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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This 1s a Response-to-Comments document published as Appendix F to the Environmental Assessment
of Supercompactor and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shredder (DOE/EA-0432, March 22, 1990) This
document contains all of the comments receved on the environmental assessment and DOE’s responses to

them

On March 30, 1990, the Department of Energy (DOE) published a proposed finding of no significant
impact (FONSI) in the Federal Register (Vol 55, No 62, pp 11997-12000) The proposed FONSI was based
on and summanzed DOE's environmental assessment (EA) on the proposed action to complete the
construction and to operate a supercompactor and repackaging facility (SARF) and a transuranic (TRU) waste
shredder (TWS) in the existing Building 776 at the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP) The SARF and TWS, respectively,
would compact and shred solid plutonium contaminated TRU wastes, including TRU wastes that contain
hazardous consttuents The Federal Regrster notice also stated that the proposed FONSI and the EA were
being made available for a 30-day public comment period Comments received by the DOE would be
considered prior to a final determination whether to prepare a FONSI or to prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed action In response to public request, the DOE published a follow-up notice in the
Federal Register on May 16, 1990 (Vol 55, No 95, p 20297) announcing an extension of the public comment

period on the proposed FONS! to May 22, 1990

Approximately 154 comments on the proposed FONSI and the EA were received from 14 commenters
The comments were segregated into 19 categories of issues and concerns, and responses to the comments
were prepared Categories of issues and concerns that received 10 or more comments each were Radiological
Impact Analysis (27 comments), Ventilation and Filtration (24 comments), Criticality (14 comments), Gas

Generation (10 comments), and Liquids Management and Processing (10 comments)

The majority of the responses to comments required restating or clanfying information that was
contained inthe EA  Some of the public concerns regarding the proposed action and its impacts together with
DOE'’s responses are listed as follows
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Concern The EA did not address the impacts of piutonium in the existing ventilation ducts at RFP

Response Plutonium has been found in a number of ducts at RFP and a program is underway to remove
plutonium from any duct that has 400 grams or more of plutonium Also, steps will be taken
to reduce its future accumuiation and a comprehensive monitoring program is being
implemented to monitor any further accumulation so that accumulation can be addressed before
it becomes a problem With the exception of one line that feeds into Plenum 250 (which i1s no
way affected or influenced by operation of the SARF and TWS), the duct assay program has
found only small amounts of plutonium in ducts in Building 778 The measurement program
is continuing and will provide more details on the status of plutonium in ducts The SARF and
TWS wiil have a completely new duct work all the way to the second story of Bulding 776 This
will tie Into an elbow just above Plenum 205 which contains four stages of high efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) filters Operation of the SARF and TWS will not impact or be impacted
by any current accumulation of plutonium in ducts at Rocky Flats

Concern Supercompacted wastes are proposed to be stored in bulldings which do not meet design basis
cntenia for wind and earthquakes

Response The EA states that efforts will be implemented over the next two to three year period to reduce
the nisk of storing supercompacted wastes to levels iower than those assoctated with the status
quo by transferring wastes into buildings designed to withstand severe natural phenomena
(e g, earthquakes and extreme winds)

Concern The proposed action includes the disposal of wastes at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)
which 1s not currently operational

Response The Rocky Flats Plant has a 1601 cubic yard limitation for on site storage of TRU-mixed wastes
If WIPP or other sites are not available to receve supercompacted or non-supercompacted
wastes prior to reaching the 1601 cubic yard imit, it will be necessary to halt waste production

at RFP in order to comply with the imit or a vanance will have to be received from the State
of Colorado

Concern Details of the alternative near-term storage proposal were not inciuded in the EA

Response As stated In the EA, 1n addition to using the existing storage capacity at RFP, the DOE ts in the
process of reviewing a proposal for alternate near-term storage for RFP TRU-mixed waste which
includes both on-site and off-site options These options are being evaluated in the event that
additional storage space is needed for RFP Separate NEPA documentation for this proposal
1s being prepared Commenters requested the NEPA documentation for storage at aiternate
sites, and this document will be provided for public review when it is available

Storage of RFP wastes at an alternative site was considered as an alternative to
supercompacting the wastes However, this alternative was not considered to be reasonable
or substantially different from the no action alternative due to the continued requirements for
repackaging of wastes in the Size Reduction Vault using supplied arr suits The onginal intent
and purpose of the SARF was 1o reduce the external radiation dose to workers during waste
handling and repackaging, to enhance safety, and to reduce waste volume and process costs
Storage of RFP wastes at an alternative site instead of supercompacting would not achieve
these objectives

This document contains DOE'’s response to the public comments However, the comment and

response process did not bring forth new information to indicate that the proposed action will significantly affect

the qualty of the human environment
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In response to the public comments, the document further explains the proposed action with

appropriate clarfication of its impacts

July 1990
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10 INTRODUCTION

A proposed finding of no signfficant impact (FONSI) on the Environmental Assessment of
Supercompactor and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shredder, DOE/EA-0432 (EA) was published on
March 30, 1990, in the Federal Register (Vol 55, No 62, pp 11997-12000) Copies of the EA and the proposed
FONSI were delivered or mailed to the Governors of Colorado and New Mexico, Colorado congressional

delegates, local officials, interested organizations, public reading rooms, libraries, etc during the period of

March 26-30, 1990

The proposed FONSI stated that it and the EA were being made available for public comment for a
period of 30 days following the date of Federal Register publication of the notice Comments postmarked
within the 30-day public comment period would be considered by the DOE prior to a final determination
whether to issue a FONSI or to prepare an environmental impact statement for the proposed SARF and TWS

project The Federal Register notice contained addresses for requesting additional information and to obtain

a copy of the EA

On May 16, 1990, a notice was published In the Federal Register (Vol 55, No 95, p 20297) that the

public comment period on the proposed FONSI was being extended to May 22, 1990

This document contains responses to the comments received on the proposed FONSI and EA during
the March 30 to May 22, 1990, comment period Comments on the proposed FONSI and EA have been

recetved from the following individuals and their respective organizations

1 Anonymous Commenter 1 (A-1)
2 Anonymous Commenter 2 (A-2)
3 Eugene J Riordan (A-3 through A-6)

Vranesh and Raisch
for the City of Broomfield

4 John G Haggard (two letters) (A-7 through A-11)
Colorado Department of Health
State of Colorado

5 Paula Elofson-Gardine (A-12 through A-16)
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado
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6 Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

7 Barbara A Moore
Director of Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Director on the Board Rocky Flats Clean-up Commission

8 Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

9 Jonathan P Carter
Office of the Governor
State of Idaho

10 Rich Ferdinandsen, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners
Jefferson County, Colorado

11 Garrey Carruthers, Governor
State of New Mexico

12 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commuission

13 Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

14 George Hovorka, Mayor
City of Westminster

(A-17 through A-22)

(A-23 through A-26)

(A-27 through A-35)

(A-36 through A-37)

(A-38 through A-40)

(A-41)

(A-42 through A-46)

(A-47 through A-48)

(A-49 through A-50)

A copy of each of the letters contaming comments is contained in Attachment A to this Response to

Comments

After review of the letters containing comments, the comments were sorted into 19 categories of Issues

and concerns as identified in the Table of Contents Where more than one comment was the same or very

similar, the comments were grouped together and a collective comprehensive response i1s presented

Commenters can locate their specific comments, responses to their comments, and responses to other

comments on the same topic by referring to the respective categories of 1ssues and concerns, and by referring

to Attachment A for the comment number associated with their comment
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2 0 COMMENT CATEGORIES AND RESPONSES

21 VOLUME REDUCTION

211

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment It does not seem feasible that one 55 gallon drum will be able to hold four (4) 35-gallon

drums which contain four (4) 55-gallon drums For a total of 16 compacted 55 gallon drums and 4
compacted 35-gallon drums plus the original waste volume inside each of the original 16 55-gallon
drums DOE needs to provide a calculation of the total mass of the 20 drums plus the estimated mass
of the stored waste to see If that will indeed fit into one 55-gallon drum

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment The amount of plutonium allowed for each drum of hard or soft waste will have to be
less than 7 grams of plutonium for each drum If you are going to actieve the volume reduction
anticipated of having 16 pucks inside 1 overpacked 55-gallon drum Knowing this, why would DOE
establish the 50 gram himit for each drum? Or lets be more realistic and say we are looking ata 2 to
1 volume reduction

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 5-61 -- The EA claims the average volume reduction will be 5 1 from the SARF
As stated supra, not all the waste 1s capable of supercompaction Page 3-3 of EA states that 60% of
the waste production (70 cubic yards per month) can be processed through the supercompactor
Therefore, 42 cubic yards of waste can be supercompacted at a reduction factor of 5 1 This reduces
the 42 cubic yards to approximately 8 cubic yards However, 40% of the waste cannot be
supercompacted So 28 cubic yards are unaltered The bottom line 1s that 28 cubic yards (unaitered)
plus the 8 cubic yards of supercompacted waste yrelds approximately 36 cubic yards at the end of the
process Thus, 70 cubic yards i1s reduced to about 36 cubic yards, which 1s an overall reduction of
two to one (2 1) and not five to one (5 1) While the first page of the EA admuts this, the remainder of
the EA fails to acknowledge 1t This overall reduction of 2 1 should be stated so that the reader 1s not
led to believe that the SARF will cut the waste at the RFP by 5 1 Itis misleading to state otherwise and
has the effect of putting the SARF in a better light than it is due

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment While the EA states that wastes will be reduced 5 to 1 with the SARF and 2 to 1 with the
TWS, a statement 1s made on page 3-31 that “each overpack drum will be imited to a maximum of 16
drums of soft waste " This appears to be a reduction factor of 16 to 1 What i1s correct?

\

Response To Comments 21 1-214

Page 3-3 of the EA states the SARF 1s expected to provide an average volume reduction of 5
to 1, and page 3-14 states an overall reduction In waste volume of 2 to 1 or better Is anticipated from
the TWS The 5to 1 and 2 to 1 ratios are estimates of average volume reduction Actual volume
reductions may vary from not more than 16 to 1 for soft combustible wastes (maximum of four pucks
which each received the contents of a maximum of four drums of soft waste during precompaction and
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collectively do not exceed 100 grams plutonium and 800 pounds) to no reduction (those drums that
are approximately equal to or exceed the 100-gram piutonium hmit or 800-pound weight hmit)

As stated on page 1-1, not all wastes can or will be supercompacted An overall volume
reduction of 2 to 1 will be realized for all TRU-mixed wastes taking into account those wastes that would
not otherwise be supercompacted

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment This document states that current waste production s approximately 70 cubic yards per

month If that volume 1s reduced 5 to 1 that volume amount would be reduced to 302 4 cubic yards
of Supercompacted waste plus 1008 yards of waste that could not be processed by SARF With this
in mind there 1s little storage space available at the Plant Why should we continue to pour more money
into this Supercompactor when we should be shutting down the plant? For the price | just don't see
where we will be able to get our money'’s worth

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Additionally, it appears that the benefits from the proposed action might be distorted
because the EA claims that the supercompactor will reduce waste by a factor of five to one (5 1) While
the first page of the EA states that the overall reduction is 2 1, other sections of the EA fail to remind
the reader of this Page 3-3 of EA states that 60% of the waste production (70 cubic yards per month)
can be processed through the supercompactor Therefore, 42 cubic yards of waste can be
supercompacted at a reduction factor of 5 1 This reduces the 42 cubic yard's to approximately 8 cubic
yards However, 40% of the waste cannot be supercompacted So 28 cubic yards are unaltered The
bottom line is that 28 cubic yards plus the 8 cubic yards of supercompacted waste yields approximately
36 cubic yards at the end of the process Thus, 70 cubic yards s reduced to about 36 cubic yards,
which 1s an overall reduction of two to one (2 1) and not five to one (5 1) Failure to state the overall
waste volume reduction is misleading when the EA claims a 5 1 reduction from supercompacting

Response To Comments 215-216

Page 3-3 of the EA states that it is difficult to predict the annual quantity of TRU and TRU-mixed
waste that will be processed in the SARF During 1987 and 1988 fiscal years, an average of 33,550
cubic feet (1,243 cubic yards) of TRU and TRU-mixed wastes were produced that could have been
supercompacted Due to the vanability in process operations and the concerted waste minimization
effort to decrease unnecessary production of TRU and TRU-mixed wastes, these rates have been
reduced and should continue to be reduced in the future Durning normal operations, waste production
is approximately 70 cubic yards per month

Table 2-1 shows the 1987 and 1988 average TRU and TRU-mixed waste production, and the

approximate normal TRU and TRU-mixed waste production, and the resuiting waste production rates
with supercompaction

In addtion to reducing waste volumes, the proposed action will reduce external radiation dose
to workers, will enhance safety, and will reduce process costs

\

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment 1987 and 1988 fiscal years are quoted as having an average of 33,550 cubic feet of TRU

and TRU-muixed wastes generated Were these typical years? It would be appropriate to give an
accounting of quantities of waste generated on a year-by-year basis for the last 10 years of this faciiity

- -~

<
-
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TABLE 2-1

1987 AND 1988 AVERAGE AND APPROXIMATE NORMAL
TRU AND TRU-MIXED WASTE PRODUCTION

1987 and 1988 Approximate

Average Production Normal Production
Cubic Cubic Cubic Cubic
Yards Yards Yards Yards
per per per per
Month Year Month Year

Average Waste Production 173 2071 70 840

Average Waste Production to be

Supercompacted (60% of A) 104 1243 42 504

Volume after Supercompaction at

5 to 1 Volume Reduction (20% of B) 208 249 84 101

Average Waste Production not

Supercompacted (40% of A) 69 828 28 336

Average Waste Production after

Supercompaction (C plus D) 90 1077 36 4 437

Total Waste Volume Reduction

(Radio of A to E) 19 19 19 19
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atleast Many question exactly how much waste has been generated since the inception of this facility
We would make that a request again, that an accounting would be appreciated at this pomnt in tme

Averages tend to downplay high production years, hidden by curtailed operations or times of inventory,
etc

Response

As indicated in response to Comments 2 1 5 - 2 1 6, during normal operations waste production
that could be supercompacted is approximately 70 cubic yards per month The 1987 and 1988 fiscal
years average waste production that could have been supercompacted does not represent typical
current or future annual production operations, considering the concerted waste mimimization efforts that
have and are continuing to take place The average 1987 and 1988 fiscal years waste production
provides a maximum annual waste volume that is expected to be supercompacted during normal routine
operations (not including existing stored wastes as discussed in Section 3 13 of the EA) Waste
generation rates of waste that could have been supercompacted durnng prior years are not relevant to
the proposed action or its impacts considering that these rates have no bearing on the rate of waste

production proposed to be supercompacted because waste generation rates are considerably lower than
in the past and are anticipated to remain at the lower rates

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that selection of the drums for supercompaction will be based on the

compactibility of the matenal contained EA, p 3-7 DOE should explain in the final EA the factors it will
use to determine compactibiity

Respons

Compactibility will be determined based on the weight and mass of waste in the drum Pucks will
be selectively placed in the overpack drum so as to minimize void space If necessary, the height of the

pucks will be controlled by not compacting to maximum density, thus mimimizing void space In the
overpack

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment On page 3-20 a statement ;s made that ‘during the mitial SARF operating period an
estimated maximum of approximately 15,000 cubic feet (5,000 cubic yards) of TRU and TRU mixed wastes
will be removed from storage, repackaged and supercompacted concurrently with the normal waste
production feed to the SARF * On page 3-22 a statement is made that *approximately 80% of the waste
to be processed in the SARF and TWS will be TRU mixed * If 80% of the 5,000 cubic yards or 4,000 cubic
yards are TRU mixed waste, has the Rocky Flats Plant already exceeded the 1601 yard limit?

Response

There are 27 cubic feet in 1 cubic yard (3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet) Approximately 15,000 cubic
feet equals approximately 555 cubic yards The Rocky Flats Plant has not exceeded the 1601 cubic yard

hmit .
22 QPERATION '
221 Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund
Comment  DOE claims that one of the values of the SARF is to enhance operational safety by reducing
the need for supplied breathing air suits s this claim refated to, or intended to respond to the criticism
leveled at DOE by the National Academy of Sciences for allowing a 'respirator culture’ to have developed
Appendix F Responss to Conments July 1990
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at Rocky Flats? Will the SARF allow those operating it to do so for entire shifts without the need for
respirators? If not, how does DOE intend to monitor workers to ensure that they are using respirators
properly and that the respirators are maintaining a high level of worker protection? Are there other
actions that DOE 1s undertaking to reduce the need for supplied breathing suits further or 1s DOE also
considering enhancing the suits in a manner that would reduce occupational risk hazards?

Response

The SARF 1s designed to replace a current operation in the Size Reduction Vault that involves
repackaging drums of wastes into large open containers The task routinely creates arrborne radioactivity
in the Size Reduction Vault Worker protection 1s provided by supphed-air suits because the process
does not lend tself to engineered controls Part of the design basis for the SARF was DOE Order

5480 11, Radiation Protection for Occupational Workers, Section 9| (1)(c) Internal Radiation Ex re,
which states

As a design objective, exposure of personnel to inhalation of awrborne radioactive
matenals is to be avoided under normal operating conditions to the extent
reasonably achievable This will normally be accomplished by confinement and
ventilation

Almost all operations associated with either the SARF or the TWS will be performed within therr
respective gloveboxes, which provide containment of radioactive contamination Under normal operating
conditions, all operations in the glovebox will be performed without respirators or other respiratory
protection devices

The only parts of the SARF and TWS operation for which respiratory protection is required are
the opening of boxes or drums of waste to be placed into the gloveboxes and removal of filled drums
from the bag ports Although drums and boxes of waste will be opened on down-draft tables,
administrative procedures dictate that respirators be worn whenever a waste drum or other container of
waste is opened Administrative procedures also dictate the use of respirators whenever matenal 1s
being removed from a glovebox through a bag port In both operations, the local ventilation 1s designed
to control the potential for creating arborne contamination The respirators are worn as an additional
precautionary measure

Administrative procedures dictate that two workers be present whenever a waste drum 1s to be
opened Radiation Protection personnel also must be present whenever a waste drum is opened or a
bag port 1s changed One of the duties of the Radiation Protection Monitor is to assure that all
personnel present are wearing appropnate protective clothing, including respiratory protection devices

Other actions not related to the proposed action that DOE or Rocky Flats Plant contractors may
take to reduce the need for supplied-air suits in other plant operations or to enhance the performance

of supplied-air suits would be discussed in the documentation for those operations or enhancement
activities

222 Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund
Comment The EA asserts that during precompaction photoelectric cells on either side of the
precompactor will be connected to safety, shut-off devices that will disable the precompactor ram if
personnel have their hands in the gloves during precompaction EA, p 3-8 Will this mechanism apply
when the grappler/hoist i1s operating?
Response

The grappler hoist is located on a monorail system (not associated with the piston movement of

the precompactor) and 1s operated by controls located on a panel outside of the glovebox and, therefore,
use of the photoelectric cell system does not apply The two functions are spatiaily oriented so that this
type of interiock 1s not appropriate
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223

224

225

226

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that the floor surface and sealant are free of gaps and cracks EA, p 3-6
Provisions should be made for on-going observation of this present commendable status in order to
prevent problems that may arise if and when the SARF and TWS are operating

Response

Standard operating procedures will require routine inspection and maintenance of the SARF and
TWS equipment, the floor, etc  Any problems that are encountered will be corrected An operational
review will be conducted prior to operation Routine inspection and preventive maintenance of the floor
surface and the sealant will be a requirement in the Standard Operating Procedures, and verification will
be a requirement of the operational review

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment Because safe operations of the SARF and TWS depend in part on the safe condition of
the sprinklers and the nuclear criticality controls already in place in building 776 and other storage
buildings, the EA should evaluate such systems and indicate whether they are functroning properly

Response

The sprinklers and the nuclear cnticality controls aiready in place in the existing buldings are
subject to the current Operational Safety Requirements (OSR) which

. maintain surveillance to insure that the system is operating properly A surveillance
program provides for perniodic inspection and confirmation of the proper functioning of
safety protection systems and components,

. mandate that the system will not operate if imiting conditions for operation are not met,

. provide for remedial actions if the system becomes non-functional, and

. program a time penod for operations to shut down and cease if problems develop

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 5-7 It 1s inferred from the EA that the impacts of the SARF are compared to other
current operations and then assessed as increased or decreased risk This infers that the other current
operations are a baseline and are therefore a *safe” level While the SARF can be said to be relatively
better or worse than current operations, | would hesitate to say that because the SARF improves upon
current operations that the SARF is “safe *

Response
The scope of the EA is to analyze the SARF and TWS as a proposed action Since the SARF
improves upon current operations, it will result in less nisk than the no action alternative
Anonymous Commenter 2
Comment The Environmental Assessment should also evaluate the impacts of removing the wastes

(in plastic hiners) from the metal drums prior to compaction Concerns about gas generation and use
of relatively short-lived containers at WIPP may lead to exclusion of metal drums

.
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227

228

Response

Metal drums are necessary to contain the wastes both dunng precompaction and
supercompaction, aithough the poassibilty of using non-corroding metals will be considered as part of
the Waste isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) Test Phase expenmental program Without containenzation, the
soft wastes would spread and disperse horizontally during precompaction and after the mold is removed
duning supercompaction Also, without containers such as 35-gallon drums during supercompaction, the
wastes could not be compressed into a confined contained package such as a puck

The drums used to ship the waste to WIPP are certified DOT-7A containers as required by the
WIPP Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) The waste could not be shipped in plastic iners only As
necessary, prior to disposal at WIPP, the supercompacted pucks could be removed from the 55-gailon
overpack drums and the drums could be recycled, however, this wouid increase waste handling and the
potential for increased radiation exposure to workers

With drum piercing prior to supercompaction and the use of carbon composite filters for venting
air pressure in the overpack drum, gas generation should not create a greater problem in drummed
waste than it would in piastic bagged waste Also considenng that the WIPP-WAC requires DOT-7A
containers, 1t IS not a reasonable alternative for the EA to consider exclusion of metai drums at WiPP

Paula Eilofson - Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians for A Cleaner Colorado

Comment  Its noted that there are no diagrams of hydraulic systems, drains, glove box details,
ducts, or placement of the above It would be useful in assessing this EA to be able to put into
perspective the associated piping, ductwork, and electrical utilities

Response

Diagrams of hydraulic systems, drains, glovebox details, ducts, and their placement in Buildings
776/777, Bulding 374, etc were not included in the EA because they contain Unclassified Controlled
Nuclear information subject to Section 143 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended (42 USC 2168)
and are therefore not available for public dissemination To the extent possible, DOE has attempted to
provide the diagrams necessary for analysis in Figures 3-1 through 3-7 of the EA

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment  Photoelectric cells are noted as safety shutoff devices for disabling the precompactor ram
to protect operator personnei These can be over-ridden or malfunction This has been personally
witnessed a number of imes, several occasions in fact had disastrous consequences for the operator
(at another facility) With this in mind, we would suggest that an aggressive preventative maintenance
program be applied to assure that in fact the photoelectrics are operating as intended

Respons

The photoelectric cell safety feature has been designed so that it can not be overridden
Operation of the cell will be verified on a Preventive Maintenance Order (PMO) schedule, as are all
mechanical devices used at the Rocky Flats Plant Operation of the photoelectric cell indicator hght,
located on the Precompactor Control Console, will also be verified on a PMO schedule This will be
accomplished through the use of a lamp test button located on the console to verty that all console
indicator lights are operational

PMO schedules invoive the routine inspection and change of materials such as oils, hydraulic
fluids, glovebox gloves, etc The schedules help to ensure worker safety and protection of public health
and the environment They also serve to extend the usable Iifetime of mechanical equipment through
routine maintenance PMO schedules are based on, but are more conservative than, manufacturer

2
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recommendations and maintenance spectfications because Rocky Flats Plant operating experience 1s
also considered when establishing the schedules

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Five different manual steps are noted for the TWS operation, yet operator error is not
adequately addressed for the TWS either An automatic kick-out device is noted that wiil reject
unshreddable materials from the shredding chamber, details of the operation of this device are not
given How exactly will unshreddable materials be identified? What criteria will allow the automatic
dentification to occur? Would this be subject to photoelectric, pressure-sensitive detectors, etc ? What
protective devices will prevent the TWS from possible stoppage or breakage should unshreddables get
through?

Response

The automatic kick-out device on the shredder reverses the direction of rotation of the shredder
blades when matenals are introduced to the shredder that will not pass through the blades In addition
to this automatic device, administrative controls will be In place to ensure that only filters and graphite
molds are introduced to the shredder Visual inspection of materials to be shredded will also take place
at the shredder waste entry airlock chamber In the event that unshreddable matenal becomes lodged
in the shredder, the unit will be cleaned manually via a maintenance access panel

23 VENTILATION AND FiLTRATION

231

232

233

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomtield

Comment  As a final matter, the City believes that the integrity of the roof top exhaust system must
be fully evaluated Air monitoring of emissions must also be stepped up prior to the implementation of
the project and that data as well as subsequently collected data should be made available to the public
to ensure that there i1s no negative impact on the environment

Melinda Kassen Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The condition of the present ventilation system in building 776 has not been assessed in
the EA The EA must show that it 1s functioning properly upon a complete evaluation before the
proposed action can be approved

Rich Ferdinandsen
Jefferson County, Colorado

Comment The Board has two major concerns regarding off-site impacts The first is a reaction to
the statement that ‘the only potential exposure to the public from routine operations of the SARF and the
TWS will be from radioactive particulates ermitted from the Building 776 rooftop exhaust vents * (Sec 13)
Although off-site exposure 1s projected to be minimal, it would be our request that air monitoring be
intensified during the early months of use of this new equipment The Governor's Screntific Panel on
Monitoring Systems will soon release its recommendations  An effort to implement those
recommendations dealing with air monitoring should be made before the supercompactor becomes
operational Results of the monitoring should be made public as quickly as possible to assure the
public that the SARF and the TWS are in fact not having a negative impact on air quality off-site
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Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Comnussion

Comment The Supercompactor and TRU Waste Shredder should be constructed so it will have a
totally independent filter and ventilation system There needs to be a separate bank of HEPA filters and
vent system The plan to use the existing ventilation system which holds an extremely large volume of
plutorium 1s careless It demonstrates a total disregard for safety to the workers and the public  This
1s not acceptable It is highly unlikely that the existing system was designed for the added volume of
air the Supercompactor and Waste Shredder will discharge into ttus filter system The current ventiiation
system should not be used unless all the plutonium inside i1s removed

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commussion

Comment The methodology of calculating exposure to worker and the Public did not address the
added impact from having large amounts of plutonium in the ducts also being released in the event of
an accident with the SARF facility Without this being taken into consideration the existing exposure
calculations have no real credibility

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should assess existing ventilation system in Building 776 The SARF would be
connected to the ventilation system in buillding 776 The EA should assure the public that the existing
ventilation system in Building 776 is free of plutonium Before operating the SARF/TWS, DOE should first
address the hazard posed by substantial plutorium accumulations in the air duct, accumulation which
could increase with the operation of the SARF/TWS

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 5-1,2 It s stated that the HEPA filters will be tested to assure efficiency, but can
it then be inferred that releases to the atmosphere can be occurring until the filters are checked?
Shouid not the effluent be constantly monitored to assure quality and the operation shut down
immediately upon determining any problem?

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Our greatest concern 1s with the plutonium in the existing ductwork at Building 776 where
the SARF and TWS are located Before any more gloveboxes are hooked up to this ductwork, 1t should
be cleaned and further contamination should be prevented The cniticality potental of the plutonium
should be assessed to determine If any immediate action should be taken to prevent a criticality

The RFCC is concerned that the supercormpactor will cause excessive pressure on the HEPA
fiters and the glovebox system may not contain the plutorium particles which escape during
compaction This possibility should be thoroughly analyzed before operation

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment The RFCC i1s generally concerned with the qualiity control throughout the whole process
As a mimmum, the State of Colorado’s monitoring system should be installed at the stacks before
operations begin How can we be assured that the HEPA filters are installed and changed regularly?
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What documentation will be prepared to assure the public that proper procedures are being followed?

How can the public be assured that the HEPA filters are capturing the smallest piutonium particles
generated by the SARF and TWS?

Paula Elofson - Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Impacts of construction indicate location of the two units to be in building 776 The main
impacts have been listed as the release of radioactive particulates from rooftop exhaust UNLESS THE
62 POUNDS OF PLUTONIUM IN THE DUCTWORK IS REMOVED prior to construction and addition of
ventilation of the SARF/TWS to the existing ductwork system, this 1s unacceptable proposed action

There will be a considerable volume of particulate matter produced by this operation  If existing holdup
of nuclear matenals is not addressed, this poses an unacceptable risk to both worker and community,
as this will certainly add to the problem

Response To Comments 23 1-23 10

Plutonium has been found in a number of ducts at RFP and a program is underway to remove
plutonium from any duct that has 400 grams or more of piutonium Also, steps will be taken to reduce
future accumulation, and a comprehensive monitoring program is being implemented to monitor any
further accumulation so that accumulation can be addressed before it becomes a probiem With the
exception of one line that feeds into Plenum 250 (which 1s in no way affected or influenced by operation
of the SARF and TWS), the duct assay program has found only small amounts of plutonium in ducts In
Building 776 The measurement program is continuing and will provide more details on the status of
plutonium in ducts  The SARF and TWS will have completely new ductwork that extends to the second
story of Building 776 This ductwork will tie into an elbow just above Plenum 205, which contains four
stages of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters Operation of the SARF and TWS will not impact
or be impacted by any current accumulation of plutonium in ducts at Rocky Flats

The SARF and TWS emissions will be filtered and vented out of Plenum 205 The HEPA filtration
system and the plenum are currently operating at 40 percent capacity With the addition of the SARF
and TWS gloveboxes, the plenum will be operating at approximately 67 percent capacity The existing
glovebox ventilation and filtration system in Builldings 776/777 has adequate capactty for the addition of
the SARF and TWS gloveboxes

As discussed on pages 4-5 and 4-6 of the EA, gases and air from processing gioveboxes, down-
draft tables, and exhaust hoods are filtered through a mimimum of four stages of HEPA filters before
being discharged General room air from process areas passes through a minimum of two stages of
HEPA filters prior to discharge Fiitered air 1s discharged to rooftop ventilation exhausts where flow
measurement totalizers record the rate of airflow

Continuous particulate air samplers operate at a rate of 57 liters (2 cu ft) per minute at each
ventilation exhaust Sample fiiters are analyzed for total long-lived alpha (TLLA) emitters to indicate the
air quality in the work area, the air quality of the emissions, and the efficiency of the air filtration systems
If the TLLA concentration in any sample filter exceeds 0 02 pCi/m®, an investigation I1s conducted to
determine the cause and to implement corrective action

Process area air and the ventilation exhausts are continuousty monitored by selective alpha air
monttors (SAAMs) which are sensitive to the alpha radiation of americium and plutonium for immediate
detection of abnormal condtions At preset alarm levels, the SAAMs actuate a signal to alert buiding
personnel of the elevated radiation and the need for corrective action These monitors are tested and
calibrated routinely to maintain sensitivity

Both the particulate air monitoring and the monitoring by SAAMs are conducted continuously,
negating the need for more frequent monitoring The monitors would indicate if the filters are operating
correctly, or if small plutonium particles are bypassing the fiters The results of airborne effiuent
monitoring are made available to the public in the monthly and annual monitoring reports The reports
descnbe applicable guides and standards, the quality control program, analytical procedures, and the
resuits of the monttoring

“
-
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Append
SARF a

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that workers will operate the SARF through a glove box with an airflow
minimum of 150 ft/min directed into it EA, p 3-5 Does this comply with accepted national standards
for protection against worker exposure? In addition, will the giove box be equipped with a bypass
system? If so, will it be free from the defect in all existing glove boxes at the Plant that has allowed
workers to bypass the prefilter on their own intiative? Finally, will there be shielding (to protect workers
from the gamma radiation associated with Americium) for glove box workers simiiar to that in use at
commercial reprocessing faciiiies in Europe, or will this glove box merely have the amount of shielding
assocrated with the old and inadequate glove boxes presently in use elsewhere at the Plant?

Response

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygierists (ACGIH) provides the most
definitive guidance for air flow rates at open hoods The recommendations in the ACGIH publication
number 19 are for 125 to 150 feet per minute mimimum flows Their more recent recommendations in
publication number 20 are for lower flows but with restrictions on the engineering design of the hood and
air supply The SARF glovebox airiock design i1s based on the upper imit of the recommended range

The glovebox ventlation system does not incorporate a bypass around the prefiter The
estimated environmental impacts are not influenced by the performance of the prefiter All estimates of
environmental releases were performed without consideration of any particulate removal by the prefilter

The SARF glovebox will not be shielded Since none of the drums to be handied in the SARF
have radiation fields high enough, either singly or in combination, to require shielding the glovebox
Durnng the intial design phases of the SARF, a number of European faciities already using
supercompaction were contacted to determine their experience with the process and equipment
Included were the following facilities

. Kfk - Karlsruhe Nuclear Research Center, Karlsruhe, West Germany

. KfA - NUKEM Kartstien Factlity, Hanau, West Germany

. Energy Center for Netherlands, Petten, Netherlands
. Brunsbuttal Power Station, Brunsbuttal, West Germany
. General Electric Mobile Supercompactor, Europe

None of these facilities provide a direct comparison of glovebox design because none of them
have installed the equipment In gioveboxes

European commercial reprocessing facilities are not a good comparison for this operation
because their operations may include handling matenal with much higher levels of radioactivity and much
higher dose leveis than the waste processed to be in the SARF

The other potential source of radioactivity in the gloveboxes will be accumulated contamination
on the inner surfaces of the glovebox and associated equipment The compacting operation performed
n the SARF glovebox will not produce large amounts of dust and contamination buildup will therefore
not be a significant source of radiation exposure Because the shredding that takes place in the TWS
operation Is a dusty operation, the TWS glovebox wili be lead shielded

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment  Section 112 of the Clean Air Act lists certain compounds regulated by NESHAPS Wil the
HEPA fiiters used 1n the waste management process satisfy the NESHAPS requirements with regard to
the,beryllum and radionuclides generated and likely to be found in the emissions at Rocky Flats?

N
N
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Respon

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act hists hazardous matenais of concern whereas EPA regulations
at 40 CFR 61 describe standards applicable to both beryilium (10 grams/day) and radionuclides (effective
dose equivalent 10 milirems/year) HEPA fiiters used in the waste management process are designed

and operated to control the environmental release of these particulate materials to amounts well within
these standards

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Further, the EA states that effluent SAAM’s will alarm *if significant increases in airborne

alpha activity are detected * What i1s considered significant? Wil the operation cease immediately?
What i1s the contingency plan?

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment It 1s stated that an investigation will be conducted to determine the cause of emissions

exceeding 0 20 pCi/m3 What occurs in the mean tme? Do operations cease or simply continue while
the investigation occurs?

Response T mments 2 3 12-2

Page 5-2 of the EA (first partial paragraph fifth line) contains an error which has been corrected
on the errata to the EA contamed in this document as Attachment B  If emissions of non-specific alpha
emitters exceed 0 020 pCi/m’ (not 0 20 pCi/m?), an investigation will be conducted to determine the
cause(s) and the corrective actlon that will be taken There 1S no iImmediate or long-term health hazard
at a release level of 0 02 pCi/m’® For example, 0 02 pCi/m® is more than one hundred times lower than
the most restrictive Derved Arr Concentration recommended by the International Commission on
Radiological Protection (ICRF), without considering the dilution that will occur when the material leaves
the vent and I1s dispersed in the surrounding air If there i1s a potential health risk, the necessary
operations will be shut down untif the problems are corrected

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Finally, | question whether or not the proposed action have as little impact on air and water

quality as the EA suggests Are the HEPA filters as effective as claimed for the particle size released
during supercompaction?

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment  Airventilation is referred to in reference to the TWS as being ducted to 776 glovebox vent
systems, filtered through four stages of HEPA filters Again, we would emphasize inefficiency of HEPA's
and lack of characterization of the particle size distribution in impact to local environment

\

Response to Comments 23 15-23 16

Particles released during supercompaction are expected to be in the same size range as particles
released by other routine operations at RFP, which are effectively collected on HEPA filters The most
Iikely source of air contamination is the handiing of contaminated waste inside the glovebox This type
of air contamination I1s similar to contamination produced by other operations for which the HEPA
fitration system has proven highly effective
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The particle sizes of plutomum and plutonium aerosols generated in chemical operations fall
within the range of the size of maximum penetration for HEPA filters, 0 07 to 0 3 um for light scattenng
mean diameter, the size of maximum penetration for high density particulates such as plutonium s
substantially higher The aerodynamic mean diameter of plutonium particles formed by condensation
is thought to be between 0 4 and 0 7 um A HEPA filter by definition has a maximum filter efficiency for
factor acceptance of 99 97 percent for 0 3-um particles This is verfied by using a dioctylphthalate
(DOP) monodisperse test Each filter 1s further tested when installed to an efficiency of 99 9 percent
using a cold DOP test to 0 8 yum

Problems associated with handling and installing these filters, and design characteristics that do
not allow post-installation (in-place) testing of some of the older systems have prompted DOE to
establish the following performance crednt critena 0 0010 penetration (99 9 percent efficiency) for in-
place testable stages and 0 0020 penetration (99 8 percent efficiency) for stages not testable in-place

Research indicates that maximum filter penetration by plutonium oxide (PuQ,) aerosol was
observed between 02 and 04 ¢m with particle of sizes larger and smaller than those having lower
penetration (1 e, greater penetration) Hence, the composite fiter reduction factor 1s approximately
8x107'? (99 9 percent for the first stage, and 99 8 percent for the three subsequent stages) for particles
falling within the ranges of particles found at RFP  (References ERDA 76-21, "Nuclear Aircleaning
Handbook®, and LA 65486, “Performance of Multiple HEPA Filters Against Plutonium Aerosols")

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment HEPA filter systems are listed as the main control, it was assumed these are the existing

systems for buildings 776/777 If they are new systems, that fact should be stated This also make a
difference in the permitting requirements for the APCD

Response

The HEPA filter system that would be used to control particulate emissions from Buildings
776/777, are the existing HEPA filtration systems The SARF liquid collection ring, 4-iter tank, pump and
associated filters will be enclosed in the supercompactor glovebox All emissions will be vented through
the glovebox exhaust which s filtered through a glovebox prefilter and then a four-stage existing HEPA
filter system at Plenum 205 The annular hiquid coilection tank is vented through four stages of HEPA
filters 1in Plenum 207, and the fiberglass iquid coliection tanks are vented through individual tank HEPA
filters and two stages of HEPA filters in Plenum 250 (Refer to response to Comments 28 1-283 fora
description of the liquid collection system )

The TWS glovebox is also vented through the glovebox exhaust which 1s prefitered and then
through four stages of HEPA filters at Plenum 205

Only the SARF glovebox and TWS glovebox prefiters are new filtration systems that will be
connected to the existing ventilation and filtration systems in Buildings 776/777

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment The TRU Waste Shredder (TWS) which shreds graphite molds and HEPA filters will create
high levels of particulate emissions In this portion of the document, no control 1s listed In section
4 2 3, Air Quality, there I1s a short reference to HEPA filter control This should be included in the early
portion and expanded to provide complete information on the control used for the TWS

Response

TWS emissions will be fiitered by the same HEPA filtration system as used for SARF emissions
The glovebox containing the TWS will tie directly into the existing glovebox ventilation system in Building
776 Configuration and volume modifications will not be required This ventilation system Is routed
through four stages of high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) fiters in series The air pressure nside the
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glovebox wiil always be kept at a negative pressure with respect to areas outside of the gloveboxes so
that airflow will always be in the direction of increasing contamination The areas outside of the glovebox
will vent to the two stages of HEPA filtration now existing for these areas The areas will be kept at a
negative pressure with respect to surrounding non-process areas

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

Comment HEPA filters are excellent for control of particulates, however, they are not an adeguate
control for gaseous emissions There will be a number of different gases emitted from this process
which appear to be totally uncontrolled

Response

The environmental consequences of gaseous emissions of hazardous materials were calculated
as part of the EA The assumptions made for this calculation are very conservative leading to an
estimate of the upper hmit for environmental effects rather than a realistic evaluation of the likely
consequences The conservative assumptions include the following

. Releases from the SARF are assumed using the estimated annual throughput of drums
containing four categories of TRU mixed waste The TRU mixed waste categories include
combustible waste, metal waste, filter waste, and glass waste

. Typical drums are assumed to contain ail of the hazardous maternials known to occur In
the identified waste types and at their respective maximum concentrations

. All organic matertais contained in each drum are assumed to be released in vapor form
through the ventilation system to the environment during shredding, precompaction, or
supercompaction

. The estimated potential volatile emissions from filter waste shredded in the TWS are

included in the SARF calculations

. Ali of the mercury 15 assumed to be released to the SARF glovebox in particulate form
To account for that which may exist as vapor or that which may be vaporized during
compaction, it is assumed that the amount passing through the HEPA filters is increased
by a factor of ten for mercury

. Except for the lead contained in glass, almost all other lead being compacted Is in the form
of lead metal The calculations assume one percent of the metal becomes airborne inside
the glovebox

The composition of hazardous chemicals expected to be released annually under normal operations 1s
provided in Table 5-10 of the EA Table 5-10 also provides an estimate of the upperbound quantities of
annual chemical releases and a hazard assessment of their significance

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Section 13, Impacts of Operation — States air quality impacts will be measured by
particulate samplers in the stacks No specifics are provided on sampler type Later in section 412
they discuss samplers but they only cover radioactive components and not the broad spectrum of
compounds which may be emitted

Response

The sample tube is affixed to a particulate filter holder and connected to the central exhaust
system A continuous stream of effluent 1s drawn through the filter for testing The fiiter 1s changed out
twice per week, and each sample i1s individually analyzed for total long-lved alpha activity Individual

-
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samples are composited once per month into a single sample for isotopic analysis Radionuclides and
beryllium are the primary contaminants of concern in sampling The air pollution emission notice and
emission permit process under the Colorado Air Quality Control Act will serve to identify any additional
monttoring/control needs for other compounds Table 5-10 of the EA provides the composition of
hazardous chemicals expected to be released annually under normal operations

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Release of gases, chemicals, and radionuclides on a "routine* basis is not addressed
Response

On a routine basis, as discussed in response to Comments 2 3 1-2 3 10, total long-lived alpha
emissions from the SARF and TWS will be maintained below 0 02 pCi/m’, and as discussed In response
to Comment 2 3 12, berylhum emissions will be maintained below 10 grams per day and radionuclides
will be maintained below the effective dose equivalent 10 milirems per year As stated on page 1-4 of
the EA, the calculated exposure to a hypothetlcal individual located at the RFP site boundary during all
SARF and TWS operating hours will be 1 x 10°'° rem/year, which is approximately one billionth of the
applicable DOE limits as well as one billionth that received from natural background radiation

Table 5-10 of the EA itemizes the maximum annual releases of hazardous chemicals to the
environment

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Rad/onucllde air concentrations are broadly stated to be maintained to concentrations
less than 020 pCi/m* Considering momitoring deficiencies, this appears at best to be a statement of
overconfidence, without sufficient current state-of-the-art characterization of emissions data

Response

As reponed in the annual monitoring reports for RFP, emissions are routinely maintained below
0020 pCi/m* The annual monttoring reports also define the applicable guides and standards, the
analytical procedures and the quaiity control that 1s used during monitoring and analysis

As discussed in response to Comment 2 3 14, there is no Immediate or long-term health hazard
at a release level of 0 02 pCi/m’

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The reference to exhaust effluent sampling and alarm systems 1s not particularly reassuring
considering the deficiencies noted by many assessment teams as well as the Scientific Panel on
Monitoring Systems None of the sampling addresses volatiization of particulates or particle size
distribution, or gases for that matter The alarm system has been known to have many failures both in
annunciation and in operator ‘failure® of shutting them off due to constant false alarms

Response ,

The alarms associated with the vent particulate air samplers identified in Section 5 1 5 of the EA,
function pnmarly to warn the building personnel that an unexpected change has occurred In the
radicactive particulates being released from the vent The change may or may not involve the SARF
or TWS The response to the alarm I1s to determine where the increased activity may have onginated and
take appropnate steps to correct the situation The fixed air samplers on the vent provide a redundant
sample of vent releases Although these samplers do not have an alarming function, analysis of the
filters provides tigher sensitivity monitoring of the releases

-
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Page 5-2 of the EA (first partial paragraph fifth line) contains an error the 0 20 pCi/m”® shouid be
002 pCi/m’ (refer to Attachment B, Errata) Thus, if emissions of non-specific alpha emitters exceed
0 020 pCi/m’, an investigation wiil be conducted to determine the cause(s) and the corrective actton that
will be taken There is no immediate or long-term health hazard at a release level of 0 02 pCi/m’

Under operating conditions, volatilization of particulates does not occur with any of the
radionuclides known in the wastes No monttoring of gasses Is indicated by releases from the SARF or
TWS processing As demonstrated in Section 5 1 4 3, the nsks assoctated with the potential hazardous
chemical releases from SARF and TWS operation are not significant

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Venting of gases from waste containers has not been adequately addressed Do storage
areas have gas detection devices to monitor concentrations and buildups that are hazardous? What
about operator error and gas hazard controls? Dust control measures are not adequately addressed
either The air exchange noted for the glovebox area may not be adequate to handle the dust generated
and/or gases and/or volatiles generated by this operation Resuspension of contaminates IS
addressed, but actual levels, testings, studies are not cited The percent of materials that will be the
sigrificant cause of airborne contamination appears to be incredibly downplayed 5% is not a realistic
projection No dispersion 1s ASSUMED after release from the vents for ‘no significant impact’, but it is
well known that in fact RESUSPENSION 1s a tremendous problem in the immediate environs of the RFP

There needs to be an honest attempt to address this problem taking into account the accumulative state

of the problem, along with the generation of sub-micron particles that will be come part of the
resuspension from this operation

Response

Gas generation Issues associated with storage of supercompacted waste are no different than
those associated with non-supercompacted waste forms All drums will be vented via carbon filters and
all storage areas will be provided with adequate ventilation, such that gases (particularly hydrogen) are
not expected to bulld up to dangerous levels The storage areas do not have gas detection devices, but
will be RCRA permrtted to store the subject waste and undergo periodic inspection Furthermore, a
Waste Drum Gas Sampling Program was completed in March 1989 at Rocky Flats and indicated that
hydrogen gas concentrations were weil below flammable/explosive levels

The commenter incorrectly states that the EA concludes there are no significant impacts from
routine operation because it assures no dispersion after release from the vents The EA (p 5-13)
estimates maximum exposure to RFP workers at other facilities assuming no dispersion (dilution) This
approach will overstate arborne contamination levels and resulting worker exposure With this
conservatism, occupational impacts are predicted to remain insignificant

Concerns regarding resuspension of plutonium particles are recognized by Rocky Flats Leaking
cutting oil drums were the primary source for soit contamination at the 903 Pad Area By 1969,
contaminated soil was removed and the area was stabilized with an asphalt pad Durning this period and

continuing today, the air at the 903 Pad and in the Denver area are continuously monitored for airborne
Pu/soll particles At no time since the 1871 completion of the drum storage clean—up. has the Pu
concentration exceeded the DOE "Derved Concentration Guide® of 20 x 107*° Ci/m?, even at the source
area The average activity concentration of airborne Pu at the plant boundary is005x107** Ci/m* This
compares with an average radon concentration of 110,000 x 10”*° Ci/m® in the United States Predicted
accident impacts to the public from supercompactor and shredder operation, as presented in Tables 5-
6 through 5-8, account for resuspension of contaminants due to the postulated accidents The analysis
methodology 15 summarized in Appendix D (page D-14) of the EA

Particulate (dust) control measures from operation of the supercompactor and shredder are
presented in Section 5 1 1 of the EA High efficiency particulate air (HEPA) fiiters are used to control
pamculate emissions The resulting impacts are insignificant (A maximum annual individual exposure of
2 x 107! rem) and are presented in Section 5141 The EA uses the best available information to
estimate that five percent of the matenal becomes arrborne within the glovebox during shredding
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operations Use of a higher value will not aiter the analyses outcome that the resulting 1mpacts are
insignificant.  Cited issues by the commenter regarding resuspension also do not aiter the EA
conclusions regarding the impacts from routine operation of the supercompactor and shredder

REPACKAGING

Eugene J. Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment does not fully address the risks associated with the
transportation and handling of the existing waste containers This 1s a significant failing because of
past experiences with these old containers (e g, incorrect labeling, questionable integrity of the inner
liners, and leaky containers) At the very least, DOE must develop and implement rigorous procedures
to ensure absolute containment of the material during these operations Again, the transportation and
handling 1s important to the City because 1t will occur within the Walnut Creek watershed Accidents
occurring during these operations pose an immediate threat to Great Western Reservoir

Rich Ferdinandsen
Jetterson County, Colorado

Comment The Board of County Commussioners is particularly concerned about the safety of workers
dunng the repackaging of previously packaged waste (Sec 313) The volume of TRU-waste has
accumulated across the plant site under previously inadequate practices and procedures Transporting
this waste to Building 776 for compacting and shredding and for repackaging in safer containers
appears hazardous old containers have been unreliable, contents labels have at times been erroneous,
the integrity of the inner bags used for soft waste has been questionable, and the waste boxes have not
always proven adequate Although this part of the SARF project is a non-routine short term repackaging
effort, it has the potential for jeopardizing the safety of the workers and the environment A complete
plan for this operation including protection for workers and the environment should be formulated

Response To Comments 24 1-242

As discussed on page 3-2 of the EA, during the intial SARF operating period, an estimated
maximum of approximately 15,000 cubic feet of TRU and TRU-mixed wastes will be removed from RCRA
permitted storage areas, repackaged, and supercompacted concurrently with the normal waste
production feed to the SARF These wastes were generated within approximately the last 5 years, and
have been continuously stored within buildings at RFP, since generation All of the containers of waste
were analyzed by non-destructive assay (NDA) drum counting process after generation prior to storage
As explained on page 3-29 of the EA, dunng the NDA drum counting process, the containers are sealed
with a tamper indicating device, and the container is labeled 1n addition, all waste containers are visually
inspected for integrity to ensure absolute containment of the matenials Transportation and container
handhing will be conducted in compliance with established standard operating and safety procedures

In compliance with RCRA (40 CFR 265 15) and Standard Operating Procedures, all RCRA storage
areas are inspected on weekly schedules Any potential container problems are routinely resolved before
they become significant

Pnor to transfer of existing wastes from the RCRA permitted storage areas, the waste containers
will be visually examined to detect any leaking material, labeling problems, etc |f any waste container
is found to have problems, the problems will be corrected prior to movement of the container for
repackaging Depending on the problems, corrective action could consist of correctly labeling the
container, controlling any container leaks by overpacking into a larger container, and cleaning up any
spiled matenals The storage areas will be routinely inspected and maintained pursuant to Standard
Operating Procedures to maintain compliance with RCRA  In addtion, Standard Operating Procedures
and verification forms will be used to assure proper transfer and repackaging of the wastes and to assure
protection of the workers and the environment

- ~
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Prior to repackaging, the drums that will receve the wastes will be inspected for integrity if a
drum does not pass the quality control inspection, it wil be rejected and wil not be used for
repackaging

During staging prior to supercompaction or shredding of the wastes, all waste containers will be
inspected for damage, leaking contents, correct labeling, etc Any discrepancies will be recorded, and
resoived

All shredded and supercompacted wastes will be placed in Department of Transportation
approved drums The drums will be visually inspected prior to their use

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that during repackaging the 55-gallon drums of waste will be transferred

to the Advanced Size Reduction Facility EA, p 3-20 How will the drums be transferred?
Response

The Advanced Size Reduction Facility i1s located within the same room and adjacent to the
supercompactor Drums will be transferred manually or by forklift from one process area to the other

George Hvoroka
City of Westminster

Comment The handling of the wastes necessary for shredding and repackaging also increase the
risk to workers and neighboring citizens

Response

As discussed on page 3-15 of the EA, all of the TWS equipment except the downdraft table will
be located in a single-walled, lead-shielded glovebox The glovebox will protect the workers from the
radiological hazards associated with the shredding of wastes As discussed on page 4-5 and 4-6 of the
EA, gases and arr from the processing gloveboxes, downdraft tables and exhaust hoods are fiitered
through a minimum of four stages of HEPA filters before being discharged The ventilation exhausts
are continuously monitored by particulate air samplers and selective alpha air monitors

As discussed on page 3-20 and 3-21, stored wastes would be repackaged in the Advanced Size
Reduction Faciity (ASRF) and the Size Reduction Vault during the intial SARF operating period
Personnel working tn the ASRF will be required to wear full-face mask respiratory protection, and as is
currently required, personnel working in the Size Reduction Vault will be required to use supplied air
suts Entrances to the ASRF and the Size Reduction Vault are controlled by airlocks Like gloveboxes,
the air pressure inside the ASRF and the Size Reduction Vauit 1s always kept at a negative pressure with
respect to areas outside of these facilities so that airflow i1s always in the direction of increasing
contamination Air vented from the ASRF and the Size Reduction Vaulit is ducted to the existing glovebox
ventilation control system in Buldings 776/777 The air is filtered through four stages of HEPA filters in
series prior to release to the atmosphere

Operation of the TWS and waste repackaging are not predicted to significantly increase the nsk
to workers or to neighbornng citizens
John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 3-8 - Multiple repackaging increases worker exposures As already packaged
wastes have to be handled again, SARF will increase worker exposure Only when SARF 1s handling
the newly generated wastes without multiple repackaging will the worker exposure be reduced The
ASR aspects of SARF may reduce worker exposure from the onset
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Response

The SARF will provide a net reduction in worker exposure to external radiation as well as a
reduction of the potential for internal exposures by eliminating a process that requires the use of
supplied-air suts The waste output of SARF Is also more compact, permitting more efficient waste
handling, transportation, and use of storage space To maximize these benefits, it is proposed to
process existing wastes Proposed repackaging efforts are descnbed in Section 3 1 3 (page 3-20) of the
EA Associated occupational impacts are presented in Section 5 1 4 (page 5-13) and are predicted to
be small (less than 0 5 person-rem)

WASTE CHARACTERIZATION AND COMPATIBILITY

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment DOE ntends to process both combustible and non-combustible wastes by
supercompaction The EA states that the waste types will be separated into designated drums at the
point of generation, but it is unclear how this will be accomplished and what quality assurance process
exists to ensure that such waste separation occurs EA, p 3-1 The EA should explain further how DOE
intends to ensure that such separation occurs In addition, the potential risks of mistakenly combining

these wastes types during the entire waste management process must be considered to provide
sufficrent contingency planning

Mehnda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment This EA fails to consider the consequences and risks of incompatible wastes mistakenly
supercompacted in the same drum Such risks may require additional precautions and must be

considered to present a complete analysis of the risks associated with the commencement of operations
of the SARF/TWS

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment How can we be assured that incompatihle wastes are not mixed?

Response To Comments 251-253

Waste segregation will be conducted in compliance with Standard Operating Procedures and
RCRA which require personnel training, recordkeeping, contingency plans, quality assurance audits,
and emergency procedures Waste identification, segregation, and administrative controls are discussed
in Section3 152 and in Section3 153 As stated in Section 3 1 5 3, waste characternization procedures
provide the operator with the information needed to avold mixing incompatible wastes

As shown in Table 3-2 of the EA, the TRU-mixed waste forms to be supercompacted in the SARF
contain 1,1,1 tnchloroethane, carbon tetrachlonde, 1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane, methylene
chionde, lead and mercury As shown in the table, TRU glass waste (Waste Form Number 118) contains
all six contaminants which are compatible Therefore, there would be no significant risk if the wastes
were to be mistakenly combined durning the waste management process

As discussed on page 3-41 of the EA, the TWS is proposed to shred the TRU graphite waste and
filter waste |If these two waste forms were to be mistakenly combined, there would be no potential
incompatibiity nisks However, any TRU graphite waste that became contaminated with TRU-mixed
waste would then ttself become TRU-mixed waste and would require appropriate storage and disposal

~
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Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmentat Defense Fund

Comment Figure 3-1 diagrams TRU and TRU-mixed waste process flow EA, p 3-2 From this
diagram, 1t is clear that DOE has assumed a specific economic discard level for the purpose of
performing the analysis contained in the EA What effect, if any, will the recent ruling, wherein the
federal district court held that so-called residues at Rocky Flats are in fact RCRA-regulated waste if
they contain hazardous as well as transuranic waste, in Sterra Club’s suit against DOE have on the
assumptions DOE has made which assumptions underiie the facts presented in this chart? If residues
are supercompacted, what are the increased risks associated with use of the technology at Rocky Flats?

Response

Residues are not proposed to be treated in the SARF or the TWS, therefore there will be no
impacts from the supercompaction of residues Accordingly, the district court decision does not impact
the proposed action or affect Figure 3-1 or the EA There will be no increased risk because residues will

not be supercompacted pursuant to the proposed action as contained in the EA and the proposed
FONSI

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that Rocky Flats rates of waste production have been reduced over the
past few years EA, p 3-3 However, both DOE and contractor personnel have intimated that such
reduction is not actually a gross reduction in generated waste volume but simply a reduction in the
amount of TRU and TRU-mixed wastes as compared to Low Level, Low Level-mixed and pure hazardous
waste If the latter characterization is correct, does DOE intend to use the SARF to reduce the volumes
of these other types of waste as well? Why, or why not? In addition, with expected arms-control
agreements, nuclear weapon production will further decrease DOE must consider in the EA the need
for the SARF and TWS based on a scenarto in which DOE achieves a continued reduction of TRU and
TRU-mixed wastes

Anonymous Commenter 2

Comment The Environmental Assessment should also evaluate the potental use of the
Supercompactor and Shredder to reduce the volume of the existing backiog of low level mixed waste
prior to imtiating its use on TRU waste The Rocky Flats Plant currently has nowhere to dispose of low
level mixed waste and could reach its allowed interim RCRA storage limit within the next year, possibly
even before TRU mixed if the plutonium operation suspension 1s extended Compaction of the low
level mixed first could provide a couple years grace period before the waste limit 1s reached and would

not prevent subsequent use for TRU mixed, but once used for TRU mixed the machines might not be
able to be used for low level

Response To Comments 255-256

The SARF and TWS are proposed to treat only TRU and TRU-mixed wastes as identrfied in the
EA The treatment of other materials 1s not proposed The SARF and TWS can efficiently reduce the
TRU and TRU-mixed waste volumes at the Rocky Flats Plant concurrently with continued reduction in
waste production In the future, the DOE may decide to supercompact low-level and/or low-level mixed
wastes If this decision 1s made, appropriate NEPA revisions and/or analysis will be conducted

\

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment What procedure will be used to prevent drums which previously held soft TRU-MIXED
waste processed in the Supercompactor from being used for TRU waste storage? Procedures should

4

-

Appendix F Response to Comments July 1990
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment Page 2-20




258

26

261

be established to prevent TRU waste from being contaminated with other mixed waste hazards through
this method

Response

Pursuant to RCRA (40 CFR 261 7), the regulations for residues of hazardous wastes in empty
containers will be complied with through the implementation of Standard Operating Procedures To
prevent contamination of the drums, the drums wiil be lined with not less than two layers of plastic
liners The hiners will be treated as TRU-mixed waste If the liners have leaked, the drum will be
adequately decontaminated with wipes moistened with a decontaminating solution The used wipes
will be disposed of as TRU-mixed waste If the drum cannot be adequately decontaminated, it will be
labelled and restricted to only contain TRU-mixed waste, or it will be appropnately disposed

Paula Elotson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The economic discard hmits (EDLs) for solids, sludges, slurries, aqueous liquids, and
other forms of waste generated at the RFP are not listed Please provide this information The waste
classification system is notable and appreciated What quaity control/assurance measures will be
taken to ensure compiliance with IDCs and compatbilities? If there 1s heavy reliance on visual inspection
for this phase of operation, what QA will be followed? Will actual testing of matenals occur from time
to time to confirm content, and what frequency?

Response

In reference to economic discard limits (EDLs) as discussed on page 3-29, EDLs are based on
the economics of treating various solids, sludges, slurnes, liquids and other forms of materials generated
at RFP to recover plutonium The treatment costs which establish the various EDLs vary considerably
depending on the form of material (1 e, solid, sludge, or liquid), the applicable treatment method, and
other factors Therefore, there are numerous EDLs for the various matenals generated at RFP, and these
EDLs change in response to new plutonium recovery technologies and plutonium supply and demand
economics When the plutonium concentration 1s determined to be below the EDL, the matenal 1s
considered to be a waste

The maximum plutonum limits for compacting in the SARF (50 grams per drum) and the
maximum plutonium limits for shredding in the TWS (100 grams per drum) are well below the economic
discard levels for these matenals Therefore, an indepth analysis and discussion of EDLs are not relevant
to the proposed action and its impacts

As discussed In response to Comments 25 1-2 5 3, waste segregation will be conducted in
compliance with Standard Operating Procedures and RCRA which require personnel training,
recordkeeping, and quality assurance audits Specifically, 40 CFR 265 15 establishes general inspection
requirements Due to the nature of the materials, it Is not feasible to actually test the matenals to confirm
content

GAS GENERATION

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry

Environmental Defense Fund

Comment DOE has expressed its intent on innumerable occasions that it expects to emplace in
WIPP for permanent disposal the waste now proposed for compaction in the SARF In DOE’s Final
Suppiemental Environmental Impact Statement for WIPP (the SEIS), the authors state that
supercompaction ‘may increase’ radiolytic gas generation due to the compaction form and that
corrosion gas generation will increase if drums are compacted whole, due to the increased metal
content of the waste SEIS, p 6-23. On the other hand, the EA claims that "supercompaction of TRU
wastes has no impact on the maximum rate of gas generation from radiolytic decay," notwithstanding
the fact that the total gas generated per drum may increase EA, p 5-3 through 5-7 DOE must explain

-
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in the EA the apparent inconsistency between these statements and the derivation of each We must
know the actual effects of the proposed supercompaction on gas generation prior to implementing the
proposed action, otherwrse, DOE could be “stuck” with supercompacted waste which 1s not acceptable
for emplacement at WIPP

Response

The Environmental Assessment (page 5-4) states that the maximum rate of gas generation from
radiolytic degradation, evaluated per cune of radionuciide, will not be increased by supercompaction,
however, the rate of gas generation may remain constant for a longer period of time than for non-
supercompacted waste forms Because there Is no increase in the amount of plutonium In the waste,
the total theoretical gas generation potential from radiolytic degradation will not increase, although the
gas generation under dry conditions may Increase shightly The WIPP SEIS (page 6-22) states that
compaction "might increase corrosion-generated gases If drums are compacted whole* It should be
noted that the DOE 1s preparing to enter the Test Phase at WIPP, the principal focus of which is to
characternze gas generation potential as a result of corrosion, radiolysis, and bactenal action The Test
Phase (approximately five years) I1s designed to determine the need for future TRU waste processing
and/or engineerning requirements, including modification of existing practices, if necessary The volume
of supercompacted waste that could be produced at RFP over the next five years (1 e , prior to decisions
regarding potential alternative processing requirements for wastes to be emplaced in WiPP) would be
approximately one percent to two percent of WIPP's total waste disposal capacity In the event that the
Test Phase results indicate that supercompacted wastes would require further treatment prior to disposal,
the waste could be retnevea for such treatment In general, gas generation in supercompacted wastes
would not have a signiicant impact on overall gas generation due to the limited quantity of
supercompacted waste Furthermore, the small volume of supercompacted waste scheduled to be
placed in the WIPP reposttory during the Test Phase will be fully retrievable, as addressed in the WIPP
Waste Retnieval Plan In summary, the DOE believes that the amount of waste that could be
supercompacted at RFP during the Test Phase is not significant in terms of the total performance of the
WIPP and, if necessary, additional treatment measures could be implemented

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The fact that total gas generation per drum will increase as a resuit of supercompaction
means that a resulting explosion would be more severe The EA falls to consider the effects of
increased gas per drum DOE must consider the environmental consequences of such an accident
as well as any increased environmental impacts that could result from testing conducted with
supercompacted barrels, particularly as such experiments reveal the adequacy of the proposed vents
for the drums

Response

As summarnized In Table 5-4 of the Environmental Assessment, a screening analysis was
performed of potential accidents which may occur during the operation of the SARF and TWS It was
determined that impacts from a potential exploston would be bounded by other accidents considered
in the analysis As discussed in the response to Comment 2 6 10, supercompacted waste gas generation
rates will be well within the maximum values for non-compacted waste Consequently, the standard
carbon filters which are used for non-compacted wastes will have adequate flow capacity to vent
supercompacted wastes |t is also noted that the supercompaction process will tend to rupture any
bags or containers within the waste matrix This will enhance venting of the waste matrix and minimize
the accumulation of gases within the drum of supercompacted waste

-
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Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should provide more details about carbon filtering

The EA states that drums of supercompacted waste will be equipped with carbon filters This
plan raises a number of questions If the drums are submerged in water, will water flow into the drums?
if yes, how will this affect the waste? If a filter malfunctioned, what kinds of releases would resuit from
a typical drum? |s the iikelihood of a release from a drum with a filter greater than that from an existing
drum? Would a drum with a fiter be more susceptible to damage from fire?

John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

Comment  Section 3 14, transport portion - filters for vents on drums and SWBs are mentioned,
however, the filter media is not listed It may assume the carbon composite filter mentioned in section
5132 s used for this control The information should be included in all references to assure
acceptable control

Pauia Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment  Filtered vents are referred to for drums and SWBs, yet rad releases due to release of
waste gases IS not extrapolated

Response To Comments 263-265

The TRU Waste Compliance Program requires each drum of waste to be equipped with a carbon
compostte filter to permit venting of gases while retaining radioactive materials This requirement IS not
unique to drums of supercompacted waste The stainless steei filter housing will be screwed into the
bung hole located on the id of each DOT-7A drum The filter housing will be similar in durability to a
standard bung hole plug The drum lid will be placed on the overpack drum immediately after it is
loaded with supercompacted waste The drum lid will be sealed to the drum by a gasket to assure that
all gas pressure will be vented through the filter

The filter matenials to be used are carbon-carbon compostte high efficiency particulate air (HEPA)
fiters These filters trap radionuclides while allowing gases such as hydrogen to pass through The filter
element 1s 90 percent porous by volume Due to the nature of this fibrous matenal, the filter element can
withstand greater particle loading without an increase in air flow resistance than either paper or sintered
metal filter media This carbon composite Is resistant to radiation and acid damage and continues to
function when exposed to moisture The filters exhibit a fitering efficiency of greater than 99 97 percent
when tested with a 0 3 micron dioctylphthalate smoke particle (NFT Incorporated, undated brochure,
"Nuclear Filters,” Golden, Colorado) Each filter 1s individually tested and certified prior to use

In tests conducted by Mound Laboratory, the filters were approved for use in DOT-7A containers
DOT-7A containers must meet the requirements of 49 CFR 173 465, 173 466, and 178 350, which require
the containers to pass a water spray test, a free drop test and other tests The DOT has approved the
filters that are to be used on RFP waste containers for waste containers that are to be disposed at WIPP

Since each filter will be tested and certified prior to use, considering that the filters will be
contained 1n a steel housing and there are no moving parts, and considenng that the filters have been
approved for use in DOT-7A containers, filter malfunctions are not anticipated

If a fiiter were to malfunction, the releases are expected to be approximately the same as that
created by the maifunctioning of a standard bung hole cap The likelihood of an uncontrolled release
from a drum with a filter is expected to be no greater than that from a drum without a filter, except the
fiter would allow the release of gas pressure A drum with a fiter and containing supercompacted
waste would not be more susceptible to water leaching constituents or damage from a fire, due to the
mimmal void space for oxygen or water in the puck, and due to the barriers of the compressed puck

«
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and the overpack drum Considenng the steel housing encasing the filter, the drum would not be more
susceptible to damage from a fire The fiiters can be equipped to contain a Gore-Tex membrane to
prevent the inflow of water, however, the fiiters to be used at RFP are not proposed to be equipped with
such membranes, because there 1s minimal potential for the drums to be immersed in water, and the
membranes are not a requirement of the WIPP-WAC or the TRU Waste Compliance Program

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 5-5 — Bacterial degradation is said not to have any impact because the mechanism
is slow Howevaer, what if the WIPP does not apen or the opening of WIPP 1s delayed for some time?
The waste will then be stored at the RFP until a home 1s found Query If the waste is stored at the
RFP for some time, then would not bacterial degradation begin to become a concern? If so, then what
are the consequences?

Respon

Several different types of microorganisms have the potential to cause gas production from
bactenal degradation of organic matenal Aerobic bacteria, which are the most likely microorganisms
to be present, will deplete oxygen and produce CO, The production of CO, does not constitute an
explosive /flammable hazard, therefore the relative speed of the process is not a concern either at WIPP
or at RFP The waste containers will be provided with carbon filter vents to preciude any significant
pressure differentials within the containers and ambient conditions

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment The RFCC is concerned that sparks will be generated during the piercing process to
release gases from the drums before compaction These sparks could ignite the gases in the drum
and increase the risk of fire in the glovebox and release plutonium particles to the environment

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Another opportunity for possible explosive consequences is the apphcation of drum-
plercing operations with the hard waste drums

Response To Comments 267-26 8

Sparks will rarely be generated due to the drum piercing design If a spark is generated, several
factors preclude potential ignition of any gases Prior to drum plercing, soft wastes will be manually
sorted In a glovebox and placed into a 35-gallon drum located on the precompactor This operation
will vent off any accumulation of gases that would be affected by the piercing process Hard waste wiil
not be sorted prior to piercing, however, they will have recently been placed into 35-gallon drums,
minimizing the period of ime for any gases to accumulate Furthermore, a waste drum gas sampling
program was completed in March 1989 for both soft and hard waste forms It indicated that hydrogen
gas concentrations were well below flammable/explosive levels As summarized in Table 54 of the
Environmental Assessment, a screening analysis of potential accidents determined that the impacts from
an explosion would be bounded by other accidents considered in the analysis

N
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269 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Section 5§ 13 1, Gas Generation Mechanisms — While removal of liquids will decrease
chemical reactions, it will not eliminate them as inferred in the document The high pressures caused
by compaction and higher temperatures generated will create additional breakdowns leading to
additional reactions Also in this section, reference i1s made to a KfK study but it fails to name the type
of material used, 1 e, was i1t the same material used at Rocky Flats or was it totally different? This lack
of information makes the referenced resuits questionable

Respons

The SARF unit will not be operated under elevated temperatures or pressure Waste compacted
in the SARF will be punctured to allow gas pressure to remain at approximately atmospheric throughout
compaction In addtion, the compaction occurs over approximately a two-minute period, preventing
any rapid pressure increases in the drum It 1s not expected that any chemical reaction will occur
during the compaction process

The compaction process will generate very Iittle heat |n addition, the system has been designed
to manage any heat generated from the operation of the equipment Heat exchangers will be provided
to cool the hydraulic fluid in both the precompactor and the supercompactor These heat exchangers
will be focated outside the SARF glovebox and will tie into an existing process cooling water line Heat
dissipation in the glovebox wiil be provided by the ventilation system, which has been designed for 30
air changes per hour The glovebox exhaust will be vented through an existing HEPA-filtered ventilation
exhaust system The exhaust filter plenums are protected with automatic and manual deluge sprinkier
systems

Furthermore, the system 1s designed to safeguard against fires Reviews for fire safety were
part of the SARF design process Fire safety mechanisms include

. The SARF glovebox will be fully equipped with a sprinkler system connected to the plant
fire alarm system

. The hydraulic fluid to be used in the supercompactor will have a high flash point (500°F)

. Compaction will take place within a § 5 inch thick hardened steel compaction chamber

. The processes external to the glovebox will be protected by an automatic wet-pipe
suppression system in addmtion to manual fire fighting equipment

. Glovebox overheat detectors will be provided inside the SARF glovebox, spaced at 10
foot intervals These detectors will be connected to the plant alarm system and will be
set at 190°F

The material supercompacted at KfK (Kernforshungszentrum Karsruhe) was radioactively
contaminated wastes which contained copper, iron, and chlonnated hydrocarbons As stated on
pages 5-4 and 5-5 of the EA, there are several differences between the waste management program
at KfK and the program at RFP Wastes to be supercompacted at RFP will be segregated by waste
form numbers to avoid mixing of incompatible wastes Copper and iron will not be supercompacted
together, therefore, bi-metallic effects will be minimized All drums of waste which are to be
supercompacted will be scanned for the presence of free iquids by the real time radiography unit prior
to being transported to the SARF If free liquids are detected, the waste will not be supercompacted
At RFP, there will be strict segregation of combustible (soft) wastes and non-combustible (hard) wastes

The waste segregation and management program at RFP will decrease chemical reactions that
could potentially generate gas The rates of gas generation from a given weight of waste by all
chemical mechanisms will be expected to decrease in propartion to decreases in concentration among
the reactants Also, if supercompaction expels absorbed liquids (water and organic solvents) from the
waste, both the rate and total potential of gas generation by chemical mechanisms are expected to be
reduced Waste forms will be processed through the SARF in batches chosen in accordance with the
EPA's compatibility chart (40 CFR 264) to ensure that gas generation by chemical reactions will be
miwmal “This 1s, In fact, expected to be a small factor Overall, waste segregation i1s recognized as
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having Iittle or no effect on gas generation by means of corrosion, microbial activity, and/or radiolysis
The process of segregation will, however, make expenmental evaluation of gas generation easier Such
evaluation 1s a central aspect of expenments planned for the 5-year WIPP test phase

With the waste management controls (segregation of soft and hard wastes, segregation of
incompatible wastes and absence of free liquids, etc), the excessive gas generation problems that

have been observed in less than 1 percent of the supercompacted waste at KfK are not expected to
occur at RFP

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heailth Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Radiolytic gas generation 1s stated to be a function only of the fissile matenial content

and target material depletion, indirectly controlled by controls on fissile matenial content NDA testing
has been shown to not be 100% accurate, with significant discrepancies noted at least with barrel
sampling as evidenced by Appendix D of the Criticality Safety Assessment report from 1989 The
statements of confidence and reliance on this as mostly infallible seem to exaggerate the ‘safety
envelope” concept applied to fissile materials contents claims Supercompaction is stated to have no
impact on the maximum rate of gas generation, yet it is known that supercompaction will increase fissile
content overall, which will increase gas generation So, which is 1t?

Response

As stated on page 5-4 of the Environmental Assessment, the maximum rate of gas generation
from radiolytic degradation per curie of radionuclide will not be increased by supercompaction,
however, the rate of gas generation may remain constant for a longer period of time than for non-
supercompacted waste forms The reason for this is simply that compaction will result in a more dense
matrix  As a result, it may take longer for gas generation rates to decay The intial “G" value of the
waste material represents the number of molecules of gas generated per unit of 1onizing radiation and
will not be altered by supercompaction The commenter s, In part, correct The total gas generation
rate per 55-gailon drum will increase, because of the increased radionuclide content However,
supercompacted waste has a 100-gram plutonium imtt per drum compared to a 200 gram lim#t for
noncompacted waste Consequently, supercompacted gas generation rates will be well within
maximum values for noncompacted waste The initial “G* value should not increase Fissile material

imits have been established primarily for nuclear criticality safety and take into account the accuracy
of the assay equipment

CRITICALITY

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment How can we be assured that only 100 grams of plutonium are in each barrel?
Response

As discussed on pages 3-30 through 3-32 of the EA, during staging, prior to the respective
compacting of wastes in the SARF or shredding of wastes in the TWS, a verification form will be used
to plan and record the upcoming batch run to be processed An operator will verify that the information
contained on the nuclear matenials accountability system computer printout corresponds to the
information contained on the container label and the container count sheet The vernfied container
number, plutonium content, and other information will be recorded on the verification form I all of the
necessary data cannot be appropnately verfied in duplicate, the container will be returned to Nuclear
Materials Control for accountability and reassay For wastes to be processed in the SARF, the batches
will be segregated by cumuiative piutonium content and verified to assure that each drum to be
processed in the SARF does not contain over 50 grams piutonium and the batch to be contained In
one 55-gallon overpack drum does not contain over 100 grams plutorium

»
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For wastes to be processed in the TWS, the containers of filter matenals will be verified to
contain not more than 50 grams of plutonium each, and will be batched and verified to assure that any
drum of shredded filter material also will not exceed the 50 gram piutonmium limit for such matenal exiting
the TWS and to be fed into the SARF Likewise, drums of graphite molds to be shredded in the TWS
will be verified to contain not more than 100 grams of plutonium The containers will be batched and
vertfied to assure that any drum recewving shredded graphite molds will also not exceed the 100-gram
plutonium hmit for such matenal exiting the TWS and to be sent to storage or disposal

All verrfied information for the batches to be processed in the SARF or the TWS will respectively
be recorded by an operator on the verification form A second operator will also independently verify
the recorded data, and both operators will sign the verification form

Following shredding, all drums of shredded filter materials are sent through an non-destructive
assay (NDA) drum counter to confirm that each drum does not contain more than 50 grams of
plutonium, and all drums of shredded graphite molds are sent through an NDA drum counter to confirm
that each drum of graphite molds does not contain more than 100 grams of plutonium prior to being
placed in storage or shipped off-site for disposal

Following supercompaction, all drums of supercompacted waste maternals are also sent through
an NDA drum counter to verify that each drum does also not contain more than 100 grams of plutonium
prior to being placed in storage or shipped off-site for disposal Following NDA drum counting, the
verified plutonium content and the respective drum number are recorded on appropriate verfication
forms

The NDA unit and 1its calibration are discussed on page 3-29 of the EA The NDA Is a shielded
counter that uses sodium lodide and/or germanium gamma-ray detection systems The gamma rays
that are emitted by Pu-239 are recorded and the data is correlated with standards to derive the
plutormium content in the container Counting standards are prepared using techniques traceable to the
National Bureau of Standards The NDA counter Is routinely calibrated to imit error to + 10 percent
of the assay

Standard Operating Procedure, operator training and quality assurance audits will assure
compliance with the above-described procedures to assure that not more than 100 grams of plutonium
will be placed in each drum

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for the City of Broomfield

Comment The criticality analysis in the Environmental Assessment 1s very sketchy After admitting
what appears to be an enormous uncertainty, see, € @, Environmental Assessment at C-5, the writers
simply conclude that there 1s enough of a safety factor built into the system The City is not particularly
comfortable with this claim, especially in light of the dramatic consequences if it 1s incorrect

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment My concern 1s that the Supercompaction could conceivably smash the TRU or TRU-
mixed waste into a shape or type of geometric figure that would cause a criticality This environmental
assessment does not mention If each of the pucks would be examined for its geometrical shape |
would like to know how these 1ssues were addressed when this plan was studied

Response To Comments 272-273

Extremely conservative piutonium hmits have been established for wastes entering the
supercompactor and these limits will be strictly enforced The 50 gram plutornium limat for processing
drums of waste in the SARF is well below the mimimum quantrty of plutonium required for a criticality
in the very unlikely event that a drum contains a minimum critical mass, worst case conditions are
required for a criticalty to occur These worst case conditions were assumed to be present only for

-
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the purposes of accident impact evaluations but have an extremely low probability of occurrence As
discussed on page 3-28 of the EA, these assumptions include potential changes in shape and volume
caused by equipment failure, changes in mass density, form, temperature, spacing and operation, the
addttion of moderators, refiectors, etc  Also refer to response to Comment 2 7 1 regarding the controls
to assure that not more than 100 grams of plutonium are placed in each drum

John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 3-34 - Statement raises the question of anticipated changes in the 100 gram himit
per drum

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that the criticality hmits are based on preliminary analyses of the
processes and may be revised upon review of actual operating data What effect would revisions
have? Would revisions be consistent with a finding of no significant impact?

Response To Comments 274-275

Prior to operation of the SARF and TWS, Criticality Engineering will conduct a final criticality
review to confirm operating procedures, equipment placement, and the proximity of other plutonium
sources, etc prior to establishing final criticality imits  Revisions would be made to further maintain

or further reduce the probabiity of a criticality as analyzed inthe EA The revisions wouid be consistent
with a FONSI

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The nuclear criticality safety limits during storage at Rocky Flats allow, inter alia, stacks
of a maximum of four drums  This imit should be reconsidered and risks should be assessed due to

the increase of concentration of transuranic elements, as well as due to the higher potential for gas
generation in each drum

Response

Nuciear criticality controls and limits for the SARF and TWS operations and subsequent storage
are discussed in Section 3 1 5 2 of the Environmental Assessment and take into consideration applicable
supercompacted waste characteristics and operational/storage configurations Administrative controls,
Standard Operating Procedures, operator training and quality assurance audits will assure compliance
with the criticality imits, as discussed In the response to Comment 27 1 The criticality hmit analysis
utihzed the worst case material matrix and fissile matenal distnibution for a storage array of drums
stacked four drums high |t was assumed that the NDA drum counter would make a 10 percent error
resulting in all drums containing 110 percent of the plutonium limit, except that one in every eight drums
would be doubled-batched (220 percent of plutonium imit) Under these conditions, a 100-gram
plutonium lmit per drum of supercompacted waste was determined to be safe Drums of
supercompacted waste will be vented by carbon filters, as done for noncompacted waste forms As
discussed in the response to Comment 2 6 10, supercompacted waste gas generation rates will be well
within the maximum value for noncompacted waste Consequently, use of standard venting

requirements for supercompacted waste forms i1s both adequate and conforms to WIPP-WAC gas
generation criteria

<
-
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Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Page 3-28 Along the same lines, an alarm sounds if criticality 1s detected Howaver,
what effect is there beyond an alarm sounding? Is there any system to stop the procedure or avord
any aggravation of the criticality situation? Are workers trained adequately to react to such a situation?
What is the contingency plan and how can we be assured that the plan i1s fool-proof?

Response

Training on recognition of and response to criticality alarms Is part of the indoctrination of all
personnel assigned to work in any building in which plutonium 1s handled or stored The training
includes recognition of the alarm and uniform response to the alarm The required response I1s very

simple and uniform throughout the plant immediately leave the area and building when the criticality
alarm sounds in any area

As described in Appendix C of the EA, postulating a criticality event in the operation of the
SARF 1s very difficult  Any such cniticalty would be self-terminating, as explained in the Appendix. The
postulated criticality requires, among other things, the creation of a sphere of plastic during compaction
of a drum to act as a reflector The excursion will be terminated by a combination of a formation of
microbubbles in the plastic and by geometric rearrangement of the plastic sphere caused by the
ongoing compaction process No action by any operator would be required to terminate the criticality
event, and no contingency plan is required

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 5-28 Criticality 1s not expected to breach the glovebox | would question the
accuracy of this statement The EA should assess the result of criticality breaching the glovebox, even
if the EA assumes that it will not occur

The EA claims that criticality has never occurred at the RFP Was not the 1957 and 1969 fires the result
of a criticality situation or at least aggravated by criticality as a result of the fire fighting operation?

Response

The postulated criticality occurs during supercompaction while the waste drum I1s being
compacted within the steel mold which 1s designed to retain the drum under the 2,200 ton pressure
used durning supercompaction The hypothetical criticality was estimated as 10*® fissions This could
be expected to damage some equipment In the immediate area of the criticality but that would be
minimized by the supercompactor mold holding the drum It is not expected that the glovebox would
be breached under these circumstances

The most serious consequence of the postulated criticality to the workers Is the radiation
exposure from the criticality The doses from such an exposure would not be modified by breach of
the glovebox For other site workers and the general public, the major nisks are due the subsequent
release of noble gases and halogens The estimates of risk to these two popuiations were based on
no removal of either noble gases or halogens by the fitration system Whether the glovebox Is
breached or not will not change the quantity of noble gases or halogens assumed to be released

Neither the 1957 fire nor the 1969 fire was the result of a criticality sttuation, and even though
water was used on burning plutonium for the first time in the 1969 fire, its use did not create a nuclear
criticalty The September 11, 1957, fire started in a can of plutonium casting residue In processing
Bulding 771 The May 11, 1969, fire reportedly was a result of spontaneous ignition of a 1 5 kilogram
briquette of scrap plutonium alloy in an open metal can

Standard Operating Procedures, operator training and qualty assurance audits will assure

compliance with the above-described procedures to assure that not more than 100 grams of plutonium
will be placed 1in each drum
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John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 3-17, second paragraph —~ This refers to TWS fissile material limits but does not
identify the values or where they may be found in the EA (see page 3-32 — 100 grams/drum in and 100
grams/drum out maximum)

Response

As stated on page 3-32 of the EA, all Incoming 55-gallon drums of process filters to be shredded
in the TWS will be limited to 50 grams of plutonium, and incoming boxes of HEPA filters will be imited
to 50 grams of plutonium Shredded filter wastes will be packaged in 55-gallon drums for SARF
precompaction as soft wastes or in 35-gallon drums for direct supercompaction as hard wastes The
preliminary criticality it for outgoing drums of shredded filter media will be 50 grams of plutonium

All incoming 55-gallon drums of graphite molds to be shredded in the TWS will be imited to 100
grams of plutonium and a weight of 200 pounds Exiting 55-gallon drums of shredded graphite molds
will also be hmited to 100 grams of plutonium and 200 pounds net weight Drums of shredded graphite
will not be stacked in storage until the plutonium content has been verified by an NDA drum count and
the weight has been verified

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

Comment Is there an accurate representation of plutonium content from process filters and HEPA
filters?

Response

As stated on page 3-32 of the EA, and in response to Comment 27 9, all 55-gallon drums of
process filters to be shredded in the TWS will be imited to 50 grams of plutonium, and incoming boxes
of HEPA filters will be hmited to 50 grams of plutonium  As discussed in response to Comment 27 1
containers of wastes to be processed in the SARF will be imited to 50 grams of plutonium Therefore,
for the purposes of the proposed action, an accurate representation of the plutonium content is not

more than 50 grams of plutorium per drum of process filters and 50 grams of plutonium per box of
HEPA filters

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

Comment Possible radiation counts are not referred to in regards to the graphite molds that will
be crushed in the TWS Filter waste Is identified to be HEPA filters and process filters There appears
to be an unavailability of accurate information regarding dust loading and total radiation content from

these two waste forms Danger of criticality from the accumulation of the contents from the filter media
in the shredder/hopper 1s not addressed

Response

As discussed in response to Comment 2 7 9 and as stated on page 3-32 of the EA, all incoming
55-gallon drums of graphite molds to be shredded in the TWS will be imited to 100 grams of piutonium
and a weight of 200 pounds Response to Comment 27 9 and 2 7 10 retterates the plutonium content
of the HEPA filters and the process filters As stated in response to Comment 2 3 11, because the
shredding that takes place in the TWS operation 1s a dusty operation, the TWS glovebox is lead
shielded The dust generated during shredding will be vented to the glovebox ventiation and four-
stage HEPA filtration system There will not be a significant accumulation of dust in the TWS glovebox
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As discussed In the response above, drums of process filters and boxes of HEPA filters will be
hmited to 50 grams These hmits were established to fimit the quantrty of fissile matenals that could
be placed in the TWS hopper and in the shredder unit at any one time Extremely conservative

plutonium himits have also been estabiished for wastes entering the TWS, and these himits will also be
strictly enforced

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The nuclear materials safety limits noted for the TRUPACT-II versus the 100 gm barrel

Iimit imposed for 14 barrels per TRUPACT Il are not consistent The safety imits noted are 325 fissile
gram equivalents for the TRUPACT Il

Response

The preliminary plutonium himits of 100 grams per 55-gallon drum of supercompacted waste and
100 grams per 55-gallon drum of shredded waste are in compliance with the WIPP Waste Acceptance
Crtena (WAC) which have a plutonium limit of 200 grams per 55-gallon drum It is anticipated a high
proportion of the 55-gallon drums of supercompacted and shredded wastes will contain significantly
less than 100 grams of plutonium The transport of less than 14 drums per TRUPACT Il may be
required in order to maintain compliance with the 325 gram imit

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Appendix C discusses criticality event with the supercompactor, citing the Los Alamos
report (Stratton 1967) regarding fuel in particulate form embedded in plastic Please provide this report
for review Plastic 1s noted as being a better moderator than water sources under pressure with fissile
materials, yet possible excursion in parallel situation re RFP waste is not adequately addressed Most
certainly, polyethylene wastes are included with RFP waste, so the possibility 1s a credible criticality
concern The possibility of multiple violations exists in terms of the application of the SARF and TWS
with old wastes and residues, as a fair degree of uncertainty exists as to content of those
barrels/containers

Response

A copy of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory report, A Review_of Criticalty Accidents, by
William R Stratton (Stratton, 1967) 1s available for public review at the Rocky Flats Public Reading
Room, Front Range Community College

Polyethylene is expected to be present in the soft wastes to be supercompacted Appendix C
of the EA analyzes a postulated criticality resulting from a series of operating procedure violations in
a 35-gallon drum contatning scrap chunks of plastic (polyethylene)

As discussed in response to Comments 27 2 - 2 7 3, extremely conservative plutonium hmits
have been established for wastes entenng the supercompactor and these limits will be strictly enforced
The 50 gram plutonium mit for processing drums of waste in the SARF is well below the minimum
quantty of plutonium required for a cnticality In the very unlikely event that a drum contains a
minimum critical mass, worst case conditions are required for a criticality to occur These worst case
conditions were assumed to be present only for the purposes of accident impact evaluations but have
an extremely low probability of occurrence As discussed on page 3-28 of the EA, these assumptions
include potential changes in shape and volume caused by equipment fallure, changes in mass density,
form, temperature, spacing and operation, the addition of moderators, reflectors, etc

As discussed in response to Comment 2 5 4, residues are not proposed to be treated in the
SARF or TWS As stated In response to Comments 2 4 1-2 4 2, the wastes proposed to be repackaged
and supercompacted were generated within approximately the last 5 years, and have been continuously
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stored in buildings at RFP since generation All of the containers of waste were analyzed by non-
destructive assay (NDA) drum counting process after generation prior to storage The fissile matenal
contents of the containers of wastes to be repackaged are known

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Criticality possibility with the SARF/TWS process is a concern Is NDA testing adequate
to ensure compliance with SNM cniteria?

Response

Non-destructive assay (NDA) drum counting is very adequate to ensure compliance with special
nuclear matenal control and accountabiiity criteria NDA 1s routinely used to assay and regulate the
quantity of plutonium to be processed in faciities such as the SARF and TWS

LIQUIDS MANAGEMENT AND PROCESSING

Eugene J. Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment fails to provide sufficient information with regard to the
management of hquids Even though the projected production of hquids 1s not great, the Environmental
Assessment must evaluate and discuss how these liquids will be managed (e g, containment systems
for pumps, piping, and storage, control systems for air emissions from the surface of the ponded hquid
in the liquid collection ring and collecting tank, and handling of the waste after the collecting tank)

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA describes how free hiquids present during supercompaction will be collected
and transferred, but there 1s no diagram of the collection ring and collection tank Please clarify this
process

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment There 1s no mention of exactly how the liquid produced will be transferred to existing
liquid processing systems There was deficiency noted by the Tiger Team report of 9/89 regarding
tanks, vents and transfer of matenals in the aqueous phase Not only did the 4000 tanks and vents lack
APENS, there were serious deficiencies noted in releases, noted in transfer of volatiles Would liquids
produced by this operation be categorized as residue, TRU, or TRU-mixed waste? Will the ‘residue’
category of waste still be utilized n light of the Sierra Club lawsuit findings? Has there now been
acknowledgement that in fact there 1s no recovery process for residues, and in fact1s TRU waste itself?

Response To Comments 281-28 3

Liquid waste which may be pressed out of drums during the supercompaction cycle ts gravity
drained through a one-inch line from the Supercompactor Liquid Collection Ring to a 4-liter collection
tank The collection tank is constructed of stainless steel and i1s located in the supercompactor
glovebox When approximately 2 hiters of liquid waste collects in the collection tank, the transfer pump,
pumps the liguid waste at the average rate of one gallon per minute through one of two full-flow filters
to an annular tank The annular tank is part of the exising Advanced Size Reduction Facility iquid
waste collection system
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From the annular tank, the hiquid waste is pumped to two fiberglass tanks in Room 127 of
Builldings 776/777 These are fiberglass tanks with capacries of 1300 gallons each They are used to
collect aqueous wastes from various tanks and ancillary sumps in Buildings 776/777 From the
fiberglass tanks, liquid wastes are transferred via the Valve Vault system to Building 374 for treatment
Building 374 can accept all wastes that will be generated in the SARF The liquid wastes, which are
not classified as residue or TRU or TRU-mixed waste, are treated by an evaporator The condensate
from the evaporator is used as a makeup water in the plant cooling water system

The SARF liquid collection ring, 4-iter collection tank transfer pump, and assoclated filters and
piping are enclosed in the supercompactor glovebox All emissions are vented through the glovebox
exhaust, which I1s fitered through a glovebox prefilter and then four stages of HEPA filters in the
Bulldings 776/777 exhaust plenum The annular tank is vented through four stages of HEPA filters in
another exhaust plenum The fiberglass tanks vent through individual tank HEPA filters into Room 127,
which i1s vented through two stages of HEPA filters in an additional plenum

As stated in response to Comment 2 16 5, the Rocky Flats Plant has filed Air Poliution Emission
Notices (APENS) with the State of Colorado, Department of Health, for regulated emission sources on
site as required New APENS are currently being filed for roof penetrations on plant site per “Agreement
in Principle” signed on June 28, 1989, between the State of Colorado and the Department of Energy
The APENS are technical information documents whereby the State of Colorado will determine which
air sources on plant site will require permits

As stated in response to Comment 2 5 4, the Sierra Club lawsuit settiement will not change the
proposed action and therefore does not affect the EA

John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 3-12, first paragraph — A fill level detection system should be available for the
annular hquid waste tank

Response

Liquid from the 4-liter SARF collection tank will be pumped to an existing 480-liter annular tank
This tank 1s located near the SARF unt In Room 134, and i1s primarily used to collect steam cleaning
effluent from the Advanced Size Reduction Facility (ASRF) The annular tank has a sonic probe level
gage, with a level readout on the side of the tank The tank 1s also equipped with high and low level
sensors, which activate the alarms in the ASRF control room The high level sensor also activates a
sonic horn in Room 134

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment An 8-liter capacity liquid collection ring with a 4-liter collecting tank would seem to be
insufficient  The over-reliance on automation is a concern Visual inspection should be the ‘norm*
rather than the exception, both in filling capacity and transfer to annular tanks

Response

The SARF hiquid collection system was designed to handle four times the amount of liquid
anticipated in a given drum Based on knowledge of waste forms, the maximum quantity of hquid
anticipated per drum of moist soft waste 1s one Iter The collection system is designed to contain up
to eight liters in the collection ring and four Iters in the collection tank, prior to transferring the waste
to the annular tank The collection tank i1s equipped with an automatic pump which transfers iquids
to the annular tank at an average rate of one gailon per minute
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Visual inspection of the iquid collection system and tanks will also occur on a daily basts, as
required by RCRA (6 CCR 1007-3, Parts 264 195 and 265 195) This inspection will inciude

. Proper functioning of pumps, alarms, level and pressure gauges, and overfill control
equipment,

. Signs of corrosion or other deterioration of the iquid collection system, and

. Signs of leaks in the area surrounding the tanks and hquid collection system

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA assumes that any liquids contained in the drums will ooze out of the compacted

waste during supercompaction EA, p 3-10 On what basis has DOE made, and has DOE done any
testing to support, this assumption? DOE should consider in its analysis of the potential environmental,
health and safety impacts of using the SARF the risks associated with the compacted waste retaining
some liquids during storage, transportation and disposal

Response

All wastes to be treated by the SARF will be screened for the presence of free liquids by real
time radiography Containers with free liquids will not be processed in the SARF  Any free iquids in
the drums will be compressed out and collected during supercompaction The pucks in their overpack
drum will comply with the stringent WIPP-WAC No free liquids will be retained in the wastes during
storage, transportation and disposal Considering that residual iquids may be compressed from the
water during supercompaction, supercompacted waste would potentially contain less hquids and thus

create less nsk durning storage, transportation and disposal than would the same wastes (not
supercompacted) in the no action alternative

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider the impacts of iquid effluent The EA states that no “significant”
quantities of hiquid wastes will be produced by the SARF and TWS and thus water quality will not be
affected by operation of these faciliies However, DOE may not have assessed all iquid effluent The
EA states, "In order to prevent TRU waste from becoming contaminated by TRU mixed-waste, cleaning
procedures would be used to decontaminate both the SARF and the TWS treatment equipment
whenever a batch of TRU waste was to be treated after a batch of TRU-mixed waste * Would this
treatment involve water or other cleaning fluids? If so, what volume of fluid would be used? What

does DOE plan to do to collect and dispose of this effluent, which will contain both radioactive and
toxic materials?

Response

The SARF and accessible portions of the TWS will be cleaned with wipes and squeegees that
have been moistened with a minimal quantity of aqueous cleaning solution  After use, the cleaning
matenals will be disposed as TRU-mixed waste As explained on page 3-42, of the EA, the interior
portions of the TWS can not be manually cleaned In order to purge any shredded TRU-mixed waste
from these areas, one hopper full of inert matenal, such as cardboard will be processed through the
TWS This inert matenal will also be treated as TRU-mixed waste In addttion, whenever a batch of
TRU waste is to be treated after a batch of TRU-mixed waste, the batches will be spaced at least eight
hours apart to allow the purging of dusts and vapors
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Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 3-12 - Liquid collects in a storage tank and a high level alarm will signal the
workers when the 4 liter storage tank is at an upper level What would happen if the 4 liter storage tank
overflowed before the workers could stop the operation? First, should you not have some
supplemental safety feature that would automatically stop the supercompactor once a limit is reached?
Second, what would be the resuit of a spill? Would the liquid be contained or would the hiquid spill
over the floor or seep into the foundation? What are the dangers associated with this scenario?

Response

Based on knowledge of waste forms, the maximum quantity of iquid anticipated per drum of
moist soft waste is one Iiter The SARF liquid collection system was designed to handle four times
the amount of iquid in a given drum, or four Iiters When liquid wastes reach approximately two liters
during supercompaction, a pump automatically transfers the material at an average rate of one gallon
per minute to an adjacent 480-liter tank If the pump fails to operate or the liquid levels reach the upper
storage imrt, workers can readily stop operations given that the supercompactor ptston moves slowly
If operations were not discontinued, liquids would easily be contained within the glovebox and would
not be deep enough to reach the criticality drains and the floor

George Hovorka
City of Westminster

Comment The City of Westmunster 1s also opposed to the proposed means of disposing of liquid
wastes generated during the handling process The plan calls for such wastes to be treated and
disposed of by spray irngation This is unacceptable to Westminster in the absence of an interceptor
canal around Standley Lake Rocky Flats has not used proper engineering judgment in the land
application of effluent in the past, which has resulted in surface water runoff reaching Pond C-2 Even
when properly applied, it appears the ground water surfaces and flows into Woman Creek This 1s
unsatisfactory to the City of Westrminster uniess an interceptor canal 1s in place to carry all waters from
the Rocky Flats Plant around Standley Lake

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Section Five lists no significant impacts, but previous sections listed liquid and air
enmussions from this operation, the hiquid effluent being spray-irngated to the immediate envirans of the
RFP This, over time, will have an accumulative effect, and becomes part of surface water run-off
Permeability problems were noted re land application in the Tiger Team Environmental Assessment

Response To Comments 2 89-28 10

The proposed action will not produce hiquid wastes that will be spray irmgated and that could
potentially impact water quality As discussed on page 3-10 and 3-12 of the EA, all drums of waste to
be supercompacted will be scanned for free hquids by real time radiography Any drums found to
contain free liquids will be returned to the generator However, there i1s a possibility some liquid may
be generated when moisture 1s compressed from waste materiais during compaction As discussed
in response to Comments 28 1 - 2 8 3, the supercompactor will be equipped with a liquid collection
ring with a capacity of 8 hters, located at the base of the supercompactor Liquids will accumulate in
the collection ring and drain through a line to a 4-liter collecting tank Level controls in the collecting
tank will start and stop a liquid waste transfer pump dunng normal operation, and the liquids will be
transferred to an existing annular tank in the nearby Advanced Size Reduction Facility A high level
alarm will also signal the operators when the collecting tank is at an upper imit

-
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As discussed in response to Comments 2 8 1 and 2 8 2, liquid wastes are transferred to Building
374 for waste treatment The liquid wastes are treated by an evaporator The condensate from the
evaporator 1s used as makeup water in the plant cooling water system Condensate solids from this
process do not introduce any new waste streams, and will be treated in the same manner as other
condensate solids (mixing with concrete for disposal as low level mixed waste)

IMPACTS TO GREAT WESTERN RESERVOIR

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The City does not, however, support the project insofar as 1t is used to increase the
hazardous and radioactive materials loading within the Walnut Creek drainage Indeed, the City
strongly objects to the claim made in the Environmental Assessment that the project “will allow greater
quantities (through volume reduction) of TRU-mixed waste to be stored in RCRA permitted areas prior
to shipment for off-site disposal * Environmental Assessment at 5-62 Again, waste volume reduction
1s a splendid 1dea and should be implemented in an environmentally sound manner, but it cannot be
used as an answer to the waste generation and storage problems at the RFP By doing so, DOE 1s
violating the spirit, if not the plain intent, of the RCRA Part B permit applications that it has filed with
the state Moreover, the City cannot tolerate the increased risk that the additional quantities of waste
impose The City 1s already substantially impacted by the continued existence of extensive
contamination within the Walnut Creek drainage Because the City’s Great Western Reservoir acts as
the sink for the Walnut Creek drainage, action to remediate these waste sites must be given a high
priority or, at the very least, the reservoir must be 1solated from them Until this 1s accomplished, the
City cannot accept yet a further bulldup of hazardous and radioactive material within the watershed
This 1s particularly true in this case where the increase in radioactive waste storage can be up to ten
times greater if the supercompactor project is implemented See Id at A-10 As such, the project

should not commence untl there i1s a permanent off-site storage facility identified and ready to accept
the wastes

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfieid

Comment The Environmental Assessment does not address the risks of property damage (e.q,
contamination of Great Western Reservoir) and, therefore, cannot account for the potential costs
assoctated with those risks

Response To Comments 291-292

Planning for the SARF began in 1985 in order to reduce the external radiation dose to workers
during waste handling and repackaging, to enhance safety, and to reduce waste volume and process
costs Initial funding for the SARF was recewved In Fiscal Year 1987 The planning and funding for the
SARF were nitiated prior to the implementation of the 1601 cubic yard volumetric storage limit for TRU-
mixed waste that 1s contained in a letter dated December 15, 1988 from Thomas P Looby, Assistant
Director for Health and Environmental Protection, Colorado Department of Health As proposed, the
SARF and TWS will reduce the volume of TRU-mixed wastes to be generated at RFP, will reduce the
volume of wastes currently being stored, and will help ensure continued compliance with the 1601-
cubic yard volumetric storage imtation until alternate storage and/or disposal sites are approved
Supercompacted wastes are proposed to be stored in the five RCRA storage units identified in Table
3-1 As stated on page 5-2, the supercompacted and shredded wastes will be stored in buildings on-
site and monrtored to prevent any contamination or impacts to surface water or ground-water
Operation and storage will be conducted in comphance with RCRA, which requires personnel training
(40 CFR 265 16), facility maintenance (40 CFR 265 31), contingency plans and emergency ptocedures
(40 CFR 265 50), and recordkeeping (40 CFR 265 73) The proposed action is not predicted to cause
impact to the Great Western Reservoir

.
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BEIR V

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA indicates that DOE 1s still considering the BEIR V Report The EA states that in
the context of the SARF and the TWS the resulting increases in risk estmates are likely to be small,
such that evaluation in light of earlier standards is adequate We urge that the DOE require all analyses

to be based on new linuts in the BEIR V report as there may be significant differences in the risk
estimates

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment Final decision on the EA should be delayed until DOE finishes evaluating the BEIR V
Report

Response To Comments 2 10 1-2 102

As explained on page 5-19 of the EA, a nisk factor of 2 8 X 10™* excess latent fatal cancers per
person-rem of exposure was used to estimate health effects On December 20, 1989, the National
Research Council's Committee on the Biological Effects of lonizing Radiations (BEIR) issued its fifth
report, the Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of lonizing Radiation (BEIR V, 1989) This report
Incorporates results of the latest dostmetry estimates of the Japanese atomic bombings survivors The
major changes concern low linear energy transfer (low LET) radiation (x-rays and gamma) The
radiation health affects estimates in the SARF and TWS EA, however, are pnmarily for high LET
radiation, such as alpha particles from decay of transuranic elements For the high LET radiation, the
BEIR V report largely incorporates the conclusions of the BEIR IV report (BEIR, 1988)

The adequacy of this risk factor i ight of BEIR IV was evaluated in Appendix N of the recently
issued WIPP SEIS (DOE, 1990) and was found to "overstate estimates obtainable from the latest
available recommendations for assessing human health effects  "(DOE 1990) The DOE s continuing
to review the BEIR V report to determine any warranted changes in risk estimation methods including
the generally low dose/low dose rate circumstances encountered in stuations such as the proposed
action For the dose calculations presented in the SARF and TWS EA, which pnimarnily involves alpha
radiation (hugh LET) exposure, BEIR V is not significant because the new risk estimates invoive low LET
radiation and resulting risks from any anticipated changes in low LET health effect factors would remain
low and would not alter the conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed action

RADIOLOGICAL IMPACT ANALYSES

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment appears to document the structural vulnerability of
Building 776, see, e g, Environmental Assessment at 5-32 through 5-35, but never suggests that the
project ought to be constructed in a safer place or that the building should be retrofitted/upgraded

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider other buildings for placement of the proposed faciities The
EA should consider the construction of a new building to house the SARF and TWS faciities or the
placement of the facilities in buildings that meet all current standards
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DOE 1s sufficiently concerned about the very real threat of natural catastrophe to emphasize to

the public 1ts plans to move waste out of Buildings 776/777 Why, then, is the Department proposing
to site the SARF and TWS in these same unsafe buildings?

DOE 1s currently upgrading Buildings 776/777 so that they will withstand an design basis
earthquake The department plans to complete this project in the early 1990’s * This should be
completed PRIOR to final approval of the EA

The EA does not explain how DOE arrived at its assumption that only five percent of the SARF
and TWS and 25 percent of five waste drums could be damaged in a DBW or DBE event This

assumption seems quite low given the extensive damage that the buildings could sustain, especially
in a DBW event

It1s also unclear why the off-site exposures would be the same for DBE and DBW event DOE
states, ‘Although the amount of materiai released in the initial damage will be the same for a DBE,
worker exposure will be less because the wind (assumed to be fifty mph after the intial gust) blowing
through the buiiding will disperse that release quickly

Overall, it simply does not make sense to build new facilities in buildings that do not meet
current safety standards Such an action, the consequences of which are not adequately addressed
in the EA, would not only perpetuate ongoing safety problems at the plant, but further erode the
public’s confidence that DOE will, indeed, place health and safety ahead of warhead production goals

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Page 4-6 The EA indicates that building 776 was not designed to withstand certain

natural catastrophes The EA fails to suggest alternate buildings to house the SARF and TWS that
might be safer than building 776 The EA is to examine potential environmental damage from the
proposed action, but should also suggest and examine alternatives Alternatives should include those
which would make the proposed action safer and more environmentally sound

Joe Tempel

Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment The supercompacted wastes should not be stored in buildings which do not meet
design basts criteria for wind and earthquakes Building 776 1s designed for wind loads of 135 mph
and the design basis wind load 1s 161 mph

Response To Comments 211 1-211 4

In the long range plan for Rocky Flats, Bulding 776 was identified as the place to put the SARF
and TWS because Building 776 had the space to put this equipment and it was close to the size
reduction faciiies and other waste handling equipment it is planned that waste handling should
become a self-contained operation This reduced handling of waste and allows for more efficient
operations As stated in the EA (pages 5-32 to 5-35), the level of building damage associated with the
design basis earthquake (DBE) and design basis wind (DBW) accidents and the location of the SARF
and TWS within the building were utilized to estimate the amount of waste potentially available for
release The risks identified 1n the EA come from the storage of waste and not from operations
assoctated with the SARF and TWS themselves Only small amounts of waste will be staged in the

vicinity of the SARF and TWS for processing Very little if any improvement in safety would result from
housing the SARF and TWS in another building

As stated on page 1-5 of the EA, although the EA demonstrates that the risks associated with
the proposed storage of supercompacted wastes at the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP) are low, the DOE 1s
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continuing to evaluate all possible options to reduce the nisks to the lowest possible levels For
example, efforts will be iImplemented over the next two-to-three-year period to reduce the risk of stonng
supercompacted wastes to levels lower than those associated with the status quo by transfernng

wastes into buildings designed to withstand severe natural phenomena, e g, earthquakes and extreme
winds

As stated on page 5-34, the extenor containment of Bulding 776/777 is being upgraded to
withstand a design basis earthquake (DBE), this upgrade i1s scheduled for completion in the eary
1990s As stated in Attachment B, Errata, the exterior containment of Bullding 776/777 s also being

upgraded to withstand a design basis wind (DBW), this upgrade Is also scheduled for completion in
the early 1990s

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment does not address the risks associated with a fire or a
drum breach (single or muitiple) at the on-site storage pads The City 1s concerned, for example, that

a fire at the storage pad may impact more than the 20 drums postulated in the "Fire on the Dock®
scenario, with a concomitant increase in radiation exposure

Response

Drums of supercompacted and/or shredded wastes will only be stored in the storage units, the
rooms and the buildings that are RCRA permitted for this purpose as shown in Table 3-1, page 3-24
of the EA Drums of supercompacted and/or shredded wastes wili not be stored at on-site storage

pads, therefore, an associated fire and release of radiation from supercompacted and/or shredded
wastes on the storage pad is not feasible

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The concrete foundation for SARF 1s isolated from the floor slab, and according to the
EA 1s designed to withstand a seismic event with a maximum horizontal of 1 8 and maximum vertical
of 12 EA, p 3-5 Isthis consistent with the maximum credible accident? Any analysis in the EA of
potential impacts from operating the SARF and TWS in building 776/777, including the impacts and
potential effects of an earthquake, should be consistent with the updated maximum credible accident
If the SARF cannot withstand damage under such scenario, the proposed action should be moved to
a building that can withstand the updated maximum credible accident

Response

As discussed on Pages 5-32 through 5-34 of the Environmental Assessment, the SARF is
designed to withstand a design basis earthquake (DBE), which 1s the most severe seismic event
applicable to Rocky Flats The DBE for the plant 1s 0 14 g horizontal acceleration at bedrock and is
equivalent to a magnitude of 6 0 on the Richter scale, with the epicenter 16 miles away The cited
loadings in the comment correspond to DBE conditions While the SARF meets the design
requirements for a DBE, it is located within Buildings 776/777, which were built prior to specification
ofthe DBE critena Consequently, some damage to the SARF may result from Buildings 776/777 debns
during a DBE An estimate of human health impacts I1s summarized in Table 5-6 and discussed on
pages 5-33 and 5-34 of the Environmental Assessment The exterior containment of Buildings 776/777
1s scheduled in the early 1990's to be structurally upgraded to withstand a DBE The maximum credible
accident I1s caused by the crash of an aircraft The environmental assessment evaluates the impacts
of an aircraft accident involving the supercompacted waste storage areas since they will have greater

impacts than the SARF or TWS processes due to the greater amount of piutonium present and
potentially available for release
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Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment In considering impacts to the environment, the EA considers the event of a bag rupture
atthe airlock EA, p 5-30 However, this 1s the only place the EA considers such event The impacts

associated with bag and liner breaks should be reviewed during other stages of the process as well,
Le, precompaction

Response

The potential accident involving a rupture of a bag at the airlock of the SARF was selected as
the most serious of the plausible accidents of its type Most parts of the operation that involve handling
bags occur inside a glovebox Any releases from a bag rupture occurring inside a glovebox will pass
through four stages of HEPA filtration before release to the environment The glovebox will also provide
protection to the worker from any releases |f the accident occurs at the airlock, the accident is
assumed to lead to a release to the room air which leads to a potential exposure to workers Air from
the room Is vented to the atmosphere through two stages of HEPA filtration Each stage of HEPA
fiitration has an efficiency rating of 99 97 percent Because the potential iImpacts from the rupture of
a bag at the airlock are greater for both the worker and the public, the rupture of a bag of waste dunng
other stages was not analyzed at other parts of the operation

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA should describe the status of Rocky Flats fire department With higher
concentrations of waste stored on-site, potential accidents will have even more serious effects that
could require expansion of the fire department’s facilittes Given the historic, and continuing,
deficiencies in fire protection at the Plant, the EA should indicate what steps DOE and its contractor

intend to take to ensure adequate protection that Building 776 and the storage areas for compacted
waste

Response

The requirements for the RFP fire department are penodically reviewed However, due to
decreased void spaces in the puck to contain oxygen, due to compacted waste density and due to the
barriers of the compressed puck and the overpack drum the nsk of fire burning compacted waste

would be reduced Therefore, supercompacted waste by tself would not require expansion of the
Rocky Flats Plant fire department

John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 5-20 — The use of the 1980 RFP FEIS release fractions s identified here, which
will overestimate the impact

Response

The commenter has apparently inferred that the environmental analysis has utilized the 1980
RFP FEIS release fractions Page 5-20 of the EA states that no credit was taken for the potential
reduction in radioactive matenal release fractions due to supercompaction Release fractions utilized
in the analysis are developed in Appendix A of the EA and are spectfic to the accidents evaluated and
their associated release mechanisms The Appendix A analysis 1s based on prior experimental work
which also served as the basis for the 1980 RFP FEIS release fractions The DOE concurs that the
accident analysis 1s conservative and overstates associated impacts
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2 11 10John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page D-12, Appendix D, Table D-8 Footnote (a) — There s no reference DOE (1989c¢)
Iisted It 1s apparently the 1988 EPA document

Response

The cited footnote at the bottom ot Table D-8 is in error and should be "DOE, 1988b" rather than
"DOE, 1988¢c*“ (This correction is shown in Attachment B, Errata) Reference DOE, 1988b 1s a
tabulation of external dose rate conversion factors for calculation of doses to the public Effective dose-
rate factors taken from the report and utilized In this study are based on the weighting factors for
specific body organs recommended by the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP)

211 11John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page E-1, Appendix E ~ Such probability statements have no meaning in light of the
plane crash/suicide scenario that actually occurred in Bouider on April 1, 1990

Response

The cited event does not alter the validity or meaningfulness of the calculations presented in
Appendix E for probabilities of aircraft accidents leading to potential releases of radioactive matenial
It 1s self-evident that the analyses address unintentional human actions The severe accident analyses
presented in the EA bounds the potential impacts associated with an intentional action, such as the
small aircraft accident which occurred in Boulder

2 1112John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

Comment Page 15 — The 1980 RFP FEIS's MCA i1s a 100 gram RF plutomum release with a
probability of >1 E-7/year Over a lifetime (70 years) the Design Basis Wind (DBW) has a probability

of 1E-2/lifetime It also appears that a 100-gram release has already occurred at the Rocky Flats Plant
(903 Pad)

Response

In the EA, probabilities for potential accidents were estimated as an aid in determining whether
the potential consequences of the accident are significant Probabilities and associated risks for
different types of accidents are not addtive and should not be combined Records of previous
accidents may be utilized in estimating the frequency of occurrence of a particular type of accident
Other than that, netther previous accidents nor prior operational occurrences, such as those that led
to the present 903 Pad condttions, have any direct relationship to the probabilties of an accident
occurring or a release of hazardous or radioactive matenal as a resuit of the proposed action

The Severe Accident Case analyzed in the EA involved the crash of an aircraft into a waste
storage area The probability of occurrence was estimated for each area in which supercompacted
TRU-mixed waste was to be stored, and the sum of all the probabilities was calculated to be 1 2 x 10”7
The amount of matenal potentially released from each area was determined from the amount stored
and a conservative (overestimated) release fraction The maximum potential release from any storage
area was calculated to be 83 grams

While the estimated probability of occurrence for the DBW (7 x 107 per Ifetime) is greater than
the probabiiity of the MCA analyzed in the FEIS (13 x 1077 per year) or the Severe Accident Case
analyzed In the EA (12 x 10”7 per year), the estimated release for DBW (11 grams of plutonium) is
substantially less than the estimated 100 grams of plutonium released by an MCA
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2 11 13John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 5-11 — The dose converston term used by DOE does not consider the presence
of AM-241in all RFPs

Response

As described in Appendix B, Dose Conversion Factor (DCF) used in the calculations in the EA
1s a weighted DCF  The calculation of DCF’, the weighted Dose Conversion Factor, included AM-241,
as shown in Table B-1 of the EA

211 14John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page B-2, Appendix B — The dose conversation terms (DCF) referenced (EPA 1988) are
the least conservative of all such data reviewed by COH Summing the alpha and beta activity into the
weighted DCF lowers the perceived impact and 1s out of context to practical dose calculation
procedures

Response

The referenced document, also known as Federal Guidance Report No 11, was used because
it 1s a current document accepted by the Federal Agency which was charged by the President of the

United States with providing such guidance The following text i1s quoted from the Preface of the
referenced document

On January 20, 1987, the President approved recommendations by the Administrator of EPA
for the new "Radiation Protection Guidance to Federal Agencies for Occupational Exposure *
This guidance, which 1s consistent with (but in several ways i1s an extension of) current
recommendations of the International Commussion on Radiological Protection (ICRP), constituted
a major revision of those parts of the 1960 guidance that pertained to the protection of workers

This Federal Guidance Report No 11, which supersedes Report No 10, presents values for
derived guides that make use of contemporary metabolic modeling and dosimetric methods and
that are based upon the limits on committed dose equivalent stipulated in Recornmendation 4
of the 1987 guidance The Annual Limits on Intake (ALls) and Derived Air Concentrations
(DACs) tabulated herein are numerically identical, in most cases, to those recommended by the
ICRP in their Publication 30 Exceptions include values for plutonium and related elements,
which are based upon information presented in ICRP Publication 48, and a few radionuchides
not considered in Publication 30, for which nuclear decay data were presented in ICRP
Publication 38 We plan to pubhsh future editions of this Report on a regular basis to reflect
information, as it becomes available and Is accepted by the radiation protection community
The document used, EPA-520/1-88-020, which s dated September 1988, Is the most current
version of the document

211 15John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page D-11, Appendix D, Table D-7 — The established breathing rate for the DOE RCGs
IS 8400 m’ /year (not 8030)

Response

The value used in the EA analysis 1s comparable to the default value for the breathing rate used
in the AIRDOS code (CAP-88) CAP-88 i1s approved by EPA for evaluating radiological releases for
compliance with National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) for
radionuchides The basis for this value was taken from A Statistical Analysis of Selected Parameters for
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Predicting Food Chain Transport and Internal Dose of Radionuciides, Final Report (Rupp, EM, 1979,
ORNL/NUREG/TM-282) This reference Is listed in the onginal AIRDOS-EPA manual distributed by the
ORNL Radiation Shielding Information Center (ORNL RSIC package CCC-357)

The annual breathing rate of 8400 m® per year may be supported from the breathing rate for
an aduit male (23,000 liters per day), as specified in ICRP Publication No 23, Reference Man (ICRP 23),
and 1s often used In establishing inhalation mits for individuals exposed both occupationally and non-
occupationally When considernng exposure of the general population, it 1s appropriate to account for
the fact that approximately half of the general population 1s female The daily breathing rate for the
adult woman spectfied in ICRP 23 is 21,000 Iters per day Using a breathing rate averaged from rates
for males and females, the annual average breathing rate is 8030 m*

211 16John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 5-16 — The DOE I/m/t of 0 1 rem/year must be met considering all materials in
combination The 0 02 pCi Pu-239/m’ over a year is equal to 595 rem/uCi inhaled The RFP uses a
value of 800 rem/uCi RFPu in their annual environmental surveillance summary, based on the same
assumptions

Response

The reference on page 5-16 of the DOE guideline of 100 mrem per year was intended only to
place the estimated dose to a member of the public in perspective, not to demonstrate compliance with
that guideline It should be noted that the dose estimate Is based on exposure to the mixture of
plutonium and americtum expected in an average shipment of waste from Rocky Flats (see response
to Comment 2 11 17)

The source of the other numbers in the comment is not clear The value of 0 02 pCi/m®
mentioned in other parts of the document pertains to gross, long-lived alpha, not Pu-239 The values
of 595 and 800 rem/uCi do not appear on the page ctted or on any other page in the section The
dervation of the numbers is not clear from the comment As stated In Appendlx B, the weighted
average DCF for the average Isotopic mixture in the RFP waste is 8 76 x 107 rem/Ci  The calculation
of the weighted average DCF was performed using the weight fractions from Table 21 of the Rocky
Flats Plant Site Environmental Report of 1988, January through December 1988, (RFP-ENV-88), yielding
a weighted average DCF of 4 27 x 10" rem/g

211 17John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Table B-1 - The first Pu-239 should be Pu-238 and its half life 1s 320 E + 4 days and
the DCF (CEDE) is in what uruts (rem/Ci)? The RFP published mass fractions are somewhat different
than those presented here The AM-241 level is unrealistically low, particularly in hight of the
recognition of Am-241 at the 903 area

Response

As noted in the comments, the first line of Table B-1 contains two typographical errors  All
calculations were performed using the correct values for T,,,, MF, and DCF for Pu-238 The table
should have indicated that the DCF values listed are in rem/Ci These corrections are shown in
Attachment B, Errata .

The mass fractions shown in Table B-1 were calculated from the RFP site-specific data in Table
B 2 6, Average Radioactivity in a Shipment of CH TRU Waste, found in reference DOE, 1990, of the EA
The table lists the average amount of radioactive matenal in a low-level TRU-mixed waste shipment
from Rocky Flats The values listed in Table B 2 6 are based on data for the average radionuclide
composttion in Rocky Flats waste from Radionuclide Source Term for the WIPP (U S Department
Energy, 1989, 88-005, Carlsbad, New Mexico) The values listed in Table B 2 6 were used because they
are representative of the Isotopic mixture in waste generated at Rocky Flats
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2 11 18 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Automatic and manual deluge sprinkler systems are referred to for the exhaust filter
plenums, yet provision for drainage of water used for fire suppression that couid potentially have
contact with plutonium in ductwork and gloveboxes 1s not addressed The presentation to the Ahearme
commission made sweeping statements regarding the safety envelope Yet, flow capability and criteria
were not adequately addressed regarding criticality drains Physical observation and preventative
maintenance 1s a must, as past overflows and fires have been or gotten out of control and not
discovered for days Reliance on alarms and automatic systems is not adequate nor acceptable

Response

The designated plenum for the SARF 1s Plenum 205 In the event of a fire the plenum will be
deluged with water at a rate of 25 to 50 gallons per minute The water wiil automatically flow to a drain
located at the bottom of the plenum and into a critically safe tank designated for plenum deluge water
only The tank 1s connected to the process waste collection system (RCRA Unit 40) There are
sprinkler systems in the ducts themselves, but only in the plenum Water from the plenum can not
return to any of the ducts or gloveboxes due to configuration of the plenum The plenum fire
suppression system is tested on an annual basis

The SARF and TWS untts, hike all other mechanical systems at Rocky Flats, will be on a
Preventive Maintenance Order (PMO) schedule These schedules involve the routine inspection and
change of matenals such as oils, hydraulic fluids, glovebox gloves, etc The schedules help to ensure
worker safety and protection of public health and the environment They also serve to extend the
usable ifetime of mechanical equipment through routine maintenance PMO schedules are based on
but are more conservative than, manufacturer recommendations and maintenance spectfications
because Rocky Flats Plant operating experience is also considered when establishing the schedules

Operators of the SARF and TWS units will rely on alarms, monitoring equipment and automatic

systems, as well as routine inspections, to ensure protection of employees, public heaith and the
environment

Historically, inspections and oversight of unit operations were the only means for ensuring
worker safety and protection of public health and the environment from potential operational accidents
Technological advances have allowed the additional utiization of alarms and automatic systems for
further ensuring safety at Rocky Flats Such systems are used to assist unit operators in providing more
rapid responses to potential problems than were previously possible Mechanical devices can also
provide continuous surveilance of the most intricate details within a mechanical operation

However, since machines have the potential for malfunction, Rocky Flats uses a conservative

plantwide approach to satety by using a combination of mechanical monitoring and alarm devices as
well as routine equipment inspections

2 11 19Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The old MCA scenario 1s a JOKE! When are you going to give up on this old tired
argument that s so “incredible?® Reality 1s that MCA 1s more credible from internal causation than the
old aircraft crash scenario The threat posed by natural phenomena such as high winds and
earthquake are more credible possibilities

Response

The postulated MCA was selected not because 1t 1s more likely to happen than other accidents,
but because 1t has the most severe consequences of any accident that could reasonably occur Other
accidents with a higher probability of occurrence were also analyzed in Section 5 1 4 2 of the EA Table
5-4 of the EA lists the accidents, other than the Severe Accident, that were analyzed

-
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2 11 20 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Accident controls are cited with reliance on physical controls, yet the bulk of unplanned
incidents and violations cited in the Criticality Safety report noted repeated failures in ability to comply
with these ‘routine® physical controls of fixed spacings, safe geometry, mass violations, etc Neutron
criticality detectors and alarms were noted in the Tyree report to have 143 failures over 10 years This

does not include the practice of shutting the alarms off deliberately due to frustration of personnel with
false alarmung going on

Response

As noted In Section 3 1 4 2 of the EA, drum labeling, records, data, and calculations for each
drum proposed for a SARF batch run will be verified independently by a second operator before being
loaded into the SARF glovebox Multiple large errors would have to be committed before there was
any change to accumulate enough plutonium in a barrel to reach cniticality The nondestructive analysis
(NDA) of the output drum will also allow an independent companson of the actual drum plutonium
content with the total plutonium calculated before supercompacting was commenced

The 143 criticality monitoring system failures cited in the Tyree report included such tems as
malfunctioning beacon lights, audible alarm signals not meeting design or operational critena, and single
criticality detector failures None of the reported failures compromised the detection and warning
capabilty of any of the criticality systems For example, single detector failures are offset by other,
redundant detectors Local annunciation falures are offset by the fact that all criticality alarms
annunciate not only locally, but also in at least two remote locations

As for deliberately turning of the equipment to prevent the alarms, the criticality monitors do not
have local power switches, they must be turned off at a remote control panel Spurious alarms are
minimized by the instrument design which requires at least two detectors to simultaneously detect the
criticality event  Criticality monitor operation is verified at least daily by instrument technicians  As with
the SAAMs, the discovery of any sabotage or unauthorized deactivation would require a formal
investigation and written report of the incident

2 11 21 Pauia Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Bag rupture at SARF airlock discourse notes protection factors of 0 01 with use of full

face respirators, yet does not take into consideration possibility of poor fit, or operator inabiiity to don
the equipment rapidly or properly

Response

Before an operator may be issued a full-face respirator, they must complete both training and
respirator fitting Both the training and the fit testing must be repeated annually thereafter The training
includes both classroom and "hands-on" training As part of the respirator fit testing, each person Is
given instruction on the proper methods to don and wear the respirator and must demonstrate the
capability before entering the test booth The fit of the respirator is then tested to assure that the
respirator provides at least a minimum protection factor dunng testing For a full-face respirator, that
minimum protection factor is 1000 That is, if the respirator does not fit well enough that testing shows
less than 0 001 leakage, the individual is not authonized to be issued that brand or type of respirator
The calculations in the EA assumed the full-face respirators to be ten times less effective than the
minimum the wearer must demonstrate during fit testing, thus presenting an upper bound of the nisk
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2 11 22 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Operator error 1s not addressed in this EA  In manually removing drum Iids, there is
potential of exposure as well as gas build-up release and/or explosion if prime conditions are available
such as sparks, reckless handiing, etc The possible discrepancy of accumulations of plutonium due
to additions of bags and liners should be noted Do you really have a handle on how much plutonium
and/or other nuclear materials will be present? Overzealous operators could continue to add to drums
until they are ‘really fulll®

Respons

Standard Operating Procedures, administrative controls, quality assurance audits, operator
training, etc, will be designed and implemented to minimize the possibility of operator error

The possibility of explosion, whether intiated by operator error or other causes, was considered
and, as noted in Table 5-4 of the EA, 1s bounded by the fire on the dock because there would be less
matenal at nisk in an explosion

Section 3152 of the EA describes the controls on SARF operation to imit the amount of
plutonium n any single drum In summary, the operation of the SARF (as well as the TWS) will be a
batch process where all of the drums to be included in the supercompacting process will be selected
before processing of the first drum 1s started This will be done to assure that both weight and fissile
maternal imits will be met n the fimshed product All records used and calculations performed in
selecting the drums to compact will be verified independently by a second operator The plutonium
in each input drum will first be measured by equipment that is routinely calibrated to an accuracy better
than + 10 percent and must contain no more than 50 grams of plutonium Output drums will be

analyzed by the same equipment to assure they do not exceed 100 grams of plutonium prior to being
placed In storage

2 11 23 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment There appear to be numerous handling and transfer steps noted that require physical
handling of waste, yet common problems that are possible in these steps are not noted, such as forklift
accidents, loading jams or other hitches in the transfer process It is important that the SARF/TWS
process not have similar ‘production” requirements applied to it such that the operators and handlers
are or would be encouraged to become *“to automatic” in their duties, or too hurried

Response

* The "forkiift accident” suggested in the comment Is bounded by the breach of a drum in storage,
the breach of a drum on the dock, and the glovebox breach accidents Standard Operating
Procedures, administrative controls, and training will ensure that the operators will maintain appropriate
attention to the requirements of SARF and TWS operation

2 11 24 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The potential for fires and explosions (as have occurred in the past) are very real
possibilities, and represents a far greater impact to both worker and community than the criticality
scenarios depicted

Response

Section 3 1 5 1 of the EA discusses the systems and controls that will be implemented to prevent
or mitigate the impacts of a fire or explosion

-

-
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As shown in Table 54 of the EA, both fires and explosions were analyzed as potential accidents
in addition to the criticality scenano Fires were considered both inside and outside the glovebox as
well as on the loading dock Explosion was also considered but the effects of an explosion would be
less than (or bound by) a fire occurring on the loading dock

2 11 25 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The meteorological parameters listed state that a conservative approach has been
employed, but a comprehensive climatology study has not been done Past data has been flawed, with
faulty assumptions arising from it

Response

Potential radiological impacts to the public were calculated using two sets of meteorological
conditions defined as representative and unfavorable The unfavorable analysis utilized conservative
meteorological parameters which provided an upper estimate of population impacts These impacts

are independent of current plans to complete a comprehensive climatology study at Rocky Flats within
the next couple of years

2 11 26 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The reference section, Appendix B, refers to worker doses The dose estimates fail to
take into consideration the change in worker status to 12-hour shifts and exposures rather than 8-hour
shifts and exposures Radiation releases and quantities in the waste, which is an uncertain proposition
at best, does not take as conservative an approach as could be taken The release durations and
exposure times listed in Table B-3 therefore do not appear to be realistic The notation of respirators
being utiized when SAAM’s alarm 1s of concern when repeated reports of the SAAM’s being
deliberately sabotaged or shut down continue to filter out of the RFP How can the workers rely on this
*fail-safe” mecharism of early warning of exposure?

Response

The reference to a “change in worker status to 12-hour shifts” 1s not defined No reference was
found in Appendix B to an 8-hour work day Appendix B presents the data and methods used in
calculating exposures and doses during various accidents or incidents rather than routine operations

Nevertheless, 1t 1s not expected that routine operations of the SARF and TWS will require more
than one shift per day, five days per week As shown on Table 5-1 of the EA, the SARF Is estimated
to require operation approximately 142 hours per month and the TWS, as shown on Table 5-3, 13 hours
per month for a total of 155 hours per month The average working month for eight hours per day, five
days per week, is siightly over 173 hours If the workload were to require greater operating time, a
second shift of workers would be added, rather than extending the workday to twelve hours

The release duration and exposure times used in the accident analysis are not determined from
or affected by the radiation releases or quantities in the waste The release durations and exposure

times are based on conservative assumptions about the type of accident and typical worker responses
in similar accidents

The operation of each SAAM 1s checked at least daily by instrument techniclans  Authorization
may be given to disconnect or disable a SAAM temporarily for authonzed activities stich as calibration
or other servicing If the SAAM is turned off or disabled electrically without prior authorization, an alarm
is immediately intiated in the Radiation Protection Technician's (RPT) office The RPTs are required
to respond to the alarm as if it were a high airborne incident and take the appropriate actions In
addition, if any SAAM is found by any individual to have been sabotaged or disabled, a formal critique
1s held resulting in a written report of the incident and the results of the investigation

- -
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2 11 27 Paula Elofson-Gardine

212

2121

Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Appendix D, off-site dispersion and exposure modeling, continues to utilize old
topographical and population data This must be corrected to indicate the proximity and availability
of populace, food chain impacts, etc Plutonium 1s noted in Golden Peaks Dairy milk, which 1s sold
to local schools These cattle are subjected to inhalation and ingestion of the contaminants in the
immediate environs of the plant, as evidenced by higher concentrations in the milk, than is found in
the monthly water testing It is obvious that there i1s biomass concentration that is still not addressed
Assumptions regarding groundshine, plumeshine, and water immersion are not realistic in terms of
internal dose pathways in light of the above Potential radiological releases due to an accident is noted
to be of imited duration, yet ‘routine’ releases are not taken into account as potentially significant

Respon

Appendix D of the Environmental Assessment summarizes the radiological model used to
evaluate impacts to the population from potential accidents associated with the supercompactor and
shredder The analysis considers both internal (e g, ingestion of vegetables, meat, and milk as well
as inhalation of contaminants) and external (groundshine, plumeshine, water immersion) dose pathways
The analysis takes into consideration the proximity of beef and dairy cattle and vegetable crop
production areas around the Rocky Flats Plant Inhalation is the primary exposure pathway Public
health effects are based on the projected population within a 50-mile radius of the plant site for the year
2000 and thus, overstate current demographic impacts Routine impacts to the public from operation
of the supercompactor and shredder are addressed on pages 5-7 through 5-11 and pages 5-14 through
5-16, respectively, of the EA, the maximum increased annual dose (committed effective dose equivalent)
to a member of the public was calculated to be 2 x 107** rem, which is one billionth the dose permitted
by DOE guidelines (100 mrem)

HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL IMPACT ANALYSES

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment In assessing accidental exposures to hazardous chemicals, the EA used Threshold Limit
Values (TLV), established by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygierists n the
1960s, as comparison criteria Haven't other analyses done in the past two decades determined that
these values should be substantially reduced in terms of the accepted hmits for what constitute toxic

exposures? Please explain why DOE is relying in a 1990 EA on such an old health-based risk
evaluation

Response

The Threshold Limit Values used in the analysis were based on a 1989 publication The correct
reference 1s (ACGIH, 1989) Current analysis (WIPP SEIS, 1990), use TLV-based hazard indices to
assess the impact to both public and workers from accidental acute exposures As stated on page 5-
40 of the EA, TLVs establish acceptable time weighted average concentrations of various contaminants
to which workers can be exposed during a normal 8-hour shift, 40-hour work week schedule without
receving any adverse effects after a iifetime of exposure If exposures are maintained below the TLVs,
during short-term incidents and routine operation, there should be no affects to workers or the public
This type of analysis 1s adequate for assessing impacts to the public considering the conservatisms
used In dispersion modeling and in the release fractions, and considering the shorter duration of
exposure (not 40 hours a week for a lifetime)

“
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Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that because of the relatively short-term duration of accidental chemical
releases and subsequent exposures, Acceptable Intake-Chronic (AIC) values suggested by EPA were
not appropriate for comparison EA, p 5-40 Inthe EA, AIC values should also be applied to accidental
chemical releases in order to determine the results of long-term releases and provide a complete
consideration of potential impacts of the operations of the SARF and TWS

Response

AIC values are only defined for chronic, long-term exposures They are not appropriate for very
short, acute exposures because they are based on animal dose/effect laboratory data involving chronic
intake Extrapolation of healith effects from an acute exposure using chronic lab-based indices is not
appropriate The TLV-based Hazard Indices are the current methodology used to assess potential
health effects from short-term accident exposures (WIPP SEIS, 1990)

John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Exposures for the Public from TWS Operation — Discusses only the exposure from
radioactive particles While this 1s the highest potential, the report should also cover other hazardous
emissions, e g, lead, mercury, berylhium, VOCs, etc

Response

The hazardous chemical impacts dunng normal operation of the TWS and during accidental
exposures are discussed and analyzed in Sections 51 4 3and 5 1 4 4 of the EA, respectively As stated
on page 5-39, the calculated intakes (of hazardous chemicals by the public during normal operations)
at the site boundary resulting from the maximum potential poliutant emissions are well below the AIC
(Acceptable Intake-Chronic) values used for comparison (at least six orders of magnitude below the
AIC values) In addtion, the release amounts used in the calculations are upper bound estimates The
total HI (Hazard Index) for all emissions i1s 6 3 x 10°°, indicating that expected emissions will not cause
any significant adverse effects to public health

The highest calculated cancer rnisk for an individual at the site boundary for any one carcinogen
in the SARF and TWS emissions Is 36 x 107, or less than one chance In one million, calculated for
carbon tetrachloride The cumulative predlcted cancer sk for all of the suspected carcinogens In the
emissions for a maximally exposed member of the public Is 40 x 1077, or 0 4 chance n one million
The predicted cumulative cancer risk is such that less than one addional cancer ina population of one
million people (all assumed to be at the site boundary) will occur due to the assumed hazardous
waste/carcinogen effluents from the SARF and TWS operations

As discussed on page 541, the cumulatrve HI for all released hazardous materials for an RFP
worker (at a distance of 100 meters) 1s 25 x 1072 This Hl 1s less than one, indicating that the potential
on-site nonradiological impacts from a severe accident at the SARF and TWS are minimal  Additional
dispersion of released hazardous matenals during transport to the site boundary, or to a more distant
location where a member of the public may be located, will result in HI values lower than the already
low occupational values

The HI values in the assessment of accidental releases of hazardous matenals are based on
TLVs (Threshold Limit Values) and because TLVs are developed using a normal, healthy worker as their
basts, concerns associated with applying TLVs to members of the public may anse For example,
things such as body weight or poor health may result in increased sensitivity of the very young or
elderly However, these concerns are mitigated by the very low Hi values expected at the site boundary
(lower than the Hi for 100 meters, due to the greater dilution of any releases), and, additionally, by the
overall conservative nature of the calculations Therefore the assumption of acceptably low H! values
for members of the public ts vaid

a
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The assumptions made for the hazardous chemical impact assessment calculations are very
conservative leading to an estimate of the upper limit for environmental effects rather than a realistic
evaluation of the likely consequences The conservative assumptions inciude the following

. Releases from the SARF are assumed using the estimated annual throughput of drums
containing four categories of TRU mixed waste The TRU mixed waste categories
included combustible waste, metal waste, fiter waste, and glass waste

. Typical drums are assumed to contain all of the hazardous matenals known to occur
in the identified waste types and at their respective maximum concentrations

. All organtc matenals contained in each drum are assumed to be released in vapor form
through the ventilation system to the environment dunng shredding, precompaction, or
supercompaction

. The estimated potential volatile emissions from filter waste shredded in the TWS are
inctuded 1n the SARF caiculations

. All of the mercury is assumed to be released to the SARF glovebox in particulate form

To account for that which may exist as vapor or that which may be vaporized during
compaction, it 1s assumed that the amount passing through the HEPA fiters was
increased by a factor of ten for mercury

. Except for the lead contamned in glass, almost all other lead to be compacted is in the
form of lead metal The calculations assume one percent of the metal will become
arrborne inside the glovebox

The composition of the hazardous chemicals expected to be released annually under normal
condttions is provided in Table 5-10 of the EA Table 5-10 also provides an estimate of the upperbound
quanttties of annual chemical releases and a hazard assessment of their significance

STORAGE AND STORAGE LIMIT

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment DOE should not subvert the intent of the 1601-cubic-yard storage limit for mixed
transuranic waste

Rich Ferdinandsen
Jetterson County, Colorado

Comment A second on-site concern is with the potential for increasing near-term storage capacity
beyond the 1601 cubic yards (SEC 3 14) Anincrease in storage capacity even on a temporary basis
should not be considered until all formal permitting procedures are met, including public hearings
Additional storage should only be deemed temporary and off-site alternatives (WIPP and others) should
be actively and seriously pursued

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment The Department of Energy (DOE) and EG&G certainly feel that the proposed action is
necessary for the continuation of plutonium operations at Rocky Flats given the 1601 cubic yard limit
imposed by the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) in the RCRA permit However, this proposed
action appears to only be a short term solution at this point The WIPP s still not open and no
assurance is avarlable that the WIPP will be certified and ever able to accept waste from Rocky Flats
Therefore, supercompacting the waste only reduces the quantity of waste and helps EG&G avoid the
waste limit impost by CDH for a short ime

-
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We must be concerned with the long term storage of waste produced at Rocky Flats
Compacting the waste does nothing to reduce the waste, only the physical dimensions Thus,
supercompacting will allow more waste to be stored at Rocky Flats But query what if WIPP does not
open? The supercompacted waste will remain at Rocky Flats untl a home is found Query again
what if the supercompacted wasts is rejected at other sites due to the fact that the waste has been

supercompacted? Could supercompacting potentially prejudice the reception of that waste at other
facilities?

The EA must look at this contingency and dispel this fear The EA is to look at potental
environmental hazards and assess the result The potential of the WIPP never opening is a possibility
and the storage of the waste at Rocky Flats as well as the possibility of the waste not being in
acceptable form for deposit at another facility must be addressed

In summary, the proposed action seems to be a knee-jerk reaction to the waste storage limit
in the RCRA permit  The EA must address the implications of long term storage of waste and include
contingencies such as the WIPP not opening

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment The EA fails to adequately address the honest benefits of the proposed action The real

benefits from the proposed action are short term, the benefit is that EG&G can resume and possibly
increase production and thus increase waste since the volume of waste will be reduced DOE will
therefore be able to resume plutonium operations without exceeding the 1601 cubic yard volume waste
hmitation imposed by CDH, at least for a while

DOE might be able to claim the benefit of reduced waste volume to be stored at the WIPP if the
WIPP were guaranteed to open on a specific date However, no assurances are present that the WIPP
will open Therefore, the benefits from this proposed action are questionable at this point The EA
does not address the potential detriment from the proposed action if the WIPP fails to open and the
waste 1s stored at the RFP

George Hororka
City of Westminster

Comment Westminster 1s opposed to the use of the Supercompactor and Repackaging Facility and
TRU Waste Shredder (SARF/TWS) Westmunster cannot support any operation which will increase the
amount of waste which can be stored at the Rocky Flats Plant Because there Is yet no solution to the
hazardous waste disposal problem at Rocky Flats, the SARF/TWS will merely increase the amount of
wastes stored at Rocky Flats It will not be solving the problem Westminster is concerned that this will
open the door to making Rocky Flats a waste repository, for both its own wastes and possibly those
from other facilities Wastes should not be generated If there s no means of disposal and staying
within the limits set by the State of Colorado The handling of the wastes necessary for shredding and
repackaging also increases the nisk to the workers and neighboring citizens

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

Comment Section one summary/overview states that this 1s needed to maintain compliance with
RCRA requirements [ challenge this as a temporary stop-gap measure only Mr Burlingame stated
at the Ahearne commission meeting last held in Denver that WITH the supercompactor the production
time available at most would be 12-18 months The only way that this supercompactor will achieve and
maintain compliance with RCRA regulations is If it 1s used for volume reduction of what has already
been generated, and used for waste generated by CURTAILED operations and D & D activities Itis
crucial that this SARF and TWS not be seen as the saivation for further production activittes The end
of the line will come soon enough Advance planning must take into consideration that the end of the
production line at the RFP is here now Cleanup activities and reduction of existing waste must take
priority
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R nse T mments 2 13 1-2 1

Planning for the SARF began in 1985 in order to reduce the external radiation dose to workers
duning waste handling and repackaging, to enhance safety, and to reduce waste volume and process
costs Inttial funding for the SARF was recewved in Fiscal Year 1987 The planning and funding for the
SARF were intated prior to the implementation of the 1601 cubic yard volumetric storage imit for TRU-
mixed waste that is contained in a letter dated December 15, 1988 from Thomas P Looby, Assistant
Director for Health and Environmental Protection, Colorado Department of Health As proposed, the
SARF and TWS will reduce the volume of TRU-mixed wastes to be generated at RFP, will reduce the
volume of wastes currently being stored, and will help ensure continued compliance with the 1601-
cubic yard volumetric storage imitation until alternate storage and/or disposal sites are approved The
proposed action does not include making Rocky Flats a waste repository for ts own wastes or wastes
from other facilities The Department of Energy will continue to comply with both the spirt and the
intent of the volumetric storage himit

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The separate NEPA documentation concerning the proposal to DOE for alternate storage

for RFP TRU-mixed waste on-site and off-site should be taken into account prior to approval of this EA
This EA should, but fails to consider sending the waste elsewhere as an alternative Given that the
heart of NEPA 1s a comparison of alternatives, DOE must consider all reasonable aiternatives to its
proposed action prior to issuing a Finding of No Significant Impact

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

Comment Details of the alternate-near-term storage proposal were not included in this EA FPlease

provide this document for review Detalls regarding privately held storage facilities is also desired
Please provide documentation regarding this as well

Response to Comments 2 137-2 13 8

The only currently reasonable alternative is to send the waste to WIPP  As stated on page 3-22
of the EA, other sites are being considered and have been used for non-compacted waste storage and
disposal in the past In addition to using the existing storage capacity at RFP, the DOE is in the
process of reviewing a proposal for alternate near-term storage for RFP TRU-mixed waste, which
includes both on-site and off-site options  These options are being evaluated in the event that additional
storage space (in excess of the RCRA permitted capactty of 1601 cubic yards) 1s needed for RFP
Separate NEPA documentation for this proposal I1s being prepared, and will be provided for public
review when avaiable

Storage of RFP wastes at an alternative ste was considered as an alternative to
supercompacting the wastes The no action alternative and the no treatment alternative both consider
shipment of the wastes offsite for storage and/or disposal without supercompaction However, shipping
the wastes to another site for storage or disposal does not meet the goals of supercompaction which
are (1) reduction of worker exposure, (2) volume reduction to satisfy waste minimization objectives,
and (3) more efficient waste handling methods during storage and transportation Also refer to
response to Comment 2193

Jonathan P Carter
Office of the Governor of idaho

Comment On March 30, 1990 the Department of Energy (DOE) issued an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of the Supercompactor and Repackaging Faciity (SARF) and Transuranmic Waste
Shredder (TWS) and proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!) Because of Idaho’s continued
interest i timely and appropriate resolution of the transuranic (TRU) waste disposal 1ssue, we have
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reviewed these documents to determine what, if any, impact the construction of these faciities at the

Rocky Flats Plant would have on Idaho, and more particularly on the storage of TRU waste at the
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL)

The state of ldaho supports DOE activities that will result in reduction of waste volumes, waste
processing costs and radiation exposure to workers, and for these reasons believes the construction
of the SARF and TWS s in the public interest It must be acknowledged, however, that the EA and the
proposed FONS! do not resolve the problem that created the immediate need for the SARF and TWS
faciities, 1 e, insufficient storage capacity for TRU-mixed waste at Rocky Flats This is an ssue of
extreme importance to Idaho, and one which the state will closely monitor because historically DOE
has sent TRU-mixed waste to the INEL for indefinite storage untii Governor Andrus instituted his ban
on the INEL's importation of this waste last year

The EA states, at page 3-22, that DOE 1s in the process of reviewing a proposal for alternate
near-term storage for Rocky Flats Plant TRU-mixed waste which considers both on site and off site
options The offsite options include the INEL The EA also states, at page 3-23, that DOE iIs
considering the need for longer-term storage of the waste It appears from the EA that separate NEPA
documentation is being prepared for the near-term and longer-term storage proposals

Because near-term and longer-term storage of TRU-mixed waste, and impacts associated with
transporting and storing the waste, are so closely related as to be in effect, a single course of action,
they must be evaluated in a single NEPA evaluation 40 CFR §15024 Connected actions are
considered closely related where they (1) automatically trigger other actions which may require
preparation of an EIS, (2) cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or
simultaneously, or (3) are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for

their justification Based on these criteria, the storage proposals should be constdered together in one
comprehensive NEPA analysis

Realistically, the waste storage problems presented by TRU-mixed waste will only begin to be
resolved after the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) opens in New Mexico DOE's discussion of near-
term and longer-term storage solutions detracts from what DOE's primary focus should be the
operung of WIPP DOE’s shell game approach of TRU-mixed waste storage can only be resolved by
WIPP, and we urge DOE to focus all of its efforts in this direction Finally, 1t should be clear by now

that any study of storage alternatives for TRU-mixed waste should not include Idaho as a potential
Storage site

Response

The DOE concurs that waste storage problems presented by TRU-mixed waste will be fully
resolved only with the opening of the WIPP facility Towards this objective, the DOE has recently
issued Revision 1 to the No-Migration Vanance Petition for the WIPP as well as a Record of Decision
(June 13, 1990) to proceed with the test phase of the WIPP faciity The purpose of the WIPP No-
Migration Petrtion 1s to demonstrate, according to the requirements of RCRA 3004 (d) and 40 CFR 268 6,
that to a reasonable degree of certainty, there will be no migration of hazardous consttuents from the
facility for as long as the wastes remain hazardous In order to provide continued assurance that the

DOE meets its responsibilities towards national defense, the DOE 1s investigating options for intenm
starage of TRU-mixed waste

As discussed in response to Comments 2 13 7-2 13 8, NEPA documentation for alternate near
term storage for RFP TRU-mixed wastes, which inciudes both on-site and off-site options, 1S being
prepared and Is not currently available for public review

\
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TRANSPORTATION

Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment This Environmental Assessment does not mention if the Manufacturer of the TRUPACT-
Il containers has corrected the problems it had with the welds The DOE should offer an assessment
for an alternative storage container in the event that the TRUPACT-Il were not available What other
containers would be acceptable to WIPP?

Response

The TRUPACT-Il container has been designed and constructed 1o meet the NRC regulations
for a Type B packaging as spectfied in 10 CFR Part 71 As part of the application to the NRC for
certification of the TRUPACT-Il design, DOE provided a description of the quality assurance program
for the design, fabrication, assembly, testing, maintenance, and use of the package The NRC cenified
the TRUPACT-Il design on August 30, 1988, thereby concluding that the TRUPACT-Il meets acceptable
package performance criteria and that the quality assurance program conforms to the requirements of
10 CFR Part 71, Subpart H The quality assurance program will detect and require the correction of
any defects With the TRUPACT-ll available as a shipping package for contact-handled transuranic
waste, no alternative containers currently need to be assessed

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider the risks of transporting compacted waste Supercompaction
will increase the weight and average plutonium content of waste drums The EA should analyze the
impact that these increases may have on the safety of transporting waste

Response

Section 5 1 6 of the EA discusses transportation impacts More specifically, page 5-51 states
that low level external radiation exposure will occur during routine transportation activities While
supercompaction could result in waste drums with a higher surface dose rate, the number of shipments
wiil decrease, resulting in comparable overail impacts to the public, as discussed in Section 522 1 of
the WIPP SEIS It 1s noted that supercompacted waste forms will also have some additional self
shielding benefits from increased waste density and the introduction of one additional steel containment
layer, contnibuting to a lower dose rate It 1s concluded that the collective doses to the affected
population will not exceed the values associated with the transporting of non-supercompacted waste
forms

Rich Ferdinandsen
Jetterson County, Colorado

Comment Transport of the waste (Sec 3 14 and 5 16) to WIPP is of great concern to Jefferson
County As stated in Jefferson County’s comments on the WIPP Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement, the County believes that radl transport needs to be evaluated further The Board would also
urge that emergency preparedness programs be continued, and that DOE assume responsibiity for
funding emergency equipment needed by jurisdictions along the transportation routes Further,
assurances must be made and kept that the trucking contractors, their equipment and employees meet
the highest standards of preparation and performance in order to protect the public as the
supercompacted waste s transported off the plant site
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Response

As indicated in the respanse to comments for the WIPP SEIS, the DOE i1s committed to using
truck transportation for the first five years of TRU waste shipments to WIPP  The DOE believes that
having a commercial trucking carner available at the WIPP, with a dispatcher on call 24 hours a day,
would allow greater and more immediate control over shipping schedules, transportation pianning,

emergency response, and quality control Rail transportation during the disposal phase of operations
at the WIPP is being considered

In regard to the availlability and adequacy of emergency equipment, the number of resources
availabie to state and local authorities depends on the types of industry located within their boundaries
All states have functionally oriented radiological health and emergency management organizations, with
trained staff and varying equipment resources The DOE has developed a program that offers to train
state, local, and Indian Tribal police and emergency personnel in proper procedures in the event of a
transportation accident The Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors (CRCPD) has taken
the position that a radiation detection instrument is not necessary to respond safely to a transportation
accident Because, first responders to an accident are sufficiently protected by standard turnout gear
and dust or surgical masks (which have been issued to most ambulance, rescue, and law-enforcement
personnel) As discussed In Appendix M of the WIPP SEIS, the trucking contractor will have detalled
procedures related to safety, equipment maintenance, quality assurance, driver qualification and
training, and operational responsibilities As applicable, the procedures will be based on the regulations
1Issued by the DOT, RCRA (40 CFR Part 263) requirements for mixed waste transportation, and the
experience of the Federal Government Additionally, there will be a ngorous overview and Inspection
program to provide independent verification of the trucking contractor’s practices and equipment

215 THIRD PARTY OVERSIGHT

2151 Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment And, of course, there must be third party oversight and monitoring of the project

operations Presumably, this will be done by the Colorado Department of Health through its RCRA
permitting and enforcement authorities

2 152 Rich Ferdinandsen
Jefferson County, Colorado

Comment Finally, the Board of County Commussioners suggests that as this new equipment
becomes operational, increased third party monitoring would be appropriate The Environmental
Protection Agency, the Colorado Department of Health, the Advisory Commuttee on Nuclear Facility
Safety, and the Defense Nuclear Faciliies Safety Board should all be encouraged to evaluate the
operation This action would assure safety for the workers and the public, guarantee protection of
the environment, and increase credibility for the plant operators

Response To Comments 2 15 1-215 2

As stated on page 4-8 of the EA, a RCRA request for change to interim status for SARF and
TWS treatment and storage of hazardous wastes was submitted to the Colorado Department of Health
The SARF, TWS and the storage units will be operated in compliance with the RCRA permit The
Colorado Department of Health and the Environmental Protection Agency will provide oversight,
monitor, and audit the proposed action for compliance with RCRA and the RCRA permit In addtion,
the proposed action will be required to comply with OSHA, DOE guidelines, and internal Rocky Flats
Plant audits, quality assurance programs, and Standard Operating Procedures
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2161

2162

2163

STATUTORY COMPLIANCE

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA fails to specify how TRU, TRU-mixed, and other wastes will be stored in Unit 11
and other locations at RFP DOE must comply with RCRA regulations and separate incompatible
wastes Please address speciiically what types of waste will be stored in the same units and how DOE
intends to achieve compliance with RCRA storage regulations (40 C FR Part 265)

Response

The SARF and TWS process will treat plutonium-contaminated, solid transuranic (TRU) and
TRU-mixed wastes TRU-mixed waste 1s TRU waste that also contains hazardous constituents as
identified and regulated pursuant to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) As detailed
in Section 3 153 of the Environmental Assessment, waste characterization procedures provide the
information required to avoid mixing incompatible wastes Rocky Flats uses tem description codes
(IDC's) whuch dentfy the physical and chemical form of TRU-contaminated matenal to provide
accountability throughout the plant Chemical compatibility of waste forms 1s based on the EPA
compatibility chart provided in 40 CFR Part 261, Appendix V A request for changes under intenm
status (RCRA, Part A) for the operation of the SARF and TWS was submitted to the Colorado
Department of Health on October 16, 1989

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment EDF questions the appropriateness of including these two new to Rocky Flats machines
in the Plant's application for interim status under RCRA Although 1t i1s arquably permissible under
RCRA for DOE to seek interim status for a new operation that did not exist and was not contemplated
in 1980, EDF urges DOE to obtain a full RCRA permit prior to beginning use of the SARF/TWS

Response

As stated on page 4-8 of the EA, a request for change to intenm status has been submitted to
the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) The Rocky Flats Plant was generating hazardous wastes
at the time RCRA regulations were promulgated in 1980 and, therefore, 1s regulated by the interim
status standards (40 CFR 265) and the intenm status provisions of 40 CFR 270 70 et seq Pursuant to
40 CFR 270 72, changes In the processes for the treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste
may be made at a faciity or additional processes may be added

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Page 2-3 All of the SARF equipment and the glovebox have been purchased and
delivered and some of the equipment has been assembled This indicates that the EA 1s simply a
formality and therefore a sham because DOE obviously believes that the proposed action will be
permitted or the DOE would not have purchased the equipment prior to the authorizatton It seems that
the wagon has gotten ahead of the horses This supports the contention that the EA and
corresponding FONSI are simply a rubber starnping process

Response
it 1s DOE's policy to comply fully with the statutory requirement and intent of NEPA  In August

1989, an internal DOE audit determined that an EA should be prepared for the SARF and TWS The
EA and the proposed FONSI were prepared in compliance with NEPA
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2165

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commuission

Comment On page 5-65 a statement 1s made that “If one of these alternatives were to be
implemented, a RCRA pernmt will be obtained as required and compliance with the requirements of the

permit will be maintained * We assume a permit will be 1ssued and it will be subjected to a public
hearing and full public review Is this correct?

Respons

As stated on page 4-8 of the EA, a request for change to intenm status has been submitted to
the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) for the SARF and TWS The CDH Hazardous Matenials and
Waste Management Division stated in a letter to the DOE dated April 13, 1990 that “If a tentative
decision I1s made to approve the change to intenm status, the Division has committed to a public review
and comment perod in consideration of the intense public interest in this proposed action If the
request for a change to intenm status is denied, the Division will review the Part B application submitted
by the facility as part of the State RCRA permitting process for Rocky Flats *

When a draft RCRA permit I1s 1ssued, t will be subject to full public review and comment
Pursuant to 6 CCR 100 506, the Director of CDH must allow at least 45 days for public comment, and
will schedule a public hearing, if requested or at his intiative

John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

Comment Section 4 2 3, Air Quality ~ Should include the facts that the Supercompactor is subject
to the requirements of the Colorado Clean Air Act and the Air Quality Control Commussion’s (AQCC)
requlations Additionally, lead and mercury are missing from the NESHAPS reference and both are
listed as contaminants in table 3-2 Also listed in the table are VOCs which are subject to the AQCC's
Regulation No 7 These additional compounds and their control need to be addressed

Response

The SARF and TWS are subject to the requirements of the Colorado Clean Air Act and the Air
Quality Control Commission (AQCC) regulations Of the substances that have been designated as
hazardous air pollutants under NESHAPS (40 CFR Part 61) and state regulations, those used at Rocky
Fiats include lead, beryilium, mercury, and radionuclides These substances exist primarily in particulate

form and are therefore collected by the HEPA fiters Additionally, VOCs are subject to the AQCC
Regulation No 7

The Rocky Flats Plant has filed Air Pollution Emission Notices (APENS) with the State of
Colorado, Department of Health for regulated emission sources on site as required New APENS are
currently being filed for roof penetrations on plant site per the "Agreement in Principle” signed on June
28, 1989, between the State of Colorado and the Department of Energy The APENS are technical
information documents whereby the State of Colorado will determine which air sources on plant site
will require permits

Emissions estimates for hazardous compounds are discussed in the response to Comment
21238

\
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217 COMMENT PERIQD

2171 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Due to the large number of activities at the Rocky Flats Plant, the issues raised by the
use of the "Supercompactor® and intense public interest, the Colorado Department of Health would like
to request a 30-day extension to the official public comment period for the Environmental Assessment
(EA) of the Supercompactor and Repacking Faciitty and TRU Waste Shredder

217 2 Barbara Moore
Front Range Atfirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

Comment The DOE should at least afforded the Rocky Flats Clean Up Commussion the courtesy
of a imely response to our request for additional response time for written comments The TAG group
did not receive copies for 2 weeks after its release With our imited response time it has been difficult
to provide a mearingful, informed written comment on the Supercompactor Repackaging Facility and
TRU waste shredder The DOE continues to receive below average score in the improved cooperation

with the public department It would be greatly appreciated if each Director would have these
documents mailed directly to them at their residence

2173 Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Finally, the comment period should be extended another two weeks to allow a full 30
day review We did not receive the EA until two weeks after its avarlability was published in the Federal

Register This does not give the public adequate time for a proper review A public hearing should
be held to obtain additional public input

Response To Comments 2 17 1-2 173

The DOE acknowledges that the commenters may have experienced delays in recewving the

proposed FONSI and the EA  The DOE has extended the public comment period on the proposed
FONSI to May 22, 1990

218 FONSI

2181 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commusston

Comment Page 3 of the FONSI confirms suspicions that the SARF is simply a short term emergency
solution to avoid surpassing the 1601 cubic yard limitation imposed by CDH The FONSI admits to
needing the SARF to continued operations while complying with RCRA

Response

Planning for the SARF began in 1985 in order to reduce the external radiation dose to workers
during waste handling ad repackaging, to enhance safety, and to reduce waste volume and process
costs Intial funding for the SARF was received in Fiscal Year 1987 The planning and funding for the
SARF were inttiated prior to the iImplementation of the 1601 cubic yard volumetnc storage lim#t for TRU-
mixed waste that 1s contained 1n a letter dated December 15, 1988, from Thomas P Looby, Assistant
Director for Health and Environmental Protection, Colorado Department of Health As proposed, the
SARF and TWS will reduce the volume of TRU-mixed wastes to be generated at RFP, will reduce the
volume of wastes currently being stored, and will help ensure continued compliance with the 1601-
cubic yard volumetric storage limitation until alternate storage and/or disposal sites are approved
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2184

Craig Kish
Rocky Fiats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 6 of the FONSI states that effluent from the gloveboxes would be filtered and then
discharged to the atmosphere The FONSI fails to address the composition of the effluent and the
amount of that effluent A finding of no significant impact should assess exactly what 1s being
discharged and why that discharge has no significant impact As stated in my comments on the EA,
an alarm will sound if alpha radration 1s detected above a lirmit, but the FONSI fails to state what the
contingency plan is during the time between the sounding of the alarm and the implementation of the
corrective action Specifically, does the operation cease until the cause 1s found?

Response

As stated on page 5-2 of the EA, High Efficiently Pamculate Air (HEPA) filters will be operated
to reduce particulate emissions to not more than 0 02 pCi/m’ The assessment of the nisk of these
emissions is found on pages 5-11 and 5-16 of the EA and mentioned under "Routine Operations” in the

FONS! Continuous monitoring will confirm the safe concentrations of particulates including amencium
and plutonium

If emusstons of non-specific alpha emitters exceed 002 pCi/m’, an investigation will be
conducted to determine the cause(s) and the corrective action that will be taken if there is a potential
health nsk, the necessary operations will be shut down until the problems are corrected There 1s no
immediate or long-term health hazard at a release level of 0 02 pCi/m® For example, this concentration
15 one hundred times lower than the most restrictive Dernived Air Concentration (DAC) for workers, as
presented by the U S Environmental Protection Agency Federal Guidance Report #11 (EPA-520/1-
88-020) which 1s based on recommendations from the international Commission on Radiological
Protection (ICRP) Additionally, this concentration level does not consider the dilution that will occur
when the material leaves the discharge point and I1s dispersed in the surrounding air

The composition of the hazardous chemicals expected to be released annually under normal
operations, i1s provided in Table 6-10 Table 5-10 also provides an estimate of the upperbound
quantities of annual chemical releases and a hazard assessment of their significance

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 6 also states that drums of supercompacted waste will have carbon composite
filters for venting of gas Will the filtered effluent gas cause any significant impact? What 1s the
composttion of the effluent filtered gas?

Response

The effluent fitered gas 1s expected to be composed of carbon dioxide and hydrogen The
carbon compostte filter would retain particulate radioactive matenal and allow generated gas to diffuse
out of the drum into the surrounding area However, there 1s not expected to be sufficient carbon
dioxide or hydrogen gas generation from supercompacted waste to cause any significant impact

Craig Kish :
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Page 8 of the FONSI states that the SARF and TWS would create no detectable increases
in emissions to the environment The EA did assess the risks to the public and the workers, so there
must be some increase in ermissions for the public and workers to be at some increased risk In fact,

pages 7 & 8 of the FONSI admut that there 1s some increased exposure from the routine operation of
the proposed action

- ~

“
-
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Response

Page 8 of the proposed FONSI states that routine operation of SARF and TWS was estimated
to result in a combined maximum radiation dose to a member of the public of approximately one
bilionth of that permitted under applicable imits This radiation dose s not detectable Page 7 does
not discuss risk from routine operations, but from postulated accidents

2185 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 11 goes to great lengths to point out that criticality is uniikely and that it has never
occurred at the RFP As stated in my comments supra, was not the 1957 and 1969 fires the resuit of

criticality or aggravated by criticality as a result of the fire fighting efforts? Criticality does not seem
as unlikely as the FONSI would have us believe

Response

Nerther fire was the resuit of a criticality situation, and even though water was used on burning
plutonium for the first time in the 1969 fire, its use did not create a nuclear criticality The September
11, 1957, fire started in a can of plutonium casting residue in processing Building 771 The May 11,

1969, fire was reported as a result of spontaneous ignition of a 1 5 kilogram briquette of scrap plutonium
alloy in an open metal can

219 QOTHER ISSUES AND CONCERNS

2191 Anonymous - Commenter 1

Comment On page 3-1 of the Supercompactor Environmental Assessment the term “transuranic
waste” 1s defined as including waste materials containing more than 100 nanocuries of transuranic
elements per gram The Atomic Energy Act (42 USC 2014 (ee)], on the other hand, defines transuranic
waste as having more than 10 nanocuries of transuranic elements per gram Why has DOE used a

definition different than the statutory one? Does this defirutional difference modify the Environmental
Assessment or DOE’s proposed FONSI?

Response

The definttion for transuranic waste used in the Supercompactor EA is taken from DOE Order
5820 2A, Radioactive Waste Management, of September 28, 1988 This definition i1s consistent with the
one established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency under Title 40 CFR Part 191,
of 9-19-85, Environmental Radioactive Protection Standards for Management and Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel, High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive Waste, which establishes radiation protection
standards governing the management and storage of spent nuclear fuel or high-level or transuranic
wastes at any disposal facility operated by DOE  The addition of a definition of transuranic waste in
the Pnce-Anderson Act relates to the question of the extent of coverage of the Price-Anderson Nuclear
Hazards Indemnity, and was not intended to establish any substantive requirements relating to the
storage, treatment or disposal of transuranic waste For these reasons, the definition of TRU waste in

DOE Order 5820 2A is not inconsistent with the Price-Anderson Act and remains appropriate for use
In waste management

a
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2194

2195

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider the *“No Production® Alternative The EA for the SARF and TWS
should consider whether the proposed faciiities would be necessary if all warhead production at Rocky
Flats were halted or drastically reduced as a result of arms control agreements or shifing budget
priorities  As _an_alternative to the proposed action, DQE should consider halting all warhead
production at Rocky Flats This could certainly be one way for DOE to meet its own directives for
reducing radioactive exposure to workers

Response

Although the Department of Energy produces nuciear weapons components at the Rocky Flats
Plant, t 1s the President of the United States that annually authonzes the country’s nuclear weapons
production program An assessment to halt the production of nuclear weapons components at Rocky
Flats 1s beyond the scope of the EA  Even if production of nuclear weapons components were halted,
decontamination and decommissioning of the plant site would produce TRU and TRU mixed wastes
that could be supercompacted for volume reduction and worker safety

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider the alternative of operating the proposed faciiities elsewhere
Response

If the proposed action were to be located and operated at WIPP, the Rocky Flats Plant site
impacts and the transportation impacts would be the same as for the no action alternative There
would not be a significant change in environmental impacts as a result of this relocation

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Page 5-60 The average level of plutonium in soils 1s claimed to be 0 14 pCi/m2
Is thus a world-wide average or an average taken from areas near similar faciities where the average
mught escalate? | have heard much lower estimates than this

Response

The cited average level of plutonium in solls was taken from Section 5 2 3 5 of the WIPP SEIS
and represents an average environmental radioactivity level (nonspecific to nuclear facilities) A study
by Merrni Eisenbud (Environmental Radioactivity from Natural, Industrial, and Military Sources, Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, New York, 1987) was the source for this estimate

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 5-182 — Statement infers that there will be no non-radioactive emissions, when they

are known to exist Are ‘detectable® and ‘significant’ used synonymously? VOC monitoring must be
required

Response

Section 5 1 1 addresses the effects of SARF operations on air quality The first paragraph does
not specify or imply either radioactive or other hazardous matenal Because the release of plutonium
presents the greatest (although not significant) potential hazard, t was speciically discussed in the
segond paragraph The third paragraph spectfically addresses both radioactive and hazardous
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chemicals The statements in these three paragraphs are further supported by the discussions in
Section § 14 1 (Radiological Exposures from Routine Operations) and Section 5 1 4 3 (Hazardous
Chemical Impacts - Normal Operations)

The words "detectable” and "significant” are not synonymous Sampling programs for hazardous
materials are designed to detect compounds at levels lower than those that would lead to a significant
health hazard If, therefore, releases are not detectable, they would also not involve health hazards of
any significance

Pauia Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

Comment Section two continues to propagate the downplaying of proximity of surrounding
communities We would request you to insert into future studies done on or by DOE or EG&G to reflect
not only do approximately 2 million people live within a 50 mile radius, 5 suburban communities laying
directly around the plant within a 10 mile radius represent a large proportion of affected populace
There are schools, bus stops for children, houses and farms located within § miles

Response

The DOE concurs that the communities of Arvada, Broomfield, Golden, Leyden, Loutsville,
Supenor and Westminster are located within a 10-mile radius of the Rocky Flats Plant, and contain a
significant population
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Anonymous Commenter 1

RECEIVED
U_S.0.0.E.

A FAD
April 29, 1990 1680 MAY -1 A ESI

Mr Patrick Etchart

United States Dept. Of Energy
Rocky Flats Office

P.0. Box 928

Golden, CO 80402-0928

Mr  Etch

Dear charc Comment No
Please accept the following comment regarding DOE's proposea Finding Of

Vo Significant lmpact (FONSI) for the Supercompacror.

On page 3-1 of the Supercompactor Environmental Assessment the term 2191
"transuranic waste" 1s defined as including waste materials containing more
than 100 nanocuries of transuranic elements per gram. The Atomic Energy Act
(42 USC 2014 (ee)), on the other hand, defines transuranic waste as having
more than 10 nanocuries of transuranic elements per gram Why has DOE used a
aerrrition dirfferent than the statutorv one? Does this definitional
.1fference moai1f; the Environmental Assessment or DOE's proposea FONSI?
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Mag 22. 1890 Anonymous Cormenter 2

Mr. Patrick ] Elchart
U8. Depurimant of Energy
HEocky Flzts Plant
P0.Bex 328

(aiden, CO 80402-2054

Deur > Etchart

Plasse accept ths {oilommg comments on ths Envirenmsnial Ssgessment o the
Supsreampecier and Shredder:

1.  The Environmentel Bssesamant shauid alse eveluete the mpacts of
remaving the mastes (s plastic linwrs) from ths mstal druma prior ta compaction
Cancerns sbout gas generstion and use of relsbively short Lived contamery st WIPP
muy isad (o exclusion of mataf drums

2. The Envooommeaini Assessment shauld also syatuste the patential use
of the Supercempactior and Shredder to redace the vohrme of the exasting backiog of
loar level muxed wasis prior to itistmy 1ts nee on TRO maste. The Bocky Plais
Plant currentig has axshere to dispose of law level mmxed traste ¢nd could reach its
sllowed mierm ACAA staruge limit within the aext gear, possibly sveq befare TRYU
muxed if {be plutonsum speration suspsnsion in extendsd, Compaction af the low
level mixed {wt could provide & canple geurs gracs period befare Lhat waste limit 14
reeched and would not prevent suheequent use for THY muxed, but cnce used f TRU
mixed the machmes might not be abla ta be used for lowr lavel

-
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VRANESH ano RAISCH

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

CLRARY w AAISTH 720 14 = STRLEY SUITE 200 GEORQOEL VRANESH {RETIRED)
JOMN & HCNDCRSON

M CHACL O SHimMeiN ® O soxar BRIANM M NAZARENUS
CUDENE 4 RIORDAN BOULDER COLORADO 80306 DOUGLAS A GOULDING

PaAUL 4 21LIS
TELEPHAONE 303/44) 815
TCLECOPICR 301/ 4a) 9586

April 30, 1990

FAND D VERED

Patrick J Etchart

U.S Department of Energy
Rocky Flats Plant

P O Box 928

Golden, CO 3Q402-09028

RrRe Comments on "Environmental Assessment of Supercompactor Comment No
and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shredder®

Dear Mr Etchart

The Citv of Broomfield has reviewea the Environmental
~Ssessment or Supercompactor and Repackaging Faciiity ana TRU
waste Shreader aated March 22, 1990 ("Environmental Assessment")
The City believes that, 1n concept, the supercompactor project 1s
a positive step 1n waste management at the Rocky Flats Plant
("RFP") t appears from the Environmental Assessment that the
project will effectively reduce the volume of the RFP wastes that
are generated and such reduction ought to be beneficial for the
subsequent handling, transportation, and permanent storage of the
~wastes Additionally, the project appears to improve worker
safety conditions The City 1s encouraged by and supports such
efforts

The City does not, however, support the project insofar as
1t 1s used to 1ncrease the hazardous and radiocactive materials 291
loaaing within the Walnut Creek drainage Indeed, the City
strongly cpjects to the claim made in the Environmental
Assessment that the project "will allow greater quantities
{through volume reauction) of TRU-mixed waste to be stored in
CRA permitted areas prior to shipment for off-site disposal "
Environmental Assessment at 5-62 Again, waste volume reduction
.s a splendid 1dea and should be ixplemented 1in an
environmentally sound manner, but i1t cannot be used as an answer
0o the waste generation and storage proplems at the RFP 8y
aoing so, [OE 1s violating the spirit, 1f not the plain intent,
cf the RCRA Part B permit applications that it has filed with tre
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Patrick J Etchart
Aprail 30, 1990
Page 2

state. Moreover, the City cannot tolerate the 1ncreased ris< Comment No
that the additional quantities of waste i1mpose. The City 1s
already substantially impacted by the continued existence of
extensive contamination withain the Walnut Creek drainage.
Because the City's Great Western Reservolr acts as the sink for
the Walnut Creek drainage, action to remediate these waste sites
must be given a high priority or, at the very least, the
reservolr must be 1solated from them. Until this 1is
acconplishea, the City cannot accept yet a further buildup of
hazardous and radioactive materials within the watershed This
1s particularly true in this case where the increase in
radlioactlive waste storage can be up to ten times greater 1{ the
supercompactor project 1s implemented. See Id at A-10 As
such, the project should not commence untill there 1s a permanent
cff-site storage facility 1i1dentified ana reaay to accept tre
wastes

ro
e

1

The potential for i1ncreased storage of hazardous and
radicactive wastes 1n the Walnut Creex aralnaae 1s by far the
Citv's main objecticn to trhe project There are, however,
additional uncertainties apout the project that must be aadaressea
pefore the Environmental Assessment 1s complete ana betore t-e
"Finding of No Significant Impact" can be finalizea in
particular

1 The Environmental Assessment does not address the risks
of property damage (e_g _, contamination of Great 29
Western Reservolr) and, therefore, cannot account for
the potential costs assoclated with those risks

o

2 The Environmental Assessment does not fully address the
risks assoclated with the transportation and hancl.ng
of the existing waste containers This 1s a
significant failing because of past experiences with 241
these old containers (e_g_, 1ncorrect labeling,
guestionable integrity of the innerliners, and leaxy
containers) At the very least, DOE must aeveliop and
1mplement rigorous procedures to ensure absolute
centainment of the material aquring these oberations
Again, the transportation and hanaling 1s important to
the City because 1t wi1ill occur within the Walnut Creek
watersned Accidents occurring during these operatlons
pose an 1mmedlate threat to Great Western Reservolir

N
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Patrick J

April 30,
Page 3

Etchart
1990

The Environmental Assessment does not address the rishs
associated with a fire or a drum breach (single or
multiple) at the on-site storage pads. The City 1is
concerned, for example, that a fire at the storage paa
may impact more than the 20 drums postulated in the
“"Fire on the Dock" scenario, with a concomitant
increase 1n radiation exposure.

The criticality analysis in the Environmental
Assessment 1s very sketchy After admitting what
appears to be an enormous uncertainty, see, e g ,
Environmental Assessment at C-5, the writers sinply
concluae that there 1s enough of a safety factor cuilt
1nto the system The City 1s not particularly
comrorzable with this claim, especially 1n l.ght ci the
aramatic consequences 1f 1t 1s 1incorrect

The Environmental Assessment appears to document t*-e
structural vulnerapil:ty of Buildina 776, see, e < ,
Environmental Assessment at 5-32 throuagn 5-35, cut
never suggests that the project ouaght to be constr.ctea
1n a safer place or that tne building snould be
retrofitted/upgraded

The Environmental Assessment fails to provide
sufficient information with regard to the management cf
liquids Even though the projected production of
liquias 1s not great, the Environmental Assessment —ust
evaluate and discuss how these liquids will be nanagea
(e_g , containment systews for pumps, piplhg, ana
storage, control systems for air emissions from the
surface of the ponded liquid in the liquid collect.cn
ring and collecting tank. and handling of the waste
after the collecting tank)

As a final matter, the C.ty kelieves that the intearit; cf
the roof top exhaust system must be fully evaluated Air
wonitoring of emissions must also be stepped up prior to the
.mplementation of the prolect and that data as well as
subsequently coilected data should be made available to the
public to ensure tnat there 1s no negative 1mpact on the
environment And, of course, there must be third party oversight
and moniteoring of the project overations Presumably, this will
be aone by the Coloraaoc Department of Health througn 1ts RCRA
permitting and enforcement authorities

.
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Patrick J Etchart
Apral 30, 1990
Page 4

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I look forward
to your timely response. If you have any questions or requilre
additional information, please call.

Sincerely,

VRANESH AND RAISCH

oy Cuns) Pl

Euggpé J. Riordan
FOR THE CITY OF BROOMFIELD

EJR jey

cc*  George Di Clero
Matt Glasser
Charles Ozaki
Marvin Thurber

“
-
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STALE OF COLOR/\DO

": e &

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 11 S j g.r_. 25
4210 East 11h Avenue R_ =AC 5 *M'V
Oenver Colorago 80220 '\r@ /
Phane (303) 120-8133 &=
Y -3 A S22 S
Roy Romer
April 27, 1990 Comarmar
Thomus M. Vemon, M.
Ezecucrve Dwwcior
Carol M Borgstroa
Direccor
0ffice of NEPA Project Assiscance
U S Deparcxenc of Energy
1000 Independenc Ave , SW
Washingcon, DC 203585
Dear M3 Borgscroa Comment No:

Due cto the large numoer of activicies ac the Rocky Flacs Flanc, the

issues raisad by the use of the “Supercompactor® and intensa punlic

incerestc, the Colorado Departmenc of Health would like to request a

310-dav extansion to the official public comment period for or 2.17.1
Znvironmencal Assessment (EA) of the Supercoampactor and Renacxing

Facilicy and TRU Wasta Shredder.

Based on our concurrentc raviev of the requast for a change to the
RCRA Incerim Status, we do not bellisve that an additional 30-day
commenc period on the EA would adversely affacc the project scheduls.

If you have any concernms with this requesc, pleases contact ze ac
(303) 255-6252

Sincerely,

%JL ST

Joan G Haggard
Interiz P?rsgram Manager
Rocky Flacs Program Unic

k/jhl/cor
¢. Bob Nelson, DOE/RFO
Nac Miullo, EPA
Tom Rauch
Dave Walcs
Tin Holeman
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STATE OF COLORADO

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

4210 Last 11th Avenus
Oanver Colorauo 30220
¥none (303} 3120-4313

May 21, 1990

David P Simonson

Rocky Flats Area 0f£fice
U S Devartasnt of Inergy
P O Bax 9238

Golden, CO 80402-0928

Dear Mr Sizonson

As we have discussed £ind enclosed comments from the Colorado
Departasnt of Health on tha Supercompactor Environmental Assessment as
part of the recuest for a cnange to RC2ZA {nterin status As you know

78 have alreadv suomittad cozments on the Supercompactor project

1f vou bave questions, pirease contact me at 355-6252

Sincerely,

0 Hegs

Jehn G Haggxrd
Intezin Progran Manager
Rocky Flats Program Unit

k/3hl/cor

¢ Tom Looby
Tin Rolexan
Dave Valtz

NN

.
-
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Supplemencal Commenta on the Supsrcempactor EA

Section 1 3 -- Izpacea of Operation -- states air quality impaccs will be
csasured by particulats samplers in the stacks HNo specifics are provided
on sampler type later in section 4 1 2 they discusg sasmlers but thay
only cover radiocactive components and not the broad spectrum of compounds
wnich may be emittad

Page 1 5 -« The 1980 RFP FEIS's MCA is a 100 graam RF plutonium relsase
wvith a probabilicy of >lE-7/ysar Over a lifscime (70 years) the Deasign
Basis Wind (DBW) has a probability of 1E-2/1ifscize 1t also appears that
a4 100-gram reiease nas alreaay occurrsd ac the Rockvy Flats Plant (903 Pad)

HEPA filear svstams are listed as the main concrol (2 was assused these
are the sxisting systems for buildings 776/777 If chev ars nev systens,
that fact should be stated This also makes & difference in the
pernitsing requirenents for the APCD

HEPA filters a-s excsllent for concrol of particulates, however, thev are
not an adequatas control for gaseous emissions  Thara will be a number of

diffarent gases emitted from this procsss which appear to bs totally
unconcrolled

The TRU Wasta Shradder (IWS) which shreds graphits molds and HEPA filtsrs
will creaze hign lavels of parsiculace emisgsions Ia this portion of the
document, no control is listed o section 4 2 3 Alr Qualicy, chers iz a
snott refsrence to HEPA filter control This soould be inecluded {n ths

early porzion and expanded tc provide complate i{nformation om the comtrol
used for the TWS

Section 3 1 4, transport portion -- filters for venecs on drums and SWBs
are mentioned, however, the fllter media i{s not liztad It may assums chs
carbon composite £L{lter mentioned {n section 5§ 1 3 2 {3 used for this

control Tha informacion should be included in all rafersnces to assure
accaptable concrol

Page 3-8 -- Multiple repackaging incresasss worksr exposures As already
packagsd vastss have to bs handled again, SARF will incrsase worksr
sxposurs Only whan SARF i3 handling ths newly generatsd wazctas without
multiple repackaging will the worksr sxposurs bs raduced the ASR agpects
of SARF may reducs worxar exposure froa ths cnset

Page 3 12 fizsc paragraph -- A fIll level detsction systesm should bae
available for the annular licuid vaste tanc

Page 3 17, second paragraph -- This refers to TWS filsgile material limitcs
but does not ldentify the valuas or where thev may be found in the EA (see
page 3-32 - 100 grams/drum in and 100 grams/drus ouc maximums)

Page 3-34 -- Statement raises tia guastion of anticipatsd change in the
100 gzam limic per drum

S
-
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pags 2
SupercompacTor
comments
S/15/90

Comment No:

Saction 4 2 3, ALr Qualicy -- Should includa the fact that the

Supercompactor is subject to the requiremencs of the Colorado Clean Afr

Act and tha Ailr Qualitcy Control Commission’s (AQCC) regulationa 2.16.5
Additionaily, lead and morcury are missing from the NESHAPS rafarence and

boath are lisced as contaminancs in table 3-2  A.so listea in tho table

ars VOCs wnich ara subject to> the AQCC’s Regulation No 7  These

additionas compounds and their control need to be addressed

° Section S 1 3 1 Gas Generation Mechsniams .. Whils removal of ligquids
will decrease chemical reactions {t will not elizinata them as infarTed
i{n the document The high pressures caused bv compaction and highar
temperatures generated will create additional break downs leading to
additional reaccions Also in this section referencs 15 made to a KX 2.6.9
study but it fails to name tho type of material used, { @ , was it the
sane material used at Rocky Flats or was {t tatally differenc? This lack
of {zfsrmacior maxes the referenced rasults questionanle

° Exposures for the Public from TVS Operation - Discusses only the exposzurs
from radiocactive particles whila this is the hizhest poctancial, tha 2.12.3
raport should also cover other hazardous emissions, @ g , lead, marcury,
barvilir, VOCs ete

° Sage 5-182 -- Statement infars that there will de no non-radiocacctive
emissions, wnen tiey ars known to exist Ars “"detectable® and 2.19 5
*significant® usee synonymously? VOC monitoring zust be reaquired

©  Page 5-11 -- The doge converszion term used by DCE does not consider the 2.11.13
presence of AM.241 in ail RFPu T

o

Page 5 16 -- The DOE limic of 0 1 rem/year must be met considering all

materials in comoinacion Tas 0 02 pCl Pu-239/a3 over a year is equal to 2.11.16
595 rem/uCl inhaled Tha RFF uses a value of BOO rem/uCi RFPu in thair Tt
annua. environmencal surveillance summary, cased on the same assumptions

S Page 5-20 - Tha usa of the 1530 RFP FEZIS rslesass fraction is ldencified 2-11.9
here vhica will oversscimata the impact . -

Page B 2 Appendix B -- The dose conversion terms (DCF) referanced (EPA
1988) are the least conservative of al. sucn data reviewad by CDH

Sumaing the altna and bota activicy into the weigntad DCF lowers the 2.11.14
parceivad lmpacz and §s out of context to practicas dose calculation
procedurss

Attachment A
Appendix F Response To Commants July 1990
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page 3
Supercomzpactor
compencs
5/15/90 Comment No:

e Table B3-1 -- The first Pu-239 should be Pu-233 and {ts half-1ifa (s
3 20244 days and the DCT (CEDK) 13 in what units (rsm/CI)? The RF?
published mass fractions ars somevhat different than those prsssncad 2.11.17
here Tre AM-241 level i3 unrealiscically low, particularly in light of
che recognition of Am-241 at the 903 area

S  Page D-11, Apvendix D, Table D-7 .- The established breaching rata for the 2.11.15
DOE RCGs 1s 8400 mi/year (net 8030)

S  Page D-12 Appendix D Table D-8 -- Footnota (a) -- thers i3 no referencs 2.11 10
DOE (1988c) lisced It is apparsntly the 1988 EPA docunment *

-]

Pags E-1, Appendix B -- Such probability statements have no msaning in
light of the plane crasa/suicide scenario that actually occurred in 2.11.11
Boulder on April 1, 1990
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COMMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND
ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE SUPERCOMPACTOR
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S ROCKY FLATS PLANT

Submitted bv Melinda Kassen Senior Attorney
and Nakisa Serry, Legal Inctern EDF Rockv Mountain Office

April 30 1990

The Environmencal Defense Fund (EDF) is a nacionat
not-for-profit organization with six offices ana .30 00C
mempers around the country incluaing almest 3 000 in tne
State of Colorado Composed of attornevs scilenCtlscs
economlsts educators ana other i1-terestea citlzens ED¥
advocates environmentallv and economically rationai
solutions to the proolems wnich have pLacea so mucq scverse
pressure on the earth's resources Jver tne past cecage .-
juailcialr legislative ana aaministrative fora ome OI t-2
Lssues on wnicn EDF has rocusea attention 1s t-e managermen:
transport treatment sTorage and C.SDOSaL Ol ~.l.ear -asic
It .5 .1 thls context £-at we Oorfer T1e LO0..0WJl"g comrerI.
on tne tnvironmencal Assessment (ZA) for tne provosea
Supercomoactor and Repackaging Faciiit, (SaRF) ana -
Transuranic Waste Shredaer (TWS) oocth of ~nhica tne
Departmenc of Energy (DOE) seeks to overate at .:s Rock
Flats Plant (RFP) outside of Golden Coloraac

~e thanr the DCE for tne opportunit o re .e arc
commerc on tne EA Iz .5 a relac.velv tnorouz~ zna. s.s o-
the proposed anac aiternative act.ONsS as w~eiLlL &5 tre.r
potential 1-pacts to tne existing environment ‘oreover
EDF has previouslv stated .I compaction tecnnoiog Jere
maxe permanent waste disposal in tne Waste Isolat.or °.lo
Plant (WIPP) both safer and likelv to meet aisposa.
stanaards given the potent.al benefits as weli to the
ruclear ~aste transportation svstem we would supoort [OE s
use oI the compactor particulariy agalnst a.Cernat. & «~aste
preparation and treatment tecNNOLOgles Sucn as .~ClPerat.cn

O

-

1owever tne Ea agoes not acequatelv acaress cur pe:o
l.sted concerns For tnat reason DOE must revise the c-
orior to 1ssuing a flraing on 1ts proposea act.o- -, cLE"
some of the comments below mav appear to address getal.s .~
the E~ 1t is 1irportant for DOE to recognize tha: ..t~ ==
l.kelihood of 1ts 1ssuing a Findirg of No Signiricantc
Impact comments on the EA are tne public’s onivy opporz.~-°
for 1mout and 1t .s thas 1mperative that t~e E£4 pDe ciear - .
exolain fullv the nature of the proposea action so cna:z
citizens can declde pased on a compoLiete recorc .natrer -
not tnev agree witn DOE’'s assessment

o
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DOE Supercompactor EA
Comments - april 30 1990
Page 2

1 DOE has expressed its intent on innumerable occasions that 1t expects
to emplace in WIPP for permanent disposal the waste now proposed for
compaction in the SARF In DOE’s Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for WIPP (the SEIS), the authors state that supercompaction "mav
increase” radiolytic gas generation due to the compaction form and that
corrosion gas generation will increase 1f drums are compactea whole due to
the i1ncreasea mectal content of the wasce SEIS, p 6-23 On the other hana
the EA claims that "supercompaction of TRU wastes has no impact on the maximum
rate of gas generation from radiolvtic decay " nothwithstanding the facc tnat
the total gas generated per drum mavy increase EA p 5-3 chrough 5-7 DOE
must explain in tne EA the apparent inconsistency between these statements and
the derivation of each Wwe must know the actual effects of the proposed
supercompactlon On gas generatlion prior to implementing the proposed acticn
ocherwise DOE could be "stuck' with supercompacted waste wnich 1s not
accevtaple for emplacement at WIPP

-~

2 The ract t-at total gas generation per drum will .ncrease as a resu.:
of supercompact.on means CRAat a Tresultling explosion wouid be more severe T2
EA fails to consicer the effects of .ncreased gas per drum DOE musc consicer
rhe environmental consequences of sucn an accident as well as any increasea
environmental lmpacts that could result from testing conaucted with
subercompacted barrels particularlvy as sucn experiments reveal the adeauacy
of the proposed vents for the drums

3 DOE craims that one of the values of the SARF Ls to enhance
overational safetv by reaucing tne need for supplied breathing air suics Tz
znis claim reiated to or intenaed to respond to the criticism leveled ac 2T
by the National Academv of Sciences for allowing a respirator culture' :o
have aeveloped at Rockv Flats? Will the SARF allow those operating 1t to do
so for entire shifts without the need for respirators? If not how does DOE
intend to monitor workers to ensure that they are using respirators properl
and that the respirators are maintaining a high level of worker protection?
Are there otner actions that DOE 1s undertaking to reduce the need for
suoplied preathing suits further or 1s DOE also considering enhancing the
suits .n a manner that would reduce occupational risk hazards?

- DOE 1rtenas to process potn comoustible and non-comoustible wastes ov
supercompaction The EA states tnat the waste tvpes will be separated intec
designatea drums at the point of generation Out 1t is unclear how this wiil
be accompllshea ana what quality assurance process exists to ensure that sucn
waste separatlion occurs EA p 31 The EA should explain further how DOE
intenas to ensure that sSuch seDparation occurs In addition cthe potential
risks of mistakenly combining these waste tvpes auring the entlre waste
management process must be consicerea to provide sufficient conctingency
planning

¢ F.gure 3 . diagrams TRU ana TRU-mixed <aste process flow EA p 32
>From this diagram 1t 1s clear tnat DOE has assumed a specific economic
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DQE Suvercompactor EA
Comments april 30, 1990
Page 3

discard level for the purpose of performing the analvsis contained 1n the EA
What effect 1f any, will the recent ruling, wnerein the federal distric:
court held that so-called residues at Rocky Flats are in fact RCRA-regulated
waste Lf thev contain hazardous as well as transuranic waste 1n Sierra Clubp’s
surt against DOE have on the assumptions DOE has made wnich assumptions
underlie the facts presented in this chart? If residues are supercompacted
wnat are the increased risks associated with use of the technology at Rocky
Flats?

6 The EA assumes that anv liquids contained in the drums will ooze out
of the compactea waste during suvercompaction EA p 3 10 On wnat basis
has DOE maage and has DOE done anv testing to support this assumption? DOE
snoula consider in 1ts analysis of the potential enivronmentar health ana
safetvy 1mpacts of using tne SARF the risks associated with the compacted waste
retaining some liquids during storage <transportation and disposal

T Tre A sctates tnat Rockv Flats rates of waste production have been
~edauced over the Dast Iew vears A p o3 nowever opoth DOE ana
contractor personnel have 1lntimated that sucn requctilon 1S not actuallyv a
gross reduct.on 1n generatea waste volume DUL S1mMPLY a reguctlion 1n thne amount
of TRU and TRU-mixed wastes as compared to Low Level Low LevelL-mixed ana pure
hazardous waste If the latter characterization 1s correct does DOE intend
zo use the SARF to reduce tne volumes of these other types of waste as well?
Why or whv not? In addition with expected arms-control agreements nuclear
seapon productlon will further decrease DOE must consider in tne EA tne neec
for cre SARF and TwS based on a scenar.o in wnich DOE achieves a continuea
reduction of TPU and TRU mixea wastes

8 The EA fails to specify how TPU TPU-mixed and other wastes will be
stored 1n unit ll and other locations at RFP  DOE must compiy with RCRA
regulations and separate incompatible wastes Please address specificallv
wnat tvpes of waste will be stored in the same units and how DOE 1intenas to
achieve compliance with RCRA storage regulations (40 C T R Part 2635)

@ The EA states that workers Jiil operate the SARF though a glove ovov
~1th an airilow minimum of 150ft/min directed into 1c EA p 3 3 Does
“n.s compLY ~l1Ch accepted national stanaards for protection against worker
e\posure? .1 aadition wiLl the glLove pox pe equippea with & bvpass s stem?
Tf so will .t be free from the defect i1n all existing glove poxes at tre
Plant that ~as allowea workers to bvpass the prefilter on their own
1qrciative? Finally w~1ll there pe snielding (to protect workers from tne
gamma radiation assoclated with Americium) for glove box workers similar o
that in use at commercial reprocessing facilities in Europe or will th:s
gLove box merely have the amount of shieiding assocaited with the old and
1nadeguate glove boxes presently 1n use eisewnere at the Plant?

10 Tre concrete foundation for SaRF 1s 1sorated from the floor siap anc
accoraing to the EA 1s aesigned to withstand a selsmic event «lth a maximum
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DOE Supercomvactor EA
Comments - April 30 1990
Page 4

horizontal of 1 8§ and maximum vertical of 1 2 EA p 3-5 Is this
consistent with the maximum credible accident? Any analysis in the EA of
potential impacts from operating the SARF and TWS in building 776/777
including tne impacts and potential effects of an earthquake snould be
consistent with the updated maximum credible accident If the SARF cannot
withstand damage under such scenario the proposed action should be moved to a
building that can withstand the updated maximum credible accident

11 The EA stactes that the floor surface and sealant are free of gaps ara
cracks EA p 3-6 Provisions should be made for on-going observation of
this present commendable status in order to prevenc problems that mav ar.se 1if
and wnen the SARF and TwS are operating

.2 The condition of the present ventilation svstem in buileing 775 has
not been assessed in the EA  The EA must snow that it 1s functioning odrovery
upon a complete evaluation before the proposea action can be approvea

12 Tne Ea states t-at setection of the arums for supercompact.c-
casea on the compact.bility of the materiai containeda EA p LT z
shoutd explain in the final EA the factors 1t will use to determine
compact.bilicy

14 In considering impacts to the environment the EA considers t-e event
of a pag rupture at the airlocr EA p 5 30 however chis is the oniv
place the EA considers such event The impacts associated with bag a~d l.-er
breaks should be reviewed durimg other stages of the process as well __o
precompaction

15 The EA describes how free iiquids present during SUDErcompact.on w~...
be collected and transrerred out there 1s no diagram of the collect.cn rirg
and coLlection tank Please crarifv this process

16 The EA asserts that during precompaction photoelectric cells on
e1ther side of the precompactor will be connected to safetvy shut off cevices
shat -.ll disable the precompmactor ram 1f personnel nave ctheir hanas .~ cre
zioves auring precompaction A »p 3-8 %11l this mecnanism applv ~nen :t-e
crapoler/hoist .s ooerating?

17 The EA states that during revacxkaging the 53-gailon drums o: .aste
«111 pe transferred to the Aavancea Size Reduction Facilitv Es © I 20
How will the drums be transferred?

18 The separate NEPA documentation concerning the proposal to DCE for
alternate storage for RFP TRU-mixea waste on-site and off-site snoula cze tanen
1nto account prior to approvar of this EA This EA should, buc faiis o
consider sending the waste elsewnere as an alternative Given that :t~e rearc
of NEPA 1s a comparison of alcternatives ©DOE must consider all reasonasie
alcternatives to 1tS proposea action Drio to 1ssulng a rinding of %o
Significant Imrpact
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DOE Supercomvactor EA
Comments - April 30, 1990
Page 5

Comment No:

19 Because safe operations of the SARF and TWS depend in part on the
safe condition of the sprinklers and the nuclear criticality controls already
in place 1in building 776 and other storage buildings, the EA snould evaluate
such svystems and indicate whether they are functioning properly

20 The EA states that the crit.cality limits are based on preliminary
analvses of the processes and mavy be revised upon review of actual operating 2.7.5
data What effect would revisions nave? w~ould revisions be consistent Jitn a
finding of no significant impacc?

21 The nuclear criticalitv sarecv limics during storage act Rockv Flats
allow inter alia, scacks of a maximun of four drums This L.mit snould be 2.7.6
reconsidered and risks should be assessea due to the increase of concentration
of transuranic elements as well as aue to the higner potential for gas
generation in each drum

22 "*i1s EA fails to consider t-e conseaquences and risks of .~compatifdie
~3aStes mlstakKeniy supercompacted 1= T~e same arum Sucn r.s«<s nay ~regulire
acalt.onal precautlons and mMUSt De consiaered O Dresent a CorMpeLte anaivslis 2.5.2

or the risks associated with the commencement of operations oz tne SARF/TWS

23 The EA should descripe the scatus of Rockvy Flats fire ceparcmenc
with higher concentrations or waste stored on-site potential acc.dents «~ill
have even more serious effeccs that could require expansion of the fire
departmenc’s facilities Given tne nistoric and continuing ceficlencles Ln 2.11.8
fire proteccion at the Plant <che EA should indicate what steps DOE ana 1cts
contractor intend to take to ensure adecuate procection that Bu.lding 770 anc
tne storage areas for compacted waste

24 EDF guestions the appropr.ateness of including these t.o new to Rocky
Flats machines 1n the Plant’s applicacion for interim status unger RCRA
Alcthougn 1t 1s arguably premissible unaer RCRA for DOE to seek incerim status 2.16.2
for a new operation that did not exist and was not conCempLated .n 1980 EDF
wrges DOE Zo ootain a full RCRA permit zrior to beginning use of t-e SARF/T«S

25 The EA indicates that DOE :s sctill considering the BIER ' Report
“~e s states tnat .n the context cf t~e SARF ana tne TwS tre resuiting

.~creases .~ rlsSK estlmates are L.xeL/ tOo be smalL sucn that evaiuvat.on .- 2.10.1
..ght of eariler stanaards 1s adequate ~e urge that the DCE require atl
analvses to De basea on new 1.Ddits 1~ tne BEIR V report as tnere mav Dpe

significanc differences 1n the risk escimaces

26 Secticn 112 of the Clean Alr Act lists certain compounds reguiatea b
\ESHAPS  ~11l the HEPA f..ters usea .n the waste management Crocess SaC.s: 2.3.12
tne NESHAPS requirements with regara to tne pervlilium ana racionuciices
generated and likelv to be founa 1~ tne emissions at Rocxv "iacs?

27 1In assessing acciaental exposures te hazardous cnemica.s cthe EA usea 2.12.1

“
-
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DOE Supercompactor EA
Comments - Apral 30 1990
Page 6

Comment No:

Threshold Limit Values (TLV), established by the American Conference of

Governmental Industrial Hygienists in the 1960s, as comparison criteria

Haven't other analyses done in the past two decaaes determined that these

values snould be substantially recuced in terms of the accepted limits for 2.12.1
what constitute toxic exposures? Please explain why DOE is relying in a 1990

EA on such an old health-based risk evaluation

28 The EA states that because of the relatively short-term duration of
accidental cnemical releases and subseduent exposures Acceptable
Intake-Chronic (AIC) values suggested bv EPA were not appropriate for 2.12.2
comparison A p 5-40 In the EA, AIC values should also be applied to * °
“accidental chemical releases 1n order to determine the results of long-term
releases ana provide a complete consideration of potential impacts of the
operations or the SARF and TWS

Attacnmn; A To C
Appenaix Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment July :g;g




l’(uJ""( € i"
aro 121

Written Comments preparea bv Barbara A Moore

RE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF SUPERCOMPACTOR AND
REPACKAGING FACILITY AND TRU WASTE SHREDDER

Supmittea on 4/30/1990
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Comment No:
"ritten Comments prepered b 3arbara ~ Moore
In regara to

The Environmental Assesment of Supercompactor

and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shreader

Supercompaction of TRU and TRU-MIXED wastes does not appear to
be a very good 1idea Sure we wi1ll achieve a volume reduction,
however we will ke greatly 1ncreasing the amount of radiation
per cubic yara of stored waste

I keep thinking about a storv told to me about radiocactive
elements coming close together The story goes like tnis
Apparently 11 the earlyv davs of Nuclear education there were

Sreat misunderstanalngs apout the affects of radiocactive materials
A professor ~as goilng to cemonstrate to nis class wnat the

effect woulcd be when he placea t«<o pileces of pitch black

in a close czroximitv to eachother As the two pieces of

c1tch olack got closer together neutron alarms souncea

The rcrofessor continued to 2ring the pieces closer together

wntil a small criticalit occurecd As a result the crotressor
cied almost .mmealately The assistant stanaing behina him
lost botn cf his arms Stucents 1n tne first 2 rows either

zl1ed Ccr Sdrferea severe ___ness Irom t"1sS exbcosure

4y ccncern .s that tne Supercempaciicn could concievacls

smasn tne T°U or "RPU-m1Xec w~aste 1nto a shape or t!ve of

geometric f£.gure that woulc cause a criticalitv This environmental 2.7.3
assesment coes not mention 1f eacn of the pucks woulc be

examined fcr 1ts geometr.cal snape I would like to Know now

these 1ssues w~ere aqadaressec wnen this plan was studiea

"he D O E snould at least afforgea tne Rockv Flats Clean Lo
Commission t-~e courtesy c:- & timelv response toO our reguest

for additional response t.me for written comments ~he TG

group aid not recieve conies for 2 weeks after 1ts release

With our l.mited response time time 1t has been difficult to 17
provide a meaningful, i1nformea Jritten comment on the Suver- 2.17.2
compactor Pepackaging Facility and TRU waste shreader

The D O £ continues to recieve pelow average score 1n the

.mnrovea ccopberatlon ~1ith™ tne puplic cepartnent It woulc ce

greatly aporeciatea 1I eacr Director woula have these aocuments

—alleq cirectls tc tnem at treir residence

This fnvironmental Assesment coes not mention 1f tne Manufacturer
cf t~e TPUPACT-II containers nas corrected the problems 1t naa

with the welas T™he D O £ snould offer an assesment for an 2.14.1
alternative storage cortairer .~ the event that the TPUPACT-II
were not available vhat otner containers would be acceptable
to WIPP?
to)
.
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What proceaure will be used to orevent Grums wnich previously

held soft TRU-MIXED waste processed 1n the Supercompactor from
being used for TRU waste storage® °Proceaures should be established
to prevent TRU waste from being ccntaminatea with other mixed

waste hazaras through this methoa

The Suvercompactor and TRU Waste Shreader should be constructed
SO 1t wi1ill have a totally indepencant filter and ventillation
system There needs to be a seperate bank of HEPA filters and
vent svystem The plan to use the existing ventallation system
wnich holas an extremely large volume of plutonium 1s careless
It cemonstrates a total disrecard for safetv to the workers ana
the public This 1s not accebtable It 1s highly unlikelv that
the existing system was designed fcr thehacea volume of air the
Supercompactor and Waste Shreagcer ~111 discharge 1into this
filter svstem The current ventallation svstem should not ce
used unless all the plutonium 1nsiade 1S removea
The methoaology of caculating evposure o ~orker ana the
Public did not aadress the aacea 1mpact from naving large amouncs
of plutonium 1n the ducts aiso being releasead in the event c©r an
acciaent «~ith the SARF facil:it vlthout tnis being taken
.nto ccnsiaeration the evist.rz evoosure caculations have rc
real Crealb.l.ty

It goes not seem feasible tract cne allcn arum ~11. b
to hold four (4) 35-gallon arums wn contain four(4) 2
arums For a total of 15 compactea gallen arums ana
compactea 235-gallcen darums ©lus tne or.ginal waste volume 1nside
eacn of tne original 16 S5-gallcn crums DOE needs to provide
a caculation of the total mass o: tne 2J drums plus the
estimated mass of the storea ~aste to see 17 that will i1naeea
£1t 1nto one ZZ-ga.lon crum

"his document states that c.rrert «aste vrocuction 15 aporoximatel.
70 cubic yards per montt If that volume 1s reduced 5 to 1

that volume amount would be reduced to 302 ¢ cubic yards of
Supercompacted waste plus 1008 varas of waste that could not

be processed by SARF witn this 171 mind tnere 1s little

storage space avallable at the *lant whv snould we contirue

to vpour nore money 1nto tnls S.uperccmractor when we should oe
shutting qown tnhe plant® ~or t-e or.ce I ,ust don't see where

-2 w.l. e aple to get cur monev's .ort-

The amount of plutonium allowea Zcr eacr drum of hard or soft w~aste
4111 have to be less than 7 grams of plutonium for eacn crum
If vou are going to achieve the volume reauction anticipatea
¢f raving 15 pucks 1nsice . overvackec 3Z-gallon arum <nowing
+h1s wnv weould DOE estakblisn t-~e 30 gram limit for each drum”
Cr lets ce more reallstic ana sav we are lcoking at a 2 to
volume regquction

Thi1s 1S all I could prepare comments on wiliin such a short

<
-
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response time Lets hope that the DOE will provide those
who took the time to submit comments a timely response

it seems very apparent that DOE fully 1intenas to bring this
Supercompactor on-line The most i1mportant i1tem from my

comments 1s 1n regard to i1nstalling a totally sepcerate filtration
system for SARF 1nstead of using the contaminated and dangerous
system currently 1n place Please reconsiaer using this

existing svystem keeping 1n mind that 1t's better to pe safe

than sorry

Thank-vou fcr your consideration on these comments

Syncepely, a~ V/Z/

PIrbara A Moore

Director cf Front Pange 2ffirmative Action Croun
Director on the Boara Pocky Flats Clean-.o Commissior

o
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Comment No:

SUNMMARY
Greenos=dce .£ nNOoL oDdposea, per se, o DQE «e:zzorte to

JdeCrease tne volume ot waste at variousa :aciriities cnce such
waste has oseen generatec nowever , perare :racing rorwara wa.th
waste-volume-reduction ascnemes, DOE ruat aemonstrate that all
auch erzorte are 3ensible and saze The EA tor the SARF ana the

TWwS reveals that a1l safety =omropbiema relating to the proposea

rac..ities have not been reso.vea and a.. alternatives nave not
been considaered

¢ The EA for the SARF ana TWS should be expanaed ana re-

-ssued for public comment

) The EA states the the SARF and TWS wouia be vlaceéc in
ey1sting buildings that co not meet ~urrent safetyvy stanaaras 2.11.2
“he EA sSnouULQ consiger placement o2 ~he vrobosead zac...tles in
“eni&el bullidinga

o A f.nal dec.s10n on Lhé Drooosec acTlon 210ulc Le cesayYed
-1t.. DOE =zi1nisnhes evaiuating tne BEIR V Report ana %ne puniic 2.10.2
nas nad the opportunity to comment on =he Devnartment’s f.ndinas

o The EA snou.cd consiger operating the proposea :zacil.:zies 2.19.3
= LlSewhere

o DOE shouid not subvert the intent of the 160l-cubic-yard 2.13.1
storage :i1mit fOor mirea transuranlic waste.

o The EA shouid proviade more detai.s about drum r..terinqa 2.6.3

o Thne EA snou.c consiaer the impacts of ligquia eff.uent 2.8.7

o The EA snould assess che existing ventilation svstem in 2.3.6
suladling 776.

=3 The EA zhou.c agaess the :1.2x 0 TYansaporting combactec 2.14.2
wasle

2.
N
R N
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INTRODUCTION

My name .s Jason Sailzmnau I am the Rocky “.ats Campaigner

for Greenpeace I am pleaasea thnat DOE has given the pup.ic the

opportunity to comment on The EZnvironmental Aasesament (EA) :aor

t~e proposed Supercompactor ana Repacxkaaging Faciiity (SARF) ana

-ne Transuranic Waste Shreaaer (TWS)

Greenpeace 1s an .nternazicnal environmental organizat.on

with offices .n 21 countraies Among other gosale,

Greenneace =

~.sarnament Campaxidan aims Tz nalt <hne orocuct.on of ruclear

~gapons at Reocyy Flats anc &.. nucCiear weabons Droguct.>n s.tes

.~ =ne ¢ £ and anproac Greeroeasce &8i1s0 zavors sw.iz c.eanup of

—hese Weabdng TIreauct.on s.tes

Jraior o Jo.ning gL eerpeace, I waa a hesocurce Zuvec.a..2T

waltt the Natural Resources =rense Councu. (NRDC) .n Waaningzcn

-z I nave publieneg =rI.Ci=3 2N nuciear weapons Lssuea

-nc.ondin

«K)
i
t
€
®
m
o]
0
po |
(]
(5]
"
)
)
)
t
o]
jo

Po.Llc.es -.r numper

a graduate oI Brown

university

<
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a
1

EA Sn0OJ.D CONSIDER —~Z NG PRODUCTIOMN ALTERNATIVE

ne

1
3

for the SARF and TWS snou.a consicer wnhetner the
proposea racilities wouid be necessary :: all warhead oproduction
at Pocky “.ats were halteac or drastically reduced aa a result of

arms contro. agreementes or shi:ting budget oprior.ties

a.ternative_to_ _the_ proposed__act.on,_ SOE_snouic _zonsiger

pS

could certainiy be

one way tor DOE to meet -T5 own carect.ves for

reauc.ng

ragicact. = wmabosure LTLC WOrKerg

-1

SnOJ.D CONSIDER OTHER BuI.DINGS F~FOR F_ACEME!™ OF

538 croposes to construct the SARF ang WS rac...ties .n

Buiia.nas "76/777  These_  _bu.ld:ings _:o__not_ _meet _design_basis
acgacent __cr-teria__and _therefore shouid _ro: house_the_proposeg
facl..1.28 JQE states Bu..d.ngs 776/777 were npuilt srior to

the eatab.ianment o ceaign basis acc.dent (DBA) craiteria and,

~tere:ore, CO nOt meet those criteraia 'L The_ EA _shoule consider

the__ccnstricrion__of _a__new_ _pui.ding_:zo_house_the_ SARF_=and_TWS

COE aamits <that operations .n buildaings 776/777 snould be

cranszerrea to other opuildings that neet DBA craiteria The

Departnent states on the :=.rst page 0of <the

[=3

Finding Of No

Signizicant Action (FONSI) that efforts will be i1npiemented

.Department of Energy, Environmental Assessment of
Supercompactor and Repacxaging Facility ana Transuranic Waste
Shreaaer, (DOE/EA-0432) Maren 22, 1990, at 4 - &
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Comment No:

over the ne,t two TC tnhree years TOo reaugce tThe risa C: £TLol .Ng

supercombpacTed wastes oV Lransarerring wastes .Mto pu.idings

aesignea to witnhstana severe natural phenomena e ¢

earThcuaxkes

and winas

natural catastreoshe_ _zc_emphasize_tc_the opubl:ic

=== ==

2.11.2

“here .3 no c.sagreement tT-at Ba..dinas 77&/777

DBA stanaaras tor =arthauahes or wina Wit >
2artrcuaxkes  <he Ccurrent ceslc— sasis earchcuaxe S22z,
T.avs .S -4 ¢ Sor.z=osntal acceleration at pearcci a8 s

squivasent Lo b 0 o1 the Richter scaie ) The =-resho.c camage

_a2ve. rcr Zulr.c.ngs 7767777 .8 est.mated at

2 a Zf an

2arct .cuake occur:ea above .2 € wiich 18 besow =-e OB

n

s-anaarc
racioact.ve materials woulc »e reircased to the environnmers:

DQE .s currently uograd.ra Buildinas 776/777 so that Shev

2.11.2

wie-- withsSTana an Qe=1gn oLaogls earzncuake The acspart~ent p.ans

12 COMplLEle Lhaz DULYedT o7 The ear.y .990°2 T This snou.c De

~omnpietea PRIOF to *ina. <oprovas cf the ZA

wltlh respect Lo aesg.ign bas.a wing cr.teria, T € &.T.3zi0n .&

wOrsgé not Cn.y Decauas T7& JenarIment 1= not upgrac.~a za..dings

776/777 . w.thatand & de2.gr basis winc 2vent

winge aamage couid be more e tensive The_cesign_pesis_w.nc_(DBW)

ZDOE/Za-0432 at

w
1
7]
ty

ZDOE/EA-0432 at S-

K
(]

-
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22D _ZI&_La3TT_ 25 -2z _T3u. “li-s Be--S-ngs_ _T76/777 _nave__=_gar agde

Ladi=gd_To_23.4. Wing wuu.a a.so

ranove Ddorti.one c: tThe rooz o= “he zac...:tv, ana 2C percent c:

e east wai. wouia fail

At_the DBW__oz__.£.__roh Rurid.nas TT,./777_  _wou.c_sustain

severe__damage. _.ngludirg _the _cestruction o _the_eas:t_ang west

3,15 25 _wWe.._ 88 generail gtructuaral acamage G

The EA aoes not expliain now CJE arrivea at .S assumptaion
~~at on.v Z_.ve percent o: tne SARF ana TWS ane 25 percent o:x Z.ve
waste arums coula be camaaea .n a DBW or DBE event Thas
25354mMDT10N seems Cultlé lCcW GC.ven e extensive aamage that =ae
Su..ic.rgs could sustain especia..v .n a DBW event

It 1s also unclear wny the o=zf-si1te e.posures wou.cd be the
same zor DBE anc D3W event 20E states Althougb the amount of
materla. rejeasec ln the 1~.T.a. camage w..l pe <=ne same <or a
ZBE, worker exopcsure wWill be less pecause the wind (assumea tc be
:.f%y moh after the :nitial gust) blowing througn the buiid.ng

wasl disperae that release gquickiy S

Qverat-,_ _=%__31RmS.Y -8Qes__rI0or__rake__sense__z2__>2d1iid__new
zac...ties =D hyi.Cc1ngs Ihat 20 rot meet crrenc sazxety

SDOE/EA-0432 at 5-35 (embhasis aaded)
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TIlvae ZZIZZI2N ON T-E =T~ S-0..0  2EZ DELAYED  MTIL IIZ TIrIg-==
EVALCATING T~ BEIR V REPORT

C2JE .s currently evaluat.ne the recent I.rc.-ds
haticna. Researcn Counc.l! s comm.Ttee on the BlLc.og.za. Zfzects

sz I1oniz.rg Radiat:ror Its Decemper _38S renort ent.i.-w=C ~ea.z"

cz Z*posSure Lo _OW .aeve.s ¢z I9o".=.ng iac.a

ra.sea cencerns about  the tealth ezfects  of .ow .z=ve.s of

.au.aticn ZC0E states thar _~creases .- .8, szt _-ates
resu.T.Ng =zron tae B8ZIR V rev.ew, are -ekKe.y ¢ e sra.. =

OneTnesess, un view Oz L€ uncertainty aNc 1nNDor.ance o: LT .S

~4E ZA SA0L.D CONSIDER THE A_TEPMNATIVE OF GOPERATIWG T-Z SRCOPGSED
TalI_I7TIZ5 E.ZEwnERE

secause DOE plans to use the SARF and the TWwS to recuce zhe
volume o: exist.ng wastes, tnhe ZA shouic cons.ger =ne 1mpac:tis oO:
operating these faci...ies e.sewhere The EA shou.d zonpare the
r.8KS (& &€ <Transport) and <ccnsiaer ~~e potent.a. bhenez.ts of
operat.ng the ovropasea  fac...2.es &t oOther s.t2s .nateaa o=
AoChYy ".ats, whnere more waste materiga. .S 1N sStorage

“ne Ea shou.d state wnetner wastes :=rom other sites w... be
crougnt o Rocky Flats for compaction

OO0E S+“0ULD NOT SUBVERT TaE INTENT OF TrE 16801-CUBIC-’ARD STORAGE
~IM™I7T TGCOR “IXED TRANSURANIC waSTE

6D0OE/EA-0432 at 35-19
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Accord.ng tTo an  agreement uvetween C"JE ana the 3tate oz

Co.oraco JO0EZ wil. not store more than 160. cubic yaras of m:ivec

transuranic waste at the Rochy Fiats Plant 3y compacTting thais

waste, DOE will be abie to store up to f.ve

t.mes as ruch waste

on site bexore reaching the 160l l.nait

202 s-ates, Supercompasi.on Wisaw -.crease tne average

DLUTOr1IAN content per crum 7 CiLear.y “hi1s subverts the

.ntent c* The waste 1601 ..mitc, wnicnh was *TCc put a cap on the

anount o= radicactive materials .< storage at the

o.ant jofa)

Zoold.C _T.8Qae_rot_to gLore_rore 2auston.ur, SV

-£ ZA SHA0OU.D PROVIDE MORE DETAILS ABOUT CARBOM FI_TERING

P oa &N

“he Zf states that crums of supercompacted waste wi.l be

2gulppec w.th carpon f.lters “M1is olan ra:ses & numper cIi
cuest.ons Zf the crums are sunmerged in water, will water Z.ow
.nTo e cruma’? If yvea, now will this afzect “he waste? 1{f a

f..ter malfanct.onea, what rinags of reieases would resul:z from a

T/Dp1ca. crum? .s the .i1Kelihooa c: & reiease zrom a arum with a

s ..%.er cCreater <han that trom an existing arum? Woula a arum

-“.27 @ zZ..ter pe more suscept.ble to aamage zrom :.re?

-Z E4 S~QULD CONSIDER TrZ IMPACTS OF LIQUID ESFLUENT

The EA states that no sagnif.cant’' gquentities ot l.quid

wastes will pe producea by tne SARF ana TWS and %“aus water

7DCE/EA-0432 at S5-28
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gquasity wi.l not be affectea by ovneration o: these tacilities.

dowever, COE may not have assessed all .:quad

exfluent The =zZA
atates, In oraer to prevent TRU waste from becoming contaminatea
by TRU rixea-waste, cleaning procecures wouia S>e used to

-

decontaminate both <the SARF and the TWS treatment ecuipment

whenever a patch of TRU waste was to be treated after a opatch ot

TRU-mi1Xea waste Would thia treatment 1i1nvo.ve water or other

c.eaning f.uias? If aco, what volume of £fluic wouid pe used?

What does O0E plan to do to collect and ciapose c: this effluent

which wi.. contain both raaciocactive and Toxic Tazer.als?

nE EA 3r00-2 ASSESS EXISTING VENTILATICON SysSTE™ It 2U

UILDING 778

The ZARF woulid »nDe connected to the vent..ation svstem in

building 778 The EA shouid sssure the public t>at the existing

ventilaticn system .n Buiiding 776 1s free of plutonium Before

operating_zhe SARFE/TWS, DOE _snould fairst sddress_tne_hezard poseg
by__substantial __plutonium__accumuiations___.n__the__air_ _ducts,
accumulations_which _could_ _increase _vith_ _the_ _operation__cf_the

~nE EA S~QULD CONSIDER T4E RISrS OF TRANSPORTIMG COMPACTED WASTE

Supercompacticn Wil .ncrease the ~e1gnt ana average
plutonium content o: waste drums The EA =2nousa analyze the
impact T-at these .ncreases may have on the satety cC=

transpor-L.rg waste

ey
-
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE CAMTOL
80ISE 83720
| ¢ 2L D ANDRUS (208) 334.2100
goveAnon April 30, 1990

Patrick J Etchart

U.S. Department of Eneray

Rocky Flats Plant .
P O Box 928 Comment No:

Golden, CO 80402-0928

Re Proposed Fincing of No Significant Impact/EA
SARF and TWS - Rocky Flats Plant

Dear Mr Etchart

On March 30, 1990 tne Devartment of Energy (DOE)
1ssuea an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the
Supercompactor and Repackaaing Faciiity (SARF) and
Transuranic Waste Shredaer (TWS) ana proposed Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) Because of Idaho's continuea 2.13.9
interest in timely anc appropriate resolution of the
transuranic (TRU) waste cisposal 1ssue, we have reviewead
these documents to determire what, 1f any, impact the
construction of these facil.ties at the Rockv Flats Plant
would have on Idaho, and more particularly on the storage
of TRU waste at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
(INEL)

The state of Idaho supports DOE activities that will
result i1in reduction cf waste volumes, waste processing
costs and raaiation exposure to workers, and for these
reasons believes the constructior of the SARF and TWS 15 1in

the public 1interest 2t must be acxknowledaed, however,
that the EA ana the proposea FONSI co not resolve the
problem that createa the immediate need for the SARF ana 2.13.9

TWS facilities, 1 e., .nsufficient storage capacity for
TRU-mLxed waste at Rocky Flats. This 1s an 1ssue of
extreme importance to Idaho, anc one which the state will
closely monitor because historically DOE has sent TRU-mixea
waste to the INEL for i1ngefinite storage until Governor
Andrus institutea hilis pan on the INEL's importation of this
waste last year

<
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Mr Etchart
Aprail 306, 1990
Page 2

The EA states, at page 3-22, that DOE 1s in the
process of reviewing a proposal for alternate near-term
storage for Rocky Flats Plant TRU-mixed waste which
considers both onsite and offsite options. The offsite
options include the INEL. The EA also states, at page
3-23, that DOE 1s considering the need for longer-term
storage of the waste It appears from the EA that separate
NEPA documentation is being prepared for the near-term and
longer-term storage proposals

Because near-term and longer-term storage of TRU-mixed
waste, and impacts associated with transvorting and storirg
the waste, are so close.ry related as to be, in effect, a
singite course of action, they must be evaluated in a sinale
NEPA evaluation 40 C F R § 1502 4 Connected actions
are considerea closely related wnere they (1)
automatically trigger other actions which may reguire
creparation cf an EIS, (2) cannot or will not proceec
.nless other actions are taken oreviously or
simultaneously, or (3) are i1ntercepenaent parts of a larger
action and depena on the larger action for their
justification Based on these criteria, the storage
proposals should be considerea together 1n one
comprenensive NEPA analysis.

Realistzically, the waste storage vproblems presented by
TRU-mi1xed waste will only beai~ to be resolved after the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plart (WIPP) opens in New Me<icc
DOE's aiscussion of near-term ana longer-term storage
solutions detracts £rom what DOE's praimary focus should
be the openaing of WIPP DOE's shell game approach of
TRU-mixed waste storage can only be resolved by WIPP, and
we urge DOE to focus all of :1ts efforts in this direction
Finally, 1t should be clear by now that any study of
storage alterratives fcr TRU-mixea waste should not incluce
Zdaho as a potenzial storage s.te

Very Truly Yours,

Jonathan P Carter
Special Assistant
JPC <
10430 01
a/f
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F \.._u""l 30 \1" BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Mfmm A

RICH FERDINANDSEN

Distnct No 1
MARJORIE E CLEMENT
Oistnict No 2
JOHN P STONE
co‘orado Oistrict No 3
Aprail 30, 1990
CERTIFIED MAIL NO P 947 565 619
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Mr Patrick J Etchart
U S. Department of Energy
Rockv Flats Plant
P O Box 928
Golden, Colorado 30402-0928
PE Environmental Assessment and Fincino of No Significant
Impact cn the Supercompactor ana Repackaging Facilit-
and the Transuranic Waste Shreaaer
Dear Mr EZtchart
The Zcard of Countv Commissioners c- *~e Countv oI
Jefferson, State of Coloraao, appreciates the gnportunitv to
comment on tne Environmental Assessment cfZ the Supercompactor
and Rewmackaaging Facilitv (SARF) and the Transuranic Waste
Shreaaer (TWS), and the provosed Findina of No Siagnificant
Impact (FONSI) Thouch public comment _.s not reguired on the EA

and the FONSI, the Roara recogni-es the Denartment ol

Enercv's

cood faith efforts toward gaininc informaticn on this sublect

from all sectors

There appears to be aefinite aavantrages to operating the
SARF and t»e TWS. However, the Roard o¢ Countv Commissioners
has several concerns regarding both on-site and off-site 1ssues

ON-SITE CONCERNS

T™he Roard of Countv Commissicners 1s particularlv concernea

about the safetv of workers dur:ng the remnackaqinag of

oreviousliv

vackagea ~aste (Sec 3 1 3) The volume of TRU-waste has
accurulatea across the piant site unaer treviouslv inadeaquate
vract.ces anc proceaures Transpor+ing this waste to Building
776 for comwacting and shreddinag ana for revackagqina in safer

contaliners apoears hazaraous old containers have been

unreliabie, contents labels have at timec< been erroneous, the
inteari<r ¢ the inner baas used for soft waste has been
guestiorable, and the waste boxes bhave not alwavs oroven

adequate Although this part of the SARF pronlect is a

AT10 ETCWART

~~ L oTUuNIcE IAN AD N U~ ~~ne AN ARAAA AA A AR
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Page 2

Comment No:

non-routine short term repackadging effort, 1t has the potential

for jeopardizing the safety of the workers and the environment 2.4.2
A complete plan for this overation including protection for

workers and the environment should be formulated

A second on-site concern 1s with the potential for
+NCreasing near-term storadge capacity bevond the 1601 cubic
varas (Sec. 3 1 4) An increase 1n storage capacitv even on a
“emporary basis should not be considerea until all formal 2.13.2
permitting procedures are met, including public hearings
Addit:ional storage should only be deemea temporarv and off-site

alternatives (WIPP ana others) should be activeiv and seriousiv
osursued

QFF-CSITF TONCFRJNS

Tve Board has tvec malor concerrs regarding off-gite
.Toacts The z_.rs+< _s a reaction to tre statement t-at "the
orl' votential exposure to the opuplic Zrom routine operaticrs of
the SARF ana the TWS w.ll be from raacioactive particuiates
emitted from the Building 776 rooftop evhaust vents " (Sec 1 2)
Although off-site exposure s projected to be minimal, .&£ would
be our reaquest that air monitoring be intensified durina the
earlv months of use of this new ecuipment The Governcr's 2.3.3
Scient:1f1c Panel on Monitoring Svstems will soon release 1ts
recommendations An effort o implement those recommencations
dealing with air monitorira should be made before the
supercompac+or becomes cperational Results 0of the monitorinec
shouta be made public as cuicklv as vossible to assure the
public that the SARF ana the TWS are in fact not havinag a
negative impact on air qualitv off-site

Transport of the waste (Sec 3 1 4 and S 1 6) to WIPP 1s of
great concern to Jefferson County As stated in Jefferson
Countrs's comments on the VIIPP Supplemental Environmental Imvact
Statement, %the Coun%* believes “hat rail transoort needas to pe
evalustea furcher ™e Boarc would also urge that emeragencv 2.14.3
nrepareaness procrams pe continued, and that DOE assume * ‘
responsibility £cr f£andinc emergencv ecuipment reeaeda bv
Turiscictions alonc the transportation routes Further,
assurances must be maae and kept that the trucking contractors,
their equipmert ana empiovees meet +re highest standards oZ
preparatior ana verformance in order to protect the public as
the supercompacted waste 1s transported off the plant site

AT10 ETCHART
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Page 3

OVERSIGHT

Finally, the Board of Countv Commissioners suggests that as
this new ecquipment becomes operational, increased third party
monitoring would be appropriate The Enwvironmental Protection
Agencv, the Coloraao Department of Health, the Advaisory
Committee on Nuclear Facilitv Safetv, and the Defense Muclear
Facilities Safetv Board should all be encouragced to evaluate the
operation This action would assure safetv for the workers and
the public, guarantee nrotection of the environment, and
increase credibil:tv for the plant operators

The Boarc of Countv Commissioners avppreciates the
opportunity to comment on the supercompactor before 1t .s put
.nto overation and 1s hopeful that the SARF and TWS renresent a
sincere effort to make the Rockv Flats facilitv safer zor tlre

olant's workers, %¢he nublic and the environment
Verv traiv vours,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Rich Fercinanasen, Chairman

cc Marsorie € Clerment, JSefferson Countv Commissioner
Johr P Stone, Jefferson Countv Commissicner
Governor Rov Romer, Governor of the State of Colorado
Dr. Tom Vernon, Director, Colorado Dept of Health
Jim Scherer, Rea:ional Administrator, U.S EPA Region VITI
Admiral James Watkins, U S Secretarv of Energv
Patricx R Mahar, Jefferson Countv Attornev

AT10 ETCFART

y
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ESEIVED
OFFICBolne GOVERNOR
State o e Mexico
Santa Fe 87503

en FECN T TN

GARREY CARRLUTHERS

Governor

Aprxl 20, 1990

Mr Robert M Nelson, Jr
US Department of Energy
Rocky Flats Off:ce
Fost Cffzice Box 928

Golaen Ccloraaoc 80402-0928

Dear Mr Nelson

Thank you fcr your letter of March 28, 1990, and for enclosing
copies of an Ervironmental Assessment of the Supercompactor and

Repackaging Faci..ties ana Transuranic Waste Shreader ana <the

croposead F.~c."g ¢f No S.griz.cart Impact

I have fcrwarded these cocuments to the New Mexics Environmentadl
mprovement Division for their Teview ana comments

It 1s important to keep New Mexico informed of actions which may
.mpact tr-e Waste Isolatzon Pilot Plant (WIPP) site or transuranic
wastes whicn could be emplacea at WIPP.

o r—

Garrey Carruthers
Govarnor

~c~arc M_tzelfelt Cirectcer
nvizrcnmental Improvement Division
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T N T Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Office

5 ?‘;! Patrick J. Etchart

TR P.O. Box 928

Emmm'm Golden, Colorado 80402~0928

F . GS

g = £l RE. COMMENTS TO DOE/EA-0432, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF

!'n:um e SUPERCOMPACTOR AND REPACKAGING FACILITY AND TRU WASTE

= ;ls - SHREDDER AND COMMENTS TO THE CORRESPONDING FONSI

C ART. F

= I. COMMENTS TO DOE/EA-0432

g‘sxﬁ RERH My comments to this Environmental Assessment (EA) fall into three

3 ~ W3 basic categories: first, the present need and future implications:

."mc"zi' 3 second, the benefits of the proposed action; and third, indivadual

FMETER, °M comments to the EA.

W, WC (IR

VIS T

g__!"‘m —~— 1 PRESENT NEED FOR THE SUPERCOMPACTOR AND SHREDDING FACILITY

ERTS, NJ |

::na’ TR The Department of Energy (DOE) and EG&G certainly feel that the

3 EAD. 93 proposed action 1s necessary for the continuation of plutonium

T SSBURGER operations at Rocky Flats given the 1601 cubic yard limit imposed

BCONDO. R by the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) in the RCRA permit. 2.13.3

DEONSON. DP However, this proposed action appears to only be a short term

A ERPUY o solution at this poant. The WIPP 1s still not open and no

5 o, w1 assurance 1s available that the WIPP will be certified and ever

A.FROL VI able to accept waste from Rocky Flats. Therefore, supercompacting
T the waste only reduces the quantity of waste and helps EG&G avoad
| the waste limit imposed by CDH for a short time.

C \

- ' We must be concerned with the long term storage of waste produced

————""7TT1T1 at Rocky Flats. Compacting the waste does nothing to reduce the

——————"7 ] waste, only the physical dimensions. Thus, supercompacting will

™ 77 allow more waste to be stored at Rocky Flats. But query- what 1f 2.13.3

- 1] WIPP does not open® The supercompacted waste will remain at Rocky

=71 Flats until a home 13 found. Query again: what 1f the
T 1| supercompacted waste 1s rejected at other sites due to the fact

- /P ix | that the waste has been supercompacted”? Could supercompacting

E cxns—__—'f_g' potentially prejudice the reception of that waste at other

- facilities?

NUTE

' The EA must look at this contingency and dispel this fear The EA

: mmm——— S to look at potential environmental hazards and assess the

N e result. The potential of the WIPP never opening 1is a possibilaty 2.13.3

4 4 2090
3 e

2P LIRN0

- m— ——

- ————————
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and the storage of the waste at Rocky Flats as well as the
possibility of the waste not being in acceptable form for deposat
at another facility must be addressed.
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In summary, the proposed action seems to be a knee-jerk reaction
to the waste storage limit in the RCRA permit. The EA must address
the 1implications of 1long term storage of waste ana 1include
contingencies such as the WIPP not opening.

2. BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The EA fails to adequately address the honest benefits of the
proposed action. The real benefits from the proposed action are
short term: the benefit 1s that EG&G can resume and possibly
increase production and thus 1increase waste since the volume of
waste will be reduced. DOE wi1ill therefore be able to resume
plutonium operations without exceeding the 1601 cubic yard volume
waste limitation imposed by CDH, at least for a while.

DOE might be able to claim the benefit of reduced waste volume to
be stored at the WIPP 1f the WIPP were guaranteed to open on a
specific date. However, no assurances are present that the WIPP
will open Therefore, the benefits from this proposed action are
questicnable at this point. The EA does not address the potential
aetriment from the proposed action 1f the WIPP fails to open and
the waste 1s storea at the RFP

Additionally, 1t appears that the benefits from the proposed action
might be distorted because the EA claims that the supercompactor
wlll reduce waste by a factor of five to one (5:1). While the
first page of the EA states that the overall reduction 1s 2°1,
other sections of the EA fail to remind the reader of this Page
3-3 of EA states that 60% of the waste production (70 cubic yards
per month) can be processed through the supercompactor. Therefore,
42 cubic yards of waste can be supercompacted at a reduction factor
of 5-1 This reduces the 42 cubic yards to approximately 8 cubic
yards. However, 40% of the waste cannot be supercompacted. So 28
cubic yards are unaltered. The bottom line i1s that 28 cubic yards
plus the 8 cubic yards of supercompacted waste yields approxamately
36 cubic yards at the end of the process Thus, 70 cubic yards is
reduced to about 36 cubic varas, which 1s an overall reduction of
two to one (2.1) and not five to one (5.1). Failure to state the
overall waste volume reduction 1s misleading when the EA claims a
5 1 reauction from supercompacting

3. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

Page 2-3 All of the SARF equipnment and the glovebox have been
purchased and delivered and socme cof the equipment has been
assembled. This indicates that the EA 1s simply a formality and
therefore a sham because DOE cbviously believes that the proposed
action will be permitted or the DOE would not have purchased the
equipment prior to the authorization. It seems that the wagon has
gotten ahead of the horses This supports the contention that the
EA and corresponding FONSI are simply a rubber stamping process.
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Page 3-12 Liquid collects 1n a storage tank and a high level
alarm will signal the workers when the 4 liter storage tank 1s at
an upper level. What would happen 1f the 4 liter storage tank
overflowed before the workers could stop the operation® Firsct,
should you not have some supplemental safety feature that would
automatically stop the supercompactor once a limit 1s reached?
Second, what would be the result of a spill® Would the liquid be
contained or would the liquiad spill over the floor or seep inteo the
foundation® What are the dangers associated with this scenario?

Page 3-28 Along the same lines, an alarm sounds 1f criticality
1s detected However, what effect 1s there beyond an alarm

sounding?® Is there any svstem tc stop the procedure or avoid any
aggravaticn of the craiticality situation? Are workers trained
adequately to react to such a situation® What 1s the contingency
plan and how can we be assured that the plan 1s fool-proof?

Page 4-6 The EA indicates that building 776 was not designed
to withstand certain natural catastrophes The EA fails to suggest
alternate puildings to house the SARF and TWS that mignt be safer
than building 776 The EA 1s to examine potential environmental
aamage from the provosed action, but should also suagest ana
examine alternatives Alternatives snould incluae those whicn
woula make the proposea action safer ana mnore environmentally
sound.

Page S5-1,2. It 1s stated that the HEPA filters will be tested
to assure efficiency, but can it then be inferred that releases to
the atmosphere can be occurraing until the filters are checked?
Should not the effluent be constantly monitored to assure gquality
and the operation shut down immediately upon determining any
problem®

Further, the EA states <that effluent SAAM's will alarm "if
sagnificant increases 1n airkorne alpha activity are detected."
What 1s considered significant® W1ll the operation cease
immediately® What 1s the contingency plan®

It 1s stated that an 1investigation will be conducted to aetermine
the cause of emissions exceeding 0 20 pCi/m3. What occurs in the
mean zTine’ Do operations cease or simply continue wnile the
lnvestigation occurs?

Finally, I question whether or not the proposed action have as
little i1mpact on air and water quality as the EA suggests Are the
HEPA f:lters as effective as claimed for the particle size released
during supercompaction®

Page 5-35 Bacterial degradation 1s said not to have any impact
because the mechanism 1s slow However, what 1f the WIPP does not
open or the opening of WIPP 1s delayed for some time® The waste
w1ll then pe stored at the RFP until a home 1s founa Query 1If
the waste 1s stored at the RFP for some time, then would not
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bacterial degradation begin tc become a concern® If so, then what
are the consequences®

Page 5-7 It 1s inferred from the EA that the impacts of the
SARF are compared to other current operations and then assessed as
increasea or aecreasea risk. This infers that the other current
operations are a baseline and are therefore a "safe" level. While
the SARF can be said to be relatively better or worse than current
operations, I would hesitate to say that because the SARF improves
upon current operations that the SARF 1s "safe."

Page 5-28. Criticality 1s not expected to breach the glovebox.
I would question the accuracy of this statement. The EA should
assess the result of criticality breaching the glovepox, even 1if
the EA assumes that 1t will not occur

The EA claims that criticality has never occurred at the RFP Was
not the 1957 and 1969 fires the result of a craiticality situation
or at least aggravated by criticality as a result of the fire
fighting coperation®

Page 5-60 The average level of plutonium in soils 1s claimed
to pe 0 14 pCi/m2 Is this a world-wide average or an average

taken from areas near similar facilitles where the average mignt
escalate® I have heard mucn lcwer estimates than this

Page 5-61 The EA claims the average volume reauction will be
5.1 from the SARF As stated supra, not all the waste 1s capable
of supercompaction Page 3-3 of EA states that 60% of the waste
production (70 cubic yards per month) can be processed through the
supercompactor Therefore, 42 cubic yards of waste can be
supercompacted at a reduction factor of 5.1 This reduces the 42
cubic yards to approximately 8 cupic yards However, 40% of the
waste cannot be supercompacteaq So 28 cubic yaras are unaltered.
The bottom line 1is that 28 cublc yards (unaltered) plus the 8 cubic
vards of supercompacted waste yields approximately 36 cubic yards
at the end of the process. Thus, 70 cubic yaras 1s reduced to
about 36 cubic yards, which 1s an overall reducticn of two to one
(2.1) and not five to one (5 1) While the first page of the EA
admits this, the remainder of the EA fails to acknowieage 1t Thais
overall reauction of 2 1 should be stated so that the reader 1s not
lea to beirleve that the SARF will cut the waste at the RFP by 5 1

It 1s misleading to state ctherwise and has the effect of putting
the SARF 1s a better light than 1t 1s due.

II. COMMENTS ON THE FONSTI (THE RUBBER STAMP)

Page 3 of the FONSI confirms suspicions that the SARF 1s simply a
short term emergency solution to avoid surpassing the 1601 cubic
vard limitation imposed by CDH The FONSI admits to needing the
SARF to continue operations while complying with RCRA.

Page 6 of the FONSI states that effluent from the glovepoxes would
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be filtered and then discharged to the atmosphere. The FONSI fails
to address the composition of the effluent and the amount of that
effluent. A finding of no significant impact should assess exactly
what 1s being discharged and why that discharge has no significant
irmpact. As stated in my comments on the EA, an alarm will sound
1f alpha radiation 1s detected above a limit, but the FONSI fails
to state what the contingency plan is during the time between the
sounding of the alarm and the implementation of the corrective
action. Specifically, does the operation cease until the cause 1s
found®

Page 6 also states that drums of supercompacted waste will have
carbon composite filters for venting of gas. Will the filtered
effluent gas cause any significant impact® What 1s the composition
of the effluent filtered gas®

Page 8 of the FONSI states that the SARF and TWS would create no
detectable 1increases 1n emissions to the environment. The EA dad
assess the risks to the public ana the workers, so there must be
some 1ncrease 1n emissions for the public and workers to be at some
increased risk In fact, pages 7 & 8 of the FONSI admit that there
1s some 1ncreased exposure from the routine operation of the
proposed action

Page 11 goes to great lengths to point out that criticality 1is
unlikely ana that 1t has never occurred at the RFP As stated 1in
my comments supra, was not the 1957 and 1969 fires the result of
criticality or aggravated by criticality as a result of the fire
fighting efforts? Criticality does not seem as unlikely as the
FONSI would have us believe

In summary, the FONSI appears to be the rubber stamp that the DOE
expects The FONSI avoias the 1ssues and simply discounts any
adverse 1mpacts. As stated gupra, the equipment has already been
purchased and on site, some of the equipment has already been
assembled It seems that DOE fully exvected a FONSI when they
purchased the equipment and this EA and FONSI certainly appear to
confirm thas.

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on DOE/EA-0432 and 1ts
corresponaing FONSI. I hove that my comments are some value to
you.

Sincerely,
=

— =

a

Cralgvxlsh, Rocky Flats Cleanup Commisslicn
Box 658
Golden, Colcrado 80402-0658
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Appendaix F

Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Pat Etchart
US DOE

Rocky Flats
PO Bon 928

1738 Wrimaos Surre 302
DErvEA. COLORADO SOI02
(303 2968001

Golden, CO 80402-03028

RECEIVED
USDOoE
PFAD.

Apral 30, 1990

fle Camments on the EA for the Sumercompactor and Repacxsging

bala 'SARF) ana TRU haste Shredder (TWS)

Dear Mr Etchart

The Rixl  Flats Cleanup Commgsion (RFCC) has the follownng questions
and concerns regaraing the operation of the SARF and TWS

While the EA states that wastes w1ll be reaucea 5§ to 1| wath
the SARF ana 2 tc | with the TWS, a statement 1s mmae on page 3-31
Jwml each overoeck arum will be limited to a maximm of 16 drums of
This appears to be a reauction tactor of 16 to 1 ~hat

so1t waste

18 correct”

Z On page 5-65 a statement 1s mage that "If one of these alterna-
tives were to be impiemented a RCRA permat will be ootained as
required ana compiiance with the requirements of the permit will be
“e asgsume a permit will be 18suea ana 1t w:nll be
supjected TO A pucLlic hearing ana full public review Is thas

Talntailneq

correct”

2 On page 3-20 a statement 1s made that during the initial SARF
cperating period an estumted maximus of approximately 1S 000 cubic
feet (3 000 cuocic ymrus) of TRU ana TRU mixea wmstes w1ll be

removea from storage repackagen and supercomvacted concurrentlv with
the normal waste proauction feed to the SARF ° On page 3-22 a state-
ment 1S maae that approximatelv 80% of the waste to be processed 1in

the SARF and TWS will be TRU mixea

If 80% of the 5,000 cuobic yarus

or 4 000 cuoic varas are TRU mixed waste nas the Rocwxy Flats Plant

airesay exceeaea the 1601 cubic vard limt”

VAJOR CONCERNS

Cur greatest concern is with the piutomium :n the existing
cuctrori at Suiiding “76 there tne SARF ana TWS are locatea
¥ v anv more gzloveoo\es are nooxed up to this auctwork 1t
nouia oe ~ieanea Ana turther contamination snould be preventea The
~1ticalit~ Dotential of the plutonium snould De assessea O qeter—

mine 1f am

Te RFCT

Response To Comments

1mmedldte action snould be taxen to prevent a c-iticad-

S concermea that the supercomuactor vill cause enxcessive
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 tvaaure on the HEPA filters and the gloveboa svstem mav not contain
Uy utoruum varticles wnicn Qquring compaction Thas poss:i-
bility snould oe thorougniv anaivzea bDelore operation

3 The RFCC 1is concerned tnat sparks will be generated during the
PASrCing procrys to reiease gases trom the arums before comvaction
The<e sparxs could ignite the gases in the drum ana increase the risk
of fire 1n the gloveoox ana reiease piutonium particles to the envar-
olurrnL

4 The supercomoacted wastes snould not be stored 1n burldings wvmaich
Iv not mect duesign basis criteria 1or wWind ana earthquaxes Bualding

77€ 1~ 1 ~iuwd for wina losas of 135 mpn ana the aesign tasis wind
load 1s 161 mpn

§ The RFCC 1s generally concernmed with the guality control througn-
out the wnolie process As 2 minumm the State of Coloraao’s moni~
ot 11, svstem snoula be installed at the stacks pefore operations
begin How can ve pe assurea that oniv 100 grams of piutoniunm are in
each barrel” How can we pe assurea that incommatiole wastes are not
maxen’? How can we pe assurea that the HEPA filters are instailed
and changea resularly’ What documentation will be prepared to assure
the puniic that proper proceaures are oeing followed? How can the
public be assurea that the HEPA filters are caoturing the smallest
plutoniunm particles generatea hv the SARF ana TWS”

6 Finally the comment period should be extenasa annther two weexs
to allow a full 30 aav review e did not receive the EA until two
ueeis after i1ts availanilicy was punlishea in the Federal Register
This does not give the DUDLIC agecuate Time for a proper review A
public hearing snowd ve ne:d .o ootain aadit.onal public 1nput

If vou have any cuestions regarding these questions and COmments

plesse cail Joe Tempel at “37-9931
Thank vou,
N\
A |

/ , Joe Temxpel
i

(¢ Secretarv Watkans !
Representative Schroece™
Revresentative Skaugs
Senator wirth
Representative Brown

+ npaggarc

N Muulio

!
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Appendix F

U SO
May 7, 1990 1935 MAY -8 A T

Mr Patrick J Etchart

L S Deparmment of Energy
Rockv Flats Plant

PO Box 928

Golden, Colorado 80402-0928

Dear Mr Etcharm

I am writing to srovide comments on "Environmental Assessment of
Supercompactor and Repacxag:mg Facilitv and TPU Waste Shredde-"
Westmunster s concerned

on behaif of the Citv of Westmunste~

about the ooerations of the Rocxv Flats facility because of the

potential umdacts on Westmunster c.t.zens and the Citv's water
Standlev Laxe proviges drinking water for

suppiy, Standlev Lake
approxumateiv 180 000 in Westminster

Farmers Reservoir and irmgauon Company

Wesunins.er 1s opposed to the use of the Supercompactor and

Repacxaging Facuutv ang TRU Waste Shreaaer (SARF/TWS)

r, Thornton, Nortnglenn and
Federal reignts as well as irrigation water for snarenoiders 1o the

Westmunster cannot Support any operation wiucn will increase the
amount of waste whnich can pe storeqa at the Rocky Flats Plant.

Because there 1s yet no solution to the hazaraous waste disposal
problem at Rocky Flats, the SARF/TWS will merely increase the

amount of wastes stored at Rocky Flats

the problem. Westminster 1s concerned that this will open the
door to making Rocky Flats a waste repository, for both its own

wastes and possibly those from other facilities. Wastes snould not

It will not be soiving

be generated if there is no means of disposal and staving within

the Limits set by the State of Colorado

The handiing of the

wastes necessary for shredding and repackaging also increases the

risk to tnhe workers and neighboring citizens.

The Cityv of Westminster is also opposed to the proposead means of

disposing 0. | guiad wastes generatea auring the nandling process.

The pian caus for sucn wastes to De (reated ana disposeda ol Dy

soray urnigauon

apsence Q! an interceptor canal around Standiey Lake
Flats has not used proper engmeering judgement in the land
application of effluent in the past, which has resultea wn surface

water runoff reaching Pond C-2

This 1s unacceptable to Westmunster 1n the

Poexy

appears the groundwater surfaces and flows into Woman Creex.

This 1s unsatisfactory to the City of Westmunster uniess an
interceptor canal 1s in place to carry all waters trom the Roc

iy

*lats Plant around Standlev Lake

Response To Comments
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\\ May 7, 1990
\ Page 2

Thank you for the opportumity to comment on this important issue

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding tnese
comments.

Very AAruly yours,

ce: Congressman David Skaggs
Governor Roy Romer
; City Council
Bill Christopher, City Manager

-
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ERRATA

Page 5-2, first partial paragraph, fifth line should state "per cubic meter (pCi/m’) If emissions of

non-specific alpha emitters exceed 0 020 pCi/m®, an*

Page 5-36, the following paragraph should be inserted after the first paragraph, prior to Section

5143
The exterior containment of Builldings 776/777 is being structurally
upgraded to withstand a DBW This upgrade Is scheduled for completion in
the early 1990s After completion of the upgrades, damage from a DBW 1s
expected to be substantially mitigated or eliminated
Appendix B, page B-2, first paragraph, last line should state "Ci/g The weighted average DCF value

was calculated to be 8 76 x 10’ rem/Ci *

Appendix B, page B-2, Table B-1, should be as follows

Table B-1

Half-iife DCF
Isotope (days) Mass Fraction (CEDE, rem/Ci)
Pu-238 320x 10° 101 x10°* 460 x 10°
Pu-239 878 x 10° 936x 107} 510 x 10°
Pu-240 239 x 10° 584 x 1072 510 x 10°
Pu-241 526 x 10° 410x 1072 100 x 10’
Pu-242 137 x 10° 302x10™* 480 x 10°
Am-241 158 x 10° 804 x 10°* 520 x 10®

Appendix B, page B-6, second and following paragraphs should state

It was assumed that there are twenty drums on the loading dock
Twelve contain combustible waste and eight contain non-combustible
materials Half of these drums are eventually involved in the fire it s
assumed that each drum contains 100 g of plutonium and that the values for
RSF (as described in Appendix A) are 5 3 x 10™* for combustible waste and
g x 107° for non-combustibles (see Appendix A) It was conservatively
assumed that all the releases from the drums containing combustible material
impact the workers before evacuation The calculated release to the room
during the initial stage of the fire I1s

u

REL 6 drums ® 100 g/drum ®* 53 x 10°™*

0318

it

Using the techmques described in the section on uptake by workers,
the maximum dose to the workers was calculated to be 66 rem (CEDE)

For calculation of the doses to other RFP workers and the public, the releases
from four non-combustible waste drums were added to releases from the six drums

Attachment 8
Appendix F Responss To Comments July 1990
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment 8-1



of combustible waste The total release to the room was calculated to the 482 g
With both recewving bay doors apen to allow fighting the fire, the building teak factor
was assumed to be 0 1 for a total release to the environment of 0 482g of piutonium
This will lead to a maximum dose to other RFP site personnel of 3 87 rem

Appendx D, page D-12, Table D-8, the footnate should state  "Values are from DOE (1988b) "
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