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was mostly due to the weakened co :rete surfaces. Most tests showed very little penetration of the
concrete samples. There was some concrete shrinkage due to loss of concrete water.
11. Page 2-10, line 23 - Comment - Tt ; sentence says that "all other entries to the reactor from the
LSFF have been barricaded.”
Requirement - Describe the form ¢ the barricade and how many “other” entries to the LSFF from the
105-DR reactor exist and are barricaded this way.
DOE-RL/WHC Response: The referenced sentence will be replaced by the following:
“"Two other entries to the reactor portion of 105-DR have been sealed by concrete blocks. One entry
area through steel panels was sealed by welding a steel plate over the opening.”
A1l original entry areas were essentially made part of the original wall (see Figure E-7 in the
closure plan, center of photo
12. Page 3-1, line 6 - Comment - Line 6 states that various oxides, hydroxides, silicates, and

carbonates, as well as resi i alkali metal waste were produced during treatment and testing at the
LSFF. However only sodium carbonate an 1lithium carbonate are generally referenced to throughout
the permit as being dangerous wastes.

Requirement - Explain in greater detai the wastes created in the testing and treatment processes
and list all the wastes created, as we¢ | as the volumes that were burned at the facility.
Referencing to the RCRA Part B a lication from 1985 is not a sufficient categorization of the
wastes associated with this facility.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Only alkali metal wastes were treated at this facility. The only significant
product of these wastes today is the corresponding alkali metal carbonate. The facility was used to
study and/or test hot alkali metal reactions with concrete, as mentioned in #10 above. There were

“aerosol tests, fire extinguishin tests, etc. However, the primary waste resulting from the

facility operations is sodiu carvonate and at least 95% of all waste to be removed consists of this

.material. Other alkali carbonate waste is expected to constitute about 4% of the remaining material

fncluding lithium. The other remaining one per cent then is expected to be various oxides,
hydroxides, silicates, etc.
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16.

17.

18.

Page 3-2, line 49 - Comment - Tf it is not possible to discriminate between the lead that may have
been deposited due to treatmer of lithium-lead and the lead content of the paint, it will be
necessary to ri ove all lead contamination from the walls.

Requirement ~ The samp ing plan st include a Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP)
analysis for the ventilation tunnels as well as any other areas where lead contamination from the
burning of lithium-lead may have occurred. The TCLP must analyze for metals, but not for organics
or inorganics.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: This passa @ refers to samples obtained in the exhaust tunnel, which will not
be considered in the revised closure plan. Please see the cover letter and response to Comment #17.

Page 3-3, line 30 - Comment - The radioactivity in the upper tunnel was not measured due to
inaccessibility. Are there phys :al barriers that prevent sampling for dangerous waste constituents
associated with the LSFF? If there are then how will the upper tunnel be either characterized or
verified for clean closure of the LSFF.

Requirement - The upper exhaust tunnel must be sampled to determine whether clean closure has been
achieved. The upper tunnel must also be analyzed using the TCLP outlined in comment number 16. The
closure plan should address whether or not it is physically possible to sample the upper exhaust
tunnel and whether or not it can be included in the clean closure of the LSFF, considering whatever
barriers to performing decontamination activities are there.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Please refer to the cover letter to this document, which outlines proposed

rhanges to this closure plan. Specifically, it is proposed that cleaning the exhaust tunnels be
2ft for reactor decommissioning activities. Part of the rationale for this change is owing to the

difficulties and hazards associated with cleaning and sampling the tunnels, especially the upper

exhaust tunnel area. Access to st of the tunnel area is restricted, and would be accomplished

more expediently and safely during demolition of the 105-DR reactor building.

Page 4-1 - omment - This entire section on waste characteristics is lacking in detail and content.

.Rqujr“"?nt - Expand this secti to include a more complete discussion of all the waste products

producea and their chemical properties per WAC 173-303-610. Include all constituents present, their

- form and their concentrations.

JE-RL/WHC Response: The following will be inserted into the text:
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"At least 95% of all the wa: 21 erials are residues of sodium, which is now sodium carbonate (see
Appendix B for a partial analysis of wastes). Of the less than 5% of the wastes that are not sodium
carbonate, approximately 4% are other alkali metal carbonates, which include 1ithium carbonate,
residual lithium nitride, and cesium carbonate. Approximately 1% or less are sodium and lithium
silicates, and miscellaneous materials described elsewhere in this chapter.”

Page 4-1, T1ine 24 - Comment - 1 mention of the chemical properties of zinc and it’s compounds or of
cesium and it’s compounds is made.

Requirement - Include the appropriate chemical properties for these two constituents. Include
whether they are expected to be ‘esent, what form and concentrations they may be in, and their
decomposition products if any.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The fo lowing will be inserted into the text:

“Two cesium and zinc aerosol tests were conducted at the LSFF, in the Small Fire Room steel vessel,
During these tests a total °: ut 2 pounds of cesium metal and about 0.25 pounds of zinc metal
were used; about half of t ; material was consumed during the tests. Most of the test residues
were collected and disposed of at that time. There have been two small cesium burns in the Exhaust
Fan Room, but no zinc was invc ved in those tests. Compared with the other materials burned, the
quantity of cesium re 2ased is very small, much less than 4. Cesium is readily oxidized and any
unreacted cesium is now an oxide and/or complexed with other materials, such as hydroxides and
silicates, which would be co-d: osited with the sodium carbonate matrix. In the unlikely event that
any zinc was released, it would also be co-deposited within the sodium carbonate matrix.”

Page 4-1, line 41 - Comment - hough the WAC 173-303 designations for lead are listed, there is no
'scussion of the types of ts formed by the reaction of 1ithium-lead alloy.

Requirement - The products of reaction and decomposition products for the lithium-lead alloy tests

should be included in this secl n, and each constituents chemical properties discussed.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The follc ng will be inserted into the Closure Plan:

- "The 1ithium-Tead alloy test was conducted only once, in the Small Fire Room inside the steel burn

vessel. Virtually all of the reaction products would have remained in the burn vessel; these have
been cleaned up and removed.”
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DOE-I /WHC Response: Analyti iques used in support of the LSFF closure will conform to WAC

173-303-110.

Page F-16, line 12 - Comment - The latest edition of the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and
C. .ent Order is not reference 2,

Requirement - Reference the Au 1Ist, 1990 edition.

OE-RL/WHC Response: Please see response #76.
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