February 20, 2018, Meeting Minutes
Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP)
Bi-Weekly Meeting on Ecology/EPA/WDOH Letters
Building 2420 STVCN/Room 408 9:00-11:00 am
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Completed Actions
e Map defining PFP footprint for bioassay reference — Completed. On February 14, 2018,
Glenn Konzek, RL, provided an email to Stephanie Schleif, Ecology, with a copy to EPA
and WDOH, with the obsolete Figure 4.2 from the PFP Removal Action Work Plan and
the current RAWP Figure 4-2 from TPA Change Notice 0756.

Questions on January 26, 2018 Information:
Stephanie Schleif, Ecology, stated there were no follow-up questions at this time, and no

additional information needed for the information submitted on January 26, 2018. Allison
Wright, RL, will confirm EPA has no questions before closing out the action item.

Causal Analysis Update (Item #1):
Tom Teynor, RL, stated the causal analysis is still in e process of being finalized. It should be

delivered to RL today, and will include some corrective actions. The expert panel is meeting
weekly, but have not been provided the causal analysis/corrective actions. Some panel members
will be conducting a field visit and walkthrough of the PFP area today.

Corrective Action Up '+ ™~ #2):
Corrective actions have been drafted. However, their finalization is tied to finalizing the causal

analysis. The requested briefing on the corrective actions will not take place until the causal
analysis and corrective actions are finalized. The discussion also included the air dispersion
modeling and if it would be updated or revised. Revision 5 to the air dispersion model is planned
and will take into account reduced radiological source term.

Bio-assay Update (Item #7):

Tom Teynor, RL, provided a status of the bio-assay results. Not all of the bio-assay results are
available yet. However, the information that is available will be posted to the PFP Updates
website today.

— - s e wm

Tom Bratvold, CHPRC, asked if the Bio-assay 101Training that the Regulators attended on
Febru |, 8, 2018 was beneficial. John Martel, WDOH, and Stephanie Schleif, Ecology,
responded that it was very helpful. Crystal Mathey, WDOH, inquired about the status of being
provided the two dosimetry manuals they requested (HNF-55719 and HNF-55720) at the
briefing. Glenn Konzek, RL, stated they were delivered by CHPRC to Ecology (including a
copy for WDOH) and EPA. Mr. Konzek took the action to verify.
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<Theodore_E_Erik_Olds@rl.doe.gov>; Tyree, Geoffrey T <geoffrey.tyree@rl.doe.gov>; Heeter, Mark A
<Mark.Heeter@rl.doe.gov>; McLain, Annie {DOH) <Annie.McLain@doh.wa.gov>; McAuley, Jim {mcauley.jim@epa.gov)
<mcauley.jim@epa.gov>; Wooley, Kelly A <Kelly_A_Wooley@rl.gov>; Simie  Connie J <Connie_J_Simiele@ri.gov>;
Faust, Eric T <Eric.Faust@rl.doe.gov>; Boyd, Wesley <Wesley.Boyd@rl.doe.gov>; Wright, Allison K
<allison.wright@rl.doe.gov>; Bratvold, Tom <Tom_Bratvold@rl.gov>

Subject: RE: Updated List of Activities to Implement Revised PFP Radiological and Work Access Control Boundaries

Tom — Here are some questions. We are trying to make sure we understand DOE’s decisions correctly.
Jim McAuley if you have anything to add for EPA please do, we tried to capture your questions.
If anyone needs any clarification please fet me know.

1. What technical evaluation including assumptions, calculations and criteria were used by DOE to establish the
new HCA/ARA boundary?

2. What are the expected DAC values at the respective isopleths used to determine the various control
boundaries? Our understanding is ARA boundaries are normally set at concentration equivalent to 30% of a
DAC.

3. Based on the discussion in the meeting, the isopleths from the air modeling document (PNNL-20173 Rev. 4 Add.)
were used to determine new boundaries. (which is different than existing conditions, ie rubble piles on the
ground) Because the model is hypothetical and not based on current field conditions we want to make sure
conservative boundaries are being used. What is your rationale for using this existing model?

4. Results of the ambient air monitors detected plutonium and americium in the southern portion of 200W, was
this data used in the evaluation of appropriate work control boundaries, if not, why? {We are looking for is
answer because it is likely we will get asked this question from the media and potentially employees)

Thanks
John Martell

From: Teynor, Thomas K[ ™ :thomas.teynor@rl.doe.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 2:40 PM

To: Smith, Alex (ECY) <ales461@ECY.WA.GOV>
Cc: Einan, David {EPA) <einan.david@epa.gov>; Mathey, Crystal D (DOH) <Crystal.Mathey Joh.wa.gov>; Martell, P John
(DOH) <John.Martell@ DOH.WA.GOV>; Shoop, Doug S <doug.shoop@rl.doe.gov>; Stickney, Brian J

<Brian_J _Stickney@rl.doe.gov>; Sosson, Greg¢ Franco, Joe R

< i o R w>; Olds, Theodore E (E ; Tyree, Geoffrey T
<geortfrey.ty e.gov>; Heeter, Mark A yA< >
Simiele, Connie J <Connie J Simir '~ “Irl.gov>; yd, Wesley

<We: Boyd@rid gov>; Wright, Allison K <allison.wright@rl.doe.gov>; Bratvold, Tom - |d@rl.gov>
Subject: RE: Updated List of Activities to Implement Revised PFP Radiological and Work Ac Joundaries

Thank you Alex for your note. We will be ready to discuss Joh M’s additional questions on Tuesday.

R/ Tom Teynor

PFP Closure Project
Federal Project Director
Ph: 509-376-6363

From: Smith, Alex (ECY) [mailto:ales461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 2:33 PM

To: Teynor, Thomas K <thomas.teynor@rl.doe.gov>

Cc: Einan, David {EPA) <einan.david@epa.gov>; Mathey, Crystal <Crystal.Mathey@DOH.WZ  )V>; Martell, John
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plan or technical evaluation you are basing the proposed boundary and controls on (i.e. an ALARA
Worksheet or something similar).

We appreciate your help with this!

Thanks

From: Teynor, Thomas K [mailto:thomas.teynor@rl.doe.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 9:13 AM

To: Smith, Alex (ECY) <r'~-"=1@~".WA.GOV>; Einan, David (EPA) <einan.david@epa.gov>; Mathey,
Crystal D (DOH) <Crystal.Mathey@doh.wa.gov>; Martell, P John (DOH) <John.Marte|l@DOH.WA.GOV>
Cc: Shoop, Doug S <doug.shoop@rl.doe.gov>; Stickney, Brian J <Brian_J_Stickney@ri.doe.gov>; Sosson,
Gregory (HQ) <gregory.sosson@em.doe.gov>; Franco, Joe R <Joe.Franco@rl.doe.gov>; Olds, Theodore E
(Erik) <Theodore E Erik Olds@rl.doe.gov>; Tyree, Geoffrey T <geoffrey.tyree@rl.doe.gov>; Heeter,
Mark A <Mark.Heeter@rl.doe.gov>; Wooley, Kelly A <Kelly A Wooley@rl.gov>; Simiele, Connie )
<Connie | Simiele@rl.gov>; Faust, Eric T <Eric.Faust@rl.doe.gov>; Boyd, Wesley
<Wesley.Boyd@rl.doe.gov>; Wright, Allison K <allison.wright@rl.doe.gov>; Teynor, Thomas K

<thomas.teynor@rl.doe.gov>
Subject: Updated List of Activities to Implement Revised | 2 Radiological and Work Access Control

Boundaries
Importance: High

All,

Thank you for meeting with us this past Wednesday to discuss the Contractor’s proposed workscope to
implement the revised boundaries. RL considers these 20 activities to be part of previously authorized
work required for project stabilization and risk mitigation. Please recall, these revised boundaries are
interim to stabilize the area and may not be the demolition boundaries.

Per our meeting, The list of 20 items has been updated for clarification as indicated in red or blue print.
The contractor will release an all employees communication in advance of starting this work {next week)
to establish the revised PFP radiological and work access control boundaries.

Activities required to support implementation of the New PFP Stabilization Radiological Boundary will
include:

1. Shipping previously containerized waste to CWC. {Approximately 20-TRU TL-1800s, 5-TRU

SWBs, 10-TRU SLB2s, 10-LLW Boxes, 35-TRU Drums, 55-LLW Drums, 45-Hazardous Waste
~ ums, 5-Univer  WasteD 1)

2. Placing covers over super sacs (containing PRF strongbacks and gallery GB sections) to ensure
container integrity pending waste load out. (Approximately 25 21 Bags with PRF waste items,
20-Bags with PRF rubble)

NDA of loaded waste containers (with specific focus on the 1800 TLs noted in item #1 above)
Perform visual inspection & repack of 5 loaded waste drums
5. Perform inspections, surveys, and shipment to ERDF of previously loaded RO/RO containers
(<20 containers)
6. Perform hydrant tie in to location adjacent to Dayton & 19" to support water source outside of
new proposed CA supplying PFP water loop.
a. Includes laying water line in and outside of current RBA/ PFP work control zone.
b. Tie into current water loop replacing connection to current hydrant.
c. Excavation of road crossings under 19" Street and Dayton Avenue are located in
radiological clean areas outside the PFP access control boundary.
7. Isolation of water connections inside the PFP boundary and facilities
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10.

11.
12.
13 °
14.
15.
16.
17.
18,
19.
20.

Define and implement access control updates in conjunction with MSA to support sewer
maintenance activities and security surveillances. MSA is evaluating the possibility of sealing the
manhole cover. Activities will not involve excavation inside of radiological posted Contamination:
Areas.

Working with MSA coordinate Elec  :al Utilities configuration in the proposed PFP boundary’s
to minimize impacts to 200W power distribution. Activities will not involve excavation inside of
radiological posted Contamination Areas.

Implementation of additional expanded boundary monitoring equipment and associated power
supply.

Relocation of personal items from the PFP trailers

Move :anequi, ntoutof the work zones (NDA , chem s, supplies)

stallation of back-up generators and battery chanoe outs for the communication: tilers.
Update Primary and alternate staging areas desigi  ons and postings

Update Primary and alternate ICP designations, postings, and materials

Update emergency response documentation to support the increased boundaries

Perform baseline surveys of areas to be included in new work co1 | zones

Establishment of warming/coc ~ 3 areas/tents/ ~ lings at exit/re e points

Protect/cover/wrap equipment that must remain in the new boundary to support future use
Remove or relocate approximately 30 empty ERDF containers

Completion of each item will be communicated to DOE/WDOE and EPA.

R/ Tom Teynor

PFP Closure Project
Federal Project Director
Ph: 509-376-6363









Mr. Doug Shoop
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Issue “ ~ kof "~ onliterin ntrols snd Modelin

The RAWP contains the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS) and
the AMP, which are determined by Tri-Party members with input from us, as requested, and
should be catried out as originally agreed.

Our November/December 2017 high volume and environmental air samples showed
Plutonium/Americium concentrations elevated 510 times above NESHAPs limits. The ARARS
call out the ambient air 10 mrem standard (40 CFR 61.92). 1f the NESHAPs levels are
continually exceeded during the calendar year, it is possible the standard will be exceeded.
Given that outside contractors, members of the public, and non-radiation workers are on site, we
are concerned with these repeated exceedances.

We utilize our air samples to assess the effectiveness of the control technology in place and
called out by the RAWP AMP. Our sample results demonstrated that the controls were not
sufficient to properly reduce emissions. Controls called out in the AMP of the RAWP include
wind speed work restrictions, misting, fixative, etc.

Given changes in the order of demolition as compared to the assumptions in the air modeling
document (i.¢., demolition and loadout of zones concurrently is not recommended, time of year
demolition was to occur, and overall schedule), we recommend consulting with Dr. Napier from
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) to reassess the need for additional modeling.

The stated reason for a removal action is to eliminate a health or environmental hazard. The
definition of the removal action allows for the USDOE to have regulatory authority and reduces
regulatory requirements. In this case, it seems risk has been created rather than avoided.

Removal responses are common at Superfund Sites when the«  tamination
poses = jmmed” * < T o | Removals are
class d as eithar cmorgacy, ume-unucay, ur non-ume~cniucar depending on
the extent and type of contamination. (EPA webgite)

We want to reiterate removal action should not disregard ALARA/ALARACT principles or use
lead agency authority to the exclusion of those principles. This may include the need to use
containment and/or confinement structures.

" ue6:Prc’ 7 of Workers (via Article 32)

Although our jurisdiction covers only public health, ir s case we would like to express our
support of Tri-Party agencies citing article XXXII, paragraph 106 of the Tri-Party Agreement
(TPA). As the radiation protection anthority for the state of Washington, we support pursuance
of the Endangerment Clause. This invokes worker protection. We support this: ) work on the







Mr. Doug Shoop
January 30, 2018

Page 5

o Radiological surveys of eqi _ neat, tools, and materials verifying removable
limits (>2,000dpm/100cm2 alpha or 100,000000dpm/100cm2 beta/gamma were
handled according to the RAWP Section 4.3.1.2).

o Stabilization methods used to address potential for airborne releases from
“excessive crushing or size reduction.”

Additionally, we request the following (without requesting personally identifiable data;
only requesting doses and locations):

o All lapel monitor readings.

o Bioassay results:

= Dose, location, sample date, and result.

= Dates employees were offered bioassays.

= Any dose modeling done to act  nt for delays from uptake to bioassay.
In addition to the Hanford Site, lessons leamed should be integrated from other USDOE
sites, such as the Separations Process Research Unit (SPRU) Building H-2 Demolition.
Lessons learned about con  ination control can be found in the Type B Accident
Investigation report for SPRU.
We urge USDOE, as lead on removal actions, to use the lessons learned from these
events to prevent similar losses of control in future projects where the margin of error is
very slim (i.e., the upcoming demolition of the 324 Building) because of proximity to
residents and agriculture. Risks to human hezlth and the state's economy are of great
concern to us.

We ask you to provide the requested data to us no later than Merch 9, 2018. If some items will
take longer, please coordinate with us. If you have any questions, please contact John Martel] by
email at john.martell@doh. wa.gov, or Crystal Mathey at crystal. mathevi@c - wa.gov.

Py /A

ark Halvorson

Assistant Secretary

cc.

Shawna Berven, WDOH Stephanie Schieif, Ecology
CliffC ,USDOE-RL Ron Skinnarland, Ecology

Dave Einen, EPA Alexandra Smith, ology

Mike Elsen, WDOH

Eric Faust, USDOE-RL

Emy Laija, EPA

Crystal Mathey, WDOH

Jim McAuley, EPA

Mike Priddy, WDOH







