STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

1315 W. 4th Avenue * Kennewick, Washington 99336-6018

December 28, 1998

Mr. Robert W. Lober

U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550, MSIN: A2-22
Richland WA 99352-0550

Dear Mr, Lober:

Re: Comments on the Draft Retrieval Performance Evalu
Jor the AX Tank Farm (DOE/RL-98-72) (RPE)

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has revic
Performance Evaluation Methodology for the AX Tank Farm (DC
Ecology’s comments are enclosed.

Overall, Ecology was pleased that the U.S. Department of Energy
(USDOE), used a systems approach in evaluating retrieval and ClCow.e vponanas con oo oo o
Farm. There is some variation in the tone of the comments, reflecting the *1ck of agreement,
mong Ecology staff, as to the value of pursuing the RPE process at thist 1e. These comments
are believed to be representative of those which can be expected from the akeholders in
neral.

Ecology agrees that a number of large data gaps need to be filled before <... decision can be
made on retrieval or closure. However, it is important to document the ar-1s needing further
study so that the USDOE can fill the gaps and reduce the la.__ risk uncer inty associated with
various closure options. Ecology is concerned about the quality of some 'the data used in the
analysis. For example, the composite analysis is used as the source for th. groundwater '
modeling input for risk analyses. Ecology has had a long-running issue a“>ut the use of the
composite analysis modeling and has not approved the use of this data.
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Ecology will be happy to discuss the enclosed comments with you or your staff. Ecology ir  ds
to ment over the next month and may have additional comment

If1 se feel free to contact me at (509) 736-3011, or Suzanne D: i~
Cr

Si1

N
Steven J. Dkuna
Nuclear Waste Program

SJS:Id
Enclosure

.ccwlencl.:  Craig West, USDOE
DNave Recker NHC

cc w/o encl.: Doug Sherwood. EPA
' Mary Lou Blaz« , OOE
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your present report would help us to refine and define our
future modeling codes and finally to calculate risks and other
related objectives.

1.

Executive Summary,
General

This document fails to consider the impacts of contamination
already existing in the vadose zone and groundwater from
past tank operation leaks as previously commented on in the
TWRS EIS by the National Research Council (Sept. 1996)
and the SX Independent Expert Panel (April 1997). One
cannot determine impact on health risk without taking into
account the waste that has already leaked from tank farm
operations.

12.

Executive Summary,
General

This document appears to be a supplemental EIS disguised as
something else. Is there an agreement between Ecology or
even internal to USDOE that AX farm was not to be used to
write a sup] mental EIS?

13.

Executive Summary,
General

Based on the comments below, future revisions of this
document should be stopped until the identified gaps (data
needs) have been adequately filled.

14.

Executive Summary,
first paragraph

First paragraph of the Executive Summary gives the
impression that enough data and information is known to
make a decision for AX Farm. The methc logy is driven far
too much by the use of assumptions. With resources so
limited to conduct the critically needed characterization
putting money into a methodology that cannot be supported is
wasteful and should be discontinued The efforts and
resources should be re~"'~~~+=1 to accomplishing the data

HADOCS\TWRS\RPERVW\D-RPECM{.DOC



















this document should be described in either the executive
summary or in the document. As the TWRS EIS evaluated
retrieval activities in the various tank waste management
alternatives (see TWRS EIS for descriptions of alternatives), it
appears the RPE is duplicating this portion of the analysis. If
the retrieval technology is questionable regarding retrieval
percentages (i.e., 99% versus 90%), it is understandable why
an analysis of the various percentages is justified. As the
TWRS EIS analyzed this work scope or activity using
different assumptions, it is recommended that an analysis of
just retrieval be generated and be presented as an addendum
or supplement to the TWRS EIS. After the retrieval analysis
is completed, it would then be appropriate to collect data (as
is recommended by the RPE) which would ultimately allow
decision makers and stakeholders information upon which to
base informed decisions.

Therefore, it is recommended that the scope of the RPE be
greatly reduced to that which analyzes the retrieval activities
(the various percentages of retrieval as alternatives) and

TWRS RPE DRAFT REPORT Page 11 of 36
COMMENT SHEET
1. Name of Reviewer: 2. Organization of Reviewer: 3. Phone No: 4. Date:
Steve Skurla et. al. Department of Ecology 736-3011 12/28/98
I
Comment No. | Section/Page No./ | Comment Response Accept
Line No.
[ 1 1 1 1.1 1 Y T 1
addition, a des‘c‘ription of the process which will be followed
which includes identification of the RPE, should be included
to communicate how and at what times public and stakeholder
input, if applicable, will be considered.
30. P.ES-1,1n 20 Identify in the executive summary that the TWRS EIS
analysis assumed a 99 percent retrieval. Also, identify if the
TWRS EIS analysis must be revisited by assuming a 90
percent retrieval in the RPE.
31. ES and RPE A clear delineation between the scope of the TWRS EIS and
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modified closure approach.

37.

P. ES-4, In 17-21

This data need justifies analysis of a modified closure

alternative is selected.

38.

P.ES-4,1n 33-34

As indicated by the data needs as described on pages ES-4
through ES-6, it is apparent that the data needs are numerous.
A previous comment requests the insertion of the
identification of “key decisions” as part of the systems
approach. Similarly, it would be beneficial to this approach if
the significance of the data needs were evaluated in relation to
making a/the key decision.

To further explain, important information for the decision
maker would be to understand the “costs” or “risks”
associated with proceeding without the identified data. For
example, to proceed without understanding if 90% or 99%
waste can be retrieved may render certain data needs moot. If
only 90% retrieval occurred, a decision maker may be far
more apt to decide on a closure-in-place alternative. If so,
certain data needs may become more important (i.c.,
allowable source limits, post-closure corrective action,
cumulative analyses, etc.). Therefore, an association of data
needs is recommended whereby the decision-maker can
understand the significance of the data needs in relation to the
four alternative.

39.

P. ES-5, 14

The statement implies that cost data are not needed for
restricted land use options. Under a restricted land use option,
there would be costs associated with post-closure care of the
closed-in-place tanks. These costs should be taken into
consideration and analyzed prior to making a closure decision
which precludes other alternatives.
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if remaining source amounts are t00 great, further removal
and/or decontamination will be required).

Therefore, this requirement justifies the performance of all
retrieval activities fo  wed by some level of data collection
(to support this particular NRC determination) followed by
this particular NRC determination, followed by

characterization data collection, followed by the making of
interim and/or final closure decisions. Such a process
represents a phased implementation of how final closure
decisions will be made. This process also emphasizes the lack
of information currently existing upon which to base final
closure decisions.

Therefore, it may be concluded that the RPE process scope is
too large and should either be reduced to just retrieval (which
was covered by the TWRS EIS) or should clearly identify
mandatory pause points whereby data/information may be
obtained to enable decision makers and stakeholders the
ability to make informed decisions which do not prematurely
preciude a viable and/or desirable alternative.

47.

P.1-1

It is recommended that an additional box similar to the TPA
SST retrieval and closure requirement box which identifies
what the Hanford Site RCRA Permit specifies for closure

(i.e., clean-closure, closure-in-place, and modified closure).
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will be performed under DOE orders pertaining to radioas

tanalyses dor ten

ter and the Columbia

‘hat the RPE evaluates

'sult in releases to the |

1¢ last sentence on the

aste retrieval and clost
ey i ¢ ____impacts to the river wc
need to be addressed.” The text implies that the RPE is
incomplete and does not allow or adequately support “fin
waste retrieval and closure decisions” to be made.

Furthermore, by not in.  ding a modified closure approach
(by which final closure decision do not have to be made
immediately after retrieval) or evaluating corrective action
during post-closure (for the closure-in-place option), there is a
positive bias towards selecting a closure-in-place (landfill)
option.

Therefore, the analysis approach associated with the RPE
omits significant deliberative consideration and does not
allow decision-makers an ability to make informed “final”
decisions. This omission represents a serious deficiency.

57. P. 1-3, In 20-22

The last sentence states “Prior to making final waste retrieval
and closure decisions, cumulative impacts and impacts to the
river would need to be addressed.” Again, the process by
which this document will “support DOE de  ions under the
NEPA” is unclear. A question arising from the statement
could be: “Will any final closure decisions on any tank be
made before the cumulative impacts and impacts to the river
are evaluated and addressed?” Another question arising from
the statement could be: “Can the RPE be used to support

decisions which reduce the scope of tank waste cleanup?”
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Although it is imnerative that everv asnect of this document

d

may not IlCCd urtner consiacrarnon. 1ne AA 1anx iarm 1s
clearly the least complicated of the TWRS system and still
provides substantial technical challenges in terms of making
accurate deterministic and probabilistic predictions of risk.

Recommendation: for this modeling effort focus on the AX
farm only. If success is achieved then move to a more

complicated multi-tank system.

128.

Page 3-23, Table
331

Was Ecology involved with the COC screening/selection
process? If not then this table should be reviewed and

commented on by Ecology staff.

Recommendation: determine the status of this table.

129.

P.3-34
P.3-47

It doesn’t appear that WAC-173-340 was considered in
presenting the appropriate risk calculations. WAC-340-740,
gives specific formulas for estimating the upper-bound
incremental cancer risk due to site related chemical releases.

Recommendation: A comparison of the MTCA formulas to
what is presented in t his section should occur. Since MTCA
cleanup standards are being proposed as closure performance
standards, it makes sense to utilize (to whatever extent

'CA as

practical) the risk equations that are provide
well.

130.

P.3-36

This flow chart does not provide enough information in terms
of how the different transport and statistical models relate.

Recommendation: insert an additional flow chart that defines
in adequate detail the two modeling paths (i.c., the
deterministic vs. probabilistic) for predicting risk.

131.

P.3-37,1n 28-34

It is clearly stated that realistically anisotropic hydro-geologic
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