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Announcements of FFCAct Results
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As of October 16, 1995, all but seven compliance orders were 1ssued .
requiring the Department of Energy (DOE) to comply with the approved Site

Treatment Plans (STPs). Rather than wait until these last orders are
issued, EM manager 1t is currently discussing the most appropriate
approach for public announcement of the STP process success story.

gttached for your information and use, as appropriate, are the following
ocuments:

Attachment 1: At-A-Glance, a fact sheet that includes brief excerpts
from the Response to Queries (RTQs), as well as other information that
will also be used in the Overview currently being prepared by
Headquar{ s for future dissemination; and

Attachment 2: a Questions and Answers document (this is the RTQ
document previously distributed, but now ready for public release).

Any subsequent information developed by Headquarters (e.g., press re]eaﬁe)
will be disseminated when avai]ab]ef v

Copies of the Executive Summaries for all of the approved STPs with the
exception of Idaho National Engir ‘'ring Laboratory (INEL) and Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) have been forwarded to the DOE
Reading Rooms, as well as the Public Participation Points-of- Contact.
INEL and LLNL will be disseminated when available.

Please use all of the above information to "get out" the success story.
If you have any questions, please call Marty Letourneau on (301) ¢ -7t .

Poiic 1. Buden

Patrice M. Bubar, Director
Federal Facility Compliance Act
Task Force

Environmental Management

Attachmen









DISPOSAL

+ DOE recognizes the need to plan for disposal,
though not required by FFCAct.

» Processes already established to study, design,
construct and operate disposal facilities for
high-level (Yucca Mountain, Nevada) and
transuranic (Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, New
Mexico) wastes, including mixed waste.

» Mixed low-level waste treatment residuals will
be sent to available permitted commercial or
DOE-operated disposal sites. If low-level
disposal facilities are not available, off-site
wastes will be returned to generator for
storage.

« Evaluation of mixed low-level waste disposal
facilities by DOE, state and federal-regulator
working groups continues.

+ Decisions will follow applicable state and
federal regulations for siting and permitting
and will include public involvement.

COSTS

+ Estimated total life-cycle cost (including
Hanford site): $45.4 billion in 1996 dollars.

+ About 84 percent of total cost for high-level
mixed waste treatment, 5 percent for
transuranic and 11 percent for low-level.

- Largest new costs result from 11 proposed
major new treatment facilities.

FFCAct VS. OTF™3 INITIATIVES

« Plans are related to two other current DOE
initiatives: the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (WM PEIS) and the Baseline.
Environmental Management Report (BEMR).

+ Approved Plans address only mixed waste
treatment, while the WM PEIS addresses five
different waste types and their treatment,
storage and disposal.

« BEMR addresses all DOE Environmental
Management programs and their life-cycle
costs.

ition contact:
Center for Environmental Management Information
1-800-736-3282 or hrm-//www.em.doe.gov/ffcabb

TECHNOLOGY DE ELOPMENT
DOE will continue to re
technologies and evalu:
for treatment.

arch new
commercial options

. use of new

Updated Plans may ref]
. waste more quickly

technologies that can tr
and cheaply.

TRANSPORTATIOI

« Shipments will generall ‘ollow interstate
road systems, with actu routes identified as
shipping schedules are ~:veloped and Plans
implemented at each's .

+ DOE follows Departm
regulations for shippir

t of Transportation
radioactive material.

« No transportation deci ns made yet.
« States may identify pr rred routes.
PUBLIC PARTICIF .TION

« Two-tier public partic _ ition approach:
national and site spec’“-.

ided opportunities to
ikeholders and
:h National Governors

« DOE Headquarters pt
involve national-level
worked continuously
Association and states

mments in
tual and Draft Site

« Sites used stakeholde:
developing both Conc
Treatment Plans.

State or EPA regulatc  considered public
comments on Proposeu Site Treatment Plans
in determining chang -~ needed for final
approvals.

FUTURE ACTIVI' :S

» Implementation of rc irements of each

approved Plan.

ific environmental

« Preparation of site-s
mmental impact

assessments and env
statements as needed

« DOE and states will __.itinue to analyze
potential manageme; = approaches for
disposal of mixed w: e.

+ Continuing dialog w__. states, regulatory
ag - A _AAI_-L-I.I_rs.













2;2 : Who did DOE coordinate with in developing the Site Treat

2.3

' o Maximize the treatment of wastes at the sites where Was

24

DOE followed a three-phased approach for developing the £
Plans. The National Govemor's Association, through a cooy
with the Department of Energy, has coordinated representati
and the U. S. Environmental Protection agency to assist DOI
candidate treatment options and developing the treatment pl
each site, also worked with the public, tribal govemments, ar
Each DOE site provided information and materials concemit
of the Site Treatment Plans, made the plans available for pu
held meetings or provided other opportunities for publlc com
and treatment options.

What principles guided development of the STPs?
The Department of Energy and the State/EPA regulators agr

" principles for developing potential treatment options for the ¢

Plans:

e Maximize the use of existing facilities', mobile treatment u...

nt Plans?

Treatment

itive agreement
from 20 States

| evaluating the
5. DOE, through
ocal officials.

he development
review, and

nt on the plans

| to the following
T 1itment

-, and

transportable temporary treatment units to minimize new ~9nstruction;

e Establish treatment schedules agreeable to the D¢ artm

» are currently
stored or generated to minimize transportation impacts; ¢ 1

t and the
state/EPA regulators that can be met, given expected fur ng.

Why has the number of Plans DOE was preparing decre:
this process began 3 years ago?

xd from when

When DOE began its effort to comply with the Federal Facili., Compliance Act,
the {.._. requirement was to prepare an inventory of all know DOE mixed

v ste. In April, 1993 when this inventory was submitted, ov_. 40 sites were
identified that were potentially storing or generating mixed w ite. As DOE's
FFCAct process continued, it was found that some of these sues were not
generating mixed waste, or were otherwise already in comf ince with the
requirements of the FFCAct. In addition, some sites which .1 very small
volumes of mixed waste have since come into compliance v-“h the FFCAct, and
therefore, a Plan is no longer required for these sites. As st vn below, DOE
submitted 37 Proposed Site Treatment Plans (addressing 4v sites) in April 1995 -
for approval by the State and EPA regulators. O lans (addressing -
38 sites) still require approval and are expected" ed by the
regulators.
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4.4

4.5

5.1

Now that the STPs are approved and orders are issued, c:
changed? :

The FFCAct provides for annual updates of Site Treatment Pl
each Plan includes administrative language that establishes
be made to the plans. The Department is committed to workit
EPA regulators on these updates to address new opportunitie
that could treat wastes more quickly and cheaply. For instanc
arise from increased commercial options or as new and eme
for treating mixed waste become available, DOE will work wit
determine whether changes are warranted.

Will STPs always be required?

Once a site achieves and is able to maintain compliance with
prohibition in section 3004(j) of RCRA, an STP and complian
longer be required. The appropriate State and EPA regulator
would help make that determination.

WASTE VOLUMES AND TREATMENTS

Why does mixed waste require special treatment?

they ever be

s. Additionally
w changes can
with State and
hat may arise
as opportunities
ng technologies
he regulators to

e storage
orc would no
r each site

Mixed waste does not require special treatment, but because-.. .s composed of

two separate waste types that are regulated under separate |
Conservation and Recovery Act and the Atomic Energy Act), |
address the requirements of both. To meet RCRA requireme
must be treated in accordance with requirements of the RCR,

1s (the Resource
atment must

3, mixed waste
land disposal

restrictions which establishes acceptable types of treatments ~d

concentrations of hazardous constituents remaining in the wa
ack vedlt _ e the waste can be ther stored or disposed.

requirements, radioactive compoi 1its of the waste must be 1
manner that is protective of workers and the 1vironment anc
unacceptable radiation doses to workers, the public, or the el

The three types of miXed waste (high-level, mixed transuranic

level) require different treatments in order to meet federal cor..-

3 that must be
' meet AEA
naged in a
oes result in
ronment..

ind mixed low-
liance

requirements and to protect the public, workers, and the envir~nment.

Uinh-lavual wiaste is planned to be treated at the sites where tt.

currenuy stored, in facilities that the Depe
planned which will vitrify the waste into a
disposal at a geologic repository, current|
Nevada. '

- waste is
studied and
), followed by

Aountain,
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5.4

5.5

5.6

What sites have the most mixed waste" How much of wh they have will

be treated on snte"

Includlng hlgh level and mixed transuranic waste, Hanford he. 50 percent of
DOE's total mixed waste, followed by Savannah River Site, w*1 25 percent.
Hanford will treat 100 percent of its mixed waste on site; Sav: |nah Rlver will
treat 97 percent of its mixed waste on srte

Excluding high level and mixed transuranic, 6 sites account fc 90 percent of
DOE's mixed low-level waste. These sites are: Hanford (WA Savannah River
(SC), Oak Ridge (TN), Rocky Flats (CO), the Idaho National [ 1gineering
Laboratory (ID), and the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant,uH). For these
sites, in total, at least 68 percent and as much as L. percent ~* the mixed low-
level waste is expected to be treated on site.

What percentage of the mixed waste will be treated at col nefcial
facilities?

Of the total amount of all mixed waste, commercial facilities ¢ proposed to
treat approximately 18 percent. In some cases, treatment will ccur off site at
vendor facilities. In other cases, vendor equipment may be n  sed to or
constructed on DOE sites. In addition, the Department has ¢ reloped a request
for proposals to be released to industry for development of n« ' treatment
technologies.

Who will provide the oversight for commercial facil_ities?‘

Commercial treatment facilities are required to be pemmittedt the same
regulators who regulate DOE facilities, State or EPA regulato... Such
commercial treatment facilities would be pemmitted by the reg ators under
RCRA, and would be subject to the enforcement and oversig activities
conduc bythe ju orunder RCRA.

What treatment technologies will be used to treat mixed w_ste?

The exact treatment technology that will be used to treat mixed waste has not
yet been selected or identified at all sites. - The Resource Cor-ervation and
Recovery Act establishes the general type of treatment that m st be applied to
the hazardous components (e.g., destruction of orgamcs) anc he concentration
levels of hazardous constituents that must be achieved in the 2ated waste.
Depending on the type of mixed waste, a variety of treatment pes is possible,

including:

o Waste water treatment (neutralization, filtration, evaporatic )
Stabilization (solidifying waste)

» Organic destruction (destroying organics through use of h.,h heat or
through non-thermal processes such as chemical oxidatic )
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10.2 What percentage of the total amount of mlxed waste is destlned for dlsposal
at WIPP" :

" All mixed transuranic waste is destined for dlsposal at WIPP This comprlses 8
percent (52,189 cubic meters) of the total mixed waste inventory.

10.3 Where will the rest of the mlxed waste be dlsposed of?

Although the FFCAct dc 5 not require the development of dlsposal plans the

 Department recognizes the need to address this final phase of mixed waste
management. To that end, the Department and the states have established
separate working groups to address disposal for low-level mi> | waste.
Potential sites for mixed low-level waste disposal have been identified for
evaluation. The ultimate decision to use 1y of these sites will be made
following applicc e ate and fede regulatlons for siting and } mitting and
will include apprOprlate public involvement.

ngh-level mixed waste is destined for disposal at a geologic repository,
currently planned for Yucca Mountain, Nevada.
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