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P.O. Box 398705 
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HRE-8J 

RE: Minimum A d d i t i v e  Waste 
Stabi l izat ion Regulatory Compliance 
P1 an 

Dear Mr. Craig: 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)  has completed i t s  
review of the United States Department of Energy’s (U.S. DOE) Minimum Additive 
Waste Stabil ization (MAWS) Regulatory Compliance Plan. T h i s  Plan proposes t o  
investigate the use of so i l  washing and v i t r i f i ca t ion  t o  t r e a t  Operable U n i t  
( O U )  #1 wastes. Although the MAWS project may provide useful information, i t  
currently is not par t  of the Consent Agreement between U.S. DOE and U.S. EPA. 
Therfore a detailed MAWS plan must be submitted t o  U.S. EPA as a Treatabi l i ty  
Study for  OU #l. T h i s  would incorporate a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  the Consent 
Agreement, and a1 1 ow for  pub1 i c involvement . 
Also the MAWS plan discusses the need for  the delisting of both treated and 
untreated Resource Conservation and Recovery Act wastes. 
consuming and must be in i t ia ted  immediately. 
separate the del is t ing process from the MAWS program, and t o  investigate the 
impacts on the MAWS program i f  del is t ing is  not obtainable. 

T h i s  process i s  time 
Efforts should be made t o  

Enclosed are  U.S. EPA’s comments on the MAWS program. 
fur ther  discuss this project w i t h  U.S. DOE a t  a future date. 

U.S. EPA i s  w i l l i n g  t o  

Please contact me a t  (312/FTS) 886-0992 i f  you have any questions. 

Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosure 

cc: Graham Mi tchell  , OEPA-SWDO 
Pat Whitfield, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
Dennis Carr, WMCO 
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General Come!nts 

1) The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has proposed treating Operable Unit 
(OU) 1 wastes in a pilot-scale system termed the Multiple Additive Waste 
Stabilization (MAWS) system. DOE does not consider MAWS to be part of a 
removal action (RA) or to be within the current remedial investigation 
and feasibility study (RI/FS) scope as identified in the Consent 
Agreement. However, DOE proposes MAWS as a supplement to ongoing RI/FS 
technology screening for the two leading remedial technologies -- soil 
washing and vitrification. According to ROE, the purpose of the 
regulatory compl i ance plan is to establ ish a regulatory framework for 
MAWS that is consistent with the ongoing RI/FS. However, the regulatory 
compliance plan is limited to identifying applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements (ARAR) and indicating how MAWS will comply with 
those ARARs. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) notes that MAWS will 
treat OU1 waste and that OU1 is undergoing an RI/FS. 
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
Plan (NCP), MAWS must be integrated into the RI/FS process. This is 
especially important because DOE'S approach uses the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
exclusion to avoid permitting requirements, which are ARARs. 

To be consistent 

Although EPA concurs that the CERCLA exclusion is appropriate, the 
manner in which MAWS is proposed is not appropriate for three major 
reasons: (1) the lack of a forum for public comment, (2) separation of 
MAWS from the statutory requirements of the NCP, and (3) the lack of a 
defined time-frame for, or a definition of the limited scope-of-MAWS. 
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* Possible alternatives would be to propose the MAWS process as a;, RA or 
as a pilot-scale treatability study within the scope of the RI/FS. In 
either case, MAWS could be operated as an interim measure either to 
mitigate a ham unacceptable risk or to provide useful infomation- on 
the two technologies. However, EPA notes that more than 6 months of 
planning may be required, which may necessitate more formal 
documentation than possible within the scope of an RA. Thus, it would 
be appropriate to include the MAYS within the scope of the OU1 RI/FS. 
If HAYS is sucessful as determined by performance, meeting ARARs, and 
consistency with the permanent remedy, it could be used on other OUs 
providing statuatory requirements were met. 

2)  DOE proposes del isting the. OU1 wastes either before or after treatment. 
EPA believes that the proposed delisting petition wi.11 require=extensive 
time to implement; also, the outcome of the petition is uncertain, 
especially considering the radioactivity levels of the untreated waste 
and the vitrified residuals. 

The delisting process should be separated from the MAWS process. The 
. question of delisting is a long-term issue related to the vitrification 

and soil washing technologies. MAWS will supply important technical 
information, but the outcome of the delisting process is irrelevant to 
the MAWS proposal. EPA notes that MAWS is acceptable only as a pilot- 
scale project; the use of delisting at this point raises the question of 
whether MAWS is intended as a permanent site remedy. 

3)  Important ARARs are omitted from the MAWS regulatory compliance plan. 
MAWS-treated waste will have to meet human health-based risk standards 
under the exposure scenarios identified in the baseline risk assessment. 
As a result, the preliminary remediation goals will have to be 
identified and addressed in the treatability study work plan. 

4 )  DOE should clearly define the time-frame for MAWS operation. DOE 
proposes to substantially comply with the RCRA Research and Development 
permitting requirements . These require 1 -year i ssuance fol 1 owed by 
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* yearly renewal. Unless the tim-frame is clearly defined, this would 

allow DOE to operate an unpermitted treatment facility for an indefinite 
time. This is clearly not acceptable; the scope of MAWS should be 
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clearly defined and limited to pilot-scale application within the scope 
of the RI/FS process. 

. .. ... 
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6.  
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7. 

a. 

It is stated that soils w i t h  less than 35pCi/g ~IY weight cantmma 'tian 
w i l l  be deTy3ted as clean. 
lBcleanup goal," ar a 
stage if it is a cleanup goal it is preeqkive of the 
It may be desmibd as a = w i t h  apprrovdL by -. 

It is urrzlear*whether or not t h i s  is a 
&goal (= ) . I1  At this . .  

prrocess. 

?he specific pma&res and mthodologies us& to veriey that soils are 
clean ShaiLd be Fmvided in the detailed plan. 

SoillvaShiMpaer e 10 wra 2-In the first stage of the soil washing 
lrmcess- ' teas oils will be mix led withe it her^ -, 
recycled or putable wa- in a e t h q  saubber screm. since the 
soils USBd in the MAWS be&l scale -tian will have law-level 

t ion  only, d t i m a l  infcxmtion shculd be radioactive COntarrmM 
prravided to clarify a t  types and 1- of 

' 

thewaterwill . 
ooarse material frcan t h i s  plrocess w i l l  be handmnitared and releas&. 
Clarify the destlna ' tion of the released soils. 

The text ShCoiLd be aqarded to discuss uletypeofinstnmrent beirrg- 
to survey coarse materials and its associated detection limits. A 
pmedure should be pruvided to ooirrelate --held radiological 
detection instruments tion to the release criteria. 

The description of the array of sodium iodide detectors is much too 
general. Specific details fllcfi as detect.l 'an limits, countirrg times, 
backgmumi radiation levels, geanetry and sillllple size should be included 
in the dF?srrription. 

water Treatment system paae 10 Dara 4-me text, startirrg with '?me 
water system will 379 liters per minutet1, is unclear. ?here 
appears to be a woxd missing. 

Indicate when the prefilter and sarrt filter will bprvarre saturated and 
the diqosal plans for the spent filters. 

Raaon -ions paqe 13 ~ i v a  2 4 h e C t  meafllrements should be lnade frcan 

-- . _  - _  - __ - - - - - - 

the stack to verify that rads decay piroducts are not being r e l d  
froan the volitization of the aquea~~  ampanet of the sludge. 
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- 3  r Specific Comments: 

Page 11: 

Page 12: 

Page 14: 

Page 19: 

Page 20: 

Page 21: 

Page 22: 

Page 28: 

How will the water generated as a result of MAWS be 

iami River. 

into the mass balance to assure a discharge of 
pounds per year of uranium into the Great 

waste could not be stored in a non-RCRA storage 
ity until the delisting petition was approved. 

e term "clean water" is inappropriate. 

W E  must comply with the mass balance agreed upon by 
Agencies regarding uranium discharges into the Great 

ee comment for page 12 above. 

5 treated. wastes would only- be. non-RCRA if delisting 

.S. DOE must detail how flushing the melter with three 
olumes of non-RCRA waste will remove residual RCRA 
astes, and how this will be verified. 

oils with less than 35 pCi/g should not be used as 
ackfill, since this material may have to be removed as 
art of a Record of Decision. 
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