system would have air emissions that would
result in any degradation of air quality. The air emissions generated by the proposed Units for
processing and packaging the waste from up to 11 tanks would be within the volume bounded by
the atr emissions analyzed in the TWRS EIS for any of the in stk or ex site alternatives,
inchuiding the Phased Implementation aliernative, '

4.3.3 Packaging

The packaging system for vitrified waste produced in Phased Implementation alternative would
consist of two different systems, one for LAW and one for the HLW. These would involve
complex systems for managing the containers for loading molten glass, including a canister
handling system that would remotely fill canisters with molten glass, weld on a lid, and
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decontaminate the outer canister surface. The final package would have 10 meet the waste
acceptance ctiteria for disposal.

The packaging system of the proposed action is significantly less complex than the system to be
employed for the vitrified HLW waste or the vitrified LAW (See Section 3.4). The packaging
process would move an emipty SWB from a staging area by forklift {o the packaging Unit where:
1) it would be remotely filled by gravity, 2) a removable lid would be placed to allow inspection
at a later time, and 3} the outer surface of the container would be decontaminated and
radiologically screened. The decontaminated waste box would be staged at the Unit and then
placed in a temporary onsite storage unit,

Packaging of SWBs {4,000 pounds each [SWBs are not filled completely becanse of weight
restrictions for over-the-road shipment]) or 35-gallon drums {1,000 pounds each) would be
within the bounds of impacts of packages of vitrified or calcined canisters, {as much as 3.2
metric tons each). The HLW packaging system tmpacts identified in the TWRS EIS would
bound the packaging for the proposed action,

4.3.4 Interim Storage

While the proposed project anticipates using existing above ground permitted storage in the 200
Areas for interim storage of waste pending certification and shipment to WIPP, it is assumed for
purposes of this review that two new above ground storage units would be constructed and be
approximately 0.2 hectares (0.3 acres) in area. However, these additional storage areas would
only be constructed if exzsimg permitted storage areas were not adequate and avaﬁable when
required.

Fach of the ex sifu allernatives included sufficient onsile storage capacity to store all of the
THLW produced while awaiting shipment to the potential geologic repository (DOE/EIS-0189,
Section 3.4.1.11, page 3-41}.The £x 5iru No Separations alfernative provides the bounding
conditions for storage in the TWRS EIS. The maximum surober of canisters produced requiring
intenim storage under the No Separation altermative is 29,100 canisters (DOE/EIS-0189,

page B- 11(}) This would equate to 291,000 m® for canister space alone based upon a camister
size of 10 m”. The cask pad for the Ex Situ No Separation facility layout has a surface area of
approximately 315,870 m® (3,400,000 ft%) or approximately 75 acres (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix
B, Figure B.3.6.1). The impacts associated with interim storage of the HL W waste were
assessed for a 50-year period in the TWRS EIS for all ex situ alternatives (DOB/EIS-0189,
Appendix B, page B-40). For the Phased Implementation alternative the existing CSR would be
modified to accommodate interim storage of HLW capisters. This would include modifying the
underground vaults and ventilation system to accommeodate the physical and thermal leaching
assoctated with interim storage of all HLW produced during Phase I (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix
B, page B-147).

The estimated volume of CH-TRUM 1o be stored under the proposed action would total
approximately 5,500n1 (1.5 Mgal). This volume includes the addition of dehydrating sorbent.

" The actual waste miume will depend on the efficiency of the dewatering process and is expected
to be less than 3,500m” (1.5 Mgal), Existing permitted onsite storage facilities {e.g., CWC) will
be used. If 1t is determined existing storage is not available when required or that additional
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storage was needed the storage units would be constructed onsite using a slab on grade
construction. The storage units would be concrete pads with a curb 1o preclude releases from
storage. The pads would support a sprung steel frame that would be covered with weather
resistant PV impregnated polyester fabric. Up {0 {wo storage unifs {one near the 241-B Tank
Farm and one near the 241-T Tank Farm) potentially could be required with a total area of
approximately 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres). The volume of these above ground storage areas is within
the envelope of the volume of the storage areas in the Phased Implementation altermnative.

4.3.5 Comparison of Environmental Parameter Impacts

The parameters and data for the proposed action are compared to the TWRS EIS Phased
Implementation alternative Phase 1 o provide a quantifative comparison of the impacts.

The following sections present a discussion of the impacts identified for the Phase I of the
Phased Inplementation alternative compared to the proposed action, The proposed action
mncludes one CH-TRUM treatment and packaging unit at the 241-T Tank Farm, one unit at the
241-B Tank Farm, and new inferim storage in the 200 Area. While the proposed project
anticipates using existing permitted storage in the 200 Areas for interim storage of filled waste
containers pending certification and shipment to WIPP, it is assumed for purposes of this review
that two new storage units would be constructed and be approximately 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres) in
area. However, these additional storage areas would only be constructed if existing permitted
storage areas were not available when required.

4.3.6 Geology and Soil

The bounding conditions associated with impacts to geology and soil for the facilities required
for Phase I of the Phased Implementation alternative exceed those anticipated for the proposed
action. As noted in the TWRS-EIS, mineral resources {1.e., borrow areas) necessary for the
larger scale actions considered are readily available onsite and would have limited impact. The
Environmental Asscssment for the use of existing borrow-areas further discusses impacts to
geology and soils on a site-wide basis and resulied in a Finding of No Significant Impact
{(DOE/EA-1403).

Topographic and soil impacts caused by the Units would be Himited to the site preparation for
placement of the mobile treatment facilities in the tank farms, and nutigated at the end of the
action with the removal of the equipment and restoration of the area. As lz‘idi{:aiefi it Table B-1,
Appendlx B, the proposed action would require less than approximately 500 m” (650 cubic
yards [yd” ]) of sand and gravel (DOEJORF 2003-07). Construction of interim storage units
would require approximately 9,152 m (11,970 v} of sand and gravel (DOE/ORP-2003 (4},
Based upon the magnitude of the impact of the Phase I, which would require approximately
1.20E+06 v’ (1.57E+06 yd’) of sand and gravel (Table B-1, Appendix B) (DOE/EIS-189), the
proposed action would contribute approximately 0.8% of t}w total Impa{:i to geology and soils.
Additionally, DOR/EA-1403 considered nse of 7.6E:+06 m® (1 0E+07 ya*} to supply raw
aggrogate for use at the site over a 10-year period. The proposed action would constitule less
than 0.15% of the amount evaluated in the environmental assessment.
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The Units would be located in the vicinity of the 241-T Tank Farm and in the vicinity of the
241-B Tank Farm where extensive soil disturbance and topographic changes have already
occurred for coustruetion of the task farms. Localized soil disturbance and topographic changes
would ocour within approximately 0.1 hectares (0.25 acres) in the area immediately adjacent to
the tank farms. Inferun storage umits would be constructed with each Unit where localized soil
disturbance and topographic changes would result within approximately 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres).
The Phase I treatment activities under the Phased Implementation alternative would disturb
approximately 35 heotares (86 acres) of soil, or nearly 50 times the ares required for the
proposed treatment and packaging units and the interim storage units.

The TWRS EIS evaluation of geology and soil concluded, “For both geology and soil, the
potential impacts of gach alternative ... would be small and similar both in nature and
magnitude.” “For both geology and soil issues, the level of impacts would be linked directly to
the amount of land disturbance. Generally, the more land disturbed, the higher the level of
impacts to geelogic resources and soils” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.1),

4.3.7 Water Resources

4,3.7.1 Gromdwater

The TWRS EIS evaluated only the long-term impacts to groundwater. Potential releases to the
groundwater system were associated with: 1) releases during retrieval from the waste tanks;

2} releases from residtuals; and 3} releases from the LAW digposal facility. Tank waste refrieval
under the proposed action would be consistent with the waste retrieval evaluated for the Phased
Implementation alternative. Assumptions used in the TWRS EIS impact analysis concerning
releases from residuals in the retrieved tanks would be the same. Assumptions concerning
rejeases from the LAW disposal Iacility would not be applicable 1o the proposed action. The
proposed action does not change the assumptions or the data used in the evaluation of retrieval
and residual waste impacts in the TWRS EIS (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix ¥, Section F.2.2.3.5)
while accomplishing retrieval of waste from up to 10 SSTs.

In the proposed action, handling, transport, and interim storage of the containerized dewatered
CH-TRUM also present the potential for a release that could immpact water resources. The use of
approved containers that are suitable for waste containment and disposal and compliant with
WAC 173-303 requirements would mitigate the potential for releases and potential impacts on
water resources. Further, the waste form of the CH-TRUM in the disposal container (dewatered
shudge with sorbent) limits the waste’s mobility and the potential impacts, which are discussed in

Section 4.3.17). _
4.3.7.2 Surface Water Drainage

The proposed action does not change the assumptions or the data used in the evaluation of
surface water tmpacts in the TWRS EIS. The TWRS EIS evaluation of surface water drainage
svstem concluded, “All facilities would be constructed on relatively flat, semi-and terrain, which
slopes gently to the northeast. No major drainage features are present. While each of the tank
waste alternatives would result in slightly altered localized drainage patterns, the ares sround all
temporary structures and all permanent facilities would be designed to conform with the
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surrounding terrain, Small increases in surface water runoff during heavy precipitation evenis or
rapid snow melt would occnr from femporary structures, but there would be no flooding of
drainage systems” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.2.2.3).

4.3.8 Air Quality

Sohd/liguid separation technologies from the Intermediate Separation and Extensive Separations
alternatives were evaluated as components of the Phased Implementation alternative. The ajr
modeling performed for the TWRS EIS based bounding mopacts of the Phased Implementation
alternative on continued tank farm operations, operation of the evaporaior and separations and
vitrification plant operations. The assumptions used mn the air emissions modeling provided
more conservative assumptions to bound air emissions for the entire system. The impacts from
operating the two Phase | facilifies were analyzed using peak howrly rates from all processes
simultaneously (DOE/EIS-0189, page 3-63).

The air dispersion modeling evaluated sources from continued operation and two high
temperature, combustion treatment (vitrification) systems that would have active air emissions,
whereas the proposed action would only have passive air empissions treafed through a HEPA
filter system. The modeling for the Phased Imiplementation alternative indicated no exceedance
of radiological, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or hazardous air pollutants using the
conservative assumptions associated with the high temperature treatment. The air emissions
from construction and operation of the proposed action (BOE/ORP-2003-07) are minimal
compared with the emissions from the continued operations activities and the construction and
operation of Phase 1 and, are bounded by that assessment. Furthermore, engineening controls
designed into the air handling system (HEPA filters) and compliance requirements of the air
permits mitigate the potential for any degradation in air quality.

Alr emissions from the storage factlity are bounded by evaluation in the TWRS EIS of the Jarger
storage facilities required for the Phased Implementation altermative. The storage of the
containers would only include passive venting of the containers through Nu-Chem vents which
include filters, but the air emissions would include priority air pollutants, such as PMys and NO,,
from construction activities (e.g., fugitive dust and heavy equipment emisstons). Construction of
the larger storage unit evaluated in the TWRS EIS, which included construction of an
approximately 25 hectares {60 acres) vnit, would include similar construction requirements and
would therefore bound the analysis of air emissions during construction of the proposed

(1.2 hectares {0.5 acres) storage units.

Radiological air emissions for the proposed action are estimated 1o be between two and five
orders of magnitude less than the Phase I estimate (i.e., the air emissions from the proposed
action would confribute from 0.3% to 0.0002% of the total impact to air qualily) as presented in
Table 4-3 {DOE/ORP-2003-07),

4.3.9 Biological and Ecological Resources

Three factors are considered for impacts 1o biological and ecological resonrces in and around the
tank farms in the 200 East and 200 West Areas: 1) past disturbance in the proposed construction
area, 2) the extent of potential impacts on sensitive shrub-steppe habitat, and 3} potential impacts
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on plant and animal species of concern. The Phased Implementation alternative requires
construction of facilities that would include equipment and facilities that far exceed the
requirements to operate the small CH-TRUM treatment, packaging, and storage units of the
proposed action. The proposed action does not change the assumptions or the basis used in
determining the impacts to biclogical and ecological resource in the TWRS EIS.

Table 4-3. Comparison of Air Emissions

Phase I Phased
AirQuity | Altraste | Packaging Unis | CE-TRUM Storage

{EWRS EIS, {(DOE/ORP-2063-07)

Section 8.3)
NOx 332.5 tons 47.8 tons 4.1 tons
SOx 38.9 tons 2.8 tons 0.2 tons
CO 3,748 tons 2177 tons 1.4 tons
Hydrocarbous 176 tons 0.3 tons (.2 tons
Am-241 1.4 x 103 curies 4.4 x 10-6 curies NA
Cs-137 1.1 curies 5.7 % 10-5 curies NA
Pu-239/240 3.4 x 10-3 curics 5.6 x 10-3 curies NA
Sr-80 33.2 curies 7.6 x 10-5 curies NA
Ammonia 3.3 tons (.96 tons NA
HAPs (.66 tons 0.20 tong NA

NA = Not applicable

The total areal extent of the disturbance would be approximately 35 hectares (86 acres) for the
Phase | actvities under the Phased Implementation alternative. By comparison, each CH-TRUM
freatment and packaging unit including new storage would occupy approximately 0.32 hectares
{C.8 acres} or approximately 0.01% of the area required for Phase I activities. These units would
be constructed adjacent to the tank farms on previously disturbed areas that do not support
hiological or ecological resources. Further, each treatment and packaging unit would be
operational for less than two years, after which the sttes would be restored to pre-action
conditions.

The TWRS EIS concludes that,

“In all cases, the impacts would be less than 1 percent of the total remaining shrub-steppe
habitat on the Central Plateau and a fraction of 1 percent of the Hanford Site’s remaining
shrub-sieppe habifat, When considering only the area that would be designated for future
waste management uses, the TWRS aliernatives would impact up to 6 percent of the
undisturbed shrub-steppe within the designated waste management area. For remediation
activities impacts would range from 10 hectares (25 acres) for the Long-Term
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Management alternative to 81 hectares (200 acres) for the Phased Implementation
alternative. Total alternative impacts (remediation and post-remediation closure actions)
would add from 40 ha (100 ac) to 80 hectares {200 acres} to the impacts from
remediation. Most remediation impacts would occur in the 200 Areas, while
post-remediation impacts would more heavily impact potential borrow sites, two of
which are located outside the Central Plateau of the Hanford Site. All of the alternatives
except No Action, Long-Term Management, and Jn Situ Fill and Cap, would result in
noise and transportation impacts that would impact wildlife. None of the alternatives
would adversely impact Hanford Site aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitats and none
would impact Federal or State threatened or endangered species. Potential impacts {o
other species of concern would be limited to a relatively small portion of the overall
habitat” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.4}

4.3.9.1 Wildlife

The TWRS EIS states that, “Under all tank waste alternatives except No Action, some loss of
individual members of wildlife species would occur. However, when considering the total
Hanford Site population of the affected species, the number of individual members lost is not
expected to be large enough to have substantial tmpact on any species as a whole. As described
previously, activities in currently undisturbed areas would affect wildlife habitat, while activities
in currently disturbed areas would not affect wildlife habitat. The imipact analysis focused on
impacts in undistarbed wildlife habitat areas” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.4.2). The proposed
action would be conducted in the disturbed areas of the tank farms and would not affect wildlife.

4.3.9.2 Radislogical and Chemical Impacts to Biological and Ecological Resources

The TWRS EIS analysis of radiclogical and chemieal impacts to biological and ecological
resources assumed one percent of the tank waste remained as residual contamination. The
proposed action does not change this assumption and therefore radioclogical and chemical
impaets to biological and coological resources are bounded by the TWRS EIS analysis.

4,310 Cultural Resources

The construction of each proposed treatment and packaging unit would occupy approximately
0,01% of the area required for the Phase [ activities of the Phased Implementation aliernative and
would have less impact 1n the area because the Units would not require extensive excavation for
foundations or footings. The ground preparations for placing the CH-TRUM freatment and
packaging units would require minimal excavation compared to that required for the foundations
for structural facilities evaluated in the TWRS EIS Phased Implementation alterative.
Therefore, the proposed action would have less potential to disturb any possible cultural
resources within an already disturbed area.

Any new storage units would occupy much less area than the storage required under the Phased
Implementation alternative. New storage units would be constructed in previously disturbed
areas where the opportunity to encoutiter cultural resources would be limited. The larger storage
unit evaluated in the TWRS EIS would therefore bound the new storage units.
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It is unlikely that any archacological resources would be encountered during the construction of
the proposed action, and any resources encountered likely would not be in their original cultural
context. However, if unexpected cultural resources were encountered during the construction,
work would be halted and the DOE-Richiand Operations Office Manager of the Hanford
Historical and Cualtural Resources Program would be notified to determine the appropriate
digposition of the resource and any mitigation actions that would be required prior to continuing
with the action.

4.3.11 Socioeconomics

The construction of the CH-TRUM treatment and packaging unifs would be offsite at a vendor's
location with existing personnel. The prefabricated units would be shipped to the Site for
placement, connection of utilities, and startup. Construction of any new storage units would
require a small workforce for approximately four months. The operation of the storage units
woukd use the same personnel for operation of the treatment and packaging units. Operation of
the systems would require a maxunum staff of 160 persommel. The total impact to the
sociceconomics of the Tri-Cities area would be a small firnction of the up o 3,000 additional
workers required by Phase I of the Phased Enplementation alternative.

Energy requirements for the proposed action include slectricity for the treatment and packaging
of the CH-TRUM and fuel oils associated with labor transportation and construction, operation,
and decommissioning of the project. The Phase I activities include vitrification of the retrieved
waste in addition to solid/liquad separation processes, so the electrical demand for this multi-vear
project averages approximately 438 megawati-hours per day (MW-hr/day) or a total of
approximately 1,650 gigawatt-hours (GWh). The electrical demand for the proposed action, in
confrast, averages approxumately 29 MW-hr/day for approximately two years, or a total of
approximately 21 GWh. Fuel oil consumption for the Phase I activities would total
approximately 6.7 Mgal, whereas the proposed action would require approximately 0.2 Mgal.
Energy requirements, inchuding electricity and fuel oils, are approximately 1.3% and 3% of the
electrical and fuel oif requirements of the Phase I activities, respectively.

4,312 iL.and Use

Land-use impacts in the TWRS EIS were addressed in terms of the compatibility of temporary
and permanent land-use commitments under each alternative with past, present, and planmed and
potential future uses of the land and the swrounding area. Also addressed were potential
conflicts with uses of land adjacent to the land that would be impacted under each alternative and
unique fand uses in proximity to the proposed TWRS sites, meluding the Hanford Reach of the
Colurnbia River and the Fitzner Eberhardt Arid Land Ecology Reserve. The proposed action
does not change the assumptions or the basis used in determining the impacts to land use in the
TRWS EIS. The impacts of the proposed action are within those identified in the TWRS EIS.

Land use cvaluated i the TWRS-EIS included alternatives that had facilitics/structures adjoining
the tank farms. The facilities required for the proposed action are within the 200 Aryea and the
241-B and 241-T Tank Farms. They arc consistent with the indusirial nature of the tank farms
and would not alter land use in the area. Further, the facilities would be a temporary, and mobile
and the CH-TRUM freatment and packaging units would be removed within approximately three
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vears, Storage would be used for up to 10 years. No permanent land use commitments {(1.e., no
radiclogical contamination of an area requiring long-term cornmitment of the land) would be
required for the proposed action.

The structures and supporting facilities for the Phase I activities would require approximately

3 hectares (7.4 acres) of land that would be considered a radiclogically contaminated area, or
permanently commiited land-use. Another 32 hectares (79 acres) of land would be disturbed in
the 200 Areas, but would be considered temporary because no radiological contamination would
remain and the land could eventually returned for other land uses. The proposed action would
commit 0.32 hectares (0.8 acres) of land for approximately three years whereas the Phase 1
aciivities would require a total of 57 hectares (140 acres) of land for over a decade,

The storage units 1n the allernatives in the TWRS EIS evaluated the same land use in the

200 Area as any new storage units. Both units would melude container storage facilities
consistent with the industrial use of the area. Further, any new storage units would impact less
area for a shorter duration than the slorage units evaluated in the TWRS EIS.

4.3.13 Visual Resources

Due to the use of temporary portable dewatering equipment, low profile of the facilities, and
brief duration the proposed action would be bounded by the TWRS EIS impact analysis of the
larger, higher, and longer duration of the facilities constructed in Phase 1 of the Phased
Implementation alternative. The CH-TRUM treatment and packaging unifs in the 200-Areas
would not be visible outside of the 200 Areas because the maximun: height of the Units 18 less
than approximately 7.5 m (25 fI). The CH-TRUM weatment, packaging, and new storage unifs
would oceupy a total area of approximately 0.32 hectares (0.8 acres), and would generally be
hidden from view outside the 200 Areas by the existing permanent structures. The CH-TRUM
treatment and packaging unifs would be present for approximately three years.

The Phase T structures evaluated in the TWRS EIS would be present at least through calendar
year 2012, would occupy approximately 35 hectares (86 acres), and would have a height up to
46 m (150 1) for the stacks, While the Phase [ structures would not be visible from the
Columbia River, they would be visible from elevated locations such as Gable Mountain, Gable

Butte, and Ratilesnake Mountain,

The TWRS EIS concludes that, “.. _the Hanford Site landscape is characterized primarily by its
broad plateau (Section 4.8). This visual setting provides for sweeping vistas of the area broken
up by more than a dozen large Hanford Site facilities {e.g., processing plants and nuclear
reactorsy located around the Hanford Site” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.8). For the Phased
Implementation alternative the TWRS EIS concludes that because of the distances involved,
potential visual impacts would be minor and similar 1o impacts that currently exist
{DOFE/EIS-0189, Section 5.8).

4.3.14 Noise

The TWRS EIS evaluated potential noise impacts to onsite workers, the public, and wildlife from
the construction and operations phase of each alternative. Poiential construction noise impacts
were compared with the General Service Administraiion construction noise specifications, and a
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bounding case scenario was evaluated fo estimate the probable distance from construction
activities that would be impacted. For operations phase noise, noise impacts of activities within
facilities and exterior to facilities were addressed. Noise impacts to workers would be mitigated
by hearing protection.

The peak noise levels would occur during construction from operation of heavy equipment.
Examples of copstruction activities evaluated in the TWRS EIS include Phase I construction for
a period of approximately four years and construction of the Hanford Barrier. Similarly, the
instaliation of the prefabricated CH-TRUM treatment and packaging units and storage would
have peak noise levels from heavy equipment, but for a shorter duration. The mstallation of the
prefabricated CH-TRUM freatment and packaging units would require less than six months, a
portion of which wonld be offsite in an established fabrication facility and construction of any
new storage units would require approximately four months. The TWRS EIS concluded tha,
“Potential noise impacis of all aliernatives would be minor” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.9).

Noise impacts from the operation of the proposed action would be less than from the
construction activities and would be confined to the area immediately surrounding the operating
system. The operation of the proposed units would be completed within approximately

24 months whereas the noise impacts from operation of some alternatives with similar processes
would last for over a decade.’ The noise impacts evaluated in the TWRS EIS included
vitrification facilities that also contained pre-treatinent processes inchuding solid/iguid
separation processes similar to the proposed treatment and packaging units to bound the
evaluation of these noise impacts during operation.

Noise impacts from storage operations would also be less than from construction activiiies and
would be lnited to noise from forklifts and trucks transporting containers to storage. The
activities would be consistent with those evaluated for storage in the Phased Implementation
alternative,

4.3.15 ’E‘mzzspartkiien

The total employment for the operations period of the system would peak af 160 workers, each
of whom is assumed to dnve to the site each day; this is approximately 5% of the up to

3,000 emplovees required for the Phase | project. However, the proposed action would not be
concurrent with the employment peak anticipated for the Phased Implementation alternative, so
impacts to traffic from the proposed action would not be comulative.

WIPP is receiving waste and is updating information across the entire DOE complex concerning
the inventories of TRUM waste that is anticipated to be shipped and disposed of at their facility,
Evaluation of impacts associated with transportation and disposal of Hanford TRUM waste at
WIPP is more appropriately considered m the context of the entire DOE complex. WIPP has
facilities designed fo receive TRUM waste shipments either by truck or by rail. The proposed
action would ship by truck to the WIPP. The results of the analysis of truck transport are used to
assess the fransporfation Impacts associated with shipments by rail. (WIPP SEIS-H, Appendix E,
Volume 2) Transportation by truck is providing the bounding analysis,
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The volumes of waste that are currently n storage and projected to be generated through the year
2003 were estimated from information provided in the Zramsuranic Wasie Baseline Inventory
Report, Revision 3 (BIR-3) (DOE 1996b) The number of shipments needed to transport this
waste were caloulated on a site-by-site basis, with Action Alternative 3 providing the bounding
number of 33,131 shipments from Hanford.

4.3.15.1 Onsite Transportation

Ounsite project related vehicle movement would include a tanker truck that would transfer hquids
1o the BTF or DSTs in the 200 Area at a rate of up to three vehicle trips per day and forklift and
truck movement (o move waste boxes from the staging site and to storage. Traffic would not be
impacted ouiside of the 200 Area,

It s anticipated that approximately 3.5 shipmenis per day of waste containers would be required.
Any new storage units would be located adjacent to cach of the CH-TRUM treatment and
packaging units within the 200 Areas, so traffic would be limited to the immediate vicinity of the
CH-TRUM treatment and packaging facilities. No inpacts to fraffic outside of the 200 Area
would be anticipated.

The TWRS EIS evaluated onsite transport of waste and concluded that, “There could be
occasional interference with normal traffic flow onsite during these waste transport activities to
ensure safety during the wasie transport operations; however, the impact of these disruptions to
peak copmyunity employee traffic could be mitigated by scheduling truck traffic duning non-peak
hours” (DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.10). The transport of hiquids to the ETF would be confined o
the 200 Areas and would not disrupt peak traffic moving on and off site,

4.3.16 Anticipated Health Effects

The TWRS EIS evaluated the anticipated risk to human health for the Phased Implementstion
alternative. The categories of anticipated risk were:

1} risk associated with baseline conditions
2) sk associated with the TWRS EIS remediation alternatives

3y sk associated with residual {(post-remediation) contamination (DOE/EIS-0189,
Appendix D, page D-1).

The proposed action does not change the TWRS EIS baseline conditions or post-remediation
agsumptions and inputs used to evaluate risk under these two categornies. The baseline is based
upon the No Action alternative. Post-remediation risks were based upon releases and exposures
from the residuals left in the SSTs and the onsite disposal of rnmobilized LAW. The worker and
public health nisks of the proposed action do not change the assumptions or inputs used in
calculating risk in the TWRS EIS for these two categories.
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4.3,16.1 Remediation Risks

Radiological and chemical nisk from remediation activities for the Phased Implementation
alternative were evaluated for Hanford Site workers involved in remediation activities (involved
waorker); Hanford Site workers not involved in remediation activities (noninvolved workers); the
general public; and a MEI (i.e., an individual who is assumed to receive the highest possible
exposure} from the workers, noninvolved workers, and general public.

Risks during remediation were evaluated based upon various aperational and accident scenarios.
Operational and accidents considered continued operations, retrieval, and pretreatment and
vifrification scenarios. The following accident scenarios were considered in the TWRS EIS for
the Phase Implementation alternative:

s  Continued operations:
o Tank waste transfers - Postulated that 4 jumper was mispositioned and pinhole
leaks develop at both ends of the tumper resulting in a pressurized spray release of
tank waste. (This accident would result m a pressurized spray release due to a
maspositioned jumper.)

¢ Waste storage tanks - Postulated that a hydrogen deflagration occurs because of
hydrogen gas generafing in the tank, rising into the tank headspace, and reaching
concentrations exceeding the lower flanmmability limit. Rapid combustion
suspends waste as aerosols and release particulate.

s Retrieval:
o Postulated that a ventilation heater failure could occur due to an electrical fanlt
resalting in bumid air plugging the HEPA filier and filier blow out.

Pretreatment:
o Postulated that a line break could ococur within a ventilated vault because of an
earthquake, resulting in a pressurized spray release,

L]

Treatment:

o Postulated that a canister of vitrified HLW was dropped because of mechanical
failure or human error in the HLW vifrification facility.

*

Beyond Design Basis Accident:
o Postulated that a tank dome collapses as a result of an earthquake.

The risk associated with the continued operations, retrieval, and bevond design basis accident
scenarios bound the proposed action because these events could occur independent of the
proposed action.

The analysis of the pretreatment and treatment risk scenarios for the Phased Implementation
alternative were evaluated based upon emissions and occupational accidents. The latent cancer
fatality risk to workers, noninvolved workers, and the general public could result from direct
exposure and atmospheric emissions from the Phased Implementation alternative. The visks for
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this alternative were determined by analyzing the source term, fransport mechanism, exposure,
and the nsk associated with exposure.

Source term used for the nomnvolved worker and the geperal public was the atmospheric
radiological emissions from continued operations of the tank farm and the evaporator and the
two separations and treatment systems of the Phasoed Implementation alternative. Sowrce term
from the tank farm svstems during operation of the proposed project would be consistent with
source terms of the system during operation of the Phased Implementation alternative. As
presented in Section 4.3.8 the ajr emissions from the proposed action are minimal when
compared to the Phased Implementation alternative. The proposed action would not have an
effect on the source term values used in the remediation risk calculations and the emissions
values are bounded by those used for the Phased Implementation altemative,

The atmospheric transport parameters for the Phased Implementation alternative were modeled
as 2 ground release while the evaporator and the separations and vifrification facilities were
modeled ag an elevated release in at a representative location in the 200 Areas of the Hanford
Site. Transport parameters would remain unchanged because they are based upon
meteorological conditions in the 200 Area.

The worker would receive a combined dose from air emissions and direct exposure from
radiation fields (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix D, page D-227). The involved worker would only be
exposed 1o emissions from the tank farm area and retrieval operations because emissions from
the evaporator and the vitrification facilities cecur through a stack-release and were considered
1ot to impact the onsite worker (DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix D). The operation of the proposed
treatment and packaging units are of short duration and the small labor force that 1s included in
the worker population is within the population of the mvolved worker. The non-involved worker
and general public considered in the remedial risk analysis would rersain unchanged. Therefore
it can be concluded that the Phased Implementation alternative operational ympacts bound the

proposed project.

The TWRS EIS did not evaluate the direct exposure risks to the involved worker as a result of
daily operations associated with any of the alternatives. The involved worker MEI dose is based
upon a current Hanford Site adnunistrative control of .5 rem/yr (HNF-5183). Operation of the
proposed project would be in compliance with these standards that mitigate impacts to workers
from daily routine operations.

There is an extensive gvaluation of the possible health effects and risks presented in the TWRS
EIS, Appendix D Anticipated Risk. Table 4-1 presents a general comparison of the vanous
health and environmental risks between the Phased Implementation alternative and the proposed

achion.

The EIS concluded that, “During tank waste remediation activities, all of the alternatives
involving waste retrieval would result in a similar number of latent cancer fatalities to involved
and noninvolved workers {two to four depending upon the alternative) and similar levels of
cancer risk from chemical exposure from 2.52E-06 to 822E-07 LCF. These health effects would
be the result of the large number of tank waste remediation workers for the ex situ alternatives
and retrieval, treatment, and handiing of the waste. All of the tank waste alternatives would
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result in less than one latent cancer fatality and cancer risk of less than 3.35E-06 to the general
public during remedial activities” DOE/EIS-0189, Section 5.11).

4.3.17 Accidents

The TWRS EIS evaluated various accident scenarios from occupational risks, including the
non-radiclogical/non-toxicological injuries, illnesses, and fatalities from construction, operation,
or transportation accidents common to the workplace such as falls, cuts, and operator-machine
impacts (the risk associated with an accident was defined as the product of the probability of an
accident occurring and the consequence of the accident); and radiological and toxicological risks
associated with transportation and operations. The TWRS EIS gvaluated an accident analysis of
an inadvertent drop and rupture of & high-level canister. The bounding analysis for the
CH-TRUM based upon the bounding waste form (See Section 3.6.3) is a release of
non-stabilized, friable calcined HLW waste (DOE/RIS-0189, App. E, pg. E-212 and E-219),

Interim storage was considered in the TWRS EIS as part of all aliernatives. The TWRS EIS
mterim storage was for vitrified waste in a scaled canister. The proposed action would interim
store dewatered tank waste in SWBs. Disposal and storage accidents were not identified in the
TWRS EIS for the vitrified waste largely due to the vitrified waste form of the material and the
engineered structural packaging (DOE/EIS-0188, Appendix E, page E-346). The accidental
release of the packaged CH-TRUM in the storage facility would be consistent with an aceident
release of 4 dropped canister described above. The release of the waste in storage would be
bounded by the same analvsis

The environmenial pathway for this release is limited 1o the sotl and groundwater pathway.
Assuming the SWB waste is completely full with no sorbent added, the maximum potential
release would be 1398 L (426 gal of tank waste into the environment. Because of the moisture
content of the damp shudge, there would not be any airbome dispersal of contarninants outside of
the storage unit from an accidental release. There would be no air or surface water pathway
hecause the waste form would not generate an emission and there is no surface water In the area.
Further, the sludge would not have any ignitable characteristics. To assess the bounding impacts
of a release of the dewatered tank waste in storage to the soil/groundwater pathway the
represeniative release of 13,000 L (4,000 gal) from the SSTs is used. The TWRS EIS assumed
that the contaminant concentrations in the refease would be at the maximum predicted
soncenirations, the super-tank. This release was assumed o occur at sach of the 149 SS8Ts
(DOE/EIS-0189, Appendix B, page B-173). The TWRS EIS release analysis assumed no
intervening barrier and there was a divect release into the enviromment. The stored dewatered
tank waste from the proposed action would have a secondary containment sysfem in the waste
box as well as the containment system of the storage units itself to mitigate the impact of the
release. The TWRS FIS release scenario was applied to the Phased Implementation altemative
selected in the ROD and bounds the release and accident apalysis for the interim storage of the
dewatered tank waste.
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4.3.18 Interim Action Analysis

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.1{(a) and 10 CFR 1021.211, the proposed action of this Supplement
Analysis has been evaluated as fo whether it has an adverse envirommental impact, or limits the
chaice of reasonable alternatives in DOE/EIS-0356 that is in preparation.

As discussed in this Supplement Analysis, the proposed action does not have an adverse
environmental impact and all impacts are bounded by those analyzed in the TWRS EIS
(DOE/EIS-0189).
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CONCLUSIORS

Rased upon the review and evaluations of the alternatives and techoologies analyzed and
bounded by the TWRS EIS and ROD, the following conclusions arc made concerning NEPA
documentation and coverage of the proposed action:

1)

2)

4)

5)

DOE continues its commitment in the TWRS EIS ROD to evaluate new and existing
mformation related fo the disposition of wastie in specific tanks. This information has led
to the identification of approximately 3,500 m’ (1.5 Mgal} of CH-TRUM that can be
retrieved, treated, packaged, and temporarily stored pending final disposal.

DOEs” proposal to construct and operate the CH-TRUM treatment and packaging umiis 13
consistent with the Phased Implementation alternative selected in the ROD.

The potential impacts from the proposed action are bounded by the impacts evalnated in
the TWRS EIS and Phased Implementation alternative selected m the ROD.

s Theproposed action is small in comparison o the facilities evaluated in the
TWRS EIS preferred alternative. The land disturbing activities would be within
already disturbed areas and the land-based impacts would be well within those
identified in the TWRS EIS Phased Implementation slternative,

e The waste inventories of the 11 tanks in the 241-B and 241.-T Tank Famis are a
small subset of the total waste inventory of the 177 tanks included in the TWRS
EIS analysis. Therefore the inventory of the tanks in the proposed action is
accounted for in the impact analysis of the Phased Implementation allernative.

e The proposed action does not change the assumptions concerning the exposure
scenarios that were evaluated in the TWRS EIS and the proposed achions fall
within the activities evaluated for the Phased Implementation alternative,

e Risks from routine operations and accidents analyzed in the TWRS EIS were a
function of the labor hours. The short duration of the proposed action and the
small number of personnel required to operate the proposed facilities place this
action within the bounds of the impacts identified from the Phased
frmplementation alternative.

The proposed action is a permissible interim action during the preparation of
DOFE/RIS-0336 because if would not have an adverse environmental impact, nor limit the
choice of reasonable alternatives in the EIS.

The proposed project is a variation of the actions considered in the TWRS EIS. It 1s
consistent in the purpose and intent of the TWRS EIS alternatives in that it achieves
retrieval, treatment and packaging of a portion of the tank waste and does so at a smaller
scale than the TWRS EIS alternatives. DOE concludes in no instance would the impacts
from the proposed project exceed those identified in the TWRS EIS.
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6.0 DETERMINATION

Rased on the evaluations in this SA, the retrieval, dewatering, packaging, and temporary storage
on site of tank waste as CH-TRUM waste does make substantial changes or present significant
new circumstances or information relevant fo environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action o its impacts and, therefore, a supplement to the TWRS EIS is not required
under 40 CFR § 1502.9 or 10 CFR § 1021.314 in order for DOE to implement this proposed
sction. The DOE will amend the TWRS EIS ROD issued in Febraary 26, 1997 (62 FR 8693),
pursuant fo 10 CFR 1021315,

Therefore | determine that pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.314{c)(2), no further NEPA documentation
is reqguired.

fssued at Richland, Washingion, this day of December 2003.

Roy 1. Schepens, Manager
Office of River Protection
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DOEB/ORP-2003-04, 2003, Environmental Impact Statement for Retvieval, Treatment, and
Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks af the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington, Waste Dispesal Data Package, Rev 0, 1.8, Department of Energy, Office of
River Protection, Richland, Washingion.

DOE/ORP-2003-06, 2003, Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and
Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washingion, Waste Retrioval and Storage Data Package, Rev. 0, 1.8, Department of
Energy, Office of River Protection, Richland, Washington,

DOE/ORP-2003-07, 2003, Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and
Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington, Waste Treatment and Supplemental Technology Data Package, Rev, 0,18,
Department of Energy, Office of River Protection, Richland, Washington.

DOR/WIPP-02.3122, 2002, Contact Handled Transuranic Wasie Acegptance Criteria for the
Waste Isolation Plans, U.5. Department of Energy, Carlsbad Field Office, Carlsbad, New

Mexico,

Heology, EPA, and DOE, 1989, Hanford Federad Facility Agreement and Consent Order, as
amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and U.S. Department of Energy, Olympia, Washington.

Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992, Public Law 102-386, 42 USC 6921 et seq.
“Hazardous Waste Management Act,” RCW 70,105, Revised Code of Washington, as amended.
National Envirowmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 USUT 4321 el seq,

Resowrce Conservation and Recovery At of 1976, Public Law 94-580, 90 Stat, 2795,
42 USC 901 et seq.

RPP-7625, 2003, Best Basis Iaventory, Rev. 3, CH2ZM HILL Hanford Group, Inc., Richland,
Washington,

RPP-8354, 2002, Single-Shell Tank Retrieval Sequence and Double-Shell Tank Space Evaluation,
Rev. I, CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., Richland, Washington.

RPP-13300, 2003, Origin of Wastes In Single-Shell Tanks 241-1-110 and 241-1-111, Rev.
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc,, Richland, Washmgton.

RPP-13873, 2003, Origin of Wastes In The B-200 and T-200 Series Single-Shell Tanks, Rev.
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., Richland, Washington.
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RPP-13678, 2003, Integrated Mission Acceleration Plan, CHZM HILL Haniord Group, Inc.,
Richland, Washington, -

RPP-18129, 2003, Origin of Wastes In Single-Shell Tank 241-7.104, Rev. 0, CH2M HILL
Hanford Group, Inc., Richland, Washington,

WAC 173-303, “Dangerous Waste Regulations,” Washington Administrative Code, as amended,
Waste Isolation Filot Plant Land Withdrawal Act, Public Law 102.379, ag amended,

WHC-EP-0182, 1995, Waste Tunk Summary for Month Ending December 31, 1994,
Westmghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington.

WHC-EP-0616, 1993, Tunk Waste Technical Options Report, Rev. 0, Westinghouse Hanford
Company, Richland, Washington.
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Figure A-Z. General Overview of Hanford Site (H-6-958)
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Tauk Closure sud Waste Management EIS for the Hanford Site, Richiaué WA
NEW OR CHANGED, DATA FORM #306 ' g

Relevant data package:
Waste Treatment and Supplemental Technology Data Package, DOE/ {)RP~?(}{}3~{}f

__E_}egcription of new data request or data chan ge notice:

New data request or notice of change to | Submittal date: {}epember 10, 28{)3
datz subanitted by: Jeffrey J. Daniels, Z:l4pm
DOE/ORP via text messaging

25 you have a reference document calling out the 20 TR tanks?

\Fesponse fmm WRPS:

| The reference document is ORP-11242 Rev. 34, Section B2.4.6 System Plan: 931
document was transmitted as emerging data under Data Set 302 and is still the lafest
version of the System Plan. The list presented in this system plan is consistent with e
listidentified m Data Set 109, The attached sunumary provides additional nformation
selated to what s in the referenced document as it relates to identifying %he; 20 tan] &s for
comtact-handlea or remote handled TR waste,

+

Miiﬁ}_%tribuﬁ(;n:

Submitted by: Dwayne Crumpler
representing WRPS
Initial response by Danny Parker, WRPS

it text messaging on December 11, 2008
P59 am

Joilbake, WRPS
Muary Burand:, ORP
Charlotte Yohnson (23, RAIC

Diane Stock, Administrative Record

Administrative Record Filing Nawmber:
“i BD

HD-0825
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The mmformation below reflects the number of tanks that are classified as fR.U Was.éé tanks for
Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement { T C&W\‘i Ei&‘;
Abernatives 34, 3B, 3, 4 and 5.

The TC & WM Data Scaling Package (July 12, 2007) states that “Tank TRU tza,a{rfzent inchides
20 tanks with an approximate waste volume of 3.0 million galions.” ’ﬁm data scai;ng,, package
does not specify which tanks are included in the 20 tank population. :

The latest revision of River Protection Project System Plan, ORP-11242, Revi ision SA Appendix
B, provides the histing of CH and RH-TRU tanks. The list includes a total of 20 tank% The
reference that supports the volume and the number of tanks is RPP-21970, 2005, CH-TRUM
WRUESE 11-Tank Material Balance, Rev. 0, CH2ZM HILL Hanford Group, Tne., Richland,
Washmgton and the Baseline Change Reguest RFP-06-003, Rev. 1. This list is corzszs;mi with
The New or Changed Data Form #109, submitied on E\’Z‘lr@h 3, 2004 S

Z“’ile New or Changed Data Form #109 provided the specific 20 TRU tanks c}aqszfied a3 I‘ RU
waste tanks and delineated which tanks were Contact-Handled (CH) ot Remate-Handled (RH)
TRU tank. I also identified the total waste volume assaciated with CH and I{ﬁ{@iﬁcb :

The following text is directly quoted from ORP-11242, Appendix B, Sect&'

The SSTs assumed io provide contact-handied sludge gre 8- 2{)3;.'3_\2§2i=§v%6? B-2041,
(1201 12202 T-203, T-204], 1111, T-110, and T-104. in the stgted onexcept that
the tark order within the [brackeis] can be changed (ORP-11242, szr'}’m{e{:’rwn

Profect System Plan, Draft Revision 3, Appendix £),

The §57s assumed 1o provide remote-handled studge are T-105, T-107, T51 12, B-107, B-
F10, and B-111; the DSTs assumed to provide remote-handied shudge are §Y-102, 4%/
103, and AW-105 (ORP-11242, River Protection Project System Plan, f}f‘&f _szgzm 3,
Appendix B,

The remote-handled Supplemental TRU Treatment and Packaging pma alty
assumed to be locaied near AW-Farm for treating water washed T R za:sz: wa ste from
SY-102, AW-103 and AW-103, then near B-Farm for tanks B-107, f‘i’w and B-111: and
jmaffv near Tf“arzrjar 12705 12107, and T-172., e

prOv 1{3«;{% in \?ew or Changed I)a‘ta Form #109,
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Final, Senior Management Meeting Minutes
March 11, 2004, at 2440 Stevens, Conference Room 75 5

Paxticipants or Attendees and Associated Organization:

Everett Orr, BAIC Mary Beth Burandt, ORP © Steve Wiegman, ORP
Alan Page, CEES Charlotte Johnson, SAIC o deft Daniels, ORP
Waoody Russell, ORP John Swalles, ORP o Do Parker, CHIM HILL
Jim Rasmussen, ORP Scott Stbblehine, ORP i Howard Gnann, ORP

Subject(s) Discussed/Sumunary of Discussions:

e Mary Beth led review of the TC BIS schedules (see alfached). She reported that the schedule demonsirates a
18-week durabion from post-HQ review to the Diraft being sent to back HO for another review. There is aiso
approximately a S-week duration for the PSQ Briefing, Production of the Drafl, ete. Mary Beth indicated that
same adiustments had been made lo the schedule since that last iferation {presented March 3}, Previous
schedule had some incorrect logic fies that have now been corrected.  Additionally, the current scheduls has a
number of schedule activities that are finisheto-finish. Establishing more finish-to-finish activities does put the
TC EIS project schediule at risk due to performing more activities in pargiiel. Schedule assumptions include a
-day workweek and B-hour workdays. . o

= Howard asked { i's possible to shorten the groundwater modsl achvity (APSAIGID40). Mary Bath responded
that the activity is a finish-to-finish achvity and doesn’t present opporiunities for reducon. . John suggestad that
the TC EIS use PNNLU's super computer 1o speed up the process. Woady responiﬁi%‘a’: %?’féi; using the compuier
really wouldn't speed up the activily due 1o the length of time needed to set-up te model runs on the
mmpwe& T

¢ Howard wanied to know the disposition of and ars we adiusting Tc-89 and iodine. Mary:Beth responded that
the based on the review with Meadquariers, where the line brisfed FH on the inventofy chdnges, it was
dacided that the TC EIS will use the current To-80 number. Text in the FIS will indiestéiwdll indicate that when
ihe BB is updated that those new numbaers will be used. it is ungenain as o wher the BB will be update with
Te-99 numbers. The TC EIS s using different Te-80 numbers than the Sofid Wast Carol Borgstrom
suggested waiting for the BRI o be updaled, her feeling is that you nesded o stay with your inventory basis
ant can address the sensitivity surrounding the inventory ve. changing one or two numbers | Hhis BrOcess
made mote sense than updating the calculations.

e General discussion regarding the number of TRU tanks identified in the TC BIS. MaryBath roported that BA 4
oniifies 21 fanks as TRU; CH2M HILL has identified 20 tanks as TRU and that there was:a typo emor in
Sasd. The EIS will align with CH2M HILL's tank count of 20. Scott Stubbiekine requésted & copy of the 20
<nks the EIS was going o uses. LR

s General disoussion regarding the status of conversations with Ecology. Mary Beth et tthe TC IS
leam met with Ecology on Monday. Discussion with Ecology focused on the IDF lodation snd bulk vitrification.
Mary Beth is comfortable with the discussion and there is 3 path forward. o :

+  Dan reported that CHEM HILL is on & path forward 1o providing mass balance data

= All sitendees are sabisfied with the current schedule written as fe. Howard agreaddn
sthmifted info IMES and that it was the go forward schedule the team shauld BXECUT
craft, e
+  Mary Beth pointed out that due © software upgrades within the IMES system, that it wi
to view scheduls acivities prior o 2004, Formatling changes will also coeur which
schedules boking diferest, S
¢« Howard indicaled that BAIC and ORP have until the end of March to setfe on,
e Hovard asked all attendess (o be aware of any opportunities 1o reduce duratis ofsg

+  Mary Beih ndicated that arrangaments ars being made for wesldy teleconferances

ecfiosted
‘$chedule should be
the HQ review to

f_E n . i&hger be possible

LI,

Issues/Concerns Hdentified (Unresolved Questions):

Required Actions: .
» Mary Beth is © send Scott Stubblebine the tank identification numbers to be used in t £
Prepared by: Alan Page § Dt

HD-385 Page 1 ‘= | March 11, 2004




Bistribution: FUERE

Mary Beth Burandt, ORP Froject File Evarett O, SAIC _ Branny-Parker, GHEM HILL
Thomas Gardner-Clayson, ORP Charlofte Johnson, SAIC  Woody Russell, ORP rég Mol eilan, CH2M HILL
Diave Nichols, CEES Steve Wiegman, ORP Brian Walker, CEES 5 Barr, ORP

Jeff Danlals, ORP Bronc Martin, CEES John Swalies, ORP fh Rasmussen, ORP

The following documents will be submitted to the Administrative Record:

*  CGomparison of Unreviewed, Reviewed and Aceelerated Schedule (¥ page)
Office of River Protection, Tank Closure EIS Schedule, Critical Path {3 pag

| HD-0385 g Page 2
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Alan Page

"?gfram: Burandt, Mary £ [Mary_E_Burandi@RL.gov]
Sent:  Wadnesday, March 31, 2004 4:58 PM

To: ‘Alan Page’

Subject: FW; The TRU fanks and volumes from OHG

Alan, I
Here is the completed action Fom the 3/11 mesting, please include with the notas when putindo tha AR
Thanks R
Mary Beth

~~~~~ Origingl Message--—

From: Burandt, Mary £

Sent: Friday, March 12, 2004 1118 PM

Tos Stubblebine, Scott D; Wiegman, Stephen A

€ct Gnann, Howard

Subject: The TRY tanks and volumes from CHG

Here is we received last week from CHG conceming the number of tanks for the RH-TRU and the volumes associated wilh them,
All: As tindicated yesterday this is what we are planning to go with in the EIS and what the mass balances are Delng revised to
raflect 20 fanks total and approximately 3 million galions. If there is dirsction contrary (o this number [ would néed 1o know by
Monday March 15th,

GET  241-AW-103 273,000 gal
DET  241-AW-405 284 000 gal
D87 241-8Y-102 145,000 gal

88T 2447112 £0.000 gal
8T 2417105 98 000 gat
T ZatT107 173,000 gl
T 2418107 86,000 gl
#ET 2418110 244 000 gal
33T 24184111 240,000 g

BH-TRU Totat 1,583 000
The OH tanks remain the same betwaen the 8SA and the TC-FIS as before,

Thanks
Mary Beth

412004
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Comparison of Unreviewed, Reviewed and Accelerated Schedules
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Management Meeting Minutes
b November 258, 2003, at 2440 Sievens
Participants or Attendees and Associated Organization:
Woady Russsll, ORP Jirn Rasmussen, ORP Howarg Gaann, ORP
Everstt O, SAIC Dan Parker, CHZM HILL _ Alan Page, CEES
Seott Swubblebine, ORP Steve Wisgman, ORP - Witliam Meringlon, SAIC

Jeif Daniels, ORP

Subject(s) Discussed/Summary of Discussions: - -

. oody reported that after review of current data and anticipated scheduled delivery of additional BIS data, that
z pre-Christmas defivery fo HG of a credible draft would not be feasible. 1t was discussed that HO would rather
read & more complete and thorough document, rather than read a "working in progress” document.
Furthermore, due 1o schedule constraints, i would not have been practical fo provide the “work in progress”
document for raview, and then provide a completed document for review in a relatively short time SDpan,

2ilt indicated that a number of groundwaler issues will be resolved by COB ioday,

Woody and Bill ted discussion regarding status of groundwater work. Bill reporied that groundwater work is
progressing, but at a slower pace than previously anticipated. Mowever, due 1o the time spent on the

., groundwater data, said data Is more accurate and belter correlales 1o established assumplions. Specifically
* dala regarding oribs and frenches has matured to reflect truer numbers, As a result of extra Hime spent on
groundwater, three working days have bean iost on the schedule, B
Waody reported on the status of air modeling lssues. Work is continuing fo malure and addifional issues are
being closed out. This exira ime on alr will not change the eritical path of the project,
General discussion regarding ORP Management review of the draft. Steve interested in performing review
concurrent with project schedule activity APSAICO054 (Production of Draft FIS). $teve indicated importance of
being able 1o schedule ORP reviewers 16 read document in a plecemesl fashion, Wi aported that several
chaplers are in and avallable for review. Anticipates Chapler 4 to be available by migs
schedule). e
Scott indicated his desire (o review a complete IS, rather than 1o read and review in a plecemes] fashion,
Bill reported that Chapler 1 was available for review as of 21 November. SAICIQRP will continue to contact
OF R Management personnel when chaplters and appendices beoome available fof review. Management wil
he confacted via email and phone. -
Bill explained to attendess the scops of project schedule activity APSAICO084 (Produdtion of Draft EIS),
indhngted thal among other activilies, production indludes word pracessing, QA review, ard printing,
Sweve indicated that the ORP Management Review will nol be & "go-no go” review. itisto provids
Maragement with the opportunity 1o “tweak” data. Stave not concerned with reviewing for fechnical editiype
issues, rather wants lo review for heavy hitlers. Bl indicated that “show stopper” Issie reviously been
identified and rescived, ‘ “

¥ Howard indicated that by 22 Decemnber he would like all chapiers and appandices w@igﬁ}g@‘r ORP
Managemen! review, I

+  Steveindicaled the need for the Draft EIS o be consistent with 8A-4 {(specifically-ssyes surreunding TRU
arks), B

Oan explained the typs of revised data expecied o be delivered by COR oday. .
Woody committed to providing by 22 December some form of the complete EIS for

Howard indicated that the next Management meeting will be heldon 5 December 4 d
groundwater modeling should be complsied. Bl indicated that alt rads for gmiﬁ%ﬁé&é@;
weak and that noen-rad runs will commence nexd wesk

@

L

»

L

L]

*

L4

- .

agement revisw
tates that
beirg run this

+

Issues/Concerns Identified {Unresolved {uestions
g

»  Howard inferested in identifying ways o reduce or eliminate the currently schedul
Management review.

= Sleve concerned with alternatives be credible enough {sufficient data and discussion) tg perform a comparison
against the baseline to asslet with selecting the preferred alterative. in response, Woaé;f_ indicated that
language tweaks have been made in Chapler 2 o provide dearer undsrsianding of aiié_“' A

+  Beolt concamed with thare being enough ime for a thorough production/adit of the Draf,

H-0807 Page 1 November 23, 2003




Required Actions:

s Everett will develop and provide a one-page schedule 16 ORP Management shcwmg heff each plece (e.q.,
chapiers, appendices, ete.}, will be available for ORP review (1213, This infordiicnt Wil not be included on the
project schedule but will provide data-cerfain when documents will be avaitable for réviswis

Prepared by: Alan Page -1 Llater 25 November 2003
Distribution:

Mary Beih Burandt, ORP Project File Everet G, SAIC v Parker, CH2M HiLL
Thomas Gardner-Clayson, ORP Charlofte Johnson, SAIC  Woody Russell, ORP Gmg Ml ellan, CHZM HiLL
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Final, HQ Meeting Minutes
June 2§, 2()(}4 at 2440 Stevens, Conference Room

Participants or Attendees and Associated Organization:

Everstt O, SAIC Jaff Danlsle, ORP Woody Russell, ORP
Alan Page, CEES

Via telpconference;

Jearde Loving, EH Kurt Juroff, M Sieve Wiegman, ORP

Dean Morwos, GC Charlotte Johnson, SAIC Mary Alice Spivey, SAIC
Sublect{s) Discussed/Summary of Discussions: s
»  Ggneral discussion regarding overall status of HQ issue ist, Woody stated that remaining open issues are
dependent upon new, ongeing, analysis (mosily groundwater). Woody further stated that the team Is reviewing

the language for #21 (Representative Technologies). Dean stated that he believes that the EIS team has
finished the HQ review list {with comments) and wants 1o get ¥ wrned around,

+  General discussion regarding the MG concurrence review scheduled for fate August,

= Steve wanted o know who at HQ (senior level) ORP should be talking to in order to prep tham for the draft
review, Kurl suggested that both Dae Chung and Gene Schmidit be contacted.

+ General discussion regarding whom at HQ needs to recsive a copy of the Drsft IS D stated that Betty
Notan would need & copy. He also suguested that Steve Lamer at Gl (Coﬂgresswﬁai ard Infergovermmantal
Aflairs} may need o copy as well. Jeanis stated that she wants six copies of the complete draft. Dean stated
that he wanis one complete drafl and Kurl requested two coples. Jeanis stated that we send the Summary fo
congressionals, governors and select New Mexico representatives. Also, send envelop labels © Joyee in
advance and shall check for vpos, :

in regards o press releases, Jeanie suggested that aff press releases go through GU and B for review. Kurl
with inform Joe Davis (PA-1, Office of Public Alfairs) of the nead for him io also review press releases. Jeanie
surmmed up the review process by stating thal she wants all pregs releases, i@ﬁers etc t:z tbe Hii . governors,

alo. to run through the following: BM, GG, €1, and Jog Davis.

e Dean also stated that Betty would have 10 review and approve the revised Communication PlEn. Jeanie
o suggested that the BIS team have a finished Communication Plan when the August reviow begins.

. General discussion regarding the August review session, Charlotie indicated that the, projsci schedule
supports a 10 working-day review at HQ. Jeanie stated that HQ wifl have o read thg entire document.

s Woody siated that the EIS team is nol expecting the 8A 4 ROD 1o be signed before the TG EIS ROD, Both
Bean and Jeanie slated that they believe that $SA 4 is dead. Mary Alice stated that in section 1.7 of the BIS
thars is lenguage regarding SA 4 hiat can be deleted i necessary.

¢ Kyt gigted that he 15 concernad about how TRU waste is discussed in the BIS, Wan?s o3 Xnow #thare is
adequate NTPA basis in the EIS to includs TRU freatment as HLW. Woody si’ated that the E18 assumes that
sume of the waste is TRU. Dean stated that he bellaves that the TRU dzsmssz&_ nihe EIS is adequate. Kurt
asked ¥ the EIS supports TRU dasignation. Jaanie respended that NEPA s n 1o ci‘es:gnate wasie ag
TRU ornot. The TC EIS merely assumes that waste is TRU it dossn't designate it ier, none of the TC
£i8 TRU is coverad in the WIPP ROD. Dean respandad thatl #is too early {0 thake any designation regarding
TRU, Addﬁzmaﬁy he stated that wa may know more after the August review sessior k fr}ti thata TRU
designation will be made when/if needed. Steve siated that he believes that tha BIS i$'an enabling function for
TRY,; that many TRU waste processes need 1o be completed before waste can aven be considered TRU.
Jeanie siated thal she belleves that any TRU confirmation processes can confinue tc move ferward while fhis
EIS continues 1o mature,

s Dean siaied that he would Bike 1o have 2 discussion o review the process that was used o address and close
out HQ issues. He would like to know what work was done. Charlotie suggesiad that D < others could
W read the HO Status Rasolution Paper 10 gain more knawiedge of the issue resolutich $rétess eanie agread
' with Charlotte and suggested that If any questions remain that further discussions ocoliid 18k fldce. Dean
staled that he wants o ensure that all issuss were adequately closed and to keep the processimoving forward.

+ Al agreed to conduct a confarence call next Thursday (July 8} at 10 a.m. Woaody suggeszedfﬁ'zat between now
and next Thursday that sveryone reviews the issue list and works any oniatandmg cmaems ﬁﬁrough amal.

Tssues/ Concerns Hdentified {Unresolved Questions)

| 062804 Final HG meating minulos [ Page 1

| June 28, 2004




Required] Actions

»

5,

Brepared by Alan Page

Didtribution

Mary Beth Burandt, ORP Prodect Fiis

Thomas Gardner-Clayson, ORP Charlotte Johnsen, SAIC
{Jave Nighols, CEES Steve Wiegman, ORP
Jeif Daniels, ORP Brandi Magtin, CEES

Mary Alice Spivey, SAIC

tvarel Orr, SAIC
Waoody Russell, ORP
Brign Walker, CEES
Kurt Jurpff, M

Date: 28 June 2004
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i United States Government Department of Energy

memoran d um Office of River Protection
. DEC1s 2003 |

stiRor TPDRRMY 03-TPD-130G

susiEcT:  DRAFT AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AND SUPPLEMENT :
ANALYSIS FOR HANFORD TANK FARM CONTACT-HANDLED mNS’;}RANZC
MIXED WASTE TREATMENT, PACKAGING, AND STORAGE, US. .+ -
DEFARTMENT OF ENERGY (DOE), TANK WASTE REMEDIATION S?’S‘“{‘}ZM
(TWRS) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS} (DOE/EIS-0189-8A4)

T Jessie Hill Roberson, Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management, EM-1, HQ

Attached for your review and approval is a draft amended ROD for zh{za-‘fmﬁwﬁ‘}ig
supported by the Supplement Analysis 4 for Hanford Tank Farm Contact-Handled
Transuranic Mixed Waste Treatment, Packaging, and Storage (DOE/EIS-0189-SA-4).
These documents were developed by the DOE Office of River Protection {ORFP) and have
undergone reviews with DOE Headquarters Environmental, Safety and Health (EH} and
Office of General Counsel staff. Comuments provided by these organizations from their
respective reviews were incorporated these final docurments, with one exception.

Staff commenis from EH recommended that elements of the Supplement Analysis be
written in the context of the alternatives described in the TWRS EIS (DOEB/EIS-0189)
nstead of referencing the selected allerpative under the EIS ROD. ORP has evalnated
this recommendation and beheves the planmed action is bounded by the sel t};{ﬁ@ e
alternative under the EIS ROD and is therefore more conservative. :

Based on the Supplement Analysis, | have determined that an amended TWRS RGI} be
approved and issued.

If you have any questions, you may contact me, or your staff may contact:Dgkinar Noyes,

Director, Tank Farms Programs and Projects Division (509) 376-5166.,

<0 M
é*h;‘cifjm

Manager

Atiachments
1. Draft TWRS EBIS Amended ROD
2. DOFR/EISHIES-SA4

ce Sgepage 2




Jesste Hill Roberson
03-TPD-138

oo w/attachs:

. M. Borgstrom, FH-42
5 E Loving, EH-42

S, Frank, EM-11

R. P. Detwiler, GC-1

L. 8 Otis, GO

POF Dunigan, RL
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Hanford Site Tank Waste Remediation System
Environmental Impact Statement
{DOE/EIS-3189)

Amended Rod

{total pages including
coversheet 8)



DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Hanford Stte Tank Waste Remeadiation Svstem Bnvironmental Inpact Statement
{DOE/EIS-(189)

AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection, Hanford Sits
ACTION: Amended Record of Decision

SUMMARY: The U.S. Dopartment of Energy (DOFE) is amending the Record of Decision
{ROD) for the Tank Waste Remediation System Environmental Impact Staterment (TWRS EIS)
{DOE/EIS-0189) 1ssued Febroary 26, 1997, (62 FR 8693), pursuant to 10 CFR 1021,315, Thisis

an amendment and does not replace or supercede the original ROD.

Based upon DOE review of the waste stored in the Hardord tank system, there i.si approximately
5,500 cubic meters (m”) (1.5 million gallons [Mgall} of contact handled-transuranic mixed waste
{CH-TRUM, in single-shell tanks (S8Ts}. DOE has decided to proceed with the construction
and operation of a CH-TRUM treatment and packaging system, This system wzli consist of up to
two dewatering and packaging unils, The CH-TRUM treatment and packaging system will
initially process and package approximately 1,100 m’ {approximately 290,000 gal) of CH-
TRUM waste between fiscal vear (FY) 2004 and FY 2606,

This initial treatment campaigo for CH-TRUM waste will be refrieved fmm étght SS”I‘S ihat are
currently being managed as part of the Hanford Site River Protection Pro; eaz f@rrnerly know as
the Tank Waste Remediation Svstem (TWRS). The balance of the CH-TRUM will be processed
if, foliowing the completion of the on-going review of historic and new irzfarmaiign, DOE

determmnes to underake the action,

The packaged CH-TRUM will be temporarily stored in existing facilities or, if a&equatc cxzstmg
storage is ot available when required, 2 new interim storage facility. The W&ate WIH he certified

and stored pending transportation and disposal of the waste at the Waste ZSGZ&ZZQ?} ?zk}i Piam in




Carlshad, New Mexico. All waste will be processed untjl waste acceptance criteria

specifications for disposal are achieved,

Based on the environmental impact analysis of the Final TWRS EIS and afier.cvaluating costs,
regulatory compliance requirements, technical uncertainties, worker and public health and safety,
and comments on the TWRS EIS, DOE decided to implement the preferred zi’i_ic’z"ria%ive wentificd
in the Final TWRS EIS for retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank waste, the *‘;Z’_ﬁascci
Implementation aliernative.” DOE selected the Phased Implementation altarnative in the ROD
because it provides a balance among short-and long-term environmental impacts, meets all
regulatory requirements, addresses the fechnical uncertainties associated with remediation, and
provides the flexibility necessary to accommodate future changes in the rtzm@éiéﬁdﬁ.ﬁ_ié{}‘s n

regponse (o new information and technology development,

DOE prepared a Supplement Analysis pursuant to the DOE procedures implementing the
National Envivenmental Policy Act (10 CFR 1021314}, “Supplement Am ysis far Hanfozd Tank
Farm Contact Handied Transuranic Mixed Waste Treatment, Packaging, smd Stomge
(DOF/EIS-0819-SA4). On the basis of that Supplement Analysis, DOE ciﬁnéiizaed that the
construction and operation of the CH-TRUM processing and packaging sy"szem and storage of
the CH-TRUM waste pending transportation and disposal would notresultin g subszamzai

change in the potential envirommental impacts dentified in the TWRS EIS for %he DOE preferred

alernative, the Phased Implementation alternative. DOE also concluded that th 'pr 'cé action

15 & permissible ntenim action during the preparation of the Environmental Impa meni for

Retrieval, Treatment, and Digposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single Sh@ii Tanks ai t'zie
Hanford Site, Richland, WA (DOE/EIS-0356). EREE

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Requests for copies of the Amenéed _Reoord of Dcc;swn
should be directed to Mr, Robert Yasek, U8, Department of Energy, {Z}ff_ .g:‘_ _,_of’ ,R:ver Pmtmiwm

P.C. Box 450, Richiland, WA 99352-0450, telephone: (509) 372-1270, fax {339)"3?3 1313,

glectronic math Robert M Yasekqorl gov, For further information cm}cem;z‘ig 22}#: DOE

National Envivonmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, contact Ms. Carpl M. Borgst‘r{}m, Director,
Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance (EH-42), U.S. Department of Energy,




1006 Independence Avenue 8.W., Washington, D.C. 20383, telephone: {202) 586-4682}, or leave
a message at (800) 472-2756. Additional information regarding the DOR KEP& :é_;ﬁlées.s and
activitics is also available on the Intemet through the DOE NEPA homepage at
hitp:/tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa. L

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: The Record of Diecision (ROD) gGZFR 8693} for the
Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
{DOE/EIS-DIRY) stated, “The Final EIS evaluates alternatives for the mmz&ge{f}em and disposal
of mixed, radicactive, and hazardous waste cyrrently stored or projected to be stared in

177 underground storage tanks....” The ROD selected the Phased Impiemematiéné alfernative,

That alfernative was to consist of two phases. Phase 1 activities would last for é;zprox.im_éiei}'

10 years. Some of the activities would include constructing demonstration- an "Efuﬁ?séale'

facilities, installing and operating tank refrieval systems to retrieve selected wasifz performmg
separations, and transporting low-activity and high-level wastes to onstte mterzm storage

facitities.

In presenting the selected alternative, the ROD stated, “The Phased implemgnﬁaﬁ

was selected becanse it provides a balance among short- and lopg-term em‘lmm&ﬁiaé impacts,
¥l

meets all regulatory requirements, addresses the technical uncertainties assoc tcd with

remediation, and provides the fexibility nocessary to accommodate future changes in the

remediation plans in response to new information and rechnology devaiepmm’g” (62 }R 8693},
In describing the selected alternative, the ROLY also states, “While carrying out thzs demsmn, the

DOE will continuaily evaluate new information relative o the tank waste reme{ilatmn.pmgm‘

'E“he ROD furiher states, ©.. . DOE will obtain sdditional information on the cfféatwmess of

retrieval technologies, characteristics of the tank wastes, effectiveness of wasbe sep i ai;en and

immobilization techniques, and more definilive daia on the costs of retrieval :"'sepaiazmn and
immobilization of the waste™ {62 FR 8693}, One of the advantages of the Phased Zmpiememanon
gb«&cvei waste (HLW)

of the bulk of

aliornative is that the separation processes would reduce the volume of iy

and permanently isolate the waste from humans and the environment by di

the radionuchides offsite 1 a nationa! geologic reposifory (62 FR 8693).




Since issuance of the TWRS ROD, DOE has continued o evaluate new and ﬁxisﬁng information
related to waste characteristics as well as treatment technologies. DOE hag idenﬁ'ﬁcﬁl .
approximately 11,700 cubic meters (m*) (3.1 million gal) of transuranic mixed waste in 'Siéragc
in the tank farm system, Of this volume, approximately §,500 m’ (1.5 Mgalj s CH T&U‘M
waste that is stored in 11 8STs, and approximately 6,200 m” (1.6 million gal) of rcrnc»?e
handled-transuranic mixed (RE-TRUM) waste contained in 6 SSTs and 4 écui_)ie—siieﬁ tanks
(DSTs). WIPP is currently not permitted to reccive RH-TRUM, and DOE will coritifiue to
review and evaluate options that would potentially lead to the early retrieval anzi ;m}cessmg of
this RH-TRUM waste. However, RH-TRUM is not a part of this anaiys& %}uz t zs arzi‘ielpaied
that this will be addressed in future NEFA documentation, )

Through this review, DOE has determined that 8 portion of the CH-TRUM x&asie can be
retrieved, packaged, characterized, cortificd, and temporarily stored pending ﬁ*anspcrtanen and
disposal of the waste at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in Carlsbad, New E‘sfif::{tcc;r The
CH-TRUM in the eight tanks addressed in this determination (241-B-201, 241- B-202 3:,24 2' B-
203, 241-B-204, and 241-T-201, 241-T-202, 241-T-203, and 241-T-204) is pax{ é:,fthé“SS”r
mventory at the Hanford Site that was evaluated for refrieval, treatment, and d;sposaﬁ n the
TWRS EIS (DOE/EIS-(18%9). The balance of the CH-TRUM will be processc{i ai‘ foiléivmg the

completion of the on-going review of historic and new information, DOE de{ermmcs t{}

undertake the sction. Retrieval and packaging of this waste could &cce}eraie th emeé!atzoa

schedule and may reduce the loading on the Waste Tregtment Plant (W T?)

Transuranic wasie iz defined 1n the Wasie Isolation Pilot Plant Land With dms&ai :Act as “wasfe

containing more than 100 panocunies of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gtam of waste,

with hal{-lives greater than 20 vears, except for (A} high-level radioactive was:c:, ) w
the Secretary has determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator, does’ siot rieed
degree of isolation required by the disposal regulations; or {C) wasts that the Nuclear eguiatm"y

Commission has approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordanee v&lth Part 52 of

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations.” Mixed transuranic waste contains both'a ra{héactzve

compaonent {transuranic waste) subject to regulation by DOE under the 4z‘amsr:"}§fzer@?}$ ot of

1954, as amended, and other authoniies, and s hazardous component subg eci E rcgulatmn under




the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended, and ap;ﬁliéatéie_--sia‘tc laws
(s.¢., the Washington State Huzardous Waste Management Act, as amended) and their

irplementing regolations,

DOFE is propesing to construct and operate one or two CH-TRUM %rﬁanmmfpackagmg ztmis
{Lm:s}, and to provide for onsite above ground interim storage of the packaged waste .72}8

proposed processing and packaging systems would receive, dewater, and package the _w.aste for

temporary storage at existing onsite permitted storage facilities {e.g., Cem*al "&’v aa.te -.Cﬁmpiex

[CWCD. 1T adequate existing permitted storage is not available when reqazred ne in

storage facilitios would be constructed.

The proposed action would accelerate the DOE cleanup strategy of reducing. rzsk while
protecting human health, safely, and the environment. The proposed action v;«;a;c_i refrieve
approximately 1,100 m’ (approximately 290,600 gal) of CH-TRUM currently stored in the eight
designated tanks that would otherwise not be retrieved and treated unti after ca}éﬁéﬁr year 2022,

This action is considerably smaller in size, scope, and duration than the Phased zii;’iiéi?}ééiiation

alternative selecied in the TWRS EIS ROD. The volume of waste to be retrieved and aﬁkaged

under the proposed action is also small when compared 1o the volume of the tz!i*zi(

evaluated for treafinent in the TWRE EBIS.

Consistent with the tank waste treatment activities described under the ?hasaci im‘;:s’iememmon

alternative, the preposed action would allow the packaged waste to be storeii Gnsz ie and then sem

te an offsite geologic repository for disposal.

BASIS FOR DECISION
Pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.314{c), DOE has prepared a Supplement Analysis (DOE/EIS-0189-




following highlights the distinction between the proposed action and the Phaszé {mpiemcnmh on

facihities evaluated in the TWRS EIR:

*

The two proposed CH-TRUM treatment and packaging unifs m gn}ali 1w c&mpamﬁz‘i

i the physical size of the Phased Implementation aliernative, '

The volume of waste to be initially treated by the Unit (abont i ZO{) zn {296 900 gall}
is approximately 0.01% of the total volume of waste to be treated {(about 53 Mgal) in
the Phased Implementation alternative. The balanee of the CH-TR!

containers it would be 2 small area, approximately 0.2 hectare (@
comparison with the above gronnd storage areas evaluated in t?ze T’WRS EZS of
approximately 30 hectare {75 actes), Additionally, the mlum‘@-_cﬁyasté to be stored

would be small in comparison to the storage volume evaluated in the TWRS EIS.

The proposed LUinits are temporary and would operate for a short dzzrgizoxz, less than
two years, compared to the freatment systems of the Phased Implemetitation

alternative that would operate approximately 25 years.

Physical impacts {o the environment would only oceur within aiz‘eadv extenswaiy

disturbed areas of the 200 East and 200 West Areas of the Eianﬁ:rrd Site,

The small physical size of the facilifies and the short operafing d
proposed action would not change any of the assumptions used
long-term impacts to human health and the natural envimmnez?:t_"
Phased Impiemeaiati@{f alternative in the TWRS EIS,

Most of the short-term construction impacts of the treatment gﬂ}@i_ﬁggkggin g units

would be limited to offsite fabrication and assembly facilities,

iy

The eight designated tanks in the 241-B and 241-7T tank farms have a,totai inventory
of 2,779 curies. This Inventory is bounded by the total tank farm sys%em Hyventory in

the §STs of approximately 104,000,000 curies that was used ia the! RS IS tmpact




analysis and 18 also bounded by the inventory used in the “super taﬁic m{:z{ici”:_. t
was developed for accident analysis purposes based upon the maxinum .

concenirations from all tanks,

¢ The retrieval of CH-TRUM waste is consistent with the ﬁontinuing:épéf%f-i%ﬁizs of the
tank farmy system as analyzed in the TWRS EIS and selected mt‘heR{)D _' 5

« The proposed action is & permissible interim action during the preparation of the
Envonmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank
Waste and Closure of Single Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, Richland, WA
{DOE/BIS-0356), because it will not adversely affect the environment, m:}r Finit the
choice of reasonable alternatives (40 CFR 1506.1{a) andd 10 CFR 2022 21 i)

DECISION )
Based on the Supplemont Analysis, DOE concludes that the potential impacts fc:}r'the proposezi

treatment, packaging, and interims storage of the CH-TRUM waste are beunded :
analyzed in the TWRS EIS for the treatment, packaging, and interim storagé o fthe hif

Hanford S8T inventory. DOE will proceed with the initial treatment of &pp it _3tel} 1,100 m®
{approximately 290,000 gal) of CH-TRUM waste from eight S87s. Furzhez thg pggpesezi action
18 a permissible intenim action under 40 CFR 1506.1{(a) and 10 CFR 1021, --2 {{)33 hereby
amends the ROD for the Final Tank Wasts Remediation System Env zmmz.‘lezztaiu impaci
Statement issued on February 26, 1997, {§2 FR 8693),

Issued in Washington, DC, this ___dayof R

Jessie Hill Roberson,

Assistant Secretary for Eavironmental Managoment




EPF.14: 3

Recerd of Conversation

Conversation teok place on:  November 24, 2003 1300 hours
Date Time
Type of conversation: Phong nnerson .
X_ Teleconference Other =

Conversation was initiated by: John Kristofzski, CH2MHi!

Conversation involved: TS
Jeanie Loving/ DOE-EH : Woody Rassell, DOE-ORP-ED . Nameforzanization

Rob Yasek/DIOE-ORP-AMTF: Faul Dunigan, DOE-RL Nameforganization
Delmar Noyes/DOE-ORP-AMTF; Steve Wiegman, DOE-ORP-AMTF Nameforeanizaiion

fssues discussed: SA-4; HO expressed concerns about (1) reversibility Janguage in SA-4{2) . adequate
Jjustification that tanks contain TRU wastes: (3} interface or consistency with other NEPA documients: (4) the
nnmber of tanks that contain TRU wastes — TC-EIS identified 17. SA-4 had identified &, but now would identify

1. CHG suggested there could be as many as 22-23 TRU tanks. (4) storage of TRU waste containers once
z‘emmed from tanks must be clearly explained. TRU storage was not covered in TWRE-EIS

Resolution: (1) Reversibility language would be removed from SA-4. (2) ORP-AMTYF and CHG stated there is
more than adequate justification that tank waste is TRU | it just had not been put te paper. CHG will develop a
white paper of justification that some tanks waste is TRU. (3) $A-4 would be inconsistent with TC-EIS. SA-4
cannat support the 17 tanks identified in the ”f‘C EIS amd will identify 11 tanhs 1 be cmnmszem with the TW R%»

since ih&m does not seem to be adequaze coverag&:fd;swss on undef the "E‘”RWS__ “EIS. {43 Wheﬁmr new szamgye
was necessary or existing storage capacily at CWC was not resolved. However, CHHG stoted TRU storage is
bounded by the ITHLW storage facilities discussed in the TWRS-EIS. '

Action item{s). ORP/AMTF and CHG would revise SA-4 and resubmit next week. ""i"he white paper justification
would follow within a week or so.

Comments' Personal observation — disconnect between what HQ expects to see in iize: ?’R{} justification and
whal will be provided in the white paper {one to two page while paper seems madcgu;lic} Discassion followed
between Jeanie Loving and Wocd} Russell to impacts to TC-EIS, No changes to TC- I" s zcs mﬁea differing
number of TRU tanks, TC-EIS wil] stick with 17 tanks,

Prepared by: Woody Ruszeli
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Burandt Mary &

Subject: FW: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanilord Tanks Believed {0 Cc fzza n TRU Wastes

~CHiginal Massage- -
From: s, Lee

Sent: Sunday, Noversber 30. 2003 11:36 AM

Ta: Fygl, Eric: McRae, Ben: Deanison, William; Schepens, Roy (RLE
Facobs. Marilyn

Con Detwiler. Paul: Borgsivom, Carol Leluc, Edward: Loving, Jeanie;
"siove cuevasiieomn.doc.goy

Spbject: RE: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks BeHleved to
Co ntain TRU Wastes

| arn guessing that you incladed the attachment in the text of the message, and that it starts afier the sentence that beging
"Anachment A provides further derai] regarding the volumes and waste origins for the 22 candidate TRU mnks.” Tam also
copying Bric Fygl Bill Dennison and Ben Melae on this response, thereby alse forwarding the incoming message.

--—{Jriginal Messagg—---
From: Schepens, Koy (RL)
Ta: Jacobs, Martlyn: Ous, Lee :
Cg: Depwiler. Paul Borgstrom, Carol, LeDue, Pdward; Loving, Jeanle: 'steve.cucvas@en {ic}e ROV
Sent: § /2972003 141 PM _
Sublece: Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Belleved 1o Co ntaln TRU Wastes

Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Believed to Contain
TRYU Wastes

The Department of Bnergy. Office of River Pratection {ORP) has condusted
a thorough, systemaric review of historical records sasusiated with the
arigin of wastes In the Hanford tank farms. This review of operational
records has provided a means of determining the ordglas of wastes In the
tanks based on tank [ histories, transfers, and physical

configuration histories for tank farm piping. The historical Information

is being {or hag been) confirmied by sampling and analysts of cach wnk's
contents.

Based on theze reviews and analyses, ORP has determined that 22 anks
containing approsimately 3 million gations of wastes conld potentially

be classified as transuranic waste {TRU} Atachment A provides speeific
tuformation regarding the candidate tanks. waste volumes. and waste
origins. Of that 3 million gallens, approximately 30% is anticipated to
yield voptact-handled (CH) wastes after packaging (Le., the wasie
package surface dose will be < 200 mR/howr}), while the other 30% s
annzipated 10 yield remote-handled (RH) wastes {package surface dose
=200 mBhmour), ORT percelves the path forward (o be reasonably clear for
magy of the fanks containing CH TRU. Thatpath issef forth n

Bupplement Apalysis 4 {SA-4) to the Tank Waste Remediation System
Environmental Impact Statement {TWRE/EIRL

An eanaily clear path Forward does not yet oxise, however, for fanks

1271472003
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containing wastes that are candidates for designation as RH TRU. This is

in large measure becanse the Final Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPF)
wasie acceptance criteria (WAC) and certifieation procedures do not yat
exist for RH TRIL Withaut those oriteria and procedures. ORP is unable

10 reasonably estimate (at a similar level of defail t Gie estimates

made for CH TRU fn SA-4) information required for iis National
Envirommental Policy Act of 1969 (MEPA} analyses. Among the areas ORP
cannot reasonably estimate without the WIPP RH WAC are the speeific
technical approaches 1o be used, schednling. costs, and envirommental
impacts assaciated with the reirieval, treatment. packaging,

certification, and storage of the candidate RH TRU tank wastes,
Consequently, ORP is not proposing to address the tanks that may contain
R TRILE in SA-4, The wastes in those tanks will be addressed at such time
as the WIPP RI WAD and certification procedures become avaiiable. IFORP
is then able to confirm that those wastes will be acteptable for

disposal at WIPP, appropriate dotumentation wiil be prepared 1o address
amy outstanding NEPA and WIPP WAC requirements.

Relative 1o the CH TRY tanks, two miscelleneous underground storage
tamkes {MUSTs) that appear o coniain CH TRU (T-361 and B-361) were not
addressed in the TWRE EIS. As a rosnll these two tanks willnot be
ncluded In SA-4,

Accordingly. SA-4 addresses eleven single-shell tanks (B-201, 5-202,
B-203, B-204, T-201, 7-202, T-203. T-204, 7.1, T 118 and T-11 { ¥ that
contain CH TRUL ORP propesss that the Recard of Decision (ROD) vnly
address the gight B and T 208-serics fanks: the other three OH TRU tanks
will be addreszed in a subsegquent ROD,

Candidate R TR 1anks may be evaluated in the Tank Closwe ElS or 2
Supplement Analysis to the Tank Closure EIS as approprists based on when
he WIPP RH TRU eriteria are finalized,

Astachment A provides further detall regarding the volumes and waste
origing for the 72 candidate TR tanks.

The Office of River Protection (ORP) has been reviewing and continuss
review historical records associated with the origin of the fank waste,
Operational records based on tank 1 higtory and the physicsl
configuration of the piping indicate the origing of wastes in the tanks

of interest, ORYF confirms the waste ovigin information provided by these

records by sampling end analvzing the contents of candidate tanks.
Table | summarizes the results of ORP's review.

fﬁﬁ%a 1. Candidate Tank Wastes for a Transuranic Waste {TRU) Designation

1271072003
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Candidate TRU Tanks
Waste Origin
{See Koy ot Bottorn of Table}

Cumnistive Volume
Contact-Handied Waste in Single-Shell Tanks

B-201. B-282, B-203, B-204,
1201070202, T-203, 7-204
2241 LW (DW only in B-200s)

284,000 gallons

T80, T
DWW OW in T-HH ooly)

817,804 galions

T.104
i

317.000 gatlons

Contact-Handled Waste in Misceilaneous Underground Storage Tasks

B.361. T-361
224

45,100 gailons

Remote-Handled Wastes in Single-Shell Tanks

B367

':1'1__21‘} 0F20403
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1C/POWiSalcake

26000 gallons {sludge only}

T107
IC/CW/R Plant IX

175000 gatlons

B-110, 8-141
ZC/B Plant SREB PMam X

483 600 galions

T-103
WHCITWB Plant TX

98,060 gallons

T-112
2C224/0WA Plant 1X

60,000 galions
Remote-Handled Siudges in Double-Shell Tanks

5Y-162
PEP

71,800 gatlons {sludge only)

AW.IDT AW-185
POW

$36 000 gzallons (sludge only}

12/106/2003
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Key I Waste Origing

Symbol

Explanation

HZ

First Pu Decostamination Cycle Waste from Bismuth Phosphate Plamt

2C

Second Pu Decontamination Cycle Waste from Bismuth Phosphate Plant

224

224-B/T Plutoniom Concentration Buikling Waste

Cw

Conting Remoaval Waste from Dissolution of the Conting (e, hullyon
trradiated Nuclear Fue! Elerments

ow

frféiizipmm&‘buiiding decontamination wastes fram 221 BT andfor 224 /7

POW

Purex Cladding Waste from the Dissolution of Cladding {ie. hulljon
Irradizted Nuclesr Fuel Elements

B Plant IX

Process waste from cosium removal campaign conducted 196710 1986 at
2218 Plant

B Plant So7RE

Process waste fram separating rare eanth fission producs arad load
sonducted 1063 1o 1967 a1 2218 Plant

1241072003
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PFP

Pluionium Finishing Plant wasies

Salteake

Zodium compounnds presipitated from waste after evaporation

Tabie | identifies 22 single-shell tanks {S8Ts), double-shell tanks

(D5Ts) and miscellancous underground storage tenks (MUSTY) that contain
TR wastes along with each tank’'s wagte origin(s) and waste volumes. The
22 tanks listed in Tabie | cumulatively contain approximately 3 miftion
galions of transoranic siudges of which ~1.5 million gallons i3

anticipatsd to yieid TH wastes once prekaged (L2, waste package

surface dose <208 mR/Aour) while the other ~ 1.5 mitlion gallons is
antisipated 1o vield RH wastes (5200 mR/Bour). A more detatted
discussion of the Table 1 tanks and wastes along with ORP's proposed

path forward for each is set forth below,

CONTACT-HANDLED SST/MUST WASTES

224-B/7 Plutoniom Concentration Bullding Wastes - Bight B-200 series
S8Ts received wastes from the 224-B and 224-T Phuonioim Concentration
Buildings. Those tanks slso recsived waste from equipment and building
decontamination activities conducted in the 221-8 Baillding following the
shuidown of the Bisounh Phosphate process. The Plutondum Concentration
Building waste was generated by dissolving and re-precipitating the
plutonir product (o remove fow levels of radioactive argd chemiend
contaminants carried over from the B/T221 plutonium decowmmination
cycles. The Plutonium Concentration Bullding waste is not a spest
nuelear fuel reprocessing waste as no spent nuelear fuel was presemt

whan this process tack place. The Plutordum Concentration Building waste
stream comained only ~0.001% of the fission product Inventory that was
in the spent nuciear fuel that the plutonium was extracted fom. The low
fission product concentrations resulis in the Plutenium Concentration
Building wastes being CH oues dewatered and puckaged. ORP perceives a
clegr path forward o cenify this wasie for shipment to the Waste

Isalation Piot Plant (WIPP) und has estimated the costs and inpacts
sssociated with the rerrieval, reatment, packaging, and certification

of this waste prior to shipiment 1o WIFP, That information is sat forth

in Supplemental Analysis (5A-4)

221 BT Second Phstonlym Decontmmination Cycle Wastes - The second
grovp of OM $87Ts in Table 1 consists of tanks Tw3H@ and T- 111, These oo
tanks also received 22427, Phnonium Concentration Budlding, wastes,

Both tanks zlso received wasies fram the 221-T buliding second plutoniom
decontamination cygle, Tank T-111 also received wastes from equipment

12/10/2003
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and building decontamination activities. The second eveie of plutoniam
decontamination is not spent puclear fuel reprocessing as no speng

nuclear fiael was present <outhindF 1A _fin 1> {1} in the second
slutonium decontamination oyele, only contaminaled

<authind AL LAH_finZe (2] plutonhun product. The equipment and building
decontamination wastes were also not produced during the reprocessing of
spett nuclear fuel, As a result, all of the wastes In T-116 and T-111

have sufficiently low fission product concentrations o be CH when
dewatered and packaged. ORP perceives a clear path forward w centify
the F-110 and T-111 wastes for disposal at WIPP, ORP has estimated the
costs and impacts agsociated with the retrieval, rreatment, packaging,

and certification of this waste prior to shipment to WIPP in SA-4.

221 BT First Platonium Decontamination Cycle Wastes -~ The third OH
waste groop in Tabla | consists of ene tank. T- 104, That lank weeived
waste from the Bismuth Phosphate process firet plutonium decontaminstion
cycle, The fiest evele of phatonium decosiamination ¥ also not 3 spent
nuciear fuel reprocessing in that no spent nuclear fuel was present in

the first plutonium deconaminasion cycle, only contaminated phutonium
product, Although Just one step romoved from spent nuclear fuel
reprocessing {uranium separation/plutonivm exteaction cycle), once
dewatered and packaged. the wastes in T- 184 are abo projected to be CHL
The fission product content in the T- 104 wastes is only ~ 1% of the
fission product concentrations in the uranium separations/phutonium
extraciion waste stream. Accordingly, ORP also perceives a clear path
forward to certify this waste for shipment to WIPP, ORF is updating the
estimated coste and impacts for the vetrieval. treatmeny, packaging. and
centification of T- 104 waste prior to shipment to WIPP. That information
will aiso be set forth In SA4,

Comact-Fandied MUST Waste - Tanks B-361 and T-361 contuin the same
wagles as the B/T 208.series S8Ts listed abave, Le., wastes from the
224-B/T FPhatonium Conceniration Bulldings. While the wastes in these

tariks willbe CH TRU once dewatered and packaged, these two MUSTs were

not considered in the TWRSE/BIS. As a result, thelr wastes canagt be
included in SA-4 {M B <outbind: /1 178 _msacom 1> but may be
considered in the Tank Closure EIR Girrently being developed.

REMOTE-HANDLED 58T WASTES

Six 875 Hentified in Table 1 {B-107. T-167, 8- 110, B- 111, T-103, and
To112% cotleersd wastes from the first and second Bisamuth Phosphate
plutenivm decontmination cycles along with wastes from vanious cesium,
strontiam, and rare earth removal campaigns, Tank B-107 also received
cizdding removal wastes from the PUREX Plant, Present indications ore
that these tanks contain sufficlon fission product concentrations (o

result i BRI wastes, Since WIPP has not yet finalized its waste
accopance eriteria {WAC) for RH TR, ORP connot ascertaln the
treatment, packaging., storage. and certification yequirements for RH THU
wastes. Without that information. ORP cannot idensify the costs and
impacss assoctated with the retrizval and handiing of these wisies in a

1271042603
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matsner comparable to that set forth in 8A-4 for the contact handled

wastes, Mareover. ORP cannot ascertzin whether these wastes can be
disposed of a8t WIPP, cven though a TRU designation may be warranied, due
te statupary Hmits on WIPP's RH disposal volumes. Accordingly, ORP
proposes that these wastes not be addressed in $A-4. Once the WIPP RH
WAL is established, Hiese wastes will be further evaluated and addressed

in appropriate NEPA documentation,

REMOTE-HANDLED DST SLUDGES

Three DST5 (8Y-102, AW- 163, and AW- 163} contain shudges that did soy
originate during the reprocessing of spent nuclear fusl. AW- 163 and

AW. 1035 conain wastes from PUREX head-end decladding oparations, 8Y- 152
gontains wastes from {he Plutonium Finishing Plant, Atthoughall of

those shedge wastes auay have contalned low levels of fission producs
when produced. the high-devel waste supetnate has bees stored in the
D8Ts on top of the sludges, The resuliant commingling makes it Hkely
that the siudges will produce RH waste once rinsed (1o remove
cross-contamination from the supernate). dewatered. and packaged. As
discussed above for RE shadges In 38T, ORP has not vet developed 3
detziled plan, cost estimates, and impaci estimares Tor the RH DST

shidige wastes, The commingiing also presents 3 more difficult
clagsHication challenge than I3 presented by OUH wastes) a challenge

that may be better addressed once the outcome of ongoing DOE efforts
related 1o waste classification ave further advanced, Accordingly, ORP

‘proposes that tese wastes 0ot be addressed In SA-4, Once the WIPP RH

WAC is established and current classification issues are resofved, the

WTRU, addressed in appropriate NEPA documeniation,

<putbind:/#1 178 ftarefi> {1} The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1582
{N'WPA) defines spent nuclesr fuel as “fuel withdrawn from a nuclear
reactor following irmndiation. the constituent elernents of which have
ot heen separated by reprocessing.” In the Bismuth Phosphate process,
the consthiuent elements of the spent nuclear fue! are separated by
rpprocessing during the Uranium Separation/Phutonium Extraction cyele,
in the Bismuth Phosphate process, the spent nuclear fuel componenis were
separated during the uranium separmtions/plutenbun exiraction eycle, the
highly mdioactive wastes from which wers transferred to single-shell
tanks as HL'W,

<putbind: /1 V4 _fiare2> (2] The fission product concemrations in the
secend plutonium decortamination cycle was D.1% or l2ss of the fission
sroduct concentrations in the uranium separations/plutonium axtraction
wasle stream.

1271012603
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BM_ msocom_1  <outbind: /1 14 _msounchor 1> [M B1}The Tank Closure E15
currently does not address tanks B-361 and T-361.

12716/2003
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Accelerated Tank Retrieval, Disposal. and Closure EIS Meeting Notes
Date: Tuesdav, December 10, 20027 10200 AM
Location: 2440 Stevens Cener

Participants/Atrendees: DL L. Parker, No L. Kimer, and D, W, Hamihon

Subject(s} Discussed/Summary of Discussions: The purpose of the meeting was to discuss storage and
disposal elemerts o be included in the Disposal Data Package regarding transuramic (TRUj and bulk
vitrification waste. Mr. Hamilton is the Project Manager for these two altemative treatment technologies.

Summary of Discussion: Mr. Hamilton noted ihat the current NEPA strategy being advanced by CH2M
HILL is for an Environmental Assessment {EA) rather than an Envivonmental Impact Statement 1o be used for
NEPA documentation for the TRU waste project. Mr. Hamilton noted that the Accelerated Closure EIS
svhedule does not support the project schedule and that Mr. Fehix Miera s working the 1ssue with ORP. Mr.
Parker was aware of that proposal from an earlier conversation with Dr. Rod Powell, but noted that at this
time the direction from ORP is that TR waste treatment be included 10 the Accelerated Closure EIS,

Mr. Bamilion noted that two areas of waste treatment he is concerned with are TRU and, 30\%*«2@&*;31 waste.
The current sirategies for eacl are very similar. The waste would be ramoved from a *anix ihmuvh 4 process
such as vacuuming, and placed into 55-gallon drums. The waste in the drums would be dewatcred a8
HBCESSATY 10 mest apa%c“b?e waste aceeptance eriteria, For TRU waste, the waste acceptance criteria (0 be
met are those of the Was.e {solaton Pilot Plant (WIPP). {The WIPP wauste accepance erieria call for the :
wasie to contain less than 1% free water.) For low-level wagie, the acceptance f;zéwria wouid be for some
other ctlity whers the LLIW wonld be disposed. An shsorbent would Liksivbe ai‘iii‘“ﬁ 2{3 th» drums 1o absarb
any Hquid penerated due 1o wasie seuling, EEANIPEES B

i For TRU waste going to WIPP, a headspace saraple would be faken at some interval speaiﬁeé in the WIPP
waste acceptance criteria, The interval is 200 and something days after the waste is put into the drum. Itwas
noted that a sampiing strategy would be developed as the project progresses, W hech,will specify sampiing
requirements for waste disposal, 1t is hikely that some siatstical sampling program would be developed and
proposed, perhaps after a full sampling program had established the acceptabiliny of less ﬁbqnf:m Sa‘?’piluﬁ:

In response 10 a queshon rfzgaram g the current strategy for disposing of remote-handled (E.i{) TRU waste, Mr,
Hamilten noled that his project is not considering the storage or disposal of any of the RH TRU waste.
However, as far as the schedule for processing RH TRU waste is voncerned, current planning s that the
project o process the RH TRU waste would begin in January 2007, and RH TRU wasie would ;zmbably be
ready for storage and disposal a couple of vears later. When asked how musch RH TRU wasts would be
produced. Mr. Hamilion explairied that there are about 600,000 gallons of RH TRU store intiree tanks. The
three RH TRU containing tanks are AW.103, AW-103. and 8Y-102. :

Possibiz referencable sources of data to be used in the preparation of the Closure EES Wﬁ?ﬁ Zhen discussed.
Mr, Harnilton noted that the Cost Estimating Input Sheets {CEISs} and WBS d;cz;onaz} sheets include the
current assumptions for the project. Mr. Hamilton skeiched the work breakdewn structure (WBS) for the
Supplemental Technologies (Figure). The CEISs were prepared a few days ago and are zharﬁf’ore YEry up-10-
date, however, they may be diffieult to sift through, so the WBS dictionary sheets arg prc&bab}v a better
source. Mr. Parker said that he thinks be has access to those dictionary sheets, -

The discussion tumed to bulk vitrification. Mr. Hamilton deseribed the bulk vitrification process by saying
that supernatant Heuid would be pumped from thie tanks and mixed with sarth in 4 large metal box.
| Blectrodes would then be inserted and the waste i the box vimficd. The box would eeniam aboui 20 cubie

| Fahsesting NowsiDan Page 102 Ez',f}ecefmbar 17, 2002
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yards of vitnfied waste and would be drug off for burial at a low-level waste reposiiory. About 300 boxes per
year would be produced. The earliest start for bulk vitrification would be Jauuary 2006, and glass production

-4 would continue through 20280 Waste properties would be very similar to vitrified Jow- a{:ﬁvrty waste and the

4 vitrified low-aetivity waste properties could be used as a basis for calculatimg buik mrzf’ caton wasia
properiies, A statement of work (SOW) has heen prepared and is currently oul 10 seir::ct & ’vemiar‘ for bulk
vitrification. Mike James would be able 1o provide a copy of that SOW. e

FIGURE
WRS Structure for Supplemental Technologies

Supplemental Treatment

5.5.2 .,
CH-TRU RH - TRU LOW-LEVEL LAW
WASTE WASTE WASTE 59.2.3
59221 58222 $5.2.23
BULK VIT STEAM | ..
5.9.2.3.1 9232 REFORMING | “-
I SORII

Issues/Concerns Ideatified (Unresobved Questionsh:
s N/A

Required Actions:
« 1) 1. Parker fo prepare and distribute meeting notes.

Prepared/Recorded By: D, L. Parker

Distribution: D. L. Parker, N. L. Kimer, 2. W, Hamilton, Closure EIS Project Files

FiMesting Noteslian Fage 2 of 2 December 17, 2002
Patkari12 10020HMip doo =




NEPA Consideration of Removing TRU from Tank Wastes for Separate Z:}isfposai_

"ve reviewed the TWRS-EIS (DUE/EIS-0189F) and its Record of Decision {ROEI)) and
find the following:

- The EIS analyzed and the ROD selected the “Phased Implementation: Al erpative”
which includes removal of selected radionuclides (including transuranics) from
the low-activity waste stream, sforing the removed radionuclides pending HLW
treagment, and retum of the removed wastes to DSTs for future zeiz‘te‘vai
freatment and disposal in the high-level waste stream. ;

- No alternatives in the TWRS-EIS included separation of transuranics from the
tank wastes for disposal as TRUL Lo

- {losure of the tanks with TRU residuals in them was not w%red szm:c cleszzm
was nof addressed in the TWRS EIS. :

. The TWRS-EIS does not include analysis of treatment, packaging or
transportation of TRU waste.

Therefore, [ conclude that a Suppiemez}% Analysis of the TWRS-EIS regaré mg TRU
 waste would not be appropriate, since there is no existing analysis to suppiemeg;t.azzd the
impacts are not bounded by the TWRS-EIS,

1 recommend that these impacts be incloded in the Tank Closure EIS, wi';zch gg now in
preparation, or held for a later EIS. :

PEXDIr. 6 May 43
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Final Management Meeting Minutes
Discember 10, 2003, a1 2440 Stevens

Participants or Attendees and Associated Organization: S
Jeft Danisls, ORP Mary Beth Burandt, ORP - Dan Parker, CHZM HILL

Alan Page, CEES Eversit Orr, SAIC + .- Charlotte Johnson, SAIC
Bil Herrington, SAIC Woody Russell, ORP '-§__F°"’§;;i Dunigan, DOE
Jirn Rasmussen, ORP Pane Clark, ORP ... Robs Barr, ORP

Scoit Siubblebine, QRP HMoward Gnann, ORP ~ RoySchepens, ORP
John Swailas, ORP S

Sibject(s) Discussec Summary of Discussions: .

e Mary Beth isd discussion regarding fhe status of the project schedule, Mary Beth indicated that sinoe last
week's update to Senior Management that there has been no slip in the schedute. However, adjustments were
made to a number of project activities. Project activities APSAICEDDZ, -008, 008, and -012 {groundwater

.. nodeling aclivities) were adjusied (o a finish-to-finish refationship. A 2.day lag for these activitles was Included

-, aswell. Mary Beih indicated that for grounawaler modeling activities that the ﬁmsh daia of 22 Decamber

- romaing and that the BIS is slill on schedule as delineated today.

»  Generat discussion regarding the ORP over-the-shoulderreview, The EIS Team has rexfi&we{i the following
sections: chapters 1, 3,5, 7, 8, 8, and appendices A, B, I, and K. Appendix | will be reviewed tomorrow.
Chariotte confirmed that the Draft 18 version pz‘ovided to HO will have gone through technical editing once but
riot the entire document the second Bme. MG will be made aware of tis. Roy indicated that he and Howard
will be involved in resolving any comment concerns or conflicts fram the HG review if the team nesds
assistance,

¢ Mary Bath reporied that concerns regarding oribs and trenches {groundwater) hav been ddreased
Furthermaore, the thres culstanding groundwaler concems generaled from the. Qctﬁb ‘2&»29 Diraf review have
now heen closed oul ¢

» Ceneral discussion regarding TRU fanks. Howard Indicated that cusrently thez’e 2 ‘??vdes:gnated TRU fanks.
Hewaver, that number is in a siate of Bux, Howard interasted n knowing the impaiddssociated with fewer or
groster tanks being designated as TRU. Mary Beth reporied that the achual number of TRU fanks is less
impurtant than the TRU waste volume. Bhe indicated that the EiS analyzed 1.7 M galions of waste made up of
both contact handiad and remote handled TRU, Any volume greater then the 1.7 M galions would nesd 1o be
evaluated. Mary Beth stated she had only received information from CHG this momingirelated to 20 fanks, not
22. Roy asked Dan to identify the current number of TRU {anks and their associated vl amesef TRU waste,

» Roy requested that Mary Beth provide 2 fist of significant comments received dumg-* n-house

o seviews of the draft.

¢ Mary Beth reporied that she has received a narrative from Mike Colling addressing GW del rigy used in the
solid wasts BIS and was waiting {0 see the tofal write-up of the GW in the TC EIS. :

s General discussion regarding costs, Everefl identified areas of unceriainty that iy w @&‘3@ costs Those
areas include scope of HG review of draft EIS and exient of pubiic comment pericd a5 izsequem cormment
disposiion. Woody indicated that there are senough funds o mainiain current sgo ihrough the end of
January 2004, Woody is also working to develop a PR v

»  General discussion regarding trave! arangements and associated costs. Rob Indicated that the current travel
budgst to support MO review will have o be revamped,

+ Howsard confirmad that we will e holding & mesting next week on 17 i)acembe: nigd then he would be outof
the office Tor two weeks, Mary Beth asked if she would need an additional “OR fr{;m %*ir::wa{d t send the draft
to HO on Jenuary 87, Howard stated that he was comforiable with things am‘i W sﬁoniﬁ sand the document fo
MO and start the review process.

{ ssuied Concerns  dentified { Unresolved Quedtions) .

s Mary Belh concerned with receilving late comments from ORP line organization for éhe aver -the-shoulder review
process. The three-day commitment was not baing beld.

s My Belh indicated that the HQ review of the draft £18 is offers potentia impact (o the,

prodsct. Dapsnding on the breadth, scope, and duration of the review, prolect costs c{}izi
cancemesd with the publie scoping ;;emd and the potential volume of commenis mmm&d

HD-0508 Page 1  December 10, 2003 |
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Everstt will add a column 1o Overthe-shoulder review plan to rack compisted reviews Z}y GRF’ line review
{12/16).

Dran will identify the 22 currently designated TRU tanks and provide basis for their seiacﬁon W!i? review wiite-
up authored by Bill Hewdlt that provides a TRU tank fist and volume {12712}

fary Beth will seb-up meeting with Moward for contract discussion (12/12).
hary Beth will send Solid Waste EIS narralive 1o Scott Stubblabine {12417, _ .
Mary Bath will provide list of significant comments received during scoping and | in- house rewews of the draft,

Prepared by: Alan Page

Shouid include commenis made by stakehoiders, publtic, Ecology, ete. (12017},

Datel --.‘if{} E}ecember 2003

Digribution: o B

Mary Beth Burandt, ORP Project File Everett O, BAIC U Danny Parker, CH2ZM HILL
Thomas Gardner-Clayson, ORP Charlofle Johnson, BAIC Woady Russell, ORP Greg MolLellan, CHIM HILL
Dave Nighols, CEES Steve Wiegman, ORP Drian Walker, CEES Paut Dunigsn, DOE

Bill Herrington, SAIC Jetf Daniels, ORP Brandi Martin, CEES Jim Rasmussen, ORP
Diane Clark, ORP Rob Barr, ORP Scott Stwubblebine, ORP

Rov Scb@pans ORP Jotn Swalles, ORP

File:

* P = 4 =

'>

The f@% fowing documents will be hard copiad attached to the minutes for inclusion in the Adm mssa&ﬁyg :Raoordf Project

TC BIS Management Meeting Agends for December 10, 2003 {1 page) .
Updated Closure EIS Activities Proposed Activities thru Publish Draft EIS {6 pages) .
Updated Action Ttems from TC EIS Review October 28-28, 2003 {7 pages)

Tank Closura FIS Project, Pre-Production Draft EIS, Over-the-Shoulder (OfS) OPR: Rewew ? an {1 page)

White paper authored by Bill Hewitt and provided to Dan Parker by Rob Yasek, This dftachirment closes the action
reguestad by Roy Scheoens noted above. This dogument is not a data submfzta but raerely doses out the action
and was not presented during the meeting.  Action was closed 12/11. : !
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TC EIS Management Meeting
Decamber 14, 2003

Scheduls
a. Chapter reviews
. Qwer the Shoulder reviews
Cost
Action items
Technical ttems
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b

[T i B o S
:_,_,4?:). S

vy

ek ot
WA e Gd

16

17

18,

i9,
20,

21,

Compieted ftem Revisipi ]

changed to secondary waste; Complete 11/13- . o
Figure C-8 ohiain latest figure from BN (Jeff) C{)mpie‘te 27 i
'Donble check C-57 lines 9-14 against M-45 {Woody)- Ccmplete I};’d

Consistency beiwaezz 2 aﬁé C on tan%: Ve}umes and ﬁgures af tazzka (Bob :
- Complete 10/3C" [ P

. ‘Get assumplions ciaar on Ait 6 }HLW camsters on~sztc { E}avf:) Cﬁ
60 Compime 1173 s S

?UCK} Adeis o .L) 0 G ;1\» § e i‘;\..."fl\w-;

Complete 1173

Action ftems
T EIS Review Oetsber 25 - 29, 3003

C.1.4: Work on Woody’s suggested language on histonical leaks {Dave) ;
Complete 1173 é
C17 & €355 Consistent use of Te-99 vemoval (Dave) Complete 1143

Pg C-29: Mary Alice & Ben clanify distinction during alts {Azssaza} Camgzieie
1177 _ :
Pg C-30 Bquations on Pg C-30 (Bew/Amanda) Complete }(}J??

6A 10 ft of soil = HLW Description (Ben) Complete 10728/03 ~ {
(ilobal checks/changes - remove accelerate; various references o melters f
change to WTP Melters; WP 2009 Hot Operations Start changs to WIP s
2009 Start; leakers changes to knowsn or suspected leakers; Te-99 removed i
during pretreatment change to Wi Te-89 ertrza‘;;zmnt; mi&ceﬁammzs wasie

Closing Patagraph for section C.3.1.1:1 {Kirk) Complete 10/27
(et the right reference for Alt. 5 Pg C-38 (Jefl)  Completé 20;2*7

Add C34.15 &ssumpmns & Uncer{mrztms {mclnéa Yucca Mt:}} (Da&e;

- Complete 1173 i

(-143 tine 38 check 23,604m” against referemz: Z{EOQg (K.zrk} {Zf}m;ﬁete 1 1 3 %
Double check Pg 144 line 14 27 quarter of FY 2005, (MA) Complets 10/28 |
Make nomenclature with retired melters, fatled melters, s_’psnt meitors as :
replace with WTP melters; change glossary too (Kirk). Ccmp]ete S VERERIEE
C.3.5.2 Ancillary squipment Pg C-154 tines 11-186, C larify, equip (Bobfﬁen}
Complete 10/28 .
Figure C-35 fo lower tarik elevation relative to ground }evai {M&) Complete |
11724

Check the borrow material {(Gae) Complete 11/5 - - e
Pg C-162 line 35, bullet 1 add additional uncertainty {Bob) Comp 116"

Add lesk detection monitoring discussion to Appendix C-(Al ssata} Ccmpieie
4

11/18
Identify IDF facility on facility rmaps (Chapter 2) (Kevin) Comg !
Pg 172, WIDs sites with B&T (3, 4, 6) and what was used {?E}; '
10/28




29,

30,

it

A3,
34,

16, ___-f?

45,

46. .
47,
43,

49,
gr‘sﬁ 6»38) {Bob) Complete 118

- Pg 2-1 (Top of Page (}my Tesz Bax) Re»wrztc cié'scnptmn of secthz 2 Z
- (Ben}. Compif:ifz 1143 i L
. ';Pg 2 I Re«wme: f’xrsz pmgraph (Zmes 7= 11} to-use language Fom NO

g ééary sind define. (MA) Comiplete 11/55:207% .
- A{i{i W‘E’? faczﬁty to map maghm 2-6, P 2 3” {B;

¢ other ap;}maches {fwa ) Complete 111 12

- ‘Write detail of rationale - pretreatment or no pref:reétmem
. Preveding sect: 2.3,2.2 (MB, Bob) Complete 11/17.

?al? out the Wade mgsby info fz“om Aian (\fﬁ%}« C{}mple:

“Global Checi@’ch&n g - check for hyphens Whaz’e dashes ol ed fa.né

Action Items
TC EIS Review October 25 - 29, 2003

Py G194 — WTP Meiter Disposal — why does it reference both WIPP and
Yucca Min? Thought Yucca was only consideranon. (Dave} Complete 11/3
Pg G-256, sect (5.3.1.2 - Review inputs to models to determing if errors exist
causing excessive NOZ concentrations, {(Weody, Tom B, Bob: W ) ‘Complete
12710 AR

(3.3.1.1.5 ~ Toxicological Benchmarks -~ Need i referencg, stan&arés
f‘cmpleze 10726 - :
{Page-5-14), IS Consent Decree - Check Sept ’3’9 2999 Camment said it-
should be Sept 30, 1999, Complete 10/30/01

Pg 2.24, Line 18 - Re-write seﬁicnce that descrzbca quzz
C{}mgiae 11/6 G

10/28

vzw J»’?Sﬁ)

Pg 2-66, Iine 12-13 needs clarification regarding managmg con‘z&mmate{i

soils. What is the governing reg. {RCRA, CERCLA). {(MB) Complete 11/6
(ilehal ch&ckﬁghaﬂg{s remove reforences to conbiguous 1ATs,
ite - . _
E’repar& position on Why Te- 99 isincluded in Alt 6. (OR?) C

{Completed ltem Ruevision D 342003




L .,;zhis .Eimiiatierz ; (_Bfi}b_) _éiCQm?leteﬁ g} 14

64. ' Figires 4-1 & 4-2, cited on page

65,

6.

74,

Completed Hem ' Revision

' _Complete 11714 .

PR

“rate, (eri() (Zompiem 11725 . . ‘
- Pg 2-91, Line 2-4 states a??ematzves 8}({363(1 HN? eiectm:ai Zra.n,smxsszorz

P 3-20, line 12 referenices sect'3.2.3.1. There is s sect. 3

- document; (Jim S): Comp?ete 1(}!28 ~changed to Fzg 3
 Re-write first paz‘agraph ‘on page. 3-3610 include latest 3
- ;:_Hzniori Repf}z"t} (vam ). Cemp ie:te HAg -
Table 315 I’g 3- 82 & Expand ’?&xt in ;}.ar.avraph that introduces "
Pg2§1w

" “each’ rasomta' ared’ é-.-(B%}b} ‘Complete Zifé
©:Pg 2-78; Table 2-3 ~ global check/change - say ‘no

Pg 2-78, Table 2-3— global é&ezkfchange When zxsmg fext’
fmpacts in table, and impacts are same/ slightly different, ref:

_{Bab) Campi&i& lifé

Action Hems
TC ELS Review October 235 - 29, 2643

Table 2-2, Pg 2-75 - Re-work table references to ancillary eqmpmm_ oil. |
(Kuk, Ben, Bob) Complete 1148 : S |
Pg 277, sect 2.6.2 — Conduct further discussions regarding hi:mf 2(} summmzei
the m‘zpaczs of each alternative. (Charlotte, ME) Covnpiete 115 ¥ ;

same, Ch&c& correct \raiuezs {Bob) Comp gle 10728 . .
Pg 278, Table 23~ Eiecmczt} check: umts o z:aines goeny ¢ o 1{}

system capacity. Need to pr{mde discussion of how our. aﬁaiyszs addresses

appear in the document. (Jim S} Compl ats 10}’28 Cha{}‘f’f:ii

(Hnes 10- 24} 10 ﬁeﬁm va}ufwse of aabie {Kzrk‘} Comp}e{e 1072

impact’ Complete 11/20

column (.g., 5ame 85 Al‘i 13 (Bo’h) Compiete ii;é

.3.5.3.1.3 - Expand uncertainties concernin g-workmg
structures (Ben) Duplicate of 824 — Complete 11/6

ate: 127102003

i



Action Items
TC EIS Review Octaber 25 - 29, 2083

75, Insert Occupationsd Hazards bzacussm at end of Segt 2.6, I{) {330%)) Complete,
10/28

76, Add cross site transfer line to relevant maps {Bob} Complete 1{};’28

77, Sect 1.2 — Re-write section 1o incorporate § Stubblebing’s znz:mducww
paragraph and Insert Iv}@’s mpa% for the remsining seclion. (Bz}‘i) _C@mpiete
17 S

78 Incorporate sect 1. 8 as szzb«secaon at the end of sect 1.3 (Bﬁ}};; wﬁ;&i&ie lif"?

79, Add placcholder in TC EIS far Beology s xoreword as ccoperaﬁng agmcy

____:-_:(Bﬂi) Complete liz’ﬁ

: éﬁmz}s {R{%y) Comp}e:te 11;‘5"';_' R el
;;gSec% 14,1 -Adgi wp, to'show t 3

_ Cemp}ctﬁ 222‘75
Table Z 9 L}zeck ’zeial dzstance travsie(l f&r 5 6A &, 6B

Cthe hcmks f opem{zon' use;d in ihe emissmns ca}ezzlatzons £

e (Beb WY Compieze 10’24 '

94, . PgE-11~SectEZ3~ Aéd conszs%mt storyf zatwmﬁa r sel
' anaéyzeé amitiing other toxics {i.e. ammonia values in Table

consisient with ammonia values in Table B-15) (Bob W) C cte 1l

95. .. PgB.21 Corect or explain apparent inconsistencies between YOU values in |

Table B-30 and detail toxics values in Table E-31. {(Bob W) 1

Completed ltem RevistonBate 12/10/2003




96.

97.

98,

G4,

160,

101

102.
143,
1.{)4, |
1403,

106, .

107,

108.:
109.
11(},:
L
112,

- maximum reasonably foreseeable accident. (Kevin) Complet
113

. the actual value even if legs than §) (Bob W) Complete 11/
" General question — Did this EIS include personal vehicle {warker: co:

.. Sect4.2.1.1, Line 31 references term “Industrial-Exclusive’. Ad
. explanation what Industnial-Exclusive means. (Steve W C{x_;_zp}__

Action Htems
TC KIS Review Qctober 25 - 29, 2003

(Hlobal check/change on all Appendix E Tables — need consisté
provided for Benzene, Toluene, and Xylene (sometimes it’s

rker commutes)
emissions for all activities analyzed? [ not, this may affect several ﬁsczz{ms of
document (77777 Complete 11718
Pg E-83 — Add discussion in sect E.3 to describe the peak yearconcep that is
central to understanding the follow-on tables. Consider modifying the follow-

- on table formats to place 4 — or N/A instead of 0, or include all valves in tables
“and bold the peak vear values, (Bob W) Complete 11712 i
.- Global chesk/change — where ‘options’ is used in the document to refer to the
. sub-alternatives, replace options with sub-alternative. Complete 12;’1{}
_ Pg 43, sect 4.2.1.1 references upgrades that would take place throug :
" Make referenice to the Chapter 2 section that discusses the upgrades to be:

completed with Alternative 1 (Kevin) Complete 11710

Global check/change — In all tables, ensure all values that exce
arg placed in bold., Add fooinote for explanation, (Kevin)

Pg 4-7, Table 4.2.4-2 — Only 4 toxics referenced. Add discuggion y d éscribe

definition of barriers cbange as appmpnaie {Kevin) {,omp 2o
Global ch@ciﬁ’chaﬁge For graphs in Chapler 4, add hne ’cha" g’e@r 'x_gnts the
benchmark. (Kevin)
Sect 4.2.9 - section seems to minimize the economic Hﬁpaﬁt of: hai;mg WTP

' construction without further explanation. Re-vamp section to address

ggonomio impact sensitivity more realistically, (Kevin) {’:am;ﬂe:e_;_;;z@
Sect 4.2.9.1 - Text, tables, figures seem to speak only to WIP, Cheek/ verify
that Tank Fam‘z OPS 1s included ifz seeti(m (Kevin) C‘om;)iete }

listed. (Kevin) Cnmplete 11720
Cha;;{er 4 gl@bai checkfchange czosswaék all alternative iiziﬁ_

1y

Sect 4.3.1.2.1 {gi{;bai cizcckfshaszga} check eiecmczt}f dens
add discussion to address impacts of exceeding existing Hap
Trangmission Lines capacity. :
(Hobal check/change — replace the word significant wz‘ih sab
Complete 12/3 -
(lobal check/change ~ replace the phrase maximum f{}resee cident with
:f}”’
(lobal check/change - replace phrase conceivable accidents with reasozzabiy
conceivable accidents. (Kevin} Complete 11/7

Completed liem Revision Da 003




114,

115,

116

118,
119

120,
121,
122.
123,
124,

125,

126,

Corpleted Item Rcvisig?;z_ag_ 3,

' instead of j just Hsting the maximum values {Kevin) Compig

 radistion seefion. Also add different levels of accident risk to __

Action [tems
TC EIS Review October 25 - 29, 26063

Sect 4.3,1.14.5 — Add statement at beginning o indicate tézaz the TRV waste
digcussed 15 already covered in the HSW EIS; then follow with dﬁi&liﬁﬁ
numbers. (Kirky Complete 11/19

Sect4.3.1,14.3 — Add discussion referencing the seeondary waste szream ‘_
resulting from treated tank waste. (Kirk) Complete 11/19 o
Sect 4.4, Pg 4101 - Add discussion that makes dzstmctacn betws
closurerand clean closure, (Kevin) Complete 11/19 -
Sect4.4.1.2, P 4-103 — Table 4.4.1.2-1 values do not mata,%} textin4.4.1. 2 1
(may be a global to all Infrastructure Tables for all alternatives) (K, -
(Global check/change - required response to destruction of veg;
needs addressed consistently in all sections (Kevin) Complete 12272
Global check/change — Pg 4-301 references local, off site sources Repiace
with local, commercial off site sources. (Kevin} Complete 1 .
Chapter 2 — where we describe alternatives, make definitive Sié’itﬁmm‘i -
regarding D&D (or lack thereofy (Bob H) Complete 1271 <
Sect 4.8, Table 4.8.2-2) ~ Add range of values for all altern

Get copy of City SEPA EIS on ATG. (Alan P) Completc 11/17

. Page 4368, Sect 4.9, lines 42-44 - Verify we have the latest HSEW ﬁiS

mmgaizon measures and summarize 111 sez:twn {szm) Comp‘iﬁia;

that some of the ehanges were sent 1o pmézzc‘izon but not mciudeti é;:@f{}
{(Kevin} :
Fig 4.3.4.2.6-1 & -2 (Page 4-80)
Fig4.4.1.6-1 & -2 (Page 4-117)

Fig 4.4.2.0-1 & -2 {Page 4-154-155)
Fig 4.5.6-1 & -2 (Page 4-194)

Fig 4.6.6-1 & -2 (Page 4-232)

Pig 4.71.6-1 & -2 (Page 4-270-271)
Fig 4.7.2.6-1 & -2 {Page 4-306)
A(id reference to chapter 4 figures (noted in item 126) in sectio
{Kevin) o
Sect F.4 (vicinity of lines 25-42) — Insert graphics showing map of area inside
core zone showing core zone boundary and the points of assessment, : (Kevin)
General question — should we ac%d PNNL to hist of EIS Pmpamrs (MB
Complete 11/6
Sect H.1.1 thry W3- Rawstmcmre section to call }i 1 “‘Background™ ]
organize subsections into H.1.1 Radiation; H.1.2 Chemical. ’i‘ﬁ@z:g pxgairg@x
fevel of detail in chemicals section to be equivalent o level of detail i

PO E R

4q

&F2.

(Rill) Compilete 12/9

'“}

1 02003




Action [tems
T EIS Review October 258 - 28, 2003

131, © Global check/change -~ Table H.1.4-8 thra H.1.4-37 - Add” \Eonnai @PS 10
e @f.the end of the _titlf: on each ia‘bie (Kn‘k} Compifzta 11! Z 9

132, _“Verify O

133
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&Alan,

As this was an official action from Roy o the team during yesierdays meeting when wa prapare
the notes for the AR please pnnt this oul as well as the attachment and note this a3 “the closure
o the action” 1o differentiate i from the handouts
hats

—-{iginal Message-—--

From: Patker, Dan L {Danny)

Sent: Thursday, Decemnber 11, 2003 816 AM
To; Burandt, Mary £

€ Russell, Woody; Mclelian, Gregory W R
Subject: PW Re; Proposed Approach for Addiessing Hanford Tanks Selieved ?;o Coniam TRU
Wastes

Mary Bath,

Allached to this message s the elecronic version of the paper | put on your chalf Véstérday
afternoon. This is the four page while paper Roy and Howard requested the EIS teain obiain
from Bl HMewilt at the meeting yeslerday. While wondering the halls after the meeting looking for
Bili Hewitl's office, | ran into Roy again. Roy suggested | just get the while paper from Rob
Yasek, as Rob was quiding me 1o Hewiif's office at the time. The wolumes Roy and Howard
reforred (o ars lsted in Table 1 :

{Now for the disclaimer | do not know the genesis of this paper and have Iefl the chain of emails
as Rob forwarded {0 me for your information. This email should not be viewsed 23 a date
submiital, but simply as the result of me doing the feg work o track down this paper within ORF )

Lian

----Oyriginal Megsage-- -

From: Yasek, Rabert M

Sent: Wednesday, Decernber 10, 2003 330 PM
Teo: Parker, Dan L (Danny)

Subject: FW: Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Believed m.Corztam R
Wastes

From: Hewitt, Willlam M

Sentt Monday, December 01, 2003 1022 PM
To: Noves, Dalmar L) Yasek, Rabart M e
Subject: FW: Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Yanks Belleved to Contain
Wastes -

gBill Hewilt

YAMSHGS LLG

Roomm 2618 2440 Stevens

PO Box 887, Richland, WA 88352
Phone 800 538 7625 Fax BOD 448 2487




s riginal Messagem e

From: Poynor, C D {Cathy)

Sant: Monday, December (01, 2003 B:33 AM

To: Hwailes, John H; Stubbl ebme Sootd ; Hewitd, Willlam M

Subject: PW: Be: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Bebeved to Contazn ‘mw
Wastes ST

As per Request. Cathy

~~~~~ Original Message-----

Fromy Poynior, € D {{athy)

Sent: Monday, December 01, 2003 7:52 AM

To: Schepens, Roy 1; Marilyn ;§am§:>s@am doa.goy’; 'lee.otis@ha.doagoy’

Ce: "paut detwilerghaudos.gov'y carol borgstromaéhg.doe.gov'; ‘edward, Eeduz:f:z}hq rjoe gov
eanteloving@ha.doe.goy’; ‘steve.cuevas@em doe gov'

Subjecty RE: Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Believed o Coratam TR
Wastes

Elile attached,
Cathy

- riginal Message--——

From: Schepans, Roy J

Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2003 12:42 PM

To: Marlyn.jacobs@em.don.goy'; leeotis@hn doegov’
o ‘pauldeiwlier@ha.doe.gov ;) carclborgstrom@ha.doe goy') ‘edward leduc® hq doa Gov';
jeanieloving@hadoe.gov'; steve.cusvas@em.dos.goy’

Subject: fe: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Believer to Contain TRU Wastes

Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Believed to _C{}ﬁtam,_ TRU
Wastes o

The Department of Epergy, Office of River Protection (ORP) has conducted-a thorough,
systematic review of historical records associated with the origin of wastes in the
Hanford tank farms. This review of operational records has provided a means of
determining the origing of wastes in the tanks based on tank £il] histories, transfers, and
physical configuration histories for tank farm piping. The historical information is bamg
{or has been) confirmed by sam;pimg and analysis of each tank’s confents.

Based on these reviews and analyses, ORP has determined that|(P)(5)

(b)(5)




Re: Proposed Approach for Addressing Hanford Tanks Believed t6 C eméiﬁ TRU ‘Wastes

The Departmezzt of Energy, Office of River Protection {QR?} has c{}zidu _
systematic review of historical records associated with the origin of wastes in'thé H rzfezé Lank
farms. This review of operational records has provided a means of dezem’umng the origins of
wastes in the tanks based on tank il histories, transfers, and physical gonbgufafzoﬁ irnstones tor
tank farm piping. The historical information is being (or has been) confirmed by sampim@ and
analysis of each tank’s conients. .

Based on these reviews and analyses, ORP has determined ﬁmﬁ |(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)




| Atiachment A provides further defail regarding the volumes and wasie ong}mfor‘th (b)(3)
e | U




Proposed NEPA Approach for Candidate Hanford TR Tanks Attachment A

The Office of River Protection (ORP) has been reviewing and continues to réview historical
records associated with the origin of the tank waste. Operational records based on tank fill
history and the physical confignration of the piping indicate the origins of wastes in the tanks of
inferest. ORP confinms the waste origin information provided by these records by sampling and
analyzing the contents of candidate tanks. Table | sununarizes the resulis of ORP’s review.

Table 1. Candidate Tank Wastes for a Transuranic Waste {TRU} Designation .

j E Waste Origin S o
Candidate TRU Tanks E {See Key al Bollom of Tabis) Cumaiat;ve :Vomme

[6)5)

(b)(5)

12711403




Proposed NEPA Approach for Candidate Hanford TRU Tanks

the Table 1 tanks and wastes along with ORP’s proposed path f{}rwa%:{_?i forieach is set forth

below.

CONTACT-HANDLED SST/MUST WASTES

[(b)(5) |- Eight B-200 series S8Ts

received wastes from the 224-B and 224-T Plutonivm Concentration Bﬁ%itiings-l(b)(S) |
(bX5)
(bX5)

(b)(5)

12/11/03 A2




Proposed NEPA Approach for Candidate Hanford TRU ‘Tank,_é

&ttachmem A

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Three DSTs (SY-102, AW-103, and AW-105) contain shudges that did not originate during the

reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel[(B)(5)

(b)(5)

120103

A3




i Proposed NEPA Approach for Candidate Hanford TRU Tarﬁ(,s':E ::5: £ _t%éc}zment A

(b)(5)

12/11/03 SRR IS A-4




DRAFT

River Protection Project Function Descriptions

The functions shown on the River Protection Project Functional Logic Diagram are
described as follows:

STORE
8.1 Characterize Tank Waste

Waste characterization serves many functions, including: to receive, transfer, and store
waste safely (i.e. ensuring waste transfers are compatible, tank waste chemistry is within
specifications, efe.), to measure fank waste residuals to determine the radionuclide
content and volume following retrieval and form part of the basis for determining waste
retrieval i1s complete and the residuals can be safely disposed in the tank as required by
the HFFACO and DOE M 435.1-1; and to provide data for waste blending and ensure the
waste meets the treatment facilities waste feed acceptance criteria. Tank waste is
characterized by sampling, historical records, process knowledge and modeling. Waste
characterization will continne for as long as the waste is in storage.

5.2 Maintain Tank Farms

Maintain tank farm facilities, equipment and controls so that the fank farms can be
operated within their authorization basis. This includes repair and replacement of failed
equipment including piping, changing out ventilation filters, and upkeep of the grounds
and fences. Most of the infrastructure, as well as the tanks, are several decades old and
requires continuous attention. This function will continue uniil the tank farms are closed.

8-3  Conduct Tank Farms Safe Operations

Safely receive, and store radioactive tank waste in compliance with the authorization
basis and DOE O 435.1. This includes routine monitoring of waste storage conditions,
transferring waste, inspections, and collecting and packaging contaminated job wastes for
disposal. This funciion will continue until all of the waste has been retrieved and the tank
farms closed.

S-4  Upgrade Tank Farms

Upgrade tank farms to comply with federal and state regulations and permits, and to
function safely until closed. This includes upgrades to transfer systems, nstrumentation
and control systems, and electrical distribution and ventilafion systems, This fanction will
continue until the waste is retrieved from the tanks,

55  Evaluate lmpaci of WTP Delay on Service Life of Support Facilities and
Infrastructure

215407



DRAFT

As a result of the delay in WTP startup and extension of RPF mission completion by
several years, evaluate the service life of tank farm support facilities and infrastructure,
inctuding the 222-8 Analytical Laboratory. Determine what upgrades or replacements
may be needed or if other facilitics can provide the service.

S-6  Decision: Upgrade or Replace?

Decide if the support facilities and infrastructure service life is adequate to support the
RPP through mission life. If not, decide which ones need to be upgraded or replaced, or
determine if service can be provided by a different facility. The 222-S Analytical
Laboratory is more than 50 years old, and thongh it has received a number of upgrades
and additions, it may need to provide services for another 30 vears. Much of the tank
farm infrastructure is also several decades old.

S-6a-1 Upgrade or Replace Support Facilities

Determine when the support facilities need to be upgraded or replaced and then: budget,
design, construct, and startup those facilities.

8-7  Assess DST Tank Infegrity/Life

Inspect and analyze the DSTs o determine if they still meet their design requirements
and to forecast their remaining service life. Periodic ultrasonic inspection of the steel tank
walls is a primary activity of this function. The 28 DSTs are 20-30 years old and many
will be in service at least three more decades.

S-8  Project SST Structural Life

Estimate how long waste can remain in the single-shell tanks with acceptable risks for
storage and retrieval.

$-9  Decision: Provide Additions! Storage Capacity?

Given delays in WTP startup and the increased time o retrieve and freat all of the 88T
and DST waste, the concern about adequate DST capacity increases, While additional
DST capacity is often discussed, acquiring it raises significant issues, including; 1) sach
new I3STs is likely to cost ~$75 million—money that could be used to accelerate
completion of the WTP, 2)new tanks will not provide near-term capacity as it will take
~8 years to budget, design, construct, and startup a new four-tank fank farm, 3) these
additional tanks will require cleanout and closure when no longer needed that will add
$10s to $100s millions to the total RPP cost, and 4) the 4.4 million gallons of capacity
that would be added with 4 new DSTs would only support retrieval of approximately 1.5
million gallons of salt cake waste due to the dilution needed for retrieval. However, there
may be acceptable lower cost storage methods for the limited operating period needed
prior to waste freatment availability. This might include use of some upgraded or
modified sound singie-shell tanks or the empty grout vaults,

2/5/07



DRAFT

§-9a-1 Budget, Design, and Construct Additional Storage Capacity.

If it is decided to acquire additional storage capacity; budget, design, procure, congiruct,
and startup the storage facilifies.

S-16  Manage DST Waste Inventory

Maximize DST space available for receipt of SST wastes by consolidating compatible
waste types, concentrating dilute wastes in the 242-A evaporator, and muanaging tank
farms to achieve optimal space usage within the DST system. SST waste retrieval is
dependent on having space available in the DSTs {or some other aceeptable storage
facilities), Waste in the DSTS has no place to go uniil waste treatment systems comes on
line (See TREAT).

S-11  Extend Service Life of 242-A Evaporater

Extend the evaporator life so that it can operate until all SST waste is retrieved. Upgrades
and/or replacements are anticipated starting in 2008, These mclude HVAC supply and
exhaust, leak detection system, condenser, re-boiler condensate system, valves, and
instrumentation,

S-12  Imvestigate Vadose Zone Contaminant Migration

Investigate and analyze vadose zone contaminant migration that resulted from tank and
pipeline leaks and spills. Core samples, down-hole logging, computer modeling, and
other techniques are used to determine the contamination source, areas of contamination,
the amount and types of contamination, and how it has mi grated. This information iy used
to determine potential impacts to groundwater, identify potential interim mitigation
measures; and investigate and analyze vadose zone contamination fo @d in determining
how the S8Ts should be closed.

$-13  Implement Interim Measures

Select, design, and implement interim measures. These could include lacalized soil
removal and/or iterinn barriers over tank farms fo limit infiltration of precipitation.
Precipitation infiltration into the vadose zone enhances the migration of contarminants to
the groundwater. It is envisioned that interim barriers will consist of Impervious materials
(natural of synthetic) along with grading to direct runcff away from the areas of
contammation.

RETRIEVE

R-1  Develop SST Retrieval & Leak Detection Systems

2/5/07
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Develop improved retrieval methods and develop and test leak detection/miti gation
systemas for the SSTs. Development must consider the types of waste (0 be retrieved as
well as the condition of the SST in the timeframe that the waste will be ratrieved. A
number of different waste retrieval fechnologies are needed o remove the SST waste that
has different physical and chemical propertics in the various tanks. The waste includes
liguids that can be pumped, salt cake that can be dissolved, insoluble double salis, easily
mobilized studge, and sludge heels that can be very hard and must be broken up before
they can be pumped from the tank as sturry. It must be demonstrated that the waste has
been removed fo the maximum extent technically and economically practical. Leak
detection and Jeak mitigation systems are needed to detect and mitigate (if possible) any
leaks resulting from the retrieval action.

R-X  Provide SST Reirieval and Leak Detection Systems

Design, procure, and construct SST retrieval and leak detection systems and the
associated infrastructure. A number of different reirieval systems, as developed in R-]
above, will be required, as well as a leak detection systermn,

R-3  Provide 8ST Waste Transfer Systems

Design, procure, and construct small tanks, pumps, pipelines, and controls required to
deliver waste sluicing Hanids 1o SSTs and transfer retrieved waste from the SSTs to DSTs
or to supplemental waste treatment systems (if any). As SST tank farm pipelines become
n¢ longer usable, new above ground and below ground pipelines will be installed.

R-4  Retrieve/Transfer 88T & MUST Waste

Retrieve waste from the 88Ts and MUSTS to the extent needed for closure and transfer
to DSTs (or another acceptable storage system if provided) or a waste treatment system.
SSTs should be retrieved as expediently as practical and as storage space or waste
treatment capability i3 available,

R-8  Provide DST Retrieval Systems

Design, procure, construct and install systems to retrieve DST wastes that will meet the
WTP or other treatment systems waste feed requirements, The currently planned retrieval
system consists of two large mixing pumps that will mix the waste and suspend the
solids; and, a waste transfer pump.

R-6  Provide DST Transfer Systems

Design, procure, and constract systems for transferring waste between DSTs and to and
from the WTP (or other treatment system). Most of these systems are currently in place.

R-7  Retrieve/Traasfer DST Waste

2/58/07



DRAFT

Retrieve, stage, and transfer DST waste that meets waste treatment feed requirements,
Receive waste that may be refurned to DSTs from a waste treatment system,

TREAT
T-1  Provide Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant (WTP)

Design, construct, and commission the WTP so that it
e Separates the waste into HLW and LAW fractions such that when processed and
mmobilized the bulk of the chemicals can be disposed as LAW in lower cost,
onsite, near-surface facilities and the bulk of the radionuclides can be disposed as
HLW in an off-site geologic repository.
Vitrifies the LAW fraction and packages it for disposal as LLW.
» Vibifies and packages the HLW fraction in compliance with the geologic
repository waste accepiance criteria,
+ Demonstrates if can meet product quality and production rate requirements.
Design, construct, and commission an analytical laboratory and infrasuucture o support
the WTP,

The WTP will be the primary RPP waste treatment and immobilization facility.
T-2  Imcrease WTP Capacity

Increase WTP waste treatment and immobilization capacity so that the waste can be
provessed more rapidly and efficiently. It is anticipated that the WTP capacity can be
increased in a number of ways. These Include; removing system bottlenecks, mstalling
higher ca;;aczty second generation melters when the first melters need to be replaced, and
increasing waste loadings in the vitrified waste.

T-3  Pre-treat Waste (WTP)

Separates the waste into HLW and LAW fractions such that wi hezl processed and
immobilized the bulk of the chemicals can be disposed as LAW in lower cost, onsite,
near-surface facilities and the bulk of the radionuclides can be disposed as HLW in an
off-site geologic repository. The waste feed stream from the underground storage tanks is
received, sampled, and processed through ultra-filtration units to remove solids. The
solids become feed for HLW vitrification and will undergo washing/leaching 0 remove
additional chemicals that can be routed to the LAW stream. The liguid fraction of the
filtered waste will be processed through an lon exchange system 1o remove Cs-137 and
then stored as feed to LAW vitrification,

T-4  Finalize ILAW Waste Determination (WD)

In 1897, the Nuclear Regulatory provisionally agreed that the LAW from Hanford tanks
would be non-HLW and could be disposed on site as low-level waste if it was treated as
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planned. This LAW classification shall be finalized in accordance with DOE M 435.1-1
Chapter 11, Waste Incidental to Reprocessing method in consultation with NRC, 1t will be
issued for public comment. and receive EM-1 approval If ILAW from supplemental
freatment is included in the WD, the WD cammot be approved until the TC&WM EIS
record of decision is issued.

T-5  Vitrify HLW (WTP)

Vitrify and package the HLW fraction in compliance with the geologic repository waste
acceptance criteria. The waste 15 vitrified in two joule-heated melters and the molien
glass poured mto stainless steel canisters 2 f. in diameter by 15 . tall.

T-6  Vitrifiy LAW (WTP)

Vitrity the LAW fraction and package it for disposal as LLW. The LAW is vitrified in
two joule-heated ceramic melters and the molien glass poured into steel canisters 4 f. in
diameter and 7.5 1. high.

T-7  Decision: Start LAW Vitrification First?

Construction of the WTP LAW Vitrification facility can be completed before the WTP
Pretreatment and HLW Vitrification facilities. Starting up LAW Vitrification first, before
-the others are completed would provide earlier LAW wvitrification and reduce the
additional LAW immobilization capacity that is needed, Waste feed for early startup
could only be from tanks waste that requires simple field-based prefreatment to mest the
LAW Viuification facility waste acceptance criteria. This pretreatment could be
accomplished in new tank farm facilities. Other changes would be required on the WTP
site to accommodate early startup; such as liquid effluent storage and transfer to the
Effluent Treatment Facility, emergency control room, analytical laboratory availability,
and separation of the radiological operations from the ongoing construction activities.
The decision would fo proceed to make the changes needed for starting LAW
Vitrification facility before the WTP Pretreatment facility is ready, or to wait.

T-7a-1 Provide Supplemental Prefreatment

If the decision is made to start the WTP LAW Viunification facility first, waste
pretreatment facilities will be needed to remove entrained solids, insoluble radionuclides,
and Cs-137 {as necessary} from the liquid waste stream. Solid/liquid separation and ion
exchange processes, pipelines, and ancillary equipment will be provided in new
structures in a tank farm,

T-8  Decision: Proceed with DRBVS?

Bulk Vitrification is being developed as an alternative technology for tmrobilizing
LAW, Development has progressed to the point that a full-scale test on actual tank waste
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has been proposed and design of the facilities and eguipment is nearly complete. The
design has been reviewed by external experts and cost estimates and schedules are being
prepared. The decision to be made is whether to proceed with construction of the
facilities and conduct full-scale bot tests or not. Alternatively, the decision could be based
on cold prototype or engmeering-scale tests of integrated systems similar to portions of
the WTP.

T-8a-1 Construct & Operate DBVS

1 the decision is to proceed with the DBVS, it will be constructed adjacent to the S tank
farm . 200-W Area. The constmiction consists of waste and glass former materials
receipt and feed systerns, waste dryer, waste contalper preparation station, waste
vitrification station, electrical power supply, off-gas system, waste coniainer sampling
and closure station, ILAW container interimn storage pad, and ancillary equipment. The
DBVS is operated in a batch mode. The plan is fo retrieve ~200,000 gallons of dissolved
salt cake from tank 5-109, process it through simple solid/liguid separation at the tank,
and vitrify it in up 10 30 waste containers,

T-9  Evaluate LAW Treatment Alferpatives

Four alternatives are under consideration for providing additional LAW immobilization
capacity; a 2" WTP LAW Vimification facility, bulk vitrification, steam reforming, and
cast stone. The evaluation will include whether the technology is ready to implement at
production scale, waste form qualification, operability, life-cycle cost and schedule. The
results of this evaluation will be considered in the decision on whether to implement
supplemental freatment (1-9) and to fulfill the HFFACO M-62-08% milestone on
Supplemental Treatment.

T-1¢  Decision: Supplemental Treatment?

Because the WTP LAW Vitrification facilify does not have the capacity to vitrify the
LAW fraction at the same rate the HLW Vitrification facility can vitrify the HLW
fraction, additional LAW immobilization capacity is needed fo mmmobilize 40%-60% of
the LAW, This additional capacity could be provided by adding another WTP LAW
Vitrification facility, or adding another waste immobilization technology {(supplemental
treatment) in new facilities. The supplemental treatment techmologies being considered
are bulk vitrification, steam reforming, and a cementations waste form called cast stone,
The devision will be to proceed with one of the supplemental technologics or to construct
a 2" WTP LAW Vitification facility. Supplemental treatment may also include some
simpler waste pretreatment facilities in the tank farms so that LAW immobilization could
begin before the WTP Pretreatment facility comes on line,

T-10a-1 Provide Supplemental LAW Treatinent and Immobilization Facilities

If the decision in T-11 is 10 acquire supplemental freatment; design, construct, and startup
the supplemental technology process chosen and any supplemental pretreatment required
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to feed it. The WTP Pretreatment facility LAW processing capacity 18 approximately
twice that needed to feed the WTP LAW vitrification facility. Therefore, most of the
waste prefreatment needed to supply feed fo supplemental treatment can be provided by
WTP.

Assuming it is decided to use bulk vitrification as the supplemental technology, the
facilities needed to immobilize 40%-60% of the LAW are envisioned to include:
¢ Approximately & parallel lines, some in 200-East Area and some in 200-W Area,
consisting of waste container preparation, waste receipt and feed tanks, glass
forming materials storage and blending, waste dryer, electrical power supply and
vifrification station with feed system, off gas system, waste container sampling
and closure station, and other ancillary equipment,
¢ Supplemental pretreatment as described in T-4 if bulk vitrification starts up prior
to WTP startup, and/or some bulk vitrification capacity is located in 200-West
Area,

T-102-2 Pre-treat Waste in Tank Farms

Treat tank waste in facilities described in T-lla-1 above and fransfer it to the
supplemental LAW treatment facilities for immobilization. Transfer the HLW fraction to
the WTP or return it fo the DSTs.

T-1Ba-3 Immobilize LAW (Supplemental)

Receive waste feed from the tank farms and/or WTP Pretreatment and process it through
the supplemental treatment systems to produce an ILAW that can be disposed on site as
LLW,

T-10b-1 Construct and Operate 2™ LAW Vitrification Facility

Adding a 2™ LAW Vitrification facility 1s one of the alternatives being considered to
increase the LAW immobilization capacity to better match the HLW Vitrification
capacity (see T-6). If this alternative is selected, a 2% LAW Vitrification facility similar
it design and capacity to the current one under construction would be constructed. The
WTP infrastructure would alse be expanded to support this addition. This is a long-lead
timne, high capital cost project that, if selected, would likely lag current WTP startup.

T-11 Decision: Bispose some Waste as LLW?

Because of the source and low radionuclide content, some tank waste may he classified
as LLW. If so, it could be treated, packaged and disposed on site {or possibly in the tanks
without retrieval). The advantages of this approach are; treatment and disposal of this
waste would not have to await startup of the WTP, the load on the WTP would be
reduced, and RPP life-cyele cost would be reduced. However, it is not known if this
waste can be classified as LLW rather than HLW and this disposal pathway is not
currently included in the TC & WM EIR,
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T-11a-1 Acguire LLW Treatment Facilities

Design, procure, and construct facilitics to freat and package waste for disposal as LLW.
The process is envisioned to include waste drying, packaging in 55 gallon drums or larger
containers, collection of liquid effluents for treatment and disposal at the Efftuent
Treatment Facility, and an off-gas system.

T-11a-2 Treat and Package LIW

Waste is received from the tanks, staged and sampled, and treated and packaged in
accerdance with Hanford LLW acceptance criteria. It will then be disposed on-site in a
near-surface disposal facility (i.e. [DF).

T-12  Decision: Dispose some Waste as TRU?

As many as 20 tanks (17 S8Ts and 3 DSTs) may contain waste that can be classified as
TRU rather than HLW and might qualify for disposal af the WIIP. The advantages of this
disposal route are; the time to process HLW in the WTP reduced by 3 vears, the 88T
waste would not enter the limited space DST system as it would be treated as it is
retrieved in a facility at the tank farm, retrieval and treatment could begin before WTP
comes on ling, and the RPP life-cycle cost would be reduced. However, questions remain
as to how much of the waste will be classified as TRU, whether it will meet all of the
conditions for disposal at WIFP' and the outcome of the TC&WM EIS record of
decision.. If the decision is to not process the waste as TRU, it will be processed in the
WTP ag HLW,

T-12a-1 Acquire Approvals to Dispose some Tank Waste as TRU

If the decision in T-13 is to dispose of some tank waste as TRU, a number of approvals
will be needed, These include:

» A DOE waste designation that the waste is TRU and not HLW,

#  NMED must approve WIPP Hazardous Waste Class 3 Permit Modification to
accept waste that previously had been managed as HLW (Hanford will provide
the information to CBFO to be included in a Class 3 Permit Modification
Reguest),

»  The TC&WM EIS and ROD will need to be issued before the treatment facilities
can be constructed, and

¢ The Hanford facilities to solidify {dry) and package the TRU waste cannot be
constructed prior to Washington State Department of Erology issuing 2 RCRA
Part B hazardous waste permit.

' A dexision for disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant {(WIPP} will not be made until (1) the waste
meets the WIPP Wasie Acceptance Criteria, with special emphasis on the waste designation as delineated
i the WIPP recortificaion decision by the Environmental Protection Agency in March 2006, and () it
meets the regulatory eligibility requirements for disposal as described in the WIPP Hazardous Wasie
Facility Permit.
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T-12a-2 Acquire TRU Treatment Facilities

Design, procure, and construct the facilities to treat and package the TRU in accordance
with the WIPP waste acceptance criteria. It is envisioned that the treatment process will
consist of drying the waste, mixing it with some solidifying material, and placing it in
Standard Waste Boxes or 55 gallon drums. The lquid effluent would be routed 1o the
Efftuent Treatment Facility for final treatment and disposal. The treatment systemn would
be installed in mobile units that could be moved o other tank farms where the TRU waste
is located. Processing the remote-handled TRU (R-H TRU} will require adding radiation
shielding to the facilities used for the contact-handled TRU (C-H TR} and may require
studge washing to remove Cs-137.

T-122.3 Treat and Package TRU

Waste 15 received from the tanks, staged and sampled, and treated and packaged. 1t will
then be certified that 1t meets the WIPP waste acceptance criteria and interim stored umtil
it can be shipped to the WIPP,

T-13  Decision: Vitrify Cs/Sr Capsules in WTP? (Not Part of RPP)

Approximately 1,900 highly radicactive Cs-137 and Sr-%0 capsules are stored in the
Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility (WESF). While managed by a different
Hanford Program, the cesium and strontium was separated from the HLW and are
considered HLW. It has not yet been decided whether this waste will be treated prior 1o
its disposal in the offtsite geologic repository for spent fuel and HLW. Two alternatives
are currently being considered; 1) placing the capsules in a larger canister with or without
embedding the capsules in some other malerial, and 2) removing the cesium and
strontium from the capsules and vitrifying it in the WTP HLW Vitrification facility, The
capsules do not meet the repository waste acceptance criteria in their present form and
DOE has not yet evaluated obtaining approval of an alternate waste form. Vitrifying the
waste would meet the waste acceptance criteria, however opening the capsules and
treating this waste has more risk. The decision is to choose between these alternatives,

T-13a-1 Provide Capsule Disassembly/Treatment Facility (Not part of RPP)

Design and construct facility to disassemble the capsules and treat the cesium chloride
and strontium fluoride so that it can be accepted by the HLW Vitrification facility for
blending with other HL'W prior to vitrification. It may be necessary to process the cesium
chiotide through ion exchange to remove the chlonde. Modifying the WESF or,
constructing a new facility adjacent to WESF or the WTP HLW Vitrification facility will
be cousidered. The facility will include shielded hot cells to handle the highly
radicactive material (the capsules contain ~ 125 million curies). A method to transport
the material fo the HLW Vimrification facility will also be needed.

T-13a-2 Prepare Cs/Sr Capsules for Vitrification (Not part of RPP)
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Operate the capsule disassembly/treatment facility and covert the solid cesium and
strontium 1o & condihion acceplable for vitrification in the HLW Vitrification facility. Tt is
anticipated that the HLW Vitrification facility will require the waste to be in 2 Hquid or
slurry form and that it will only accept small quantities at one time so that it can be
blended with other lower vadicactive waste.

T-13b-1 Prepare Capsules for Shipment to Repaository (Not Part of RPP)

Provide facilities and prepare capsules for shipment to the offesite geologic repository. Tt
is envisioned that the capsules would be placed in a larger, typical HLW canister two feet
in diameter and 10-13 feet long. The number of capsules that can be put in any one
canister will Iikely be limited by the radioactive decay heat-load limit in the repository
waste acceptance criteria. The capsule waste form does not meet the waste acceptance
criteria and may require acceptance as a non-standard waste form.

T-13C.1 Extended Storage

Place capsules i dry storage on site for a yet-to-be-determined period. Extended storage
would allow the cesiom and strontium to decay and thereby reduce their radicactive
intensity and the amount of heat they generate, thereby lessening their impact on the
geclogic repository,

T-14 Decision: Precipifate St/TRU in DST?

Two tanks, AN-102 and AN-107, have high concentrations of $r-90 and actinides in the
liquid waste phase resulting from their high organic content that complexed these
radionuclides and made them soluble. The plan is to remove these radionuclides by
precipitation using strontium nitrate and sodium permanganate. The WTP is equipped to
conduct this precipitation process but because the ultrafiltration process that would be
used to remove the precipitated solids has marginal capacity, treatment in a DST is being
considered. If it 15 decided to conduct this precipitation process in a DST, some minor
equipment additions would be required.

T-15 Treat Liquid Effinents in ETF (not part of RPP)

Treat liquid effluents received from tank waste treatment operations so that the liquid
stream can be discharged to the State Approved Liguid Disposal Site (SALDS).
Treatment may include removal of some trace radionuclides, organic destruction, and ph
adjustment. The sohd secondary waste generated is disposed as LLW or mixed LLW.
Treatment and disposal options for secondary liquid waste from WTF and Secondary
Treatment that may contain significant quantities of Te-99 and/or 1-129 include: 1) grout
and dispose in IDF, 2) use enhanced waste form and dispose in IDFE, or 3) solidify and
dispose off-site. The ETF is operated by another Hanford program.

T-16 Decision: Upgrade ETF?
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Because of the delay in WTP startup and the extended treatment mission, effluent
treatment m the ETF or similar facility will be needed for decades. The decision will be
to determing if the ETF needs to be upgraded to process all of the secondary waste
strearns that it might recerve and for the long time period it will be needed. If so, the
upgrades will be provided.

T-17 Collect and Package Tank Farms Secondary Waste

Collect and package job wastes, failed equipment, ventilation filters, and other
radioactive solid waste generated in management of the tank farms that meet the waste
acceptance criteria for on-site disposal as LLW (or mixed LLW) or off-site disposal at
WIPP as TRU. '

T-18  Collect and Package Solid Secondary Waste

Collect and package job wastes, failed equipment, ventilation filters, and other
radicactive solid waste generated in the pretreatment and immohilization of tank waste
that meet the waste acceptance criteria for on-site disposal as LLW (or mixed LLW)yor
off-site disposal at WIPF as TRU,

T-19  Provide & Operate HL W Melter Treatment Facility (if needed)

The WTP HLW melters are large equipment items. The WTP is not equipped to
disassemble these melters after they bave been in service. A number of melter failures
and replacements are anticipated over the WTP operational period. Residual radioactive
waste may have to be removed and/or the melters may have 1o be reduced in size before
they can be disposed. This function would provide the facility and conduct the operations
to accomplish this task, if needed.

DISPOSE

D-1 Receive and Dispose ILAW/LL W in IDF

Receive ILAW containers and secondary waste generated during the storage, retrieval,
treatment, disposal and closure of the tank wastes; and transport and dispose of them in
the IDF (or other Hanford waste disposal sites until IDF is operational),

D2 Provide Initial ILAW/LLW Disposal Facilities (IDF Complete)

Design, construct, and permit Phase I of the on-site near-surface disposal factlity for the
ILAW/LLW. This facility, known as the Integrated Disposal Facility is complete angd
ready 10 receive waste. Phase 1 provides164,000 cubic meters of waste disposal space in

| two cells, one for mixed TLAW/LLW and the second for LLW.

-3 Provide Additional ILAW/LLW Disposal Facilities
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Expand the IDF as needed. The two cells are expandable o 450,000 cubic meters each.
D-4  Acquire Disposal Authorization and Permit

Provide IDF performance assessment and other information fo EM so they can issue a
Disposal Authorization statement for the IDF. Also provide the necessary documentation
to Ecology so they can issue a permut for receiving and disposing mixed low-level waste
1 the IDF,

B-53  Provide IHLW Storage in CSB

Provide capability for storing THLW canisters in the Canister Storage Building {CSB) and
procure the equipment to transport the THLW canisters from the WTP to the CSB. Two
unused cells m the CSB can be outfitted with storage tubes and other ancillary equipment
with capacity to store 880 THLW canisters,

D-6 Receive & Store IHLW

Receive THLW canisters from the WTP at the rate they are produced, and transpert and
store THLW in the storage facilities,

D-7  Decision: Repository Available?

The plan 15 to ship the HLW canisters to the spent fuel and HLW geologic repository
being developed at YUCCA Mountain in Nevada. However, the repository has not yet
gone through the NRC licensing process and the State of Nevada is opposed to i, When
and if it is ready to receive Hanford HLW is in question. If may be necessary for Hanford
1o store its HLW for an extended period of time. The decision will be to ensure that on-
site storage is adequate for the time period needed,

D-7a-1 Provide Additional IHLW Storage Modules

Provide additional THLW canister storage modules for use affer storage space in the CSR
is filled. The plan is to ship the canisters to the off-site geologic repository as soon as
possible to minimize the amount of on-site storage needed. However, that depends on
Yuces Mountain availability and overall national priorities for DOE and civilian spent
fuel and wastes,

D-8  Provide Shipping Facility & Prepare IHLW for Shipment

Provide a shipping facility, transport IHLW canisters from interim storage, and prepare
and load camsters into repository supplied casks for shipment o the off-site geologic
repository at the rate the repository will accept them. A firm schedule and shipping rate
has not been established.
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B-9  Ship to Gecelogic Repository (OCRWM)

Transport of the THLW fo the reposifory 1s the responsibility of the Office of Civilian
Radicactive Waste Managerment.

10 Store TRU

Store packaged TRU on site unfil if can be shipped to WIPP and then load in WIPP
supplied transport system.

D-11  Ship to WIPP

Transport of the TR to the WIPP is the responsibility of WIPP.
CLOSE

-1 Prepare Closure Basis

Develop nformation and documentation that provides the basis for closing the 88T farms
and MUSTS 1in conformance with DOE M 433.1-1 and Milestone Number M-45-00 of
the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order.

-2 Decision: S8T Closure Demo?

A closure demo on ons or more the smaller 200 Series tanks in C-farm 18 under
consideration. The demo would provide DOE and Ecology information and experience in
both the physical and procedural aspects of interim closing a tank. Regulatory support is
needed as well a5 a determination of the costbenefit analyses in deciding whether to
proceed with a demonstration.

C3  Conduct 58T Closure Demof{s)

Conduct one or more SST interim closwre demonstrations to test and confirm methods for
characterizing and stabilizing residual waste, adding structural fill material to void
spaces, and monitoring performance. The demonstration will include tanks, pipelines, and
other ancillary equipment. The demonstration would also provide an opportunity to work
through the DOE and regulatory procedural closure processes.

-3 Prepare and Issue TC&WM EIS

Prepare Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC&WM) Enviropmental Tmpact
Statement (EIS) Diraft, issue for public comment, incorporate comments, and issue Final
EIS. This EIS will analyze the environmental impacts from SST landfill and clean closure
alternatives and for supplemental treatment alternatives that include bulk vitrification,
steam reforming, cast stone and a 2™ WTP LAW Vitrification facility.

2/8/07
14



DEAFT

-8  Decision; Issue ROD

The Record of Decision (ROD)Y, based on the Final TC&AWM EIS, will be issued. It is
anticipated that a decision will be made on the type of closure that will be implemented
on the SST farms and the technology that will be used for supplemental treatinent.

-6 Acqguire Residual Wasie Determinations & Permits

Prepare Waste Determination (W1} documentation 1n accordance with DOE M 433.1-1
Chapter 11, Waste Incidental o Reprocessing method, consult with NRC, issue for public
comment, and receive EM-1 WD approval. The WD cannot be approved until the
TC&WM EIS record of decision is issued. Also prepamre documentation, submit to
Ecology, and acquire permits for closure,

-7 Close SST Farms and MISTS

Conduct the activities necessary {0 close the SST farms and the miscellansous
underground storage fanks (MUSTS) after the waste has been retreved. While the
closure method has not yet besn determined, landfill closure is anticipated. This is
envisioned to include removing any surface structures to near ground level, solidifving
the residual waste, adding structural fill material to void spaces, constructing surface
barriers over the teank farms, emplacing warning signs and markers, and adding
moniforing instnamentation,

-8 Close BSTs

Cliose DSTs when they are no longer required to conduct the RPP mission. Closure of
the DSTs will be the subject of a future BIS. It 1s envisioned that they will be clean closed
and disposed in place, using closure methods similar to those envisioned for S8Ts.

-9 Close Support Facilities

Close RPP support facilities when they are no required fo conduct the RPP mission. A
number of support facilities (Le. 242-A evaporator} will be closed. These will either be

closed by the RPP or trapsferred to ancther Hanford program for closure.

C-18 Close IDF

The Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF) will be closed when it is no longer needed for
Hanford missions.

C-11  Close Treatment & Immeobilization Facilities
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Close the WTP and other waste treatment facilities when no longer needed. The facilities
are being designed for clean closure; however, the final configuration of the closed
facilities will not be decided for decades.

C-12  Ipitiate RPP Post Closure Monitoring

Initiate and perform monitoring of closed RPP facilities to: 1) determine if waste or waste
constituents are migrating from the closed facilities, 2) ensure that closed facilities are not
posing unanticipated risks to human health or the environment, and 3) identify
unexpected falures or deficiencies of the closed facilities.

C-13  Cioseout the River Protection Project

The RPP will be closed out by transferring the post-closure monitoring responsibility to
the Hanford Site program responsible for long-term stewardship, and completing and
archiving all records. '

C-14  Long-Term Stewardship Program

The DOE long-term stewardship program will be responsible for the closed tank farms
and associaied facilities.

- C-15 RBarrier Design from ER Propram

A decades-long program has been conducted at Hanford to develop and test surface
barriers. This effort has been the responsibility of the Environmental Restoration (ER)
program, The ER program is likely to install the first surface barrier at Hanford, The RPP
will ntilize or adapt the ER surface barrier design for closing S8Ts.

-16 200 Area Cleanup Strategy

The tank farms are located on the 200 Area plaleau and must be integrated into the plans
for closing the entire area. Many of the waste sites and tanks are in close proximity such
that multipie waste sites and tanks have/or may contaminate the same groundwater
beneath the 200 arcas. Cleanup levels, protective measures, land use plans and long-term
stewardship are all topics that need a consistent strategy.
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National TRU Waste Corporate Board
RH TRU Waste Questions for RH Inferactive Session

Hanford-ORP Responses in Blue below the Bullets

#  {Characteristics of RH TRU waste
s RCRA constituents not currently allowed at WIPP?

Tank wastes currently are designated with the following waste codes that are excluded by
the waste acceptance criferia (WAC) in current WIPP permits: DO0L-ignitability, DO02-
corrosivity, DOO3-reactivity, DO41-toxicity (2,4,5 trichlorophenol}. These waste codes
were apphied to all SST and DSTs, during the interim status permitting of the Hanford
waste tanks. As provided for under RCRA and Washingion State dangerous waste
regulations, process knowledge information will be used fo remove these waste codes
from TRUwastes, both CH and RH, prior to freatment and packaging of the waste for
final disposal at WIPP,

The current resolution strategy is two-fold: 1.) removal of the D001, D002, and DOG3
from the CH and RH Treatment approved RCRA Part B permit through evaluation of
process knowledge (prior waste management and chemical analyses of actual tank
waste}, and thus the treated product will not have these waste codes; and 2.} modify the
WIPP permit to include the D041 code (issued by letter RL to CBFO, MceCormick to
Gadbury, 5-2-03}). The current draft Washington State RCRA. Part B permit for CH
reflects this strategy for the D codes -001,-002 &-003 and has been informally reviewed
by the Washington State Dept. of Ecology. Revision of the WIPP permit to accept D041
waste is still pending — we are not aware of any draft permit revision or submittal on this
reqquest by CBFO.

Sources:

WIPP Permut (hitp://www. wipp.energy.gov/librarv/rerapermit/Module02.0d1) section
HC3.gand Table LC 4

RPP-20268, Regulatory Analvsis: Sirategy for Addressing Single-Shell Tank CH-TRUM
Characterisiic Waste Codes, March 2004, RMIS #L.800004692

Letter, May 2, 2003, M.S. McCormick to D.C. Gadbury, Request for New Waste Codes
for Transuranic (TRU) Waste Disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

PNNL-~14832, Dangerous Waste Characteristics of Contact-Handled Transuranic Mixed
Wastes from Hanford Tanks, August 2004

RPP-14132, Environmental Plan to Support Proposed Hanford Tank Waste Supplemental
Processing, March 2003, RMIS #01383565

(b)(5)

File: Driefing Package for JGK on RH TU {or 1-07 Corp Board.doo
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The general response to the question is “No.” Data on these materials was reported under
the “Other Constituents” tab of the CID 2006/2007 update spreadsheet, and included only
beryllium and magnesium. BeryHjum data is repeated below.

HH Waste
Stream 1D Other Chemical Constituent Weight Percent
RP-Wi13 1 No reporied inventory
REAG16 Beryliiurm - not ag solid metal 8.01%
RP-TFCO02 Beryilium - not as sclid metal 0.0012%
RP-TFCGO3 Berviium - not as solid metal 0.0010%
Sources:

CID 2006-2007 Update Submittal to LANL 10/2006; reference file:
CIDImport RP Hanford input_mej_rev_1_10-24-2006.xls [on IDMS page in
directory 1.14.6]

Ematl, M Jennings to B. Crawford, 12/21/06, “RE: FW: Waste Stream [Ds for
unassigned waste streams in the TRU Waste Inventory Database™ [assigned waste
stream 1D8 RP-TFCO02 and RP-TFCO03 to previously unassigned streams “Not
Assigned RP-2” and “Not Assigned RP-3”, respectively]

= Criticality issues?
Nene identified at this time, not expected. A formal criticality analysis will be approved
for the RH-TRU waste streams, as part of the nuclear safety analysis process (DOE ¢
421.1-2, “Implementation Guide for Use in Developing Documented Safety Analyses to
Meet Subpart B of 10 CFR 8307}, prior to retrieval and treatment of the material. CH-
TRU has conducted a preliminary criticality analysis as part of its Preliminary
Documented Safety Analysis and noted that there were no criticality issues through the
typical drying/ftreatment process.

Sources:
RPP-23478, Preliminary Documented Safety Analysis - Draft Submittal to ORP, 9/25/08,
Section 3 of 3, Docwment # CH2M-0502671, RMIS #DAG0063846

RPP-20806, CSER 04-009, Criricality Safety Evaluation Report for the CH-TRUM
Facility, 10/5/04, RMIS #6253075 (subsequently cancelled for project delay)

*  Waste within the LW A limits of 23 Ci/l (averaged over the volume of the
canister)?
Radicactive isotope (including key daughter products Ba-137m & Y-90} concentrations
for CH and RH waste streams were submitied to LANL as part of the CID 2006/2007
update. Based upon this data all RH waste is within the LWA lmit,

The following table documents the data from the spreadsheet submittal. The avera 2e

concentration (Ci/m3) for all isotopes in the specific waste stream were summed and
converted to CVL

File: Briefing Package for JGK on BRH TU for 1-07 Corp Bosrddoo
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Average Radioisolopic Concentration (Cil)

RH Wasle Siream Avg.

i BH.-Tanks CH
RE-N013 8Y-102 1.37
RP-WO8 AW-103, 105 8.1¢
RP-TFCO02 B-107 411G, 111 T-107, 112 .78
RE.TFCO03 T-108 £.29
Toial 254

Sources:

CID 2006-2007 Update Submittal to LANL 10/2006: reference file:
Clbimport RP_Hanford_input_mej_rev _1_10-24-2006.xIs [on IDMS page in
directory 1.14.6]

BEmail, M Jenmings to B. Crawford, 12/21/06, “RE: FW: Waste Stream [Ds for
unassigned waste streams in the TRU Waste Inventory Database” {assigned waste
stream IDs RP-TFC002 and RP-TFCO03 to previously unassigned streams “Not
Assigned RP-2” and “Not Assigned RP-3", respectively!

¥ Special packaging considerations for waste between 100 R/hr and 1,000
Rihr?
There are no projected wastes in this radiation range. Zero notation was provided in tab
“Percent Volume Dose Rate Between 100 and 1000 rem/te™ in the CID 2006/2007
update submittal, :

Source;

CID 2006-2007 Update Submittal to LANL 10/2006; reference file:
Climport RP_Hanford input_mei rev 1 10-24-2006.x1s [on IDMS page in
directory 1.14.6]

*  Current Satus of RH TRU waste
= Current packaging and storage? Timeline for packaging?
*  Any buried RH TRU/or RH TRU in culverts being considered for WIPP?
All Hanford tank RH-TRU material is currently stored in SSTs and DSTs, awaiting
freatment; no material is buried or contained in culverts. Material has been coded in CID
with the Matrix Waste Code Group “Solidified Inorganics,” and the Waste Matrix Code
83119 “Other Inorganic Sludges.”

RH Retrieval/treatment/Packaging is scheduled to begin 1/8/2021 and be completed
within twelve years - 1/8/2033.

Sources:

CID 2006-2007 Update Submittal to LANL 10/20086; reference file:
CiDImport RP_Hanford_input_mej rev 1 10-24-2006.x1s [on IDMS page in
directory 1.14.6]

File: Briefing Package for JGK on BH TU for 1-07 Corp Board dog
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Email, M Jennings to B, Crawford, 12/11/06, “FW: Waste Stream IDs for unassigned
waste streams in the TRU Waste Inventory Database” [described waste matrix
code numbers|

{urrent Tank Farm Contractor BOR-RPP.06-003 Rev 1

(b)(5)

Source:

CID 2006-2007 Update Submittal to LANL 10/2006; reference file:
CIDImport RP Hanford_input_mej_rev_1_10-24-2006.x1s [on IDMS page in
directory 1.14.6]

= Disposition
* Regulatory drivers for removal of RH from the site? Which agencies?

Treatment and disposal of RE-TRU tank wastes at WIPP will require the following
permif revisions/approvals:
1.}y NEPA (Tank Closure and Waste Management EISy- US, Department of Energy
2.) RCRA Part B Permit — Washington State Department of Ecology
3.3 RCRA Pant B Class I Permit Modification — New Mexico Environment Department
4.} New Source Review Notice of Construction (NOC) application ~ Washington State
Dept. of Ecology
5.) Radioactive Air Emissions NOC application ~ Washington State Dept. of Health
6.) National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants application — LIS ERA

Source:
RPP-14132, Environmental Plan to Support Proposed Hanford Tank Waste Supplemental
Processing, March 2003, RMIS #31383563

*  Schedule for disposition?
Effort on the permits abave is scheduled to begin 10/1/2017 with permitting approved 1o
allow on-site construction starting 4/1/2020.

Source:
Current Tank Farm Contractor BOR-RPP.06-003 Rev |

= Direct loading the canister? 55-gallon drums in canister? 30-gallon

drums in canister? 45-gallon drums in canister?
Treated RH-TRU product will be direct loaded into RH-72b canisters.

File: Briefing Package for JGK on RH TU fr 1-07 Corp Board.doc
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®  Waste streams needing a formal defense determination? Waste streams
potentially requiring a TRU waste determination?
Al this time, the Department of Energy-RL has applied the TRU designation to select
RH-TRU streams in documentation fo WIPP, EPA, and DOE-HQ. Formal approval of
this designation is expected by DOE-HQ through the NEPA process and by WIPP
through ils Pari B permit process.

File: Briefing Padkage for JOK en 81 TU for 1-07 Corp Boeard.dog
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Tabin 1. Hanford Tanks Containing Transuranic Sludge Wastas
(b)(3)
®)5) -
(b)(3)
el
10/28/3008
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eous wastes resulting from the operation of the first cycle
system, or equivalent, and the concentrated wastes from's

S:‘ion provided its interpretation of the Append
2art 60) HLW definitions:

in Appendix F, “high-level waste” thus refers to the highly conce
rdous) waste coptaining virtually all of the fission product ana
except plutonium) present in irradiated reactor fuel.” [emph
33, February 27, 1987)
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t-Co'ngress updated the tradi
include both the origin hazard to en

_ Eprcdumd directly in repmcessmg and any solid material derived from
<contains fission products in sufficient concentrations; and

_sghly radioactive material that the Commission, consistent with exzstzmg lay
es by rule requires permanent isolation”.
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as. h:staﬁcgﬂy been desa::ﬁbed by the term “hmh#ev@l radi
emphasis added] (52 FR 5993, February 27, 1987)

&ﬁmf;on only if they are both highly radioactive and in need o- 5
1’ [emphasis added] (52 FR 5996)
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(b)(5)

— Establish NEPA coverage

x OO

— Pursue retrieval, treatment, packaging, and
certification as TRU waste|

(b)(5)

6
ORP03-207
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~ 1.4 million gallons of tank waste CH-TRU in 11 8STs.
Managing/disposing of waste as TRU could reduce:

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Predecisional Braft — Not for release under FOIA




(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft — Not for release under FOIA




_ ontain

& Wastes

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft — Not for release under FOIA
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Even for CH TRU there are regulatory and

project steps required to execute the TRU project

(b)(5)

Predecdisional Draft — Not for release under FOIA




Designation Process Critical to Success

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft —~ Not for release under FOIA




Recommendations

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft — Not for release undar FOIA,



Presentation Notes

Advantages

®

E

(b)(5)

Reg uiaéory.

(b)(5)

Conclusions

(b)(5)

Basis for Canfidence

Discussromn

#

(b)(5)

(b)(5)




From: Koli, Ronald )

Sent: Wadnesday, November (4, 2009 5:20 AM

To: Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick)

e Koll, Ronaid J

Subject: Non-Disciosure Agreement

Attachments: NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT 210CT08.doc
Follow Up Hag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

LCategories: Teal

Gogd Morning Rick,

Pve been out of the office most of all last week and ¥m not here il this week a5 well,

i could not find the name of the company that Dave French works for and it's too eardy In the morning 1o call him,
Would you etmail me with the name of Dave’s company and his exact title. Please |

Thanks, and t will take care of this later this evening.

Ron,

From: Stubblebine, Scoit D

Sent; Tuesday, November (3, 2009 8:28 AM

Ta: Koil, Ronaid ]

Subject: RE: Non-Disclosure Agreement | 210CT08

(b)(5)

Sorry Ron, this shipped through the cracks.

Attorney-Client Privileged; Atlorney Work Product; Prepared in Anticipation of Litigation; Not Subject to Discovery or
Reipase Under FOIA,

86 Not Forward Without Permission,

Scolt U, Stublbdebine

Assistant Chief Counsel for the
Office of River Protection

U8 Dept of Energy

PO Box 450, MSIN H6-60
Richiand, WA 00382
B508.372.0479

508.372.2784 Hax)

From: Koll, Ronald 3

Sent: Tuesday, November (3, 2009 5:19 AM

T Stubblebine, Scott D

o Koll, Ronaid 3

Subject: Re: Non-Disclosure Agreement | 2100709

Good Morning Scott, _
just & Question | [(b)(5) |
[(b)(5) |

Pwill Tacsimile it 1o Dave Tor signature once | haar from vou,




Hildman, CynthiaM____ e emeem—— :

Fromy: Koll, Ronald |

Sent: Wednesday, Qciober 21, 2009 333 PM

To: Stubblsbing, Scoft D

T Koli, Ronald § Trenchard, Giyn D

Subject: Non-Disclosure Agreement | 210CT09

Attachments: NONDIBCLOSURE AGREEMENT 2100708 doc

Follow Up Flay: Follow up

Fiag Status: Flagged

Lategories: Teal

Tracking: Recipient Read
Stubbigbing, Scoit D Read: 10/2272008 530 aM
Koll, Ronsld } Read: L0/22/2000 %32 AM
Frenchard, Ghyn D Reach 10/71/2006 242 PM

Good Afternoon Scott,
®)5) |
(b)(5) l
Once | have your concurrence, | will facsimile it to Dave for signature,
¥ you have any questions, ¢ali me [ 376-4434 | and vl come right over |
Thanks much.
Ron.




NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

The U, S, Department of Energy ("DOE™) has entered into an Agreement with David M. Freach,
TEAM PARTICIPANT, the Technical Consultant 1o the WIPP Corporate Board, Jocated in
Carisbad, New Mexico who will participate in a Team that is reviewing Hanford Tank
Transuranic Waste Project Documents {protected documents) and other protected information and
materials propared for consideration by DOE, some of which are predecisional and/or protected
under attorney-client privilege and have not been reviewed for release, approved, or adopted by
DOE and do not represent a position taken or under active consideration by the DOE. The
TEAM PARTICIPANT agrees that such profected documents, materials, and information will be
handled and protected in sccordance with the terms of this Agreement, that he will not release
such profected documents, materials, or information fo anyone not participating on this TEAM
including but not limited to his employer and that he will refrain from any wnauthorized use or
disclosure of such protected document, materials, or information as long as it remains protected.
One such protected docwment that the DOE Office of River Protection (ORP) plans to share with
the TEAM PARTICPANT is an attorney-client privileged, predecisional document titled
“Technical and Regularory Basis Supporting the Designation of Waste in 11 Hanford Single-
Shell Tanks as Comtact-Handled Mixed Transuranic Waste”, Access to other protecied
documents, materials, and information js anticipated to occur during the course of participation.
TEAM PARTICIPANT agrees with the above and with the following conditions:

A. Protecied documents, materials, and information will be used solely in connection with the
conduct of the TEAM. :

B. Protected dovuments, materials, and information will not be copied in any manner by TEAM
PARTICIPANT.

. TEAM PARTICIPANT will ensure that he has no conflict of interest relative to his
participation and other activities he is or becomes involved in; agrees 1o abide by the terms of
this agreement; and agrees that he will not use or disclose any of the protected documents,
materials, or information inconsistent with this agreement.

3. TEAM PARTICIPANT shall not be Hable for use or disclosure of protected documents,
materials, or inforination if the same:

a} Is in the public domain at the time 11 is used or disclosed; or

b} Was known, as demonsirated by written documentation, to TEAM PARTICIPANT
prior to the thme of disclosure; or

¢} Is used or disclosed with the prior written approval of the DOE; or

d} Becomes kuown to TEAM PARTICIPANT from a source other than DOFE, WRPS,
or YAHSGS LLC under conditions not requiring obligations of confidentiality; or

e} ks disclosed under legal compulsion (in which event if is agreed that TREAM
PARTICIPANT will provide DOE with prompt notice of any such request and afford
DXOE the opportunity 1o seck appropriate protective orders).

E. Upon completion of participation in the team, TEAM PARTICIPANT shall ensure that no
copies are made or retained by TEAM PARTICIPANT and that the documents are retumed
to the DOE.

E. TEAM PARTICIPANT is responsible for any breach of this Nondisclosure Agreement.



. TEAM PARTICIPANT acknowledges that breach of this agreement would eause harm to
DOE which hanm is difhouli 1o estimate and that, in addition fo other rights and remedies,
DOE shall be entitled to seek injunctive relief, dJamages, and specific performance.

H. This Nondisclosure Agreement shall be governed by applicable Federal law and the lnws of
the State of Washington, and venue for any action brought hereunder shall be within a court
of competent jurisdiction In the State of Washington,

L By signing below, TEAM PARTICIPANT acknowledges that he is bound by the terms and
conditions of the NDA and that he is, therefore, legally bound thereby.

BOE Date:

TEAM PARTICIPANT Date:




Lok

Enclosure 11

PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT

Action ltems from 84/18/07 TRU Tank Criteria Conference Call

(b)(5)

Open Action Items from Prior TRU Tank Criteria Conference Calls

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

PREDECISIONAL PRELIMINARY DRAFT
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Fronn Hewift, William M

Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2009 10:05 AM

To: Charboneay, Stagy L

Ca Kol Ronald |

Subject: TRU Presentation :

Attachments: SC TRU Fredecisional Draft.ppt; Dr Ines Triay Presentation_04MAYOS RIK doc
Foliow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status; Flagged

Lategories: Teal

Stacy,

Aftached please find TRU presentation materials that Ron and | developed last week for vour
discussions in DC next week. Ron also developed a one page set of notes that | have attached.

These materials focus on|®)5) if vou would like they could be updated to include [)3)
[(b)(5) | Chris Burrows will be forwarding to you
foday.

Bill Howit
President, YAHSGS LLC (Subcontractor)
Ceii:|(b)(6) |
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Hanford CH-TRU

~ 1.4 million gallons of tank waste CH-TRU in 11 SSTs.

Managing/disposing of waste as TRU could reduce:
(b)5)

-

(b)(5)

Fradecisional Draft — Not for release under FOIA



Issues/Risks

(b)(5)

Predecisions! Draft ~ Mot for release under FOHNA

and



(b)(5)

[

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft -~ Mot for release under FOIA



Moving forward with CH-TRU also provides potential
means to bridge SST retrieval gap between C-Farm
completion and WTP Startup

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft ~ Not for release under FOIA




Even for CH TRU there are multiple regulatory and
project steps required to execute the TRU project

(b)(5)

Pradecisional Draft - Not for release ynder FOIA




Designation Process Critical to Success

(b)(5)

Prodocisional Deaft -~ Not for relesse under FOHA




Recommendations

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft ~ Mot for release under FOIA,
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Introduction

The Hanford tanks contain a variety of waste materials. Some of the waste materials resulied
from various spent puclear fuel reprocessing technologies that were used starting in the days of
the Manhattan Project 60 years ago up through the final Purex campaigns just over a decade
ago. The relatively low fuel burn-up levels associated with plutonium production and the highly
imefficient nature of the carly processes (e.g., Bismuth Phosphate Process) resulted in relatively
dilute waste streams by commercial standards. Some tank wastes are from non-reprocessing
activities such as chemical additions for neutralization/corrosion control, chemical wastes from
the cesium and strontium extraction campaigns that removed approximately 150 million curies of
those isotopes from the tanks, and miscellaneous laboratory and other operations at Hanford.
This resulted in the Hanford fank wastes being a highly heterogencous collection consisting of
some HLW materials that bave become highly diluted by various chemical wastes and make-up
water. The bulk of those waste materials entered the tanks well before the first Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC) definition of high-level waste (HLW) was promulgated as Appendix F to 10
CFR Part 50 in 1970. Accordingly, the AEC made no attempt to segregate HLW materials from
the substantial mass of mixed low-level wastes (MLLW) materials in the tanks. This has led to
some groups claiming that all tank wastes are HLW simply due to some of those wastes having
direct reprocessing origing. Such claims are inconsistent with the existing definition of HLW as
set forth in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1983'. The HLW definition clearly requires that
both the onigin and the radiocactivity levels associated with the wastes be taken into aceount when
classifying wastes as HLW, le., “High-level waste is the highly_radicactive waste materigl
resulting from the reprocessing of speni nuclear fuel, ... " [emphasis added).

Wastes retrieved from the tanks will be classified after radionuclide separations (prefreatment)
and immobilization. In accordance with an agreement reached between the Department of
Energy (DOE) and the U S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) in 1997, the waste fraction
containing the bulk of the radioactive materials affer pretreatment will be vitrified and disposed
of as HLW in the national HLW repository. The remaining wastes, will be suitably immobilized
and disposed of as MLLW on site at Hanford in approved RCRA® disposal cells. The criteria™®
used 1o classify the predominantly chemical fraction as “low-activity waste (LAW) incidental 1o
reprocessing” are essentially the same as the waste incidental to reprocessing (WIR) evaluation
criteria now set forth in DOE M 435.1-1, ILB(2).

"DOE M 435.1-1 sets forth a definition of high-level radicactive waste that slightly varies from
the NWPA HLW definition in the final clause, ie., the NWPA definition indicates that “the
Commission” would make the determination of additional materials that could be construed as
HLW. The DOE M 435.1-1 definition reads: “High-leve! waste is the highly radivactive waste
material resulting from the reprocessing of spent nmuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced
direcily in reprocessing and any solid material devived from such liguid waste that contains
Jfission products in sufficient concentrations; and other highly radicactive material that is
determined, consistent with existing law, 1o require permanent isolation.”

* Rescurce Conservation and Recovery Act

“Letter from Carl 1. Paperielio, Direcior, Offive of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, 7.5, Nuclear Regulatory
Commussion, Washington, D.C., 10 Jacksen Kinzer, Assistamt Manager, Office of Tank Waste Remediation System,
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office, Richland, WA, Re; Classification of Hanford Low-Activity
Waste Fraction, lune 9, 1997,

* Technical Rasis for Classification of Low-Activity Waste from Hanford Site Tanks, WHC-SD-WM-TL-699, Rev.

2, September 1996,
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The classification of any residual wastes remaining after retrieval operations are completed is the
subject of this paper. DOE M 435.1-1 sets forth the following requirements for making waste
WIR determinations via the evaluation process:

“B(2) Evaluation. Determyinations that any waste is incidental to reprocessing by
the evaluation process shall be developed under good record-keeping practices,
with an adequate quality assurance process, and shall be documented to support
the determinations. Such wastes may include, but are not limited to, spent nuclear
fuel reprocessing plant wastes that;

{a) Will be managed as low-level waste and meet the following eriteria:

1. Have been processed, or will be processed, to remove key radionuclides to the
maximum extent that is technically and economically practical; and

2. Will be managed to meet safety requirements comparable to the performance
objectives set out in 10 CFR Part 61, Subpart C, Performance Objectives; and

3. Are to be managed, pursuant to DOE’s authority under the Aromic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, and in accordance with the provisions of Chapter IV of this
Manual, provided the waste will be incorporated in a solid physical form at a
concentration that does not exceed the applicable concentration limits for Class O
low-level waste as set out in 10 CFR 61.55, Waste Classification; or will meet
alternative requirements for waste classification and characterization as DOE may
authorize.”

ORP’s proposed approach to complying with DOE M 435.1-1 for residual materials remaining in
tanks at the completion of waste retrieval activities that comply with the Tri-Party Agreement is
set forth below,

ORP’s Proposed Tank Residual Classification Approach

ORPF proposes the following|(®)3)

1. [B@

2 [o®
®)5)
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(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

¥ For alpha-emitting {sotopes with half-Hves in excess of 20 vears, ORP will petition the U.S. EPA us ing the
provisions within 40 CFR Part 191 and DOE M 435 1.1 (o establish a concentration of X nano-curies per gram as
the Hanford-specific levels for ransuranic wastes based upon the Attachment D analyses.
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ATTACHMENT A

Current Best Basis Inventory (BBI) Data Normalized to 2033

CHG to provide
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ATTACHMENTB

Projected Cumulative Tank Waste Inventories at 2033 for 1% and X% Residuals

CHG to provide
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ATTACHMENT C
Composite Model Results

CHG to provide
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ATTACHMENT D

Tank Farm Intrusion Analysis Approach and Results

CHG to provide



Un.reviewed Pre-decisional Information - Not For Distribution Culside RPP DOE 435.1 Working Group

ATTACHMENTE

THIS DATA CURRENT AS OF THE FEDERAL REGISTER DPATED APRIL 34, 2083

40 CFR - CHAPTER 1 - PART 191

View Part
Appendix C to Part 191 — Guidance for Implementation of Subpart B

[Note: The supplemental information in this appendix iz not an integral part of 40 CFR part 191,
Therefore, the implementing agencies are not bound to follow this guidance. However, it is
included because it desoribes the Agency's assumptions regarding the implementation of subpart
B. This appendix will appear in the Code of Federal Regulations. ]

The Agency believes that the implementing agencies must determine compliance with

§§¢ 191.13, 191.15, and 191.16 of subpart B by evaluating long-term predictions of disposal
system performance. Determining compliance with § 191.13 will also involve predicting the
likelihood of events and processes that may distarb the disposal system. In making these various
predictions, it will be appropriate for the implementing agencies to make use of rather complex
computational models, analytical theories, and prevalent expert judgment relevant to the
numerical predictions. Substantial uncertainties are likely to be encountered in making these
predictions. In fact, sole reliance on these numerical predictions to determine compliance may
not be appropriate; the implementing agencies may choose to supplement such predictions with
gualitative judgments as well. Because the procedures for determinmg compliance with subpart
B have not been formulated and tested vet, this appendix to the rule indicates the Agency’s
assumptions regarding certain issues that may avise when implementing §§ 191,13, 191,15, and
191.16. Most of this guidance applies {o any type of disposal system for the wastes covered by
this rule. However, several sections apply only to disposal in mined geologic repositories and
would he inappropriate for other types of disposal systems.

Consideration of Total Disposal System. When predicting disposal system performance, the
Agency assumes that reasonable projections of the protection expected from all of the engincered
and natural barriers of a disposal system will be considered. Portions of the disposal system
should not be disregarded, even if projected performance is uncertain, except for portions of the
system that make negligible contribufions to the overall isolation provided by the disposal

system.

Scope of Performance Assessments. Section 191.13 requires the implementing agencies to
evaluate compliance through performance assessments as defined m § 191.12{q). The Agency
assumes that such performance assessments need not consider categories of events or processes
that are estimated to have less than one chance in 10,000 of occurring over 10,000 vears.
Furthermore, the performance assessments need not evaluate in detail the releases from all events
and processes estimated to have a greater likelihood of ocowrrence. Some of these events and
processes may be omitted from the performance assessments i there is a reasonable expectation
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that the remaining probability distribution of cumulative releases would not be significantly
changed by such omissions.

Compliance with § 191.13. The Agency assumes that, whenever practicable, the implementing
agency will assemble all of the results of the performance assessments to determine complizoce
with § 191.13 into a "complamentary cumulative distribution function” that indicates the
probability of exceeding various levels of cumulative release. When the uncertainties 1n
parameters are considered in a performance assessment, the effects of the uncertainties
considered can be incorporated into a single such distribution fimction for each disposal system
considered. The Agency assumes that a disposal system can be considered to be in compliance
with § 191.13 if this single distribution function meets the requirements of § 191.13(a).

Compliance with §§ 191,15 and 191.16. When the uncertaintics in undisturbed performance of a
disposal system are considered, the implementing agencies need not reguire that a very large
percentage of the range of estimated radiation exposures or radionuclide concentrations fall
below limits cstablished in §§ 191.15 and 191,16, respectively. The Agency assumes that
compliance can be defermined based upon "best estimate” predictions {e.g., the mean or the
median of the appropriate distribution, whichever is higher).

Institutionad Controfs. To cornply with § 191.14(a}, the implementing agency will assume that
none of the active institutional controls prevent or reduce radionuchde releases for more than 100
vears afier disposal. However, the Federal Government is committed to retaining ownership of
all disposal sites for spent nuclear fuel and high-level and transuranic radioactive wastes and will
establish appropriate markers and records, consistent with § 191.14{c). The Agency assumes
that, as long as such passive institutional confrols endure and are understood, they: (1} Can be
effective in deterring systematic or persistent exploitation of these disposal sites; and (2) can
reduce the likelihood of inadvertent, intermittent hurman mtrusion to a degree to be determined
hy the implementing agency. However, the Agency believes that passive institutional controls
can never be assumed to climinate the chance of inadvertent and intermittent human intrusion
into these disposal sites,

Consideration of Inadvertent Human Intrusion inte Geologic Repositories. The most speculative
potential disruptions of a mined geologic repository are those associated with inadvertent human
intrusion, Some types of intrusion would have virtually no effect on a repository's containment of
waste, On the other hand, it is possible 1o conceive of intrusions (involving widespread societal
loss of knowledge regarding radicactive wastes) that could result in major disruptions that no
reasonable repository selection or design precautions could alleviate. The Agency believes that
the most productive consideration of inadvertent intrusion concerns those realistic possibilities
that may be usefully mitigated by repository design, site selection, or use of passive controls
(although passive institutional controls should not be assumed to completely rule out the
possibility of intrusion). Therefore, inadvertent and intermittent intrusion by exploratery drilling
for resources (other than any provided by the disposal system iiself) can be the most severs
intrusion scenario assumed by the implementing agencies. Furthermore, the implementing
agencies can assume that passive institutional controls or the intruders’ own exploratory
procedures are adeguate for the intruders to soon detect, ot be warned of, the incompatibility of
the area with thelr activities.
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Frequency and Severity of Inadvertent Human Itrusion into Geologic Repositories. The
implementing agencies should consider the effects of sach particular disposal system's site,
design, and passive institutional controls in judging the likelihood and consequences of such
inadvertent exploratory drilling. However, the Agency assumes that the Tikelihood of such
inadvertent and intermittent drifling need not be taken to be greater than 30 boreholes per square
kilometer of repository area per 10,000 years for geologic repositories in proximity to
sedimentary rock formations, or more than 3 boreholes per square kilometer per 10,000 years for
repositories in other geclogic formations. Furthermore, the Agency assumes that the :
consequences of such inadvertent drilling need not be assumed fo be more severe than: (1) Direct
release to the land swrface of all the ground water in the repository horizon that would promptly
flow through the newly created borehole to the surface due to natural lithostatic pressure -- or (if
pumping would be required to raise water to the surface) release of 200 cubic meters of ground
water pumped to the surface if that much water is readily available 1o be pumped; and (2)
creation of a ground water flow path with a permeability typical of a borebole filled by the soil or
gravel that would normally settie into an open hole over time - not the penmeability of 2
carefully sealed borehole.

150 FR 38084, Sept. 19, 1985. Redesignated and amended at 58 FR 66415, Dee. 20, 1993)



From: Koll, Ronald )

Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2008 432 PM

To: Hewitt, William M

Lo Kedl, Ronald |

Subject: Re: TRU Yopics of Consideration.

Attachments; Dr Irves Triay Presentation 04MAY0Q RiK.doc; SC TRU Predecisionsi Draft.ppt
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Tea

Good Afternoonh Bill,

Today, | had hoped o gel fogsther with vou fo no avail | We're just oo busy |
(b)5)

%gaed fo reach me tonight for any reason, | can be reached at 509/845-2457, ar of ray rasidence|(P)X6)
(b)(6) |

i1 closing, Fjust want 1o say thorks for everything and that's it's always o pleasure working fogether |

RBorm,
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~ 1.4 million gallons of tank waste CH-TRU in 11 SSTs.
Managing/disposing of waste as TRU could reduce:

Hanford CH-TRU

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft - Not for relense under POIA




Issues/Risks

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft — Not for release under FOIA




Twenty Hanford SSTs & DSTs Contain TRU

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

e er——

Predecisional Draft - Not for relesse under FOIA



Moving forward with TRU also provides potential
means to bridge SST retrieval gap between C-Farm
completion and WTP Startup

(b)(5)

PFredecisional Dralt -~ Not for release unger FOIA




Even for CH TRU there are multiple regulatory and
project steps required to execute the TRU project

(b)(5)

Frodecisions] Draft ~ Not for release under FOIA




Designation Process Critical to Success

(b)(5)

Predecisional Draft - Not for relesse under 504



Recommendations

(b)(5)

Pradecisions! Drafl — Not for release under FOIA,




Hgldman,

From: Miera, Felix R Jr

Sent: Wednesday, February 79, 2012 719 AM
To: Pfaff, Stephen b Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick)
Subject: FW: WIPP Queries

WIPP has the additional info they requested..

From: DAmico, Eric - RES [mailtoeric damico@wipnavs]
Sent: Wednesday, Pebruary 28, 2012 5:43 AM

To: Miera, Felix R Jr

Subject: RE: WIPP Queries

Tharnks Felix,

Eric L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Solutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Departiment
Contractor to the Begpartment of Energy
303-843-2450 [office}

(b)(6) { el

From: Miera, Pelix R Jr [malifo:Feliy B Ir Miprafirl
Sent: Tuesday, February 28 2(}22 S 47 PM

To: DAMic, Eric - RES

Cc: Pfaff, Stephen H; Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick}
Subject: WIPP Queries

Eric - Rick has pulled logether some information in response to your request below, Letus know if
you have any questions,

Felix R. Miera

Manager, Environmental Permitting

Washington River Protection Solutions, One System Org.
Contractor to the United States Department of Energy

{600) 376-7034

{508) 438-9703 - Celi

From: Tedeschi, Alian R (Rick)

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 2:47 PM
To: Miera, Felix R Jr

Subiect: WIPP Queries

Felix,

This addresses the two email queries below,




1) [B®) |
5 [Thave
attached a truncated version which includes summary data and conclusions; the complete document being
200+mb in size. This should be an adequate reference. This document was prepared in 2003 by our A/E

subcontractor and issued in 2005 as Rev O {to allow referencing for subseguent|(b)(5)
(b)}3)

Rick Tedaschi

Friviect Monager

Strotegic Fianning & Technology Development
Washington River Protaction Solutions LLC,
controctor to the United States Depurtrent of Energy

From: DAmico, Eric - RES [enc.damicof@wipp.ws]

Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 08:58 AM Pacific Standard Time
To: Miera, Felix R Ir

Subject: FW: Tank Question

Hi Felix,

One other question as well: do you have a source document that | can reference that provides the basis that the waste
from the tanks will be contact-handied and not remote-handled?

Thanks again,

Eric L. DYAmico

Washington TRU Solutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Department

Contractor to the Department of Energy

303-843-2450 {office
[EX®

From: DAmico, Eric - RES
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 12:47 PM



To: ‘Mierg, FelxR I
Subject: Tank Question

Feiix,

have a question on Table 2 of the Class 3 PMR. Table 2 shows a radionuclide characterization relative to HLW
tanks. Are the values shown for Tanks B-103 and T-102 averages? 15 it possible to also provide ranges for Tanks B-103
and T-102 as was done for the TRU Tank Waste column?

Thanks,

Eric L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Solutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Department
Contractor to the Department of Energy

303-843-2450 {office)
(b)6)




From: DAmico, Eric - RES <eric.damico@wippws>
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 10112 AM

To: Miers, Feiix R ir

Ce Piaf, Stephen H; Tedeschi, Allan R {Rick)
Subject: RE: Tank Question

Mo hard and fast need date. | am just trying 1o get it into final form before submittine it to Technical Editing . Iwas going
(bX5)

Thanks,

Eric L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Sedutions LLE - Regulatory Compliance Department
Contractor o the Department of Energy

303-B43-2450 {officel

[(b)(8) |

From: Miers, Felix R Jr [mailto:Felix 8 Ir Mieradirl.oov)
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 11:01 AM

To: DAmico, Eric - RES

Cex Piaff, Stephen H; Tedeschi, Allan R {(Riek)

Subdect: RE: Tank Question

Eric ~ | just spoke w/ Rick and he is working of getting the requested information foq(®)5)
(bX5)

Feix K. Miera

Manager, Environmenial Permitting

Washington River Protection Solutions, One System Org.
Contracior 1o the Uniled States Depariment of Energy

{508} 376-7034

(508} 438-8703 - Cell

Froan DAmico, Eric - RES [mail

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 9:37 AM
To: Miera, Felix R Jr

Subject: RE: Tank Question

Felix,

Do you have any estimate on when you think you can get hack to me on the two items contained in the emall siring
below?

Thanks,



Eric L. YAmico

Washinglon TRU Sclutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Depariment
Contractor to the Depariment of Energy
303-843-2450 (office}

[E1®) |

From: Miers, Felix R I Imailto:Felix B Jr Mier
Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 10:08 AM
To: DAmico, Eric - RES

Lo Tedeschi, Allan R {Rick

Subject: RE: Tank Question

Yes - Rick and T will get you the info vou are requesting.

From: DAmico, Eric - RES [eric damico@wipp. ws]

Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 08:58 AM Pacific Standard Time
To: Miera, Felix R Iy

Subject: F'W: Tank Question

Hi Feliy,

One other question as well, do you have a source document that | can reference that provides the hasis that the waste
from the tanks will be contact-handied and not remote-handied?

Thanks again,

Eric L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Solutions LLC - Regulatory Compilance Department
Contractor to the Department of Energy

303-843-2450 {office)
(b)(6)

From: DAmico, Eric - RES

Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 12:47 P
To: 'Miera, Felix R Ji'

Subject: Tank Question

Felin,

| have a question on Table 2 of the Class 3 PMR. Tabie 2 shows a radionuclide characterization relative to HLW
tanks. Are the values shown for Tanks B-103 and T-102 averages? is it possible to also provide ranges for Tanks 8-103
and T-102 as was done for the TRU Tank Waste column?

Thanks,



Eric L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Solutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Department

Contractor to the Department of Energy

303-843-2450 {office)
(b)6)




i
From: Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick}
Sent: Wednesday, Decemher 14, 2011 339 PM
To: Pfaff, Stephen H
Co KaH, Ronald J; Bryan, Catherine B; Thompson, Leo E; Wheeler, Martin; Miera, Felix R Ir;

VanMason, Eric; Heath, Melodie M; Burrows, Christopher, Gridiey, Tina M; Yanochke,

Bonald M (Ron}
Subject: Dacumentation of Completion of CH-TRU WIPP Clase 3 draft Permit Modification

Request

Steve,

Per our prior discussions, this email documents completion of the FY12 5cope 10 prepare an updated draft WIPP (lass 3
Permit Madification Reguest {PMR) for the TOC CH-TRU tank streams [(D)(5) |
(bX5)

The IDMS Site finks are:
1.} Final PMR Main Document (Directory 8.08.01) here
2.} Al final PMR file directories including Appendices, Reference coples, and RCRs {Directory 8.08} here

The directories and files are date stamped to validate configuration; should any changes be uploaded or revised 10 these
files, they would be noted with anather date/time[(0)(5) |
(bX5)

Additional Cffort; Felix Miera and myself are working together to prepare 3 PowerPoint presentation on this seape for

our mutual future usage, (bX5)

(b)(5)

Thank yeu for the opportunity to work on this effort!

Rick Tedeschi

Project Manager

Strotegic Floaning & Technology Development
Washington River Profection Solutions {16,
contractor ¥ the United Stotas Deparimment of Energy



Fromi:
Sent:
To
Ce:

Subject:

Scotl, RV

Hildman, Cynthia

Teddeschi, Allan R (Rick)

Tuesday, March 20, 2012 11.24 AM

Saunders, Scott A

Miera, Felix R Jr; Nielten, Judith A; Reynolds, Jacob G; Pfaff, Stephen H; Kolf, Ronald J;
Wheeler, Martin

Tank Farm TRU Waste Inventory Queries Related to WIPP Class 3 PMR

Ron Kol phoned me thet Sheda Lot from LANL {who manzges the WIPP database! had gueried you on the possibility of

sending remote-handled [RH} transuranic waste {TRU} to wipp[(b)(5)

[(0)(5)

. [B5

Let e KNOW )T WOUID TIRe 10 View THE WIPP TevIGed version U The drall PIAK, ahy Of 16 ensying yvirP emaf Uanw, of

would ke further clarification.

Thanks,

Rick Tedesthi

Froject Monager

Siregic Planning & Technology Development
Washington Biver Protechion Solulions O

contractor 1o the United Stotes Depurtment of Energy

From: Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick)

Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 11,50 AM

To: Saunders, Scott A

Co: Cloud, Jack D Mielsen, Judith A; Reynolds, Jacob G
Subject: RE: TRU Waste Inventory Validation

Scott,



(b)(5)

(b)(5)

How do you want 10 msnage the communication to LANL and DOE interface here?

Rick Tedeschi

WEE Profpct Manoger

WP Supnort

Washington River Proteciion Solutions 1
comiraetor 1o the Upited Stetes Depariment of Energy




From: DAmico, Bric - RES <eric damico@wippaws>
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 548 AM

To: Miera, Felix R Jr

Lo Peatt Stephen H; Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick)
Subject: RE:(b)(5) For Hanford Tank Waste
Felix,

| did not eliminate|(b)(5)

(£)}(5) You can see what | am referring fo from the file | sent w0 vou yesterday,

Thanks and have 8 nice day,

Erig L. B'Amico

Washington TRU Solutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Department
Contractor io the Department of Energy

303-843-2450 [office)

(b)) |

From: Miera, Felix R Jr [mailto:Felix B Jr Miera@il.goy)
Sent: Wednesday, March (07, 2012 5:18 PM
To: DAmico, Eric - RES

Ce: Praff, Stephen H; Tedeschi, Allan R {(Rick)

Subject: RE:|(b)(5) |for Hanford Tank Waste

Thanks for sending thel(®)5) We will review and let you know if we have any
comments,

sur concent tol®)®)

®Y5)

Flease let us know it we can be of further assistance.

Felix R. Miera

Manager, Environmental Permitting

Washingion River Protection Solutions, One System Org.
Cantractor to the United States Department of Energy

(B0D) 378-7034

{609) 438-8703 - Cell

From: DAmico, Eric - RES [mailto:eric damico@wipp ws)
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2012 8:28 AM

Yo Yedeschi, Allan R (Rick): Miera, Felix R Jr

Subject: RE: [(b)(5) |for Hanford Tank Waste




Sounds good. | have attached at copy of [(P)(5)

(b)(5)

{bX5) fiease ook tus over and lel me know it anything gives you heartburn,

Thanks,

Eric L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Sclutions LLL - Regulatory Compliance Department
Contractor to the Department of Fnergy

303-843-2450 {office)
(b)(6)

From: Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick) [maiito:Allan 8 Rick Tedeschigdrl gov]
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2012 9:03 aM

Yo: DAmico, Eric - RES

Ce: Mierg, Felix R Ir

Subject: RE:|(b)(5) |for Hanford Tank Waste

Erie,

Felix and | are definitely on board with this concept, but we have not vet closed with Steve Plaff {ORP). Should finalize
this week,

Rick Tedeschi

Project Monager

Strategic Plonning & Technology Development
Washington Blugr Protection Solutions LiC,
contracior o the United States Deporiment of Energy

From: DAmico, Eric - RES [malite:eric damico@wipp,ws]
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2012 7:56 AM

Teo: Tedeschi, Allan R {(Rick)

Subject: [(b)(5) [for Hanford Tank Waste

Rick,

Did you have a change to talk to your team abnutl(b)(s)

B

Thanks,

Erie L. D'Amico

Washington TRU Selutions LLC - Regulatory Compliance Department
Contractor {o the Department of Energy
303-843-2450 {office}
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Fromy Tedeschi, Allan R (Rick

Sent: Eriday, June 01, 2012 929 AM

Ta: Hetcher, Thomas W

Ce: Pfaff, Stephen H; Koll, Ronald §; Bryan, Catherine B; Miera, Felix R Jr; Whesler, Marting
Simpson, Charles A; Kummer, David A; Burrows, Chiistopher

Subject: Final CH-TRU Presentation

Attachments: 2012-06-05 TRU Status to ORP - Final.ppix

Teun,

Antgrhed s the final presentation reviewed by Steve and staff with some minor editing revisions. Let me know if there
are any corrections you would like and | will bring coples 1o the 6-5-12 mesting when set up, Thanks.

Rick Tedeschi

Froject dManoass

Strategic Planning & Technology Develppment
Woshington &iver Protection Sohiions LLE,
vontroctor o the United Sivtes Depariment of Energy

From: Piaff, Stephen H

Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 6:47 PM

To: Tedeschi, Allan R {Rick}; Koll, Ronald J

Co: Miera, Felix R Jy Bryan, Catherine B; Simpson, Charles A; Kummer, David A; Flelcher, Thomas W
Subiect: RE; Draft CH-TRU Presentation

Rick,

| believe the slides are excellent and are ready for presentation to Tom and Stacy next week. Thank you.

Steve

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 10:46 AM

Yo Plaff, Stephen H; Kol, Ronald J

Cex Miera, Felix R Jr; Bryan, Catherine B; Simpsan, Chardes A; Kummer, David A
Subject: Draft CH-TRU Presentation

Steve/Ron,
Here is the electronic copy of the presentation | aid on your chairs yesterday,

Ron and Kitty — The background of this presentation is that Tam Fletcher requested a status/update presentation on the
current state of the CH-TRU project in o meeting with Steve, |, and Charles Simpson last week. Hisintended to be
presented by Tom/Steve/myself to Stacy June 57,

Thank vou.

Rick Tedeschi

Project Monager

Strotegic Plonning & Technology Development
Washington River Protection Solutions 1L,



controcior [0 the United States Deportmment of Energy
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» TOC Transuranic Waste Project p standby” 2005
*  Only interim scope performed was redraft in FY12 of WIPP permit

» Draft WIPP Class 3 Permit modification request on hold at WIPP

ORP Lifecycle Baseline/System P
« $266M over 8 years (Retrzeve Treat, Package & Ship from 11 tanks)
» Cost/schedule rebaselined for 2009 PMB — not reconciled nor updated

plans FY14 project restart

Sub-CLIN 4.5 (apart from WIPP permit scope) not activated/reconciled
+ ORP has requested WRPS proposal for REA
» TOC awaiting ORP technical direction for project restart schedule
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RISKS

»
»
»

»

(b)(5)

'OPPORTUNITIES
» Revision of design to lower Hazard Category class

>
»

»

implement major lessons learned from MARS/C-farm sludge retrievals

Integration of Wiped Film Evaporator: use of laboratory-scale system in
222-5, and pilot/full-scale system at Columbia Energy

Availability of TOC Retrieval resources as retrievals wind down from filled

D&Ts




Steps
(b)(5)




Hildman Cynthia M __

From: Tedeschi, Allan R (Ricl)

Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2011 9:38 AM

Tou Piaff, Stephen H

Subject: CH-TRU and WFE

Attachments: 2011-06-01 TRU Status to ORP.pphy 2011-05-05 WFE Hanford Technical Exchange
Presenfation.ppix

Steve,

Call with any guestions. Thanks.

Rick Tedeschi

WFE Project Monager

WP Supnort

Woshington River Protection Sofutions 11,
contraetor to the United States Depariment of Energy



Ay

adeys Buiuued jeury U .

IMMD/dDD A pepury

HI0M JO ¥ING 18 JdIAR 18 [es0dsip pue
duiddiys s18A00 A8 300 SAUNSSY «
suoneiad nuyy wawdo|sasg INOES «
12/1/9 - €T/1/0T »

ddIA O1 350dSIQ (DY 18 SzIIRIRIRYY »

INEES »

1Z/6Z/1T ~8T/1/p »
Yaed 1ed1LD S1 [RASIIBY, «

#

afieys udisap reurf Allea Ul »
OGS -

(S:A 5°v) BT/1E/€ - €1/T/0T »
yied jeopan wesBoid .

. payaduiod uBisar]
suoiesed( niyl uswiodag - A 0618 ¢

TE/6T/TT ~pT/E/T
{syuer 11) wesdosd anbjun oN »

{s53) oniddinsS
B IDVHOLS
"NOUYZIHALIYUYHD

> BNIDVHDYd

TWAIINLIY

XG0 O SIS NUE 090-1L0Z B

syosloidang
L enayg
pabeuepy
wesbosd

SjEiig olijesey

PLAL Ul UBISal Joj suljaseq Ul 1S INg ‘GOAL S9UIS POy UO yiomAoslold TSHTEIS




Project has been delayed because of environmental permitting issues

* All environmental/safety permits were drafted during original project 2003 -
2005: Part B (RCRA}, EA, and ROD (NEPA), and PDSA: DOE has all documents but
has not approved or submitted any; will need to revise and resubmit

* During litigation at Idaho over tank waste disposition at WIPP DOE and New
Mexico settled by requiring an approved WIPP Class 3 RCRA change requs
to disposai; [©©

[E® |
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ORP / He6-60

OFFICE OF RIVER PROTECTION

~ DOCUMENT/LETTER W% ACTION: ACTION DUE DATE
WA NO[ vi/ YES |
OFFICE OF RIVER S ANTF JH S‘:;Sg‘nf;ng SZ th i L&
- ruthers %
PROTECTION TED  DC Bryson - M. Hughes
SCHEPENS, Roy MANAGER |V TOD <CJ Bosted - A. Perez
Poynor, Cathy J Secretary s TPD DL Noves - A. Perez
ERICKSON, Leif DEP. MANAGER] «'| [AMWTP WJ TAYLOR - AJ Hanson “
Deutsch, V [Genie] Prog. Asst |,/ WEC  WF Hame! - D. Walsenberger
Brazil, Kelly Secratary/Mgr Rdg File v Wi KK Fick - D, Weisenberger
Executive Officer & Stakehioldor Infarface: L
Jones, Greg A v1 |ESG  RC BARR - MD Hopkins o
ED  JE Rasmussen - B. Gano
Chief Counssi: QIS NK Hunemuller - D. Mosby
Stubblebine, Scott D Attorney
Bennett, Tery Secrotary OPA KR ENSIGN - L. Derryberry
Communications: BEVELACQUA, JJ
Qlds, TE [Erik] Modia Specialist | V' |/ IBARRETT, MK
Bannett, Te Secretary /1 JO'CONNOR, Js
REID, OB
HAWKINS, AR
SHORT, JJ
WIEGMAN, SA
Coleman, Sue
i = Information Copy _ |Notes: Date Rec’'d
A = Action Party / ED
Scan: Yes [ ¢} RECEIV
Yeswioatt [ ] MAY 02 2003
No [ ]
ORPCC Contacts: DOE-CRP/ORPCC
Patricia Deaton - 376-2145
Joy Hervey - 376-2143




Hanford

Communities
* Richlond * Kennewick * Pasee * West Richtand * Beuton County * Port of Benton
P.0. Box 190 Richland, W8 90152
Telephone (505} 9427348 Fax (509 827770
April 29, 2003

Roy Schepens, Manager

U.8. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
P.O. Box 450

Richland, WA 88352

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director

Washington State Department of Ecalogy
P.G. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

John lani, Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Subject: Tansuranic Waste Eligible for Shipment to WIPP
Dear Mssrs. Schepens, Fitzsimmons, and lani:

Hanford’s Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) stipulates that all of Hanford's tank waste should
be vitrified. The TPA approach was determined after examining the various options that
have been considered over the years. Of primary importance is the fact that vitrification
solidifies tank waste into a product that is stable for long periods of time and can be
safely stored without risk of the radiocactive material leaching into the surrounding
environment.  Construction and successful operation of the Waste Treatment Plant is
the top priority of the Hanford Communities

Several alternatives fo vitrifying low level waste are presently under consideration by the
Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection (ORP}. The Hanford
Communities reserve judgment on the viability of these alternatives until scientific
information is avallable to document that the waste product can salely be buried at
Hanford without further risk to the environment,

Another strategy is currently being considered. The Office of River Protection has
identified eight single shell tanks that appear to meet the transuranic waste TR
definition. We support the efforts to evaluate the contents of these tanks to validate that
the material is indeed TRU waste as defined by the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land

RECEIVED

MAY 0 2 2003
DOE-DRP/ORPCC



Transuranic Waste Eligible for Shipment to WIPP
April 28, 2003
Page 2

Withdrawal Act of 1992, as amended, Public Law 102-570. The material will also have
to meet WIPP acceptance criteria,

If the waste in these eight tanks is verified as genuinely TRU, and can be removed from
the tanks, packaged and shipped to WIPP, this disposition could provide some very
favorable advantages. First of all, it would reduce the amount of tank waste that must be
processed through the Waste Treatment Plant. It would reduce the volume of material
required fo be stored in the Double Shell Tank system thus making this capacity
available for other single shell tank waste (887) retrievals. It also has a risk reduction
advantage because disposal of the wastes to WIPP would accelerate the removal of
tank wastes from the Hanford site and would accelerate the closure of some SSTs.

Due to the potential environmental, cost and schedule advantages this effort may
produce, the Hanford Communities encourage the Tri-Parties to proceed expeditiously
with this investigation.

Sincerely,

Larry Haler, Chairman
Hanford Communities Governing Board

¢ Mike Wilson
Ed Aromi
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Table 6. Transuranic Elements and Fission Products in Tank 24172104,

Tank TRU Cs-137 Sr-90
nCilg Ci uCilg Ci uCify i
2411104 {358 46,8 8,155 248 2483 3,140
Al VT Tanks Not 214,067 | Mot 43000000 | Not 51,500,000
apphicable anplicable annticable
41 I8 waste es & 0.15% SEED% 6,1E-03%
percentaee of all 177 tanky

Mote:  TRU w tramsuranic




*T-201 began receiving 224-T Pu Concentration building waste

j

N

¢T-201 filled in May 1952

*Began sending waste to T-204 in cascade with T-203, and 202 with
liquids discharging to T-1 and 7-2 cribs

J/

#7-204, 203 and 202 were filled
*Waste was then sent to the cascade of T-110, 111 and 112




Tank 241-7-104
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Table 6. Transuranic Elemenis and Fission Produets in Tank 241 F-104,

Tank TRU Cs-137 Sr-90
nCi/p Ci uCi/g O uCifg Ci
2411104 159.3 246.8 0.1353 240 201 3,140
ANl IT? Tanks Not 214,067 § Not 43,000,000 | Nt 1,800,000
applicable annlicable apphicabic
24 F-103 wasio s & £.12% 5.65.04% $.1E-01%
-1 percentage of alf 177 tanks

Note:  TRU = transumanic




- +B.201 began receiving 224-8 Pu Concentration building waste

oy

#8211 filled

*Began sending waste 10 B-204 in cascade with B-203, and B8-202 with liquids discharging 1o B-
1and B-2 cribs

+B-flant and 224-8 Fu Concentration building shut down andd replaced with REDOK facifity

+Cleanout of these plants began with aitric acid Thshout of eguipment and Turther nrocessing of the rinsate 1o recover afl the
plutoniumn possible in 2248

swaste sen to B-204, B-203 and B-202 tanks in castade

i

«3-204, B-203 and B-202 recieved flushes from 224-8 bullding and 221-8 bullding metal waste
tanks

.
«B-204, B-203 and B-202 received Hlushes of 224-8 huilding equipment and B-221 building
gxtraction equipment
&
-
*50,000 galions of water transferred through all 4 tanks in cascade
o
*8-204, B-203 and B-202 received cell drainage from LLW tank 5-6 in 221-8 building but no
volume of waste was discharged
w
4
»224-8 building flush water routed to the cascade of tanks 8-204, B-203, 8-202
o

=221-B converted for removing Cs/Sr from PUREX waste, none going to the 8-200s

",

»Flush of 7,500 galions of ___was sent from 221-B to the cascade of tanks 8204, B-203, B-202
sfFinal receipt of waste {o 8-200 tanks




4/24/06 (revision 4)

ATTORNEY/CLIENT PRIVILEGE (NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION)

(b)(5)

The ORP tank waste strategy is as follows. A timeline that iHustrates this schedule is attached.

BACKGROUND

« There are two key regulators involved in the disposal of TRU at WIPP, the
Environmental Protection Agency {EPA)} for the radicactive components of the waste
and the New Mexico Environment Department {(NMED)} for the hazardous chemical
componeris.

« The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act requires the Department to submit a Compliance
Recertification Application (CRA) to the EPA every five years measured from the
date of receipt of the first waste emplacement in WIPP (March 26, 1999). Those
CRAs will be reviewed and approved by the EPA.

e The first CRA was submitted by the Secretary of Energy to the EPA Administrator on
March 26, 2004. That 2004 CRA included twelve ORP tanks, nine of which are
comtact-handled (CH) and three of which are remote-handled {RH) TRU tanks.

o |(B)S)

= 1he RH tanks contain TRU sludge (e.g., cladding wastes) but have been
commingled with liguid wastes from reprocessing. In addition, ORP has identified an
additional 8 tanks fthat are believed to contain TRU for a tatal of 20 tanks. ORP does
not have sufficient information at this time to definttively state whether the wastes in
the additional eight tanks is CH or RH. The additional eight tanks were identified after
the performance assessment (PA) supporting the 2004 CA was too close 1o completion
for those tanks to be included in the 2004 CRA.



s [®)NS)

« ‘The EPA issued a completeness determination for the 2004 CRA on September 29,
2005. The EPA is required to reach a decision on whether or not to approve the CRA
by March 29, 2006,

= During discussions with the EPA regarding the CRA, EPA has indicated that it wants
to approve any waste previously managed as HLW currently stored in Department
tanks that that the Department intends to dispose of as TRU in WIPP,

s [(B)3)

DISCUSSION

(b)(5)
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Transuranic Tank Waste Projections

Based on carrent information as of April of 2006
Prepaved by M. Jennings

Contact Handled Transuranic Waste (CH-TRI)
FY05 ~ 8,600 toial drums to be generated

ik

o Data Provided in

o Current Planning Data — 8,600 toral drums 10 be generated

o CH-TRU Project Start Delayed Bight Years, From FY07 to FY14, therefore:

*  FY15 - reactivation of TRY Project with Limited Funding Available

FY 16— Fabricate, Test & Assemble; continue with permitting
FY17 — Doployment, Training & WIPP Certification
FY18 - Packaging and Characterization
FY19 — Packaging and Characterization Continued
FY20 ~ Commence Shipping — Assume to ship 50% of total coniainers
FY21 — Complete Shipping ~ Assume o ship 50% of total containers

2 B % £ ®m @

Remote Handled Transuranic Waste (RH-TR1)
o BData Provided in FY03 ~ 4,236 RE72B Canisters to be Generated (Divect Loaded)

I i

3
£
gt
£
ot

S &

o Carrent Plapuing Data ~ 4,236 RH72B Canisters to be Generated (Direct Loaded)
o RH-TRU Project Start Delayed Eight Years, From FY'13 1o FY20, therefore:
FY21 - RM TRU Project with Limited Funding Available
FY2I2 w0 FY23 Permutting, Engincering/Design
FY24 - Deployment, Training & WIFP Certification; continue with permitting
FY25 10 FY36 Packaging and Characterization
FY25 to FY36 ~Shipping Assume level shipping profile
*  FY25 through FY36 - Plan for & shipments/wk @ S0wk/vr for 10.6 years
¢ {ne Canister per shipment

00000

Key:
- Strikeout 1s dated information that was provided in FYDS but is no longer current
- Bold/Italic text indicated waste forecast information of interest to FH Forecast Updates

M- CH-RH Waste Predections for FH Data Ol BAI32006 ~ S0 PM



Preliminary Draft White Paper
Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determination Criteria Update

1.8 Background

The mission of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) is to dispose of defense transuranic {TR1D)
wastes that meet the WIPP waste acceptance criteria (WAC) and other applicable requirements
for receipt, storage, and disposal of TRU. WIPP is the nation's first deep geological disposal
facility. In October 1992, Public Law 102-579, also called the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land
Withdrawal Act of 1996, as amended (WIPP LWA}, withdrew 10,240 acres from public use for
WIPP. The land 15 about 26 miles east of Carlsbad, NM. WIPP iz operated by the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has regulatory
oversight under the WIPP LWA that includes issuing final radioactive waste disposal standards
for WIPP and determining whether WIPP can be re-certified for TRU disposal every 5 years
until it closes. The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) regulates the storage and
disposal of the hazardous constituents in TRU waste to ho disposed at WIPP under New
Mexico's hazardous waste lIaws as authorized by the EPA under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA).

2.0 Candidate TRU Tank Wastes Acceptance Process

The WIPF LWA defines TRU as waste, ¥...containing more than 100 nanocuties of
alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste, with half-lives greater than 20 vears,
except for — (A) high-level radicactive waste {emphasis added]; (B) waste that the Secretary has
determined, with the concurrence of the Administrator, does not need the depree of isolation
required by the disposal regulations; or (C) waste that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordance with part 61 of title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations.”

(b)(5)

Attorney-Client Privileged; Attorney Work Product;
Prepared In Antieipation Of Litigation Or Trisl;
Not Subject To Discovery Or Release Under FOIA
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Preliminary Draft White Paper
Candidate Tank Waste TRYU Determination Criteria Update

(b)(5)
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4407 Attorney-Client Privileged; Attomey Work Praduct
Prepared In Anticipation Of Litigation Or Trial;
Not Subject To Discovery Or Relesse Under FOIA



Preliminary Draft White Paper
Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determination Criteria Update

(b)(5)

3.0 Logic for Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determinations

(b)(5)

AR Attorney-Cliont Privileged; Attorney Work Product;
) Prepared In Anticipation Of Litigation Or Trial;
Mot Subject To Discovery Or Release Under FOIA



Preliminary Draft White Paper

Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determination Criteria Updgte

(b)(5)

3.0 Proposed Non-HIL W Determination Criteris for TRU

The following criteria and associated definitions are proposed for use i |(®)(5)

(b)(5)

The following definitions shall be used in applying the preceding criteria:

“Spent nuclear fuel” means fuel that has been withdrawn from a nuclear reactor
Jollowing irradiation, the constituent elements of which have not been separated by
reprocessing.

“Reprocessing” means the chemical separation of spent reactor fuel to separate waniym
and plutenium from waste materials, such as fission products and nown-plutonium
transuranic elements. Reprocessing does not inciude head-end processes, such as
cladding removal, that occwr prior fo separation of spent nuclear fuel constituent
elements nor does reprocessing inchude post-reprocessing processes that ncrease the
pzzrj{y of recovered wranium and plutonium to levels consistent with their intended end
use”.

“Fission products in sufficient concentrations”™ means’ the 10 CFR Part 61.58 Class C
concentrations listed in Tables 1 ond 2 for fission preducts which are as follows:

Table 1 Fission Products: 7¢-99 - 3 Citm’: 1129 0.08 Cirnd®
Table 2 Fission Products: S»-20 — 7000 Citnr’; Cs-137 — 4600 Cird®

“Waste” means the massivolume of at least 90% of the material thar constitutes the
candidate TRU tard waste stream 10 be considered in a waste determination,

4.6 Criteria Rationale

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)
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Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determination Criteria Update
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Preliminary Draft White Paper
Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determination Criteria Update

IXA

APPEN

Candidaie TRU Tank Waste
Determination and WIPP
Qualification Process Logic

A-1
Attomney-Client Privileged; Attorney Work Product;
Prepared In Anticipation Of Litigation Or Trial;
Not Subject To Discovery Or Release Under FOIA
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Preliminary Draft White Paper
Candidate Tank Waste TRU Determination Criteria Update

Decision Logic Diagram for Proposed Tank Transuranic Waste Determination Criteria (DRAFT)

(b)(5)

28167 -
Atormey-Client Privileged, Attorney Work Product; Prepared in Anticipation of Litigation or Trial; NoA&Bbiect to Discovery or Release under FOIA
41457 Attorney-Chent Privileged; Agorey Work Product;

Prepared In Anticipation Of Litigation Or Trial;
Not Subject To Discovery Or Release Under FOIA



BRAFT

Description of Decision Logic Diagram for
Proposed Tank Transuranic Waste Determination Criteria

(b)(5)
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Attomey-Client Privileged; Attorney Work Product;
Prepared In Anticipation Of Litigation Or Triah
Not Subject To Discovery Or Release Under FOIA
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DRAFY

Appendix B - Site Products Used to Demonstrate Proposed Tank
Transuranic Waste Determination Criteria

(b)(5)

Attorney-Chent Privileged: Attorney Work Producy;
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introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) currently stores 53 million gallons of radicactive and
chernically hazardous waste in underground tank farms at Hanford. DOE manages the wastes in
storage as high-level waste (HLW as a matter of policy to ensure the highest standards of care
are applied to storage, surveillance, and tank fart operations. Nonetheless, DOE also maintains
that a portion of those wastes were not produced during the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel
and do not, therefore, meet the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) definition of HLW.

The previous Hanford Tank Farm Confractor, CH2ZMHILL Hanford Ciroup, Ine., conducted a
detailed review' of historical tank farm and canyon facility process and transfer records. During
that review seventeen single-shell tanks (SSTs) and three double-shell tanks {(BSTs) were
identified as containing transuranic waste (TRUY in the form of metallic shudge materials.
Historical records indicate that the metallic sludge materials resulted from fuel cladding removal
activities prior to irradiated fuel being reprocessed as well as plutonium cleanup and purification
processes following reprocessing to prepare phitonium for use in nuclear Weapons.

(b)(5)

This white paper has two primary objectives:

L [b)5)

)

Background

ORP initiated activities in 2003 1o dispose of contact-handled wastes in the o ght B and T 200-
- series tanks at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant {WIPP) in New Mexico; however, those efforts
were subsequently set aside when DOFE's Office of Favironmental Management (EM) undertook
a more extensive complex-wide lock at other sources of TRU, Those other sources included
Sodium Bearing Waste {S8BW) at the Idaho National Environmental Laboratory as well as

' The reviews were Jed by Michael Johnson, formerly of CH2MHILL Hanford Group, Inc., using historical
documents and records. Documents reviewed and doctments produced are idestified in the section of this document
titled, “Tank Farm TRU References Used in Determining TRU Tank Waste Crigin®.

* Waste that has alpha-emitiing transuranic radionuclide concentrations in excess of 100 manocuries per gram with
half Hves exceeding 26 years that is not HLW.
00 Page 1 of 17
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potential waste streams from Oak Ridge and the Hanford K Basin. EM established a working
group charged with developing criteria that could be used by sifes it manages to designate
qualifying wastes as TRU. Because of basic differences in the origins and compositions of the
wastes, however, EM subsequently reverted” to having each site develop 2 customized waste-
specific basis for qualification as TRU provided those bases were consistent with the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act (WIPP LWA) including its definition of transuranic
waste and the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) definition of HLW (i.c., the WIPP LWA TRU
defimtion exchudes HLW).

(b)(5)

Timing

(b)(5)

* This change In approach is documented in a leiter ©o My, Juan Reves, Director, Radiation Protection Division, U.S.
nvironmental Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenne, NW, Washington, DC 20460, Fom Frank
Maremowski, Depidy Assistant Secretary for Regulatory Compliance, Office of Environmental Management, US
Depurtment of Ensrgy, Washington, DC, dated February 22, 2008

* This is 5 simplified explanation for purposes of pursving the first objective, Additional defail regarding the
reguiatory and scquisition processes involved is discussed later in this paper.

Rev 3 2/20/00 Page 2 of 17
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Initiating Steps

(b)(5)
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Regulatory Path A{®©®)

(b)(5)
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Figure 3 ~

BI5)

(b)(5)
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Regulatory Path p{®'®

(b)(5)
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Regulatory Path C:

(b)(5)
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Regulatory Path D: ®)E)

(b)(5)

Path E:(b)(g)

(b)(5)
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Tank Farm TRU References Used in Determining TRU Tank Waste Origin

The following documents were used by or developed by CG2ZMHILL Hanford Group, Inc. in
determining the origing of the wastes in the 20 fanks now identifled as containing transuranic
wastes at Hanford.

-

Rev? 2/30/48

A History of the 200 Area Tank Farms, WHC-MR-0132, 1.1, Anderson, Westinghouse
Hanford Company, Richland, WA, 1990

PUREX Chemical Flowsheet '?rocessing Alaminum Clad Uranium Fuels, ARH-214,
Atlantic Richfield Hanford Company, Richland, WA, 1968

Best Basis Inventory (BBID, Tank Waste Information Network System (TWINS),
hitp/ftwins. pol. gov/iwins bt

CH2M HILL 2002. Interoffice Memo from B. Higley, Inventory and Flowsheet
Engineering, to 1L.G. Field, R2-12, “Bismuth Phosphate Process Radionuclide Partition
Factors for the Hanford Defined Waste Model”, 7G300-02-NWK-024, CH2M Hill
Hanford Group, Inc.,, Richland, WA, July 24, 2002

DOE, Eavironmental Management Glossary,
hitnfAwww emodoe sovibemy/BEMR Pages/olossarv.aspx.

Hanford Technical Manual”, HW-10475-C, Section C, DuPont Company, Richland, WA,
1044

Decontamination of Fission elements in the Sepatation Process, HW-3-1493, DuPont
Company, Richland, WA, 1945

Flow Sheets and Flow Diagrams of Precipitation Separations Process, HW-23043,
General Electric Company, Richland, WA, 1951,

Hanford Works Monthly Report for July 1952, HW-25227-DEL, pgs Bd-1 through Ed-6,
Geoeral Electric Company, Richland, WA, 19582

Decontamination of Uranium Recovery Process Stored Wastes, Interimn Report, HW.-
36717, General Electric Company, Richland, WA, 1935

Ultimate Disposal of PUREX Wastes, HW-52824, General Electric Company, Richland,

WA, 1957,

Origin of Wastes in the B-200 and T-200 Series Single-Shell Tanks, M. E. Johnson, RPP-
13300, Rev. 0, CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., April 2003,

10 CFR Part 61, Licensing Requirements For Land Disposal Of Radioactive Waste,
§61.55, Waste Classification.

High Level Waste Web Site, http:
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 as amended, Section 2, Definitions.

www.nre.goviwaste/bigh-level.waste hrmt,

International Waste Management Fact Book, PNNL-11677, Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory, Richland, WA, 1998,

Page 16 of 17
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Laboratory-Scale Bismuth Phosphate Extraction Process Simulation to Track Fate of
Fission Products, PNNL-14120, RJ. Serne, M.J. Lindberg, T.E. Jones, H.T. Schaef, K.M.
Krupka, Pacific Northwest National Laboratories, Richland, WA, February 2007

WHC-SD-WM-ES-331, revision O, 1993, “Identification of Potential Transuranic Wasto
Tanks at the Hanford Site”, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington.

WHC-SD-WM-ES-368, revision §, 1996, “Decision Document for Transuranic Tank
Waste Disposal”, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington,

Letter number 9617848 (DPO-96-29) dated April 22, 1996, “Transmiital of Decision
Document for Transuranic Tank Waste Disposal fo the US. Department of Energy,
Richland Field Office”, from J. O. Honeyman, Westinghouse Hanford Company to W. 1.
Taylor, Direcior Waste Disposal Division, U.S. Department of Energy Richland
Operations Office,

Letier number 96-WDI-102 dated August 1, 1996, “Concurrence with Westinghouse
Hanford Company (WHC) Recommendation on Transuranic (TRU) Tank Waste
Disposal”, from W. J. Taylor, Director Waste Disposal Division, U.8, Department of
Energy Richland Operations Office to President, Westinghouse Hanford Company.

Origin Of Wastes In Single-Shell Tanks 241-T-110, 241-T-111 and 241-T-112, RPP-
13873, revision 1, M. E. Johnson, CH2ZM HILL Hanford Group, Inc., October, 2004,

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-T-104, RPP-16129, revision 1, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., October, 2004,

Origin Of Wastes In Single-Shell Tanks 241-B-110 AND 241-B-111, RPP-16015,
revision 1, M. E. Johnson, CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., April 2003,

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-T-105, RPP-16764, revision 1, M. E. Jolmson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., October, 2004,

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-T-107, RPP-16765, revision 1, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., June 2003,

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-B-107, RPP-17702, revision 1, M. E. Johnison,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., September 2003,

Origin Of Waste In Tank 241-AW-103, RPP-22404, revision 0, M. k. lohnson, CHZM
HILL Hanford Group, Inc., September 2004,

Origin Of Waste In Tank 241-AW-105, RPP-RPT-23177, revision 0, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., December 2004,

Page 17 of 17
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DRAFT INTERNAL WHITE PAPER
Conceptual Path Forward for (b)(5)

Introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) currently stores 53 million galions of radicactive and
chemically hazardous waste in underground tank farms at Hanford, DOE manages the wastes in
storage as high-level waste (HLW as a matter of policy to ensure the highest standards of care
are applied to storage, swrveillance, and tank farm operations. Nonetheless, DOE also maintains
that a portion of those wastes were not produced during the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel
and do not, therefore, meet the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) definition of HLW.

The previows Hanford Tank Farm Contractor, CHZMHILL Hanford Group, Inc., conducted a
detailed review' of historical tank farm and canyon facility process and transfer records. During
that review seventeen single-shell tanks (SSTs) and three double-shell tanks (DSTS) were
identified as containing transuranic waste (TRUY in the form of metallic sludge materials.
Historical records indicate that the metallic sludge materials resulted from fuel cladding removal
activities prior to irradiated fuel being reprocessed as well as phutonium cleanup and purification
processes following reprocessing to prepare plutonium for use in nuclear weapons.

(b)(5)

This white paper has two primary objectives:

1 [®X8)

b

Background

ORF initiated activities in 2003 to dispose of contact-handled wastes in the eight B and T 200-
series tanks at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico; however, those efforts
were subsequently set aside when DOE’s Office of Environmental Management {EM) undertook

' The reviews were fod by Michael Johuson, formerly of CHIMHILL Hanford Giroup, Ing., using historical
documents and reconds. Documents reviewed and documents produced are identified in the seotion of this document
titled, “Task Farm TRU References Used in Determining TRU Tank Waste Qrigin™,

! Waste that bas alpha-emitting transuranic radionuclide concentrations in excess of 100 nanocnries per gram with
half lives exceeding 29 vears that i1s not HLW.,

FPRECISIONAL — INTERNAL USE ONLY — NOT FOR PUBRLIC RELEASE
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DRAFT INTERNAL WHITE PAPER
Conceptual Path Forward for (bX5)

a more extensive complex-wide look af other sources of TRU. Those other sources included
Sodium Bearing Waste (SBW)} at the Idsho National Environmental Laboratory as well as
potential waste streams from Oak Ridge and the Hanford K Basin. EM established a working
group charged with developing criteria that could be used by sites it manages fo designate
qualifying wastes as TRU, Because of basic differences in the origing and compositions of the
wastes, however, EM subsequently reverted” to having each site develop a customized waste-
specific basis for qualification as TRU provided those bases were consistent with the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act {WIPP LWA) inchuding its defimition of transuranic
waste and the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) definition of HLW (i.e, the WIPP LWA TRU
definition exchudes HLW),

(b)(5)

Timing

(b)(5)

’ This change in approach is documented in a letter to Mr. Juan Reves, Direstor, Radiation Protection Brvigion, 1 5.
Environmental Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Avemue, NW, Washington, DO 20460, fom Frank
Marcinowski, Deputy Aseistant Secretary for Regulatory Compliance, Office of Environmental Management, US
Diepariment of Energy, Washington, DM, dated February 22, 2008

* This is a simplified explanation for purposes of pursuing the first objective,  Additional detail regarding the
regulatory sod acquistiion processes involved is discossed later in this paper.
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(b)(5)

(bi(5) dhen an addstionar two CH SN and six BH SSTy wers identified brineine the toial to
twenty total tanks. l(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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Regulatory Path A: [P)/®)
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Regulatory Path B:
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(b)(5)
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Regulatory Path D

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

PRECISIONAL ~ INTERNAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

Page 13 ot 17




DRAFT INTERNAL WHITE PAPER

Conceptyal Path Forward for (b)(5)

Path E:

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

PRECISIONAL —~ INTERNAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR PUSLIC RELEASE

Page 14 0f 17




DRAFT INTERNAL WHITE PAPER

Conceptual Path Forward for (b)(3)

(b)(5)

PREUCISIONAL — INTERNAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

Page 15017




DRAFT INTERNAL WHITE PAPER
(b)(3)

Conceptual Path Forward for

Tank Farm TRU References Used in Determining TRU Tank Waste Origin

The following documents were used by or developed by CG2ZMHILL Hanford Group, Inc. in
determining the origins of the wastes in the 20 tanks now identified as containing transuranic
wastes at Hanford.

®

A History of the 200 Area Tank Farms, WHC-MR-0132, LD, Anderson, Westinghouse
Hanford Company, Richland, WA, 1990

PUREX Chemical Flowsheet Processing Aluminum Clad Uranium Fuels, ARH-214,
Atlantic Richfield Hanford Company, Richland, WA, 1968

Best Basis Joventory (BBI), Tank Waste Information Network System (TWING),
hitp/fwins. onl.gov/twins. htm

CH2M HILL 2002. interoffice Memo from B. Higley, Inventory and Flowsheet
Engineering, to 1.G. Field, R2-12, “Bismuth Phosphate Process Radionuclide Pariition
Factors for the Hanford Defined Waste Model”, 7G300-02-NWK-024, CH2M Hill
Hanford Group, Inc., Richland, WA, July 24, 2002,

DO, Environmental Management Glossary,
http A www.em.doe.govibemy/REMR Pases/oglossary.aspx.

Hanford Technical Manual”, HW-10475-C, Section C, DuPont Company, Richland, WA,
1944

Decontamination of Fission elements in the Separation Process, HW-3-1493, DuPont
Company, Richland, WA, 1943

Flow Sheets and Flow Diagrams of Precipitation Separations Process, HW-23043,
General Electric Company, Richland, WA, 1951,

Hanford Works Monthly Report for July 1952, HW-28227-DEL, pgs Ed-1 through Ed-6,
General Electric Company, Richland, WA, 1952.

Decontaminaiion of Urantim Recovery Process Stored Wastes, Interim Report, HW-
36717, General Electric Company, Richland, WA, 1955

Ultimate Disposal of PUREX Wastes, HW-52824, General Electric Company, Richland,
WA, 1057,

Origin of Wastes in the B-200 and T-200 Series Single-Shell Tanks, M. E. Johnson, RFP-
13300, Rev. 0, CH2ZM HILL Hanford Group, Inc., April 2003.

10 CPR Part 61, Licensing Reguirements For Land Disposal Of Radioactive Waste,
§61.53, Waste Classification.

- High Level Waste Web Site, hitp//www.nre. gov/waste/high-level-waste hitml,

Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 a5 amended, Section 2, Definitions,
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International Waste Management Fact Book, PNNL-11677, Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory, Richland, WA, 1998,

Laboratory-Scale Bismuth Phosphate Extraction Process Simulation to Track Fate of
Fission Products, PNNL-14120, R.J. Serne, MJ. Lindberg, T.E. Jones, H.T. Schaef, K.M.
Krupka, Pacific Northwest National Laboratories, Richland, WA, February 2007,

WHC-SD-WM-ES-331, revision §, 1995, “Identification of Potential Transuranic Waste
Tanks at the Hanford Site”, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washingion.

WHC-8D-WM-ES-308, revision {, 1996, “Decision Document for Transuranic Tank
Waste Disposal”, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington.

Letter number 9617848 (DPO-96-29) dated April 22, 1996, “Transmitial of Decision
Document for Transuranic Tank Waste Disposal to the U8, Department of Energy,
Richland Field Office”, from J. O. Honeyman, Westinghouse Hanford Company fo W. 1.
Taylor, Director Waste Disposal Divigion, U.S. Department of Energy Richland
Operations Office.

Letter number 96-WDD-102 dated August 1, 1996, “Concurrence with Westinghouse
Hanford Company (WHC) Recommendation on Transuranic (TRU)} Tank Waste
Disposal”, from W. 1. Taylor, Director Waste Disposal Division, U8, Department of
Energy Richland Operations Office to President, Westinghouse Hanford Company.

Onigin Of Wastes In Single-Shell Tanks 241-T-110, 241-T-111 and 241-T-112, RPP-
13873, revision 1, M, E. Johnson, CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., October, 2004,

Origin Of Waste In Single-8hell Tank 241-T-104, RPP-16129, revision 1, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., October, 2004.

Origin Of Wastes In Single-Shell Tanks 241-B-110 AND 241.B-111, RPP-16015,
revision 1, M, E. Johnson, CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., April 2003.

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-T-105, RPP-16764, revision 1, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., Cctober, 2004

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-T-107, RPP-16765, revision 1, M. E. Johnson,
CH2ZM HILL Hanford Group, Inc., June 2003,

Origin Of Waste In Single-Shell Tank 241-B-107, RPP-17702, revision 1, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., September 2003,

Origin Of Waste In Tank 241-AW-103, RPP-22404, revision U, M. E. Johnson, CH2M
HILL Haoford Group, Inc., September 2004,

Origin Of Waste In Tank 241-AW-105, RPP-RPT-23177, revision 0, M. E. Johnson,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc., December 2004,
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