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United States Department of Energy REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
Fernald Area Office PRI
P.0O. Box 398705 e s
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 :
Subject: Disapproval of Draft Revised Remedial Design Package for the Silos

1 & 2 Accelerated Waste Retrieval Project
Dear Mr. Reising:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its
review of the above-referenced document. The document, which is dated May 31,

2002 was prepared by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and received by EPA
and its contractors on June 3, 2002. The document incorporates (1) Changes to
the Radon Control System (RCS) and Transfer Tank Area (TTA) designs resulting
from the due diligence review of the Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation
(FWENC) design and (2) changes to the waste retrieval design resulting from
the Accelerated Waste Retrieval (AWR) Design Optimization review.

While the AWR Project Sampling Plan addresses the collection and analysis of
wastewater and air emission samples, it does not address the collection of
Silo 1 and 2 material samples that would be expected for waste
‘characterization to support treatment for meeting transportation and disposal
requirements. Somewhere in the AWR RD Package, integration between AWR and
Silo 1 & 2 treatment projects should be clearly discussed. Adequate waste
characterization to support the production of treated Silo 1 & 2 material
meeting transportation and disposal requirements should be addressed in this
sampling plan. Additional specific review comments are enclosed. Therefore,
EPA disapproves the document. Please contact me at (312) 886-4591 if you have
any questions.

Sincerely,

Gese Jablonowski

Project Manager

Federal Facilities Section
Superfund Division

cc: - Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
Sally Robinson, U.S. DOE-HDQ
Jamie Jameson, Fluor Fernald
Terry Hagen, Fluor Fernald
Tim Poff, Fluor Fernald
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Mary Wojciechowski, Tetra Tech
Brian Barwick, ORC

Gene Jablonowski, SRF-5J

James Saric, SRF-5J '

4385




ENCLOSURE
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
"DRAFT REMEDIAL DESIGN PACKAGE FOR THE SILOS 1 AND 2 ACCELERATED WASTE
RETRIEVAL PROJECT, REVISION 2"
FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

(13 Pages)




TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON o
"DRAFT REMEDIAL DESIGN PACKAGE FOR THE SILOS 1 AND 2 ACCELERATED WASTE
RETRIEVAL PROJECT, REVISION 2"

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE PROCESS DESCRIPTION DOCUMENT FOR THE
ACCELERATED WASTE RETRIEVAL (AWR) PROJECT

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.4.1 Page #:. 2-3 Line #: Not Applicable (NA)
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text states, “No provisions are required in the AWR design

basis to remove the residual sludges from the Silo Decant Sump.”
It is not clear how liquid will be removed from this sump without
removing sludge. Sludge is usually resuspended by incoming water,
pump suction velocity, or by the vortex created by the sump pumps.
The text should be revised to address sludge that may potentially
be pumped out with the decant water.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.6.1 Page #: 2-4 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2 :

Comment: The text states, “During RCS [Radon Control System] Phase I prior

to the availability of the TTA [Transfer Tank Area] tanks,
condensate from the dehumidification system is stored in the
condehsate hold-up tanks for radon decay.” 'The text does not
indicate how much condensate will be generated, the volume of each
condensate hold-up tank, how long the condensate will be stored to

" achieve the decay, or what will be done with the condensate if the
condensate volume exceeds the total volume of the hold-up tanks.
The text should be revised to address these issues.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-1 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: Objective 3 of the text states that the K-65 material res1due will

be stored in the TTA but not for how long. The text should be
revised to indicate the K-65 storage time in the TTA.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1 Page #: 3-3 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 4 '
Comment: The text refers to a Long Reach Manipulator Arm (LRMA) that will

be used to clear debris from the pump inlet. However, in Section
1.3 of the AWR Project Remedial Design (RD) Package, Summary of
Significant Changes, the text states that the “Easily Manipulated
Mechanical Arm” (EMMA) has been deleted. It is not clear if a
LRMA is the same device as the EMMA. The text should clarify the
issue and be revised to resolve the inconsistency as needed.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: - Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1 Page #: 3-4 - Line #: NA - ---
Original Specific Comment #: 5
Comment: The text states that “total sluicing flow is matched with the

slurry pump discharge rate to achieve a steady state of slurry in

the silo.” However, the slurry pump is rated for 350 gpm, and the

two sluicing nozzles are rated for 300 gpm each. These -
specifications indicate that a positive inflow into the silo of
250 gpm. The water balancé in the silo should be rev1ewed and
the text should be revised to address this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1 Page #: 3-4 . Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 6

- Comment :- The text states that a high-pressure spray ring at the slurry pump

will be used to break up hard material. The text does not provide
information on the flow rate for this system or its duration of
operation. This system would add liquid to the silo at an unknown
rate and would therefore increase the silo liquid level. The text
should be revised to explain how the spray ring system would work
and how the liquid level in the silo would be controlled if the
rate of water inflow into the silo exceeds the slurry pumping rate
out of the silo.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.1 ' Page #: 3-4 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: The text states that the silo sluicer nozzles are 0.75 inch in
4 diameter and operate at 200 pounds per square inch (psi) and 300
gpm. The text also states that the sluicer stream velocity will
be approximately 140 feet per second (ft/s) and that “sluicing
“flow rate will be fixed whether operating one or two nozzles.”
However, a 0.75-inch diameter nozzle operating at 300 gpm would
produce a stream with a discharge velocity of nearly 220 ft/s.
The text should be reviewed and revised to clearly explain how the
sluicer stream nozzle system would will work and how stream
velocity would be controlled.

Commenting Organization: U.S..EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.3 Page #: 3-5 : Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment : - The text states that the slurry pump is supported from the cable-

and-winch system but does not explain what prevents the slurry
pump from spinning when it is energized. The text should be
revised to address this issue.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA . Commentor: - -Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.5 Page #: 3-7 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: The text states that pressure gauges will be installed along the

slurry transfer piping to locate potential pipeline blockages and
that clean-out areas will be installed at approximately 80-foot
intervals. It is not clear how these pressure gauges and clean-
out areas will be installed without compromising the integrity of
the “pipe-in-pipe” system. The text should be revised to address
this issue. Additionally, if clean-out areas can be installed
without compromising the integrity of “pipe-in-pipe” system, high
pressure flushing connections should be considered at each clean-
out area to flush out the blocked section of pipeline without
physical pipe intrusion using a “snake.”

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.5 Page #: 3-7 ' Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: The text states that the slurry pump will be equipped with an

inlet screen plate to minimize the size of debris in order to
reduce clogging of the slurry pipeline. Sometimes the pump’s
inlet velocity will not be high enough to prevent clogging of the
screen. It may be better not to use an inlet screen plate but to
use an inlet deflector plate instead to prevent large chunks from
being sucked into the pump intake. The deflector plate acts as a
sump bottom and moves up or down with the pump to maintain proper
distance between the pump inlet and the movable plate. If a
deflector plate is not used, the design should be reviewed to
‘ensure that the slurry pipeline is large enough to pass the
largest debris particles expected to pass through the pump. The
slurry pump design should be reviewed and revised as needed to
address these issues.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowsk:i
Section #: 3.3 Page #: 3-9 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 11

Comment: The text states that the purpose of the TTA system is to store

residues received from Silos 1 and 2 until waste materials are
processed for final disposal in the "Remediation Facility.”
However, the text does not specify the length of time that these
materials will be stored in the TTA tanks or the location of this
new “Remediation Facility.” The text should be revised to provide
this information.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.3.1 Page #: 3-10 . Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: The text states that the transfer storage tank’s headspace

pressure will be maintained at -2 to +5 inches of water column
(WC). It may be very difficult to maintain pressure within this
range. Rising liquid level and daily heating and cooling of the
tank’'s shell will contribute to greater pressure variations inside
the tank. The text should be revised to address this issue.

E-3
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Commenting Organizatﬁon: Uu.S. EPA ’ Commentor: - ~Jablonowski
Section #: 3.3.1 Page #: 3-11 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 13 '

Comment: The text states that the tank corrosion considerations included
tank shell thickness but does not discuss the length of time used
to determine the corrosion allowances. The text should be revised
to include this information.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski

Section #:

3.3.2 Page #: 3-11 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 14

Comment:

The text states that provisions are made to allow transfer of
contents of a leaking tank to the remaining three. However,
according to the first paragraph of Section 3.3.1, the maximum
storage level in each tank is 90 percent of total capacity, or
675,000 gallons. If all four tanks are full and one is leaking,
the available storage capacity in the three nonleaking tanks would
be 225,000 gallons, which would leave 400,000 gallons in the
leaking tank. The text should be revised to explain where the
remaining contents of the leaking tank would be stored.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski

Section #:

3.4 Page #: 3-16 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 15

Comment:

The text states that the slurry/decant pump will be operated as a
slurry transfer system during TTA waste retrieval system (TWRS)
activities. The text also states that variable-speed pump
controls will be used to adjust the discharge of the pump to 350
gpm at 150 psi. However, Section 3.3.10, Page 3-14, states that
the slurry/decant pump normally delivers 300 gpm to sluicing
nozzles at 200 psi. It may be difficult to find an open impeller
submersible pump that can develop such a high discharge pressure.
The design should be reviewed and revised as needed to address
this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski

Section #:

3.6.1 Page #: 3-23 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 16

Comment:

The first bullet states that the RCS 1is designed to prevent over-
or-under-pressurization of the silos and transfer tanks beyond
+0.5 and -2.0 inches of WC. It may be difficult to achieve WC
range because of fluctuating liquid levels in the varijous tanks
and silos and expansion and contraction of gases and water vapor
inside the tanks and silos caused by changing seasonal and daily
temperature fluctuations. The design should be reviewed
accordingly and revised as needed to address this issue.

E-4
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON PROCESS CONTROL SUMMARY FOR THE AWR PROJECT

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA - Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.2.1 Pages #: 2-1 and 2-2 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: According to Section 2.2.2 on Page 2-3, a slurry/decant pump

located inside the transfer storage tank will supply water to the
sluicing nozzles at a rate of 300 gpm at 200 psi. A centrifugal,
open-impeller pump may not be able to develop the 208 psi of
pressure required for the sluicing nozzle. A booster pump may be
required to achieve the required pressure for the sluicer. The
text should be revised to clearly describe the operation of the
sluicing nozzle system, and the design should be revised as needed
to consider the use of a high-head, open-impeller submersible

pump.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.2.3 Page #: 2-5 Line #: NA

.Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text states that sluicing water flow can be directed to a
single nozzle or split between two nozzles 1in the same silo.
Table 2-2 on page 2-6 indicates that a low-flow alarm will sound
when the flow rate at a nozzle drops below 200 gpm. Because
sluicing water supply pump can only deliver 300 gpm at 200 psi,
the low-flow alarm will always sound when two sluicing nozzles are
operated at the same time. The design should revised to address
this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.2.4 Page #: 2-6 and 2-7 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text states that during silo waste retrieval system (SWRS)

operation, the slurry transfer pump will be programmed to deliver
a flow of 350 gpm. However, according to Section 2.2.2,the same
pump is to provide sluicing water at a rate of 300 gpm and at 200
psi. Table 2-3 states that a high-pressure alarm will be
initiated when the discharge pressure reaches 225 psi. Typically,
open-impeller pumps cannot develop the high discharge pressures
required by the design. The design should be reviewed and revised
as needed to use a non-open-impeller pump.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.2.5 Page #: 2-9 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The text discusses the decant sump pump. However, the discharge

capacity of this pump is not provided. Also, this pump is to
discharge into the silos but it is not clear if the pump
discharges into one silo at a time or both simultaneously.
Finally, this additional flow must be accounted for in the water
balance. The slurry pump has a finite capacity and may not be
able to handle this additional flow. The text should be revised
to explain how this additional flow would affect slurry pumping
operations and the overall silo liquid level.




4385

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: - -Jablonowski
Section #: Table 2-5 Page #: 2-13 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 5 :

Comment: According to Table 2-5, low-pressure conditions as identified by

the low-pressure alarm may indicate or result in a plug in the
pipeline. Typically, a plugged pipeline would create high
discharge pressure and not low discharge pressure. The text
should be revised as néeded. Also, a high-pressure alarm should
be provided for this pump.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.1 Page #: 3-1 : Line #: NA
Original Spec1f1c Comment #: 6

Comment: The text states that the RCS control system is designed to

maintain silo pressure between -2 and +0.1 inch of WC. The
Process Description Document, Section 3.6.1, Page 3-23, states
that the RCS is designed to prevent over-or-under-pressurization
of the silos and transfer tanks beyond +0.5 and -2.0 inch of WC.
It is not clear which 1imits will be used to control pressure in
the tank headspace. The document should be revised as required to
address this jissue. It should also be noted that maintaining any
of the pressure ranges stated above could be very difficult using
constant-speed fans. Variable speed fans and a pressure control
system may help maintain the headspace pressure within the
acceptable range.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.1 Page #: 3-3 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: The text states that the RCS will automat1cally shut down if the

pressure inside the silo exceeds 0.2 inch of WC. It is not clear
why the system will shut down. Pressure inside the silo could
continue to rise from sluicing water being pumped into the silo.
High outside temperature and heat can cause gases and vapors
inside the silo to expand, thereby raising headspace pressure.

The RCS should always be operational and only l1imit the inflow to
that silo to bring pressure to acceptable levels. The use of
relief valves to control headspace pressure should be avoided.
Reljef valves should . only be used during unforeseen conditions and
not as means of controlling headspace pressure. The design should
be reviewed and revised accordingly to address these issues.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Table #: 3-1 Page #: 3-6 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: Table 3-1 lists an alarm set point of 250,000 picocuries per liter

(pCi/L) for “high radon concentrations in silos” during Phase 1 of
the AWR project. This concentration seems low given that the
objective for Phase 1 is to maintain radon concentrations in the
silo to below 1,000,0000 pCi/L (see the Process Description
Document, Section 3.6.1, Page 3-23). In addition, the set point
listed in Table 3-1 is outside the control range listed of 0 to
100,000 pCi/L. The text should be reviewed to confirm that the
alarm set point and range. This comment also app11es to .Table 3-2
on Page 3-9 and Table 3-3 on Page 3-13.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: - ~Jablonowski
Table #: Table 3-2 - Page #: 3-10 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: Table 3-2 lists alarm set points of 9,800 and 10,000 pCi/L for

high radon concentrations in the discharge stack during Phase 2 of
the AWR project. These set points are higher than the 5,000 and
6,000 pCi/L values listed for Phase 1 (see Table 3-1) and Phase 3
(see Table 3-3). The text should be reviewed to confirm the Phase
2 set points are correct.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowsk:i
Section #: 3.5 Pages #: 3-14 and 3-15 tines #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 10 _
Comment: The text states that (1) radon monitors will measure radon

concentrations downstream of each of the four carbon beds and (2)
pressure drop across each carbon bed will be monitored. Tables 3-
1 through 3-3 do not 1list (1) alarm set points for radon discharge
or (2) pressure drops for the individual carbon beds. The text

B should be revised to include this information. Tables 3-1 through
3-3 currently include alarm set points for radon concentrations in
the discharge stack. However, stack gases will include the
combined air flow from more than one carbon bed and cannot be used
to evaluate breakthrough for an individual bed. The tables should
be reviewed and revised as needed to address this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.6 Page #: 3-15 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #:11

Comment: The text states that pressure drop will be measured across the

high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters upstream of the
discharge stack. Tables 3-2 and 3-3 do not list alarm set points
for HEPA filter pressure drop and should be revised to include
this information. This information should also be added to Table
3-1 if the discharge stack will be used during Phase 1 of. the AWR
project.



SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE SAMPLING PLAN

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowsk?
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: While the AWR Project Sampling Plan addresses the collection and

analysis of wastewater and air emission samples, it does not .
address the collection of Silo 1 and 2 material samples that would
be expected for waste characterization to support treatment for
meeting transportation and disposal requirements. This is of
particular concern since a goal of treatment should be the -
production of containers of treated Silo 1 & 2 material, meeting
transportation requirements as well as the waste acceptance
criteria (WAC) of the receiving disposal facility, without the
possibility of creating rejects that could require rework.
Somewhere in the AWR RD Package, the integration of the AWR and
Silo 1 & 2 treatment projects, whether the treatment project will
have adequate material information to support treatment, should be
addressed. Adequate waste characterization to support the
production of treated Silo 1 & 2 material meeting transportation
and disposal requirements should be.addressed in this sampling

plan.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA | Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 2.1.2 Page #: 3 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2
Comment: The text refers to upstream and downstream monitors but does not

indicate which component of the RCS is being discussed. The text
should be revised to clarify whether the text refers to the carbon
beds, HEPA filters, or another RCS component.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.2.2 Page #: 7 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #:. 3

Comment: The discussion of radon monitoring downstream of the four carbon

beds is not clear. The text should be revised to clearly describe
the monitoring locations and indicate whether the system will be
capable of monitoring radon discharge from each individual carbon
bed. 1In addition, subsequent description of radon process
monitoring in Section 4.2.2 suggests that two monitoring locations
will be downstream of the carbon beds. However, if the system is
not set up to measure the radon discharge from each carbon bed, it
will be difficult to determine whether breakthrough is occurring
at a particular carbon bed The text should be revised to address
this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 4.1 Page #: 7 : Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment : The text states that field screening is performed to determine the

likelihood of wastewater samples in meeting the radionuclide
criteria and that samples not meeting these criteria will be sent
to the laboratory for confirmatory analysis. Further, the text
indicates that the laboratory will first determine if the
radionuclide criteria are met and then conduct metals and general
chemistry analyses only if the radionuclide criteria are met.
Appendix B summarizes holding time requirements for wastewater
samples. The appendix states that the nitrate sample holding time
is 24 hours. The text should be revised to present a detailed

E-8
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procéduré‘or protocol to ensure that the nitrate sample-holding
time will be met despite the radionuclide criteria evaluation.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 4.1 Page #: 7 - Line #:. NA
Original Specific Comment #: 5

' Comment:

The text states that representative samples from each batch of RCS
condensate wastewater and filtrate wastewater are needed.

However, the text does not provide a detailed protocol or
description of minimum requirements before and after sampling.
Specifically, during and after wastewater sampling, no wastewater
should be allowed to enter the tank being sampled and no
wastewater should be allowed to discharge until analytical results
are available. Once analytical results demonstrate that the
contents in the sampled tank meet the discharge criteria, the tank
contents can be transferred to the AWWT facility. The text should
be revised to address this issue.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: --Jablonowski
Section #: 4.1.1 Page #: 8 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: . The text states that samples likely to meet Advandced Wastewater

Treatment (AWWT) criteria will be submitted to the laboratory for
more definitive confirmatory analysis. The text should be revised
to provide a protocol to follow for samples that do not meet the
AWWT acceptance criteria. Specifically, the text should specify
the disposition of waste whose sampling results do not meet the
AWWT acceptance criteria. The sampling plan should be revised to
discuss the management of wastes whose sampling results do not
meet acceptance criteria.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski

Section #: 4.2.1 Page #: 11 v ' Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 7
Comment: The subsection for radon monitoring lists two alarm set points for

high radon concentrations in the discharge stack: 2,000 and 6,000.

pCi/L. These set points are not consistent with the values listed
in Tables 3-1 through 3-3 of the Process Control Summary. The
text should be revised so that the alarm set po1nts are presented
consistently throughout the documents.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski

Sampling Plan Appendix B Page #: A-3 : Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 8
Comment: The text in Note 1 that discusses EPA test methods and detection

limits is not clear. A specific source reference document or
citation is necessary to link the information presented in-
Appendix B with specific references and citations.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Sampling Plan Appendix C Page #:A-5 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: The text states that the purged wastewater from the RCS condensate

tanks will be returned to the waste transfer system. However, it
is unclear if the purged wastewater will be held in a container
and how the container will be emptied into the waste transfer
system. Additional information and details are necessary to
ensure that this step can be implemented.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Sampling Plan Appendix C Page #: A-6 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: The text does not present detailed information regarding the

disposal of polyethylene sheeting. If no accidental spills occur
during wastewater purging and sampling, the polyethylene sheeting
could be deemed appropriate for disposal. However, if a spill
occurs and the polyethylene sheeting is contaminated with
wastewater, protocols implemented should be described. The text
should be revised to include more details regarding this issue.

/3
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON OPERATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL PLAN- -

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski

Section #: 2.1 . Page #: 5 _Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: -1
Comment: Exhibit 2-2 presents the results of performance calculations for

the RCS. The calculations project that the radon concentration in
the discharge stack will be 8,000 pCi/L during Phasé 2 of the AWR
project. However, Section 4.2.1 of the sampling plan suggests
that the projected ambient air impact of radon discharges from the
RCS is based on a stack concentration of 6,000 pCi/L. If the
discharge stack concentration will be higher (8,000 pCi/L), the
text should be revised as needed to reflect the higher stack
concentration.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS.ON RCS PERFORMANCE

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: NA Page #: 29 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text indicates that the stack emissions during Phase 2

operations would result in instantaneous on-site radon exposures
that are fully 77 percent of the allowed maximum level. The
assumptions that led to these numbers include full design airflow,
proper functioning of the conditioning system, and the use of all
four carbon beds. There is an inadequate margin of safety in the
case of the temporary loss of one carbon bed during a carbon
change or for another reason. The loss of a carbon bed would
significantly decrease the adsorption efficiency of the remaining
beds handling the increased air flow. In addition, there may be
an inadequate margin for irregularities in the function of the
conditioning system that would decrease adsorption efficiency.
However, prompt corrective actions would prevent exceedances of
the on-site average and off-site limits, since these have much
greater margins of safety. The adequacy of design treatment
capacity should be revisited and modifications made to design
procedures as necessary to handle the unplanned excursions from
nominal that are routine in and around the K-65 silos.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: If the tanks are properly constructed, the internal pressure will

increase as radon is emitted. In 1 or 2 weeks, the airspace radon
and consequent internal pressure will approach secular
equilibrium. The text should be revised as needed to consider
internal silo pressure at a relief valve setting of 2 -inches WC
based on the known concentrations of wastes in each silo, the
solubility of radon in the water cap, the total mass of wastes in
the tanks, and other parameters. The text should also be revised
to consider internal tank pressure in case of a basic summer heat
wave with maximum insolation .day after day that would increase
water volume and decrease the water solubility of all gases.
Because the tanks would have much less headspace (relative to
waste volume) to dilute radon emissions than the silos, the text
should be revised to address these issues.
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Comménting Organization: U.S. EPA . Commentor: . .Jablonowski

Page #: 26 . Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment:

Table 20 presents input parameters for the SCREEN3 air dispersion
model used to predict ambient air radon concentrations based on
discharges from the RCS stack. Several of the input parameters
listed are not consistent with the values presented early in the
RCS performance calculations and other ‘sections of the AWR RD
package.. These inconsistencies include the stack inside diameter,
which is listed in Table 20 as 0.6096 meter and on Page 4 as 3
feet (0.9150 meter). The stack inside diameter and stack exit
velocity result in a stack gas flow rate of 0.986 cubic meter per
second, or 2,090 cubic feet per minute. This value is generally
consistent with the RCS design flow (2,000 cfm) listed in Section
3.6.2 of the process description document. However, Section 4.2.1
of the sampling plan suggests that a stack flow rate of 10,300 cfm
was used for modeling, and page 4 lists a flow rate of 9,310 cfm.

. The text should be reviewed and revised as needed to resolve these

inconsistencies.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON SILOS PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN. ... -

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.1.3 Page #: 4 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text indicates that the entire Integrated Environmental

Management Plan (IEMP) radon monitoring network is shown on the
figure included as Attachment B. However, the figure does not
show two of the new radon monitoring locations (KNO and KSO), and
three new locations appear to be shown but are not labeled (LP2,
T1117, and PR-1). Attachment B should be updated to show and
label all radon monitoring locations.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 3.2 Page #: 5 - Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2 :
Comment: The text states that add1t1ona1 direct radiation monitoring

locations will be needed as a result of the AWR project but does
not identify any specific locations as was done for new radon and
air particulate monitoring locations. The text should identify
the new locations and provide this information to EPA before Phase
1 of the AWR project begins.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: 4.0 Page #: 6 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 3 :

Comment: The text states that results for the new radon and air particulate

monitoring locations will be included in IEMP quarterly status
reports. The text should be revised to indicate that direct
radiation results from new monitoring locations will also be
reported in IEMP quarterly status reports.
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