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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOQY

7801 W. Clearwaler, Suite 102 * Kennewick, \vashington 99336 * (509) 546-2590

May 20, 1995

Mr. James D. Bauer
Department of Energy-Richland Ciperatic ="

- 4~ CORRESPONDENCE
P Box DJO CONTHOL

Richland, WA 99352

:;:: Mr- R E. I.:J.Ch

T Westinghouse Hanford Cowmpany
ity P.O. Box 1970

& Richland, WA 99352

Dear Messrs. Bauer and Lerch:

Re: Forty Day Resporse 1o Order Number 93NM-201, dutcd April 21, 1593
This letter ackmowledges raceipt of forty day response rcquiremernts specified in Order
Number 93NM-201 as Items 2 through 4. However, the docum s provided either do
not fully satisty the intent of the Order or addidonal informedon is requirad. Pleas=
provide a written response to the following issues by June 21, 1993.

I am perplexed by the response providad to the items required in the Order. ._~ology
staff 1 with DOE and WHC staff on Mzrch 15, 1993 and went over item by item in
what ! believed was a thorough disaussion resulting in all parties understanding each
requircment. Ecology sw2ff met with DOE and WHC sta#f in Tacey on May 6, 1993,
At this meeting, [ was disappoiat=d to learn that DOE and WHC allege that they did
not understand the requirements that were covered in the March 18, 1993 meeting.

Trtem £3: Status - SATISFACTORY RESPONSE TO FORTY DAY
‘ REQUIREMENT - Additional informadon requested

(DOE Exnclosure 1) Paragraph 2 of the "Description of Container Status Dulx” sheet
states, "Some discreparcies have been found berween the dose ratc rcporred at the
dme the container was shipped and the dose rate whes the contairer wes reccived
T Plant. In no case was a container accepred that exceeded 2 milliram/hour.”
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However, the Unkmown Tank Farm Waste Output Summary, dated 4/21/93, reports
17 contziners with dose rates greater than 2 millirem/hour.

Issue #1:  What happensd surrounding the reported change in dose rates
berwean smpmem from Tank Farms and receipt at T Plant?
How has this discrepancy been explained? Are there drurms st T
Plant thet have dose tates in €xcess of 2 millirerss/hour? Please

explain,
. On the Solid W' ¢ ™ . ion and Tracking &, em reporz, the field "TST) Accept
- Dt" is given, :
:;f; Issue #2: Whet docs "TSD Accept DU defiuc? Is i the date the drum was
152 X
= physically recsived at the Central Weaste Cumplex, or does it
e reprasant agother datc?

Iiem #2: Status - UNSATISFACTORY RESPONSE TO FORTY DAY
REQUIREMENT . Additions! information required

(DOE Euclosure 3) liem #2 in the Order requires 2 report idertifying dangerous
waste designation pracices currently in. place for crgoing waste generaton at the 200
Arca Tank Farms. Item #2Z also requires copies of waste designazon proceduras
°ovcrn_ng 200 Area Lunk farm waste generation. The paint of Item #2 is to documaut
that generators know how o properly designate their waste. '

t
|
|

The fo]lowing Bve documents were provided 10 sausty the requirements of ltem #7Z
Concerns % these documents are detziled below.

] TO-100-052, "Segregate, Package, and ” catory Radioacdve Waste,” does nor
address dangerous wastc designation. Additonally, Section 5.1, "Determine
. Waste Type and Quantity,” refers to Appendix A for segreguton criteria;
bowever, Appendix A does not address contaminated soils.

o TO-100-045, "In-Process Inspection of Active Weste Contziners," docs not
address dangeroms waste designation. Additionally, Appeadix A does nat
address contaminated soils. (Note: Segregation criteria differs between TO-
100-052 and TO-100-045.) .

o TO-100-055, "Set-Up/Operate Satellite Accumulation Areas,” does not addrass
dangerous waste desig lom.
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0o  WHC-SD-WM-QAPP-016, Tank F: _; Solid LLW ead RMW Quality
Assurance Program Plan,” references WHC.SD-WM-EV-081, "Tack Farms
Solid, Luw Leve] znd Radinactive Mixed Waste Certification Plan,” as weil as

WIIC-EP-0063, "Harford Site Solid Waste Accaptance Criteria." WHC-EP-
0063 does not cover speciiic waste designation procedures governing 200 Area
tank farm waste gene:atiui

o) WHC-SD-WM-EV-081, Rev 1., "Tank Farms Solid, Low Level and Radinactive
Mixed Waste Certification Plan,* does addéress waste generaton aznd
characterization procedures governing 200 Area tank [uriu waste. However,
the following additonal information is required.

Issue #3:  Sectica 3.1.2.7 CHARACTERIZATION/Sampling states, "Whels
“process knowledge Is not valid for characterization, then sampling
and testing will be used for characterizadon: ... Ssmpling will
be done using approved procedures and sampiing plars. .. "
Please pravide copies of these "approved procedures end
sampling plans.”

Issue #4: Secion 3.3, Weaste Characierized by Procass Xnowiedge, Sost
| bullet, states, "Waste tunk sludge/core sample and liquid

enalytical data from the single shell and double shell
characterizarion will be used as du :nted process knowledge -
far weste dircetly attributed to sampling actvides, taok
maintenance, or other actvitics wiete waste is directed
associated with tank contents.,” Please provide a status report

- identifying which tenks havc been characterized based on waste
tank sludge/core sampling end liquid analytical dats. What
chemical anslyses have been completcd? Are the analyses
complete? What anzlyses results are pending? Has the data
been validated?

Issue £#5:  Secton 3.4, Waste Characterized by Sampling znd Analysis,
states, “This waste Stream encompasses waste that cannot be fully
characterized by documented process knowiedge.” It further
states, “Clcwicil properdes will be determined by sampling and
laboratory acalysis when needed.” Who determines when and i
process knowledge is sufficient? When does this happen in the

—— e mwiaiiee r el s



'8

o

N4

—m= mEG SLFPUR

- " N " e ) . =
— P ——— =3,
MON I O0EI QT IVANM IIFT OF ZIoLoEY L2/

_mes D. ~ wer

R. E. Lerch
May 20, 1993
Page 4
ovcrall waste runagement process? When the decision is made
to sample, what analytical methods zre used? Is Appendix J in
WHC-EP-0063, Rev. 3. used?
Issue #6:  Secton 3.12.1, Training, refcrences 2 "trzining plan speric o

radioactive solid weste menagement.” Please provide a copy of
this training plan.

Issue #7: Has Tank Farms received appro»al fomy Sulid Waste Disposal as
2 low-level waste gene r? Oris Taok i ssdllinan

"approval Pending® status? Please provide currant staws of
generator approval.

Item £3: States - UNSATISFACTORY RESPONSE TO FORTY DAY
FTUIREMENT - Addldoral infaormation required

Ecology recognizes that there is an interim sy in effect 10 the extent that Item #3
requires the submissiop of placs to characierize 2l] 2000+ containers of waste within
nmne vear. Nevertheless, the following are deficdencies [n the forty day response.

(DQE Enclosure 4) Item #3 in the Order requircs a-plan for review and approval
detailing the established criteria and procedures for waste inspection, segregation,
sampling, designation, and repackaging of ell containers reported in Item #1. Irem
#3 also requires the report to include sampling plen criteria for difereat :
couleminated media, i.e., soils, compactable waste, high cfidency particnlar -
(IIEPA) [liers, etc.

SW-PE-WP-042, "Receive, Segregate & Tlispose of 'Unlmown’ Backiog Waste
Containers in the 221-T Tunnel,” does naot provide adequata criteria and proc.oums
for sampling and desigaation, nor does it provide specific sampling plac riteria for

. soils or HEPA flicrs. SW-PE-WP-042 chargas the Solid Waste Assessment Team

(SWAT) with performing field waste assessments and designation as required on site,
and states that SWAT acuvitics will be performed in accordance with the SWAT Desk
instruction for field waste assessment, Ateachment E of the procedure (page 1).
However, Attachment E wes ot provided. SW-PE-WP-042 2lso states that low level
waste material will be segreguted end inventoried intv specific drums as nated in
Figure 1 (page 4). However, Figure 1 was not provided.

Issue #8:  Please provide SW-PE-WP-042, Attachment E, and Figure 1.
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WHC-IP-0871, Rev. 1, "Receipt and Inierim Staging of Backlog Waste,” does not
provide adequate citeria and procedures for sampling znd designztion, nor does it
provide specific sampling plan criteria for soils or HEPA filters. WHC-IP-0871, Rev.
1, references the most recemt version of WHC-EP-0063 (Le., Rev. 3.). However,
WHC-EP-0063 doss not provide adequate criteria ané procedures for spedfic
sampling and designation projects.

The Order ca” for a plan which includes estab™ "ed er” -~ | procedures for
waste sampling and cesignation, specificelly for 50ils and HEPA fliers. These were
nat provided. Your April 21, 1993 lemer, page 2, siztes, "Plans are ~— ferway to
characterize and/or repackage backlog waste as necsssary before weatmen: and/or
disposal being ininated per the Hanford Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria (EP-0063)."

Issue #9:  Please provide sampling plans and procedures thet zddress the
deficdencies noted abave.

Ttem #4: Stams - UNSATISFACTORY RESPONSE TO FORTY DAY
REQUIREMENT - Additonal informarion required

Ecology recognizes that there is an igterim stay in effect 10 the extent that Item #4
Tequires the submission of plens to characterize all 2000+ containers of waste within
one year. Nevertheless, the following are deficdendes in the forty day response.

(DOE Enclosure 4) Item #4 in the Order requires a pian for review and approval
docurnentng the readiness of an apporopriate area for waste inspection, segregation,
sampling, and repackaging. SW-PE-WP-0042 and WHC-IP-0871 were provided in
response to this requirement. Discussions between Ecology and DOE/WHC
personnel were based on "unknewns” being processed through T Plant and the
remaining backlog containers, aiready i interim acceptance at the Central Waste
Complex (CWC), processed for final acceptance also at CWC. However, your April
21, 1993 letter, page 3, states, "T Plant is also assumed to be the locztion for
additonal characterization and repzackaging of "Backlog Waste,” as part of the second

stage of that program.”

Issue #10: Where are the 2000+ backlog waste cortainers from tank farms
going to be processed for final acceptance? Isd p° two
wansport tt e already in ./ to T Plant? If so, explain wihy
work required under the Order cannot be performed in CWC or
some other faality that already bas interim status. DOE/WHC's
dedsion to change repackaging facilites from CWCto TP~ 7, 2
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fadlity that currently does not hzve interim status, will not
constitute acceptable justiication for violzating the Order’s
established timelines for designation if for some unforeseen
reason there are delays in T Plant’s receipt of inierim status.
Please discuss. :

If I can be of further assistance to you or your staff members in ¢’ ifying the intent
or expectations of the Order or if you have additioral quastions cr concerns, please
contact me at (509) 736-3024,

gt Sincerely,
Lrs )
= ILanra Russell
RCRA Compliance Inspector

Nudlear & Mixed Waste Manzgement Program
IR:mf - =

ce:  Clff Clark, DOE

Gene Senat, DOE
John Wagoner, DOE
Patrick Willison, DOE
Tom Anderson, WHC
Jack Kasper, WHC
Patrick Mackey, WHC
Rick Pierce, WHC
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