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UNITEDSTATES ~"IVII NMENTAL!I O CTIONAGENCY
k & REGION 10 HANFORD PROJECT OFFICE
712 SWIFT BOULEVARD, SUITE 5
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 99352

December 3, 1996

Jeff Bruggeman

Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550, MS HO-12

Richland, WA 99352

Re:  Comments on the Engineering Evaluation for the 233-S Plutonium Facility
Dear Mr. Bruggeman:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has completed the review of the document
Engineering Evaluation for the 233-§ Facility, (DOE/RL-96-93, Draft A, November 1996).

An electronic version of the comments has been forward via cc:mail for your convenience.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments, please contact me at

(509) 376-4919.
Sincerelf

Pamela S. Innis
233-S Project Manager
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Enclosure

CC:

ANIVIN L UV, 1oa 2

F Recydled Paper

P






Section 2.1, page 2-1:

The appropniate reference for f ire land use at this time would be the report entitled The Future
For Hanford: Uses and Cleanup which describes the consolidated efforts of the Future Site
Working Group. The HRA-EIS is in draft form and out for comment at this time and may be an
inappropriate reference.

Figures 2-2 and 2-3, pages 2-3 and 2-4:

Increase the clarity of the lettering in these figures.

Section 2.2.2, page 2-9:

In the last sentence, specify the rpe of contaminate (Pu?) that recontaminated the load-out hood.

This section should be update to inclur any additional work that has been completed to stabilize
the integrity of the facility (i.e., roof work done this year).

A description should be provided of ongoing decontamination activities required in the 233-S
Facility in relation to alpha contamination.

Section 2.3, page 2-11, second paragraph:

The intent of the first sentence is unclear. Some background information on this statement may
clarify the intent. Additionally, provide a definition of a "minor stack".

Section 2.3, page 2-12:

This section should describe contaminant information gathered during previous investigations.
The summary of the document entitled "233-S Facility Potential Chemical Hazards" lists several
constituents and substances historically used at the facility . The discrepancy between the

l isly r  ioned report a1 the " provided in the EE/CA should be resolved.

Additionally, this section notes that the facility has = :en grouped into six areas for hazard
evaluation, however, Table 2-2 provides a seventh category. A description of the purpose of the
building wide grouping should be included, as many of the hazardous substances appear
duplicative of the specific areas.

Section 3.0, page 3-1:

Specify the type of hazard posed to workers by the 233-S acility (i.e., radiological, chemical,
physical). The scope of this statement may be increased to specify that the intent is to
reduce/prevent long term exposure potential to radiological and hazardous constituents as well as
physical hazards. Additionally, the RAOs should also include attaining ARAR to the extent
practicable.
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Section 5.2, page 5-2:

ARAR for removal action should be met > the exent practicable considering the urgency of the
situation and the scope of the removal.

Section 5.2.1, page 5-2 & 5-3:

Waste management standards for plutonium wastes duld address 40 CFR 191 (Environmental
Radiation Protection Standard for the ! inagement and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel,
High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive Wastes).

It should be noted that offsite transportation of waste shall comply with the appropriate DOT
standards.

The itence that begins with "Treatment requirements..." is confusing. :is recommended that
the sentence end after "Waste Acceptance Criteria". Additionally, the state did not approve the
ERDF Waste Acceptance Criteria.

Section 5.2.2, page 5-3:

The fourth paragraph in Section 5.10 really belongs in this section to address NESHAPs
requirements.

40 CFR 61 also requires monitoring point sources to deter 'ne compliance. The type of
monitoring required depends on the potential radiation doses to the public. While it is likely that
"periodic confirmatory" measurements will meet this requirement, monitoring requirements should
be specifically evaluated for 233-S « erations, consistent with 40 CFR 61 and this section should
state that those requirements will be met.

Note that estimates of emissions for all types (point, fugitive, diffuse) will be needed to
demonstrate compliance with the 1 mrem/year NESHAP standard.

Itis not ¢ r whether "standard construction techniques" include radiologic controls such as
HEPA filters.

BARCT determinations are ordinarily made on a case-by-case basis by the State. It is not clear in
this case whether "standard construction techniques" would constitute BARCT. Analogies wi
BARCT criteria used on other sin  ar operations at Hanford may be helpful. In any event a more
clear description of the BARCT process is needed.

Section 5.2.4, page 5-4:

The discussion of implementation of the 10 CFR 835 ARAR should specifically address the
Hanford Radiation Control Manual and should specify applicable ALARA program/procedures.



Worker radiation protection criteria should include EPA Radiation Protection Guidance to
Federal Agencies for Occupatic al Exposure (Federal Register, January 27, 1987).

Section 5.2.7, pages 5-6:

Requirements in DOE Orders are “to be considered", not “relevant and appropriate" as specified
in the text.

Section 5.5, page 5-8:

This section should compare radiation exposure to workers (person-rem) estimates for the
alternatives.

The reason for evaluating the RAOs under the short-term effectiveness criterion is unclear. It
would seem more appropriate to discuss RAOs in Section 5.1. Additionally, no discussion of the
RAOs with respect to alternatives three and four is given. Also, it is unclear what is meant in the
last sentence of the second paragraph. The second alternative does not meet all of the RAOs (i.e,,
reduce threat, achieve life cycle cost e :ctiveness) and a discussion should be provided
concerning this.

Section 5.8, page 5-10:

The state acceptance criterion also evaluates the position of the state concerning the preferred
alternative (i.e., concur, oppose or no comment).  his criterion will be addressed during the
public comment period.

Section 5.10, page 5-11:

Cumulative impacts is defined as "an impact which results from the incremental impact of e
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions". Cumulative
impacts should include impacts on available resources, :luding manpower and transportation
needs, and impacts on actions inad :ei arc  with respect to the different options. A further
discussion of cumulative impacts should be completed.

Section 6.0, page 6-1:

This section should begin with "Based on the comparative analysis for each evaluation criterion,
the recommended...".

Appendix A, Section 2.2.2, page A-8, first paragraph

Contamination levels in the non-process areas subsequent to recent decontamination should be
summarized, rather than "assume to be negligible".



Appendix A, Section 3.2.2, page A-8 & A-9:

The second and fourth sentences of the second paragraph are repetitive. Delete the fourth
sentence.

The third paragraph discusses air emissions. DOE 1994 only addresses emissions risks due to
fire. Additional information should be provided concerning other emission sources.

Cracking failure of portions of the roof are part of the justification for action. The effectiveness of
existing HEPA systems should be addressed considering possible loss of airflow boundary

integrity.

There is no discussion of physical hazards related to deteriorating building conditions, including
hazards from potential roof or wall failure or spalling of interior wall and ceiling material.

Appendix A, Section 3.3.2:

The high external radiation levels in the ocess hood (see Section 2.3.1) should be addressed in
the hazard evaluation,

The sentence in the third paragraph beginning with "Other areas of lesser contamination..." should
be clarified.

Provide a description of the "technical and administrative controls” needed for the exhaust system
described in the third paragraph.

Appendix A, Section 3.4.2:
It is unclear why the level of hazard evaluation provided for the D&D alternative is not as
significant as that for Decon w/S&M. rovide additional detail for this alternative or reference

the appropriate paragraphs in the Decon alternative.

.de highext_._ilr: tionlevelsintl process hood (see Section 2.3.1, page 2-14) should be
addressed in the hazard evaluation.



