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Enclosure 1

Completion Report for S1 _ | emental Environmental Project (T-Farm Radial Filters)
Required by Resolution of Dispute Regarding Washington State Department of Ecology
Notice of Stipulated Penalty Incurred and Due No. 5218

1. Introduction

On April 14, 2008, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and U.S. D:  artment
of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) signed a Resolution of Dispute resolving the
parties’ dispute regarding Ecology’s Notice of Penalty Incurred and Due No. 5218. As part of
that Resolution of Dispute, ORP agreed to a Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP) to spend
$200,000 replacing radial filters in the single-shell tank (SST) farms. This letter report certifies
the com; tion of the SEP by replacing fifteen radial filters in T-Farm, three in B-Farm, one in
S-Farm, and one in SX-Farm.

2. Description of Supplemental Environmental Project

This SEP involved replacing passive breather filters in the SSTs at the Hanford Site. The
purpose of a breather filter is to provide a filtered path for air moving in and out of the waste
tanks. This high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtered pa minimizes the potential for
pressure to build up in the waste tanks due to atmospheric pressure changes and thereby
minimizes the potential to emit particulate contamination to the environment.

Typical air flow rates from an SST have ranged from 1-10 cfm. The traditional [EPA breather
filters in T-Farm were large filters with a capacity of nominally 125 cfm. The filters consisted of
two main styles: the G-1 housing and the “open-face” filter style. Both styles are significantly
oversized when compared to the actual air flow that is encountered. Figure 2.1 shows typical
breather filter configurations used in the tank farms.

The “open-face” housing utilizes HEPA filters that are simply sandwiched between a plenum on
: contaminated/tank side of the filter and a raid shield « the clean/. 10spheric side of the
ter.

The style filters utilize a large cylindrical housing into which a HEPA filter inserted and
clam_ lin place. However, the G-1 housing also has a significant design flaw in that the
housing shape allows for the collection of condensate in the housing, which can pool up and then
sati ite the filter media. When this happens the filter media becomes essentially plugged, and
the filter can no longer provide the filtered vent path it is intended to provide.

Both of these traditional designs also require annual aerosol testing in accordance with the site
air operating permit.












3.1 T-Farm Costs

Documentation and conservative labor estimates demonstrate that CH2M HILL spent at
least $133,843 converting 15 SSTs in the T-Farm to the new filter configuration. he
following documentation is provided in Appendix E:

e HANDI report and detail sheets documenting

o CH2M HILL planning and field labor cost of $45,868.

o Parsons Hanford Fabricators cost of $26,321 to fabricate (15) 40 cfin
breather filter sub-assemblies.

o Fluor Hanford of $25,162 for sheet metal support to install radial filters.
(Pre-job briefing rosters and work records document the resources were
provided and used in the field). :

o Other material costs of $8,004, and

o Use taxes of $3,180

e Estimate of additional field labor costs not charged correctly to the CACN of
$25,308. Field labor hours and costs were derived from information (work
records, pre-job briefing rosters, and the field work supervisor’s resource
estimates at completion) within the work package and HANDI reports for fully
burdened hourly labor costs.

Based on a total cost of $133,843 to convert 15 tanks to the new filter configuration, a
unit cost of $8,923 | be assumed.

3.2 B-Farm, S-Farm and SX-Farm Costs

Cost information v not collected for these additional filters however, a strong argument
can be made that the unit cost of converting these SSTs to the new configuration was as
least equal to T-Farm unit costs for the following reasons:

e T-Farm tanks were all converted at the same time, therefore cost savings
associated with theec »my ’sca were realized in both planning and
execution.

e  Work packages (Appendix B, C & D) docun that in both B-Farm and SX-
Farm crane and rigging support was utilized for at least four days. Using a
moderate crew size, this cost is estimated at $4,530 / day. _

e Work packages (Appendix B) document that for B-Farm work was performe
using supplied air. This resulted in the need for much larger crews as evidenced
by the pre-job briefing rosters.

e The Resolution of Dispute estimated that the unit costs for converting a single
tank to the new filter configuration would be $14,425.

Based on these factors, it is reasonable to assume that the cost associated with convertj -
of 241-B-103, 241-B-105, 241-B-203, 241-S-102, 241-SX-101 and 241-SX-113to e
new filter configuration cost at least $53,538.










